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ABSTRACT

The main purpose of the thesis is to explore the characteristics of politeness which are conveyed by the use of
Japanese honorific forms (i.e. honorific politeness). The perspective of the research is as follows: 1) the
concept of politeness is regarded as being V1rider in scope than in major past studies of linguistic politeness in
the West ( e.g. Leech 1983 ); 2) unlike many past studies of politeness related to Japanese honorific forms, the
research attempts to study t11e social effect of the use of an honorific fom1 railier than the grammatical or
semantic properties of such fom1s; 3) the analysis of honorific politeness is based on the findings about the
mechanism by which honorific politeness mitigates discomfiture, and on the metalinguistic evaluations of
honorific forms made by native speakers. Results from a questio1maire, which investigated the types of
discomfiture ,vhich result from various kinds of inappropriate linguistic behaviour, suggested that the use of
an honorific form can mitigate two main types of discomfiture, which differ in degree of seriousness,
depending on the social features of the situation in which the use occurs. It is pointed out that the mitigation of
either type of discomfiture should be regarded as flowing from a common type of linguistic choice, that is,
compliance ·with a social norn1 goyeming the appropriate use oflanguage in different kinds of conununication
situations, i.e. register rnles. Furthermore, based on observations of the use of linguistic forms other than
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honorific ones, it is argued that honorific fom1s are one of many linguistic devices for realizing register
differences, i.e. register markers. Results from the other questionnaire, which probed native speaker's
evaluation of different types of language use for the communication of politeness, indicate that native
speakers tend to place special aesthetic value on honorific forms and their use, independently of the
seriousness of the discomfiture they can mitigate. Based on an analysis of the background to this tendency, it
is argued that the value can be appropriately regarded as sharing many properties with the value which
language users place on a certain part of register markers in a diglossic commwl.ity. It is thus concluded that
honorific politeness is a fonn of diglossia.
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Preface
The first inkling I had that there seems to be a problem with discussions ofJ apanese linguistic politeness
presented by various people came from my experience as a teacher of Japanese as a second/foreign
language (JSL). I noted a number of my JSL students were inadvertently rude in their language use in
Japanese. 1 soon realized that their inappropriate behaviour was a result of the treatment of linguistic
politeness in the mainstream JSL syllabuses for elementary-level learners. In the standard syllabus, the
appropriate use of honorific forms is emphasized, while the use of other fonns that native speakers
normally use for the communication of politeness is often neglected; e.g. the choice among expressions
for making a request depending on the degree to which the other person has the obligation to accept the
request (such as behveen -te-itadake-masu-ka and -te-itadake-nai-de-shoo-ka). I felt strongly the need
for a more comprehensive teaching of polite language use and, to support such teaching, for an
investigation into politeness other than that related to honorific forms.
Later, I began to teach introductory courses in sociolinguistics and JSL teaching methodology
at Japanese universities , and comments given in class discussions in those courses by native-speaking
students led me to realize that JSL teachers are not the only group of people who tend to regard the use
of honorific forms as the sole important polite linguistic behaviour. Many of this young generation of
native speakers expressed their belief in the importance of the use of such forms, while they often were
tmaware of their own use of other forms for the conveyance of politeness. Meanwhile, I realized that
some researchers of linguistic politeness held the s ame view, regarding honorific forms as being of key
importance in linguistic politeness i.n Japanese. Writings by some linguists in the field of politeness
theory seemed to assume that the use of honorific politeness is the most (if not the only) important
linguistic behaviour for the communication of politeness in Japanese .
As these realizations emerged, my interest in Japanese linguistic politeness gradually shifted its
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focus; from politeness other than honorific politeness to people' s attitudes towards honorific politeness .
I grew curious to know why s o many Japanese people believed i n the paramount importance of the use of
honorific forms and paid little attention to other important kinds of linguistic politeness in Japanese. I
came to believe that an exploration of the background to this tendency would make an equally (or
perhaps more) significant contribution to the improvement of the treat1nent of politeness in JSL
teaching, illuminating the factors which may have impeded the realization of the need for such an
improvement.
I final ly decided to investigate the characteristics of politeness communicated by the use of
honorific forms, in an attempt to draw people' s attention to other kinds of politeness in Japanese,
addressing the following two questions . The first question was whether the use of honorific forms is
really the most crucial kind of linguistic behaviour for the co1mnunication of politeness; in other words,
whether it plays such an important role in terms of avoiding causing uncomfortable feelings with other
participants. The second question was what underlies the prevalence of the view of the importance of the
use of such fom1s .
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Chapter 1 : Introduction

1.1

The aims

It is ,videly accepted that the appropriate use of honorific fonns, or keigo in Japanese, is a very
important element of linguistic politeness in Japanese for learners of Japanese as a second/foreign
language (JSL, henceforth) to master. For example, warning JSL learners that a lack of knowledge
concerning the appropriate use of such fonns can critically affect their professional life in J apan,
Niyekawa ( 1 99 1 ) writes :

An ordinary grammatical error made by a foreigner may simply seem cute to the
Japanese, but an error in keigo tends to arouse an instantaneous emotional reaction.
Niyckawa 1 99 1 ": 1 4

Similarly, most JSL textbooks for learners from the elementary to advanced levels deal with the usage
of honorific fonns, and many audio and video materials specifically focus on the teaching of this aspect
of language use. An introduction such as the following is likely to be made concerning the usage of
honorific fonns in an elementary level textbook:

1-u "to say" has two honorific equivalents , osshar-u "to say (gracefully)" and moos
u ''to say (humbly)". You must appropriately choose between the two honorific forms :
osshar-11 is appropri ate to refer to the action of 'saying' which is performed by
someone who is in rel atively higher soci al statl1s, such as your teacher, ,vhilc moos-11
is appropriate to refer to the action performed by someone who has a reh itiwly lower
soc i al status . Thus, you say:

osshar-u.
Sensei-ga
teacher- SUB
says (gracefully)
"The teacher says (something) gracefully."
moos-u.
Watashi-ga
say (humbly).
I-SUB
"I say (something) humbly."

Hovv"ever, I have regularly met, as a JSL teacher, intcnnediate- and advanced-level students
who had learnt to be fluent in the usage of honorific fonns and yet were rude, inadvertently, in their
speech in Japanese. Many of such otherwise successful learners seemed to lack knowledge and skills
about how people can politely perfonn in J apanese '·socially difficult" speech acts such as requesting,
asking for pcnnission, apologizing and refusing a request/invitation. It is unfortunate and ironical with
such learners that, the more fluent in the use of honorific fom1s a learner is, the more offensiveness
his/her tactless utterance for performing such a speech act is often perceived to be. One typical example
of inappropriate ut1erances by such a learner is one whose illocutionary meaning can be spelled out as
follows:

'Tm (humbly) very sorry that I 'm late for the class and please (gracefully) forgive me, but I
(humbly) declare that 1 had every right to be late since I overslept this morning." (Okunc:mash-i-te, mooshi,1,,ake gozai-mas-en. Demo, kesa neboo shi-mash-i-ta-kara.")

It is assumed that such an inappropriate utterance results from the speaker's lack of knowledge about the
meaning conveyed by the form s/he uses here for explaining the reason for his/her delay, -mash-i-ta
kara ("since"). The fon11 conventionally conveys the speaker' s assumption that the condition referred to
in the part connected to it (i.e. her/his oversleeping, in this case) entirely j ustifies the other condition (i.e
her/his being l ate), and thereby fails to convey her/his regret/apology for the whole incident. (Note,
however, that the use of the Corm will be appropriate for giving a reason when the speaker is making a
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hearer-supportive speech act such as "Don't wony about your delay, since I overslept, too, and am
going to be late, myself'.)
The knowledge about polite language use that such a J SL learner seems to have failed to learn
is different in type from that of the use of honorific forms. The latter does not redeem the lack of the
former; on the contrary, it can worsen it. This implies that the appropriate use of honorific forms is not
all that JSL learners need to learn in order to avoid making inadvertently offensive utterances; there is at
least one other type of language use that they need to know for this purpose.
My experience as a JSL teacher has led me to realize the need to re-examine the importance of
the use of honorific fom1s in Japanese linguistic politeness and to obtain a broader perspective on how
politeness is conveyed in Japanese. Thus, my research aims to consider politeness in Japanese from a
wider perspective, and to explore whether the role honorific fonns play in Japanese linguistic politeness
is in fact as important as is generally assumed.
However, there was another factor that prompted me to cany out my research: I realized that
the learners ' unintended inappropriate behaviour was a reflection of inadequate JSL teaching; that is,
they had not been appropriately taught in their Japanese classes to avoid language use which might
cause offence. No JSL textbooks (with a few exceptions, such as Yamakami and Tsuruta 1 9 8 8
andYamakami 1 992) attempt t o provide learners with explicit knowledge concerning the distinction
between politely giving an apologetic excuse and politely giving a reason in a hearer-supportive
utterance. Nor do they teach how to make a polite utterance in the context of requesting, of refusing a
request/invitation, of correcting another person's mistake, or of any other "socially difficult" speech act.
The traditional treatment of !inguistic politeness in JSL teaching, in which appropriate choices
of honorific fonns has been emphatically focused on and other categories of '·socially difficult" fonns
have been neglected, was adopted in the syllabus for the J apancse Language Proficiency Test which
was officially issued in 1 994 (Kokusai Koryu Kikin and Nihon Kokusai Kyoiku Kyokai 1 994 ). The
syllabus includes the appropriate usage of honorific fonns at all its fot1r levels (from introductory to
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advanced). but makes no mention of appropriate choices of any other politeness forms. Learners who
make an inadvertently offens ive utterance could therefore b e regarded as rather natural products of the
standardized syllabus of JSL teaching.
It appears that such a syllabus is based on the prevailing assumption among JSL teachers and
textbook writers that the appropriate choice of honorific fom1s is so significantly more important for
avoiding causing offence or discomfiture than choice of any other forn1s that learners need only acquire
the proper usage of honorific forn1s to become polite speakers of Japanese. It is curious that such an
assumption has remained unchallenged for such a long time. While changes in various aspects, such as
teaching methods. have occurred in JSL teaching in response to developments in linguistics and applied
linguistics in the West, since modern JSL teaching began in the l 9 5 0 ' s , no fundamental change seems to
have occurred in the principle of the teaching of Japanese linguistic politeness. It is particul arly
significant that the treatment of linguistic politeness in J SL teaching has remained unchanged, despite
language teachers' growing realization worldwide of the importance of teaching politeness in relation to
making requests and other socially difficult types of contexts (for examples, see: Hymes 1 972, Kasper
1 9 79, 1 9 8 2 ; House and Kasper 1 9 82: Thomas 1 9 8 3 ; Blum-Kulka 1 9 8 2 ; Osugi I 9 8 2 ; Sakamoto and
N aotsuka 1 98 2 ) . JSL teachers were not exceptions in following this trend in language teaching.
Increasingly, books, articles, papers in jmmials and JSL textbooks \Vere published by J S L teachers,
textbook writers and researchers in an effort to provide both learners and teachers with analyses of
polite linguistic b ehaviour in the J apanese language. However, it seems that much of the effort was
focused on politeness in relation to the use of honorific fom1s (for example, Ide et al. 1 9 86) \vhile the
arguments concerning other types of politeness (Mizutani and Mizutani l 98 7: N custupny 1 9 87: Tsurnta
1 992; Tateoka 1 993), it seems, were not powerful enough to cause a drastic change in treatment of
linguistic politeness within the standard JSL syllabus
Thus , in my research, I also attempt to explore why honorific forms arc regarded as so crucial
to Japanese linguistic politeness, by seeking to identify the factors behind the prevail ing unchnnging

view of the importance of such fonns for politeness in the language.
My research is primarily aimed at improving the teaching of linguistic politeness to J SL
learners, by attempting to equip teachers with knowledge necessary to avoid inadvertently causing
discomfiture, and by exploring what factors have hindered such improvement. An understanding of the
characteristics of politeness communicated by the use of honorific fon11S and an understanding of the
background of the fixed but unsubstantiated idea about the importance of such forms commonly shared
by native-speaking JSL teachers will serve as a useful basis on which to construct a better syllabus for
the teaching of honorific forms and Japanese linguistic politeness in general.
However, I am also concerned with arguments concerning Japanese linguistic politeness made
within the academic field of politeness theory. Some such arguments seem to be based on the s ame type
of assumption as is found in J SL teaching concerning the importance of honorific fonns in Japanese
linguistic politeness. For example, Ide describes honorific fom1s as "the major linguistic devices for
politeness" ( ] 989 : 224) With a few exceptions (e.g. Leech 1 9 83 ), discussions on Japanese politeness
focus on the appropriate use of honorific forms, and regard it as the most important aspect of polite
linguistic behaviour. Further, some comparative discussions of Japanese politeness appear to be based
on certain unfortunate confusions, attempting to compare the use of Japanese honorific fom1s with polite
linguistic behaviour in another language which communicates a different type of politeness from that
communicated by the use of honorific forms. My research therefore atiempts to clarify the ways in
which such approaches to Japanese linguistic politeness are not based on a theoretically adequate
perspective of politeness, and tries to provide a more principled framework for study of politeness
communicated by the use of honorific £onus. I hope my work will contribute to the enhancement of
"both fa c tual accuracy and theoretical parsimony" (Fishman 1 972: 43 8) in research into linguistic
politeness.
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1 .2

Definition of key terms

1.2.1

Politeness

Key terms for politeness discussions, such as polite, politeness, impolite and rude, have been used by
different authors in different ways (I will discuss the variety of usage of "polite" both as a teclmical and a folk
tem1 in Chapter 3). TI1ere are two major ways in which these terms can be used in a discussion of linguistic
politeness. One is to use these tenns to refer to a pragmatic property; that is, to refer to the social effect
resulting from a piece of linguistic behaviour (usually an utterance) made by a speaker to another participant
in a particular context/sihiation. The other is to use the tenns to refer to a semantic property or value that a
linguistic fonn (or a sentence) constantly holds regardless of its use. TI1e distinction between these two types
corresponds to the distinction which Leech ( 1 983) makes between his "relative politeness" and "absolute
politeness". By relative politeness, he means '·politeness relative to context or sihrntion". h1 my view, he
correctly justifies his distinction by claiming:

In an absolute sense, [ 1 ] "Just be quiet" is less polite than [2] "Would you please be quiet for a
moment?" But there are occasions where [ l J could be too polite, and other occasions where [2 J
would not be polite enough.
Leech 1 983: 1 02. My quotation marks.

Of the two senses of politeness, the pragmatic sense of politeness ( i.e. Leech's relative politeness) is
more important for my research. It is only the use of a linguistic fonn (and other types of linguistic behaviour)
in a given context or situation, rather than the linguistic form itself, that can cause people to raise their
eyebrows, to get annoyed, or to become angry. It is this pragmatic sense of politeness that I deal with in my
research. TI1e problem is, however, that the pragmatic effect produced by an utterance can very easily be
confused with the semantic quality of a fonn. Snch confusion seems to occur regularly not only in folk
discussions but also in academic writing on linguistic politeness, as I ,vi.11 discuss in detail in Chapter 3. To
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prevent any such confusion in my discussions, unlike Leech, I v,rill use "polite" to refer exclusively to the
pragmatic notion. Thus, '·polite", in my usage, means "not folll1d to be uncomfortable/offensive by a
participant (usually the addressee but not exclusively) in a context/situation". Similarly, I use "rude'' and
"impolite" exclusively to mean "felt to be uncomfortable by a participant (usually the addressee) in a
context/situation". To refer to the semantic property of a fom1, I v.�11 not use any of these terms but some other
ones (see Chapter 2). Accordingly, "politeness" is used exclusively to refer to the consequences of linguistic
behaviour in a particular context/situation, such as "feelings which are not m1comfortable" or "meanings
which are not fotmd to be uncomfortable''.
However, in my discussion of politeness, I will use comfortable, comfort, uncomfortable and
discomfiture more often than the terms I discussed above. 1 do so in order to avoid any misunderstanding on
the part of readers who are accustomed to the standard usage of the traditional key tenns in past literature on
Japanese linguistic politeness written in English. In such writings, "polite", "impolite" and "rude" have often
been used to refer to the semantic properties of honorific and non-honorific forms, and I fear I might be
tmderstood by doing the same. lt is important to note that, in my usage, "comfortable", "comfort",
'\mcomfortable" and "discomfiture" all cover fairly v\�de ranges of strength of feelings; for example, I may
use the latter to refer to any degree of discomfiture which might be described as "offended", "angry",
''irritated", "embarrassed", "incongruous" or "inappropriate".
Within the pragmatic notion of politeness, I further narrow the scope of my observation. Some polite
linguistic behaviour may be perceived as comfortable when it is perfonned, but may simply pass lll111oticed if
it is not perfom1ed. For example, someone's joking in a crisis moment may be felt to be comfortable, relaxing
the conflict, whereas his/her not joking in the same context would probably not be noticed nor be felt as
particularly w1conlfortable. Other polite linguistic behaviour, on the oilier hand, may be wmoticed when it is
perfonned, but may be perceived as uncomfortable if it is not perfom1ed For example, responding to
someone's greeting may go mmoticed, whereas failure to respond would be found to be uncomfortable. I
focus my observation on the latter of these two types of polite behaviour. Goffman describes such behaviour
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as that ''which gives rise to specific negative sanctions if not perfom1ed , but which, if it is performed, passes
unperceived as an event", and tenns it Negatively Eventful ( 1963 : 7).
My choice to focus on this is again based on the primary aim of my research. For any language
learner, these two types of polite behaviour '"�11 naturally have a different significance. If the learner fails to
perfom1 polite behaviour, in other words , if it is negatively eventful behaviour, the consequence is likely to be
serious and may even result in social punishment; on the other hand, ifthe behaviour is Positively Eventful 1 ,
it is likely to elicit no response. For most learners, therefore, the more important type of polite linguistic
behaviour that they need to be aware of, and the first that they need to learn about, will be the negatively
eventful type
In this regard, I find it perfectly natural that much pedagogically-motivated research on linguistic
politeness deals with this negatively eventful type of polite behaviour. Interestingly, researchers oflinguistic
politeness who are not particularly concerned with language teaching, and, for that matter, researchers of
more general linguistic behaviour also often seem to focus on negatively eventfol linguistic behaviour. For
example, Gumperz and T aimen commented on their sociolinguistic research as follows: "by studying ,vhat
has gone wrong when communication breaks down, we seek to understand a process that goes unnoticed
when it is successful" ( 1979: 3 08).
Furthennore, throughout my research, I mainly deal with the choice of grammatical fonns (i.e.
words, phrases and sentences) and prosodic features (e.g. articulation of the prommciation), although other
types of linguistic behaviour (such as the choice of a particular structure of discourse, as well as para
linguistic behaviour and the choice of topic of conversation) can clearly be studied in tenns of linguistic
politeness. I do so for two reasons. The first is a practical reason; it would not be practical to include all types
of linguistic behaviour in my study of polite linguistic behaviour. The second concerns the consistency of my

1

It may be possible to use "negative politeness'' an<l "'positivt: politeness .. to distinguish tht: social dlect that the two
types ofbehaviour cause, ns Leech ( 1 98 3 : 83-84) does. However, I prefornot to, because these tenns happen to bi;: more
wi<ldy employt.:d to refi:::r to completdy ditkrent notions introduced by I3rovm and Levinson ( 1 978/1 987), and, again,
it mi g ht cause confosion in my discussion.

discussion. TI1e focus of my research is on the use of honorific fonns, which are a particular category of
grammatical fonns, and by limiting my observation of polite behaviour to the use of honorific and other
grammatical fonns, I can be consistent. However, as I will discuss in detail later, certain prosodic features
co-occur v,�th the use of honorific fom1s, and the inclusion of such features in my discussion of politeness
conveyed by the use of honorific fonns seems therefore usefol for a fuller W1derstru1ding of such politeness.

1 .2.2

Japanese, native speaker and honorific form

Apart from those key terms conunonly appearing in discussions of linguistic politeness, the tenns J a1>anese,
Native Speaker and, obviously, Honorific Form are also important in my discussion, and it is useful to
clarify the reference of each.
In J apanesc, as in any other language, different varieties have been used in different historical and
geographical divisions of society by different socio-economic groups of speakers of different generations, and
this implies that various systems of honorific fom1s have been used in different ways by different groups of
people (Nomoto 1 957; Kato 1 974; Egawa 1974; Hamm 1 980; Mitsuishi, 1986)i. Among these varieties, my
research concerns the contemporary one which is spoken in T ok.-yo and three surrow1di.ng prefechrres
(Saitama, Kanagawa and Chiba) by educated young generation of speakers. This is the variety which is often
identified as Kyootsuu-go (common language) and is used in national (as well as much local) broadcasting. It
is, therefore, understood by almost all Japanese, and spoken by many of the younger generation ·who speak
both the vernacular and this variety i.11 different situations. This is also the variety ·which most JSL learners are
(disputably) expected to learn. Further, the system of honorific fonns \\�thin this variety is the one that both
J SL learners and native speakers from all regions are expected to learn ( although many regional dialects have
their O\\•n system of honorific fonns). 111e tem1s (the) Japanese (language) and honorific form in my
discussion refer to this variety of the lru1guage and the honorific forms in it respectively, unless stated
otherwise.
By N ativc Speaker ( of J apancse), I mean speakers of this variety who have lived in this part of
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Japan for at least ten years, among whom I further narrow my scope and focus on native-speaking mliversity
sh1dents. It is important to note, however, that a "native speaker of J apanesc" is not necessarily a fluent user
of"honorific fonns". As I discuss in Chapters 2 and 6, many of the ymmger generation do not use these fom1s
in the same maimer as the older generation of speakers of this variety of Japanese. However, both younger
and older generations of native speakers share an idea of "the proper usage of honorific fonns". When I
discuss the usage of honorific fon11S (which I explain in Chapter 2), I refer both to this ideal usage of such
fonns and to the way in which all native speakers actually use them. TI1e '·proper" usage is the one both
Japanese natives and JSL learners are nonnally expected to (and, \vish to, in many cases) learn, and is the one
nonnally referred to in discussions of Japanese honorific forms.

1.3

Outline of chapters

In Chapter 2, I describe the grammatical (i.e. lexico-morphological and semantic) properties of honorific
fonns and the usage of such fonns. By doing so, I hope to give readers who are not familiar with the fonns
basic knovvledge about them, and also to present certain temrinology which I will use throughout my
discussion to refer to different notions concerning such fom1S and their usage.
In Chapter 3 , I consider the theoretical perspective of my research. I first examine the scope of the
notion of politeness and the fra.ine\vork for analyzing politeness in past literature. I then propose my O"W11
definition of politeness suitable for my study of politeness conummicated by the use of honorific fonns I also
describe my 0\\'11 framework for the analysis of linguistic politeness, in wllich I observe native speakers'
li.J.1guistic attitudes towards language use for the communication of politeness, as well as the regularities in
their language use for the avoidance or mitigation of discomfiture.
In Chapters 4 and 5 , I detail the three sh1dies wllich I W1dertook for my research. In these studies, I
explored people's evaluative altitudes tO\vards honorific fom1s and the strength and types of discomfiture
wllich are likely to result from failure to use such fonm appropriately.
In Chapter 6, I discuss the results of my studies, and attempt to propose a description of the
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characteristics of politeness communicated by the use of honorific fonns, based on the analysis of results from
my studies as well as on infonnation from other sources.
In Chapter 7, I conclude my research by discussing its implications for JSL teaching and the
theoretical study of linguistic politeness.

Il

Chapter 2 : Use o f Japanese honorific fo rms

2.1

Int roduction

Before b eginning my investigation of politeness conununicated through the use of Japanese honorific
fonns, it may be useful for readers who are not familiar with the Japanese language, to provide a brief
illustration of how such forms are used. Therefore, in this section, I describe the grammatical (i.e.
lexico-morphological and semantic ) features of J apanese honorific fon11S and provide a sociolinguistic
description of the use of these fonns.

2.2

Grammar of honorific forms

2.2.1

On agglutination

I begin by outlining the general morphological characteristics of the lang uage which will aid in
understanding the lexico-morphological strncture of honorific fonns. I must emphasize that grammar is
not in itself the main topic of my discussions, but merely the b ase for understanding them. My
description of the grammatical characteristics in the following pages is simply intended to facilitate
understanding for readers unfamiliar with the Japanese language. My description of the morphological
rules, consisting of sub-rnles dealing with allomorphs, phonological rnles accompanying the
morphological mles, and exceptions to those rnles, \Nill be presented in a simplified manner, focusing
upon essential core aspects.
Japanese is an agglutinative language, and a variety of affixes (small particles attached to a
"vord) are attached to a word to add some meaning to it or to modify its grammatical property. Although
affixes may be attached to various parts of speech, my examples are restricted to the agglutination of
verbs, partly because I would like to keep my discussion as simple as possible, and partly because verbs
will be the main focus of my discussions of honorific forms.
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Attac hing the suffix, -i-ta, to the stem, hanas-, of the verb, hanas-u ("speak"), for example,
converts the verb into the past tense: hanash-i-ta ("spoke"). (Some phonological change between
consonants regularly accompanies the agglutination of this suffix, such as that between /s/ and /sh/ in
this case) . Another suffix, -a-nai is also attached to the stem of a verb to change it into the negative :
hanas-a-nai Cdo!docs not speak"). The verb can also be converted into the negative past fonn by the
addition of the combination -a-nai (the negativizer) and -ta (an allomorph of -i-to) . The agglutination of
the two suffixes requires a small inflectional change at the end of -a-nai. Thus, the combination of the
two is -a-nakot-/a, and the negative past tense of hanas-u Cto speak'') is hanas-a-nakat-ta ('"did not
speak"). Different suffixes can be added one after another as in the above example. The follO\ving is
another such example:

hcmash-i-tak11-nak-a-tta-yoo-da
speak-want-NEGATIVE-PAST-seem
''seem not to have wanted to speak"

One final note on general Japanese grammar: all the forn1s shown in the preceding examples
can be used as the predicate of a sentence (including an embedded sentence) without any restriction of
concordance with the subj ect. That is, unlike English and other European languages, the grammatical
categories known as number and first/second/third person do not exist in Japanese.

2.2.2

Two catego ries of honodfic forms

An honorific form, or keigo in Japanese, is not a strictly teclmical ten11 but rather a commonly used
expression in most educated households. As a folk tenn, however, keigo seems to be used to refer to a
range of notions . In responding to my question regarding their ovm use of honorific icmus, for example,
several members of a class of some forty first-year university students s tated that they sometimes used
the Des-Mos-Style of fonns (a more formal equivalent. for a more detailed explanation, sec below in
this section) but never honorific forms. This response sounds highly contradictory to me and probably to
13

most other JSL teachers and Japanese language researchers, since a more fonnal version of words and
phrases are clearly within the denotation of keigo in its traditional technical usage as well as in the usage
which has been taught to pupils and students in Japanese language classes in school. Obviously, an
explicit definition is necessary concerning the way in which I employ "honorific fom1" in my discussion.
I use the tem1 to refer to those fonns which traditional Japanese linguists refer to as keigo ,
including two semantically distinct categories of fom1s. The first category includes those fonns which
com1ote a fictitious relative social rank on the part of the person referred to, or the person related to the
action/state referred to (henceforth, the Referent of the fom1) . For example, an agglutinatively derived
honorific fonn, o-hanashi-ni-nar-u ('"gracefully speak"), is the same as the non-honorific verb hanas
u ("speak") in propositional meaning, i.e. ''to speak", but differs from it in the expressive ( also tenned

''emotional", '·social" or "connotative" by different authors) meaning, in that the fom1er conveys a
fictionally higher status on the part of the agent of the action, speaking, which the latter does not.
The other category of honorific fom1s consists of those which are perceived as fonnal versions
of verbs and the copula . This type of fonns differ from the first category in that they simply indicate
fomiality without connoting anything about the referent. For example, hanashi-m as-u ("speak
[FORM ALJ)"), another agglutinatively derived honorific fonn, is different from its non-honorific
cmmterpart, hanas-u, in that it indicates that the speaker is talking in a more fonnal maimer. Similarly,
an honorific equivalent of the copula, -des-u is identical in its propositional meaning but conveys a
higher level of fonnality than its non-honorific counterpart, -da. (The more fomrnl equivalents of the
copula and the main verb end in either -des- or -m as-, and therefore this category of fom1s (and the
speech style in which they are used) is called Des-Mas-Style. )
The distinction between the two categories h a s been recognized and identified by various
authors : e.g. Tokieda ( 1 94 1 ), Tsuj imura ( 1 967) and Watanabe ( 1 97 1 ). Two tem1s originally proposed
by Tsuj imura ( 1 963 ) which have finally been accepted for the categories and now commonly used in
J apanesc linguistics So::.oi-Keigo ( lit. ·'honorific forms in which respect for the dcsignalcd is encoded'.)
and l'aisha-Kc:1go ( /if "honorific forms in which respect for the addressee is encoded'} were translated
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as Referent Honorifics and Addressee Honorifics respectively by Comrie ( 1 976) 1 . Since then, these
English tenns have been in common usage by authors such as Brov.111 and Levinson ( 1 978/1 987),
Levinson ( 1 9 8 3 ), and Ide ( 1 98 9 ) . However, I prefer not to use these tenns for the reason which I will
discuss in Chapter 3 (3 . 4 . 1 ). Instead, I use my own tenninology to distinguish between the two
c ategories. Henceforth, I refer to those which com1ote a fictitious relative social rank of the person
related to the action/state referred to by the forms as Referent's Social Rank. Connoters (RSRCs). I
refer to those which mark the fonnality of the situation as Situation Markers (SMs).
In my employment of the term "honorific forms" I also follow the tradition in Japanese
linguistics which restricts the range of honorific fonns to only verbs, the copula, nouns, and t\¥0
prefixes, o- and go-. These prefixes can be attached to a noun, adj ective, adverb, and counters ( or,
quantity indicators), as in the following examples :

o-taku

Prefix"+ N oun

'·graceful house"

o-kirei-na

Prefix + Adjective

"gracefully beautiful"

go -yururi-to

Prefix. + A dverb

"gracefully slm.vly"

o-hitotsu

Prefix + Counter

'·one (graceful piece)"

o-jittari

Prefix + Counter

''two (graceful people)"

This traditional limitation of the range of fon11S covered by the tenn '"honorific fom1s" is inconsistent, as
there are some fom1s \.Vhich also serve to indicate fonnality, although they are traditionally not included
in the scope of '"honorific fonns" (But see e.g. Bunkacho ( I 97 1 ) for the usage of this term in ,vhich a
wider range of fonns are referred to) . For example, some adjectives and adverbs as well as some
function words such as Sentence Connecto rs (i. e. cm�unctions) and Case-Indicating Particles serve
to convey fomrnlity and therefore ought to b e included in SMs (I will return to use of such forms in

1

I-forada ( J ')76) calls them ·'propositional honoriiics" and "pcrfonnativt.: honori iics'· rcsp�ctively.
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Chapter 6 ) . The following list illustrates pairs in which the left-hand counterparts convey higher level of
fonnality than the right-hand ones :

birei-na

--exquisite "
serenely"

kirei-na

"beautiful'"

shizuka-ni

"quietly"

shukush11ku-to

.;: ,;

shikashi

"however"

demo

"but"

-nile

"at the locus of'

de

"at"

Despite its tenninological weakness, I adopt the traditional technical usage of the tenn keigo in
Japanese linguistics in my employment of the Engli sh term '"honorific fonns", because the us age has
become established in the field and has had significant influence on general native speakers ' attitudes
concerning linguistic politeness, which is an essential factor I intend to include in my observations of
linguistic politeness in Japanese. (But I will discuss, l ater in this section, use of some of those forms
which are not included in the category of "honorific fonns".)

2.2.3

Semantic differences between RSRCs �md SMs

An honorific form, either RSRC or SM, could not perform the honorific function it does, if it had no
non-honorific cmmterparts, nor if people used the honorific Com1 regardless of the situation (see
Tsuj imura 1 967 and Minami 1 9 87). The honorific function of such a form therefore rests on the contrast
it presents with its non-honorific counterparts. I will use the ten11 Honorific Unit whenever necessary,
to refer to the contrast occurring between several fonns where propositional meaning is identical but
where expressive meaning, that is, honorific value, is distinct in each ease. The tenns Component of an
honorific unit, or Honorific Comp onent will refer to each of the opposing fonm, including the non
honorific counterpart. To look at honorific fonns as components of these units makes it easier to
understand the semantic and morphological characteristics of thes e forms.
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There arc di fferent types of honorifie components [ A } (non-honorifi c form ) , [BI ( Sunke i-go ) .
[ C] (Ke,7/00-go) and [ D J (Temei-go ) , fo r example. arc all equivalent in their propos itional meaning to.
s ay. "to e a t . .. yet di fferent in terms of their honon fic value. Unl ike [ A 1- the non-honorifi c component.
[ B J . the RSRC component connotes the speaker · s ackllowledgemcnt ofrfiet itious grace accompanyi ng
the action. "eating·· in this case. and thereby imparts a fictionally higher soci al rank on the part of the
agent of the action ( n amely , the re ferent). The difference between the two components is i ll ustrutcd by
th..: fol l o\\l ng scntcnc1.:s. the first u::;ing I AL the second !1 3 1 -

C 'h i11p1 111;11 -ga
Ch i mpar11ccs-S U B
· · ( lu mps cat b ananas . · ·

b ananu-o
b anana-O S.I

JA J .

cat

,\'e11st·1-gu
hwwnu-o
IB 1Tht.: teacher- S L B
b anana-0 BJ
cats -graccfu lly
.. The te acher ( \\ ho is socially higher than me I c;:its bananas . ,.

On the other hand. ! Cl . the other type oC RSRC component, d i ffers from i ts non-hon ori fi c c o u n terpart.
l A 1 - m that r t connot(cs the speaker· s acknO\\ kdgcmcnt

or fi ct1tt ous humb leness accompany1 nr the

act 1un and. tlni s . of the rcfcrcnf s fi ct iuna l l y lo\\cr soc i a l status

H '( / {1/., l/ / •,'<d
!Cl
L, at-lmmbh
l-SLB
. . l I.r\\ ho am rd:1t1\ dv l(m c r m soc i a l �t;l!usr) cat bananas··

[ B] anti l C l cornimm H.:: atc the speaker" s acknowl edgement

or fict1uous gr:1:::1.: 1 I B 1 1 {1 r

humb leness ( I C ] l acc(1mp;my 1ng the actwn referred In and. by domg so. of :1 fic11m1 a l l\ luh•.hcr t i B ! 1 or
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of the benefit the referent enjoys, the provider of the bananas in this case ( [C] )2 .
[B] and [ C] are alike in communicating the speaker's acknowledgement of the fictitious
relative social rank of the referent and in fictionally exalting the referent or other parties . [B] and [C],
however, differ from each other in the way in which they fictionally exalt a party. The [BJ equivalent of
a verb simply exalts fictionally the referent by acknowledgement of his/her fictionally higher rank. A
[CJ equivalent, on the other hand, does not directly exalt the party which is exalted but exalts him/her
indirectly by means of lowering its referent. I will use Exalting RSRC to refer to the [B] equivalent of
a verb and Lowering RSRC to refer to the [C] equivalent of a verb, when the specification is
necessary:3 •
Finally, (D] , a Fomial equivalent of SM (Fo rmal SM, henceforth), is distinct from [B] and
l C], in that it does not perfonn the j ob either of fictional exalting nor lowering, but instead indicates a
higher level of fonnality. For example:

Chinpanjii-ga
banana-a
[ D] .
eat-FORMAL
banana-OBJ
Chimpanzees-SUB
''(I state with formality that) Chimpanzees eat b ananas . "

T o s ummarize the semantic difference between an RSRC and a n SM, the honorific function
that an RSRC perfonns involves its semantic j ob of referring to something, whereas the honorific
function that an SM perfon11S is independent of its semantic job. An RSRC differs from its non-honorific
counterpart s emantically: the fonner refers to its referent in a fictionally exalting or lowering manner,

1

What is conununicated by the [CJ equivalent of a verb concerning the relative social rank of the referent varies
depending on the lexical nature of the verb. A [CJ equivalent or a verb may conununicak thut the referent has a
lictionally lower social nmk compared with the recipient of the benefit or cost that the action generates, or compared
with an umnentioned addressee. For example, in the sentence, "X hdp[Cl Prof. Y", the [C] eqmvalcnt of the verb
meaning ''to help" conveys the speaker·s ac.knowledgement of the referent's (i.e. X " s) fictionally lower social status
rnmpan.:d to l'rof. Y ( i.e. the recipient of the benefit). In "X distmbs-[C] Ms. Y"' aml m --;.;orry to J1sturb-[Cj vou'", on
the other hand, the rcforent of the verb, X, and the speaker n:spectivdy, are presented fictionallv as in a lower status
than lb<.: recipi cut of the cost, Ms. Y or the mentioned addr<.:ssec. Fiually, in "I go-[C J to work'', it is in comparison to
the unmcntioned addressee thiit the reforent of the verb, the sp<.:aker, is presented fictionally as at a lower social rank.
:i Harada ( l ')76 ) calls mv Exalting RSRC ''subj ect honorilics" and my Lowering RSRC ""obJect honorilics'".
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which the latter does not. An SM, on the other hand, does not differ from its non-honorific equivalent
semantically but pragmatically : the fonner refers to its referent exactly in the same manner as the latter
refers to its referent, but conveys a pragmatic meaning, i . e. formality, which its non-honorific equivalent
does not.
Here I need to suggest some modification in temiinology. So far I have used "non-honorific" to
refer to the characteristic that the munarked component of the honorific unit, [Al , has as a fom1 in
contrast \vith the marked, i.e. honorific, equivalents, [B) , [C] and [D] . Such use of '·non-honorific·· and
'"honorific" is insufficient in two ways. Firstly, as may have been noticed, the non-honorific
characteristics of [A] consist of two elements . The honorific value which [A] lacks, but which [B] and
[CJ have, is semantic value, whereas that which [A] lacks, but [D] has, is pragmatic value. Thus_ ten11S
which can distinguish the two types of value more precisely than the term "'non-honorifiic '' are
necessary. Secondly, referring to [B] , [C] and [DJ as honorific components while referring to [A] as an
non-honorific component is contradictory to my argmnent that honorific value of a fonn which has
traditionally been called an honorific form rests on the contrast among components of honorific units. So
in the following discussions, I will use Neutral and Plain, \vhen I need to make clear the difference
between the two characteristics of "non-honorific-ness" of a fonn. I wil l use '· RSRC' to refer not to [BJ
and [ C] but to the system consisting of [B], [C] vs. [A] , and '' SM" to refer not only to [D] but to the
system consisting of [DJ vs. [AJ . Thus, components [B] , [C] vs. [AJ are the Exalting, Lowering vs .
Neutral RSRCs, respectively, and, [DJ vs . [A] are the Fonnal vs. Plain SMs. The tenn ''non-honorifi c''
will still be used but only to refer to the lexico-morphological characteristic of a fonn.

2.2.4

Comparable forms in Western languages

It may be helpful for readers who are not familiar with Japanese honorific fonns to present here some
forms in English and other Western languages which convey an expressive meaning similar to the
expressive meaning of a Japanese RSRC or SM. As Comrie ( 1 976) sees it correctly. in nry view, the
English verb '"perspire'' can be regarded as an honorific fonn. I adopt his illustration here.
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hvo of her majesty ' s loyal subjects are discussing the sudatory effect of hot weather during
the royal parade. they might agree on saying that the soldiers sweated, whereas the queen
perspired
1 976 : A l 4 ; my italicization

Based on such a usage of the verb , in which it conveys respect to the action referred to by the verb by
connoting a fi ctionally h igher social rank on the part of the queen (i . e the agent of the action, i.e. the
re ferent)_ which its counterpart ''sv... eaC would not, it seems appropriate to observe that '·perspire" can.
m some usage_ fictionally exalt its referent. Accordingly. it seems appropriate to say that '·perspire'' can
convey a s imi l::1 r expressive meaning to a Japanese Exalting RSRC in some usage. However, this is not
a semantic property the English verb permanently have. In another usage such as '·I perspire immensely
these days··_ the same verb does not do the fictional exalting or lowering of the social rank of its referent

--r-, but

only conveys the other kind of expressive meaning. It conveys the speaker' s acknowledgement

of the formality of the situation in ,vhich s/hc is speaking. ''Perspire" in such a usage connotes nothing
about the speaker 's perception about the social rank of the referent but rather indicates formality. In
other words. the Engl ish ,·crb can act as a Formal SM in some usage.
Other English verbs and phrasal verbs such as "'dine" ( vs. "'cat'"), ''be seated'' (vs . ""sit") and
"spend the mgh(' ( ,·s "'sleep'') seem to be used as Exalting RSRCs and as Fonnal SMs in different uses .
It i s important to note that all of these arc versatile fonns : in other words, one cannot describe any of
these forms either as an RSRC or an SM. but only particular uses as functionmg as an RSRC or as an
Sl\1 Thlls. the , crb ""perspire- - is neither an Exalting RS RC or a Formal SM as a form. Instead, it can be
used either to cormote fictitious grace accompanying the referred action and thus fictionally exalt the
agent of the action. as a J apancsc Exalting RSRC does. in one use, or to indicate fonnality without
connotrng any n:latiH.: social status, as a Japanese Formal SM docs. in another use.
It sct,ms difficll lt to find an example

or an Exal ting or Lowering RSRC in Engl ish, especi ally

among \ crbs ! l�n\\:\'Cr, on example can be found among nonmwl expressions. That is Title plus Last
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Name (TLN) vs. First Name (FN) Using '"Dr Smith", rather than "Judy", for example, to refer to a Dr
Judy Smith, invariably implies a higher status on the part of the referent. Whether or not the referent
(Judy Smith) is the addressee, it i s invari able that the person is fictionally exalted. Therefore, TLN is, by
definition, an Exalting RS RC .
The so-cal led polite alternative of European TN tmits, e.g. vous vs. tu in French and Sie vs .

c/11

in German, can also rightly be considered as examples of Exalting RSRC . Use of the V alternative can
convey the speaker's acknowledgement of a higher status of the referent, or greater social distance
between him/11er and the referent, than the T alternative does.
Further. if o ne extends the perspective and allows the term "form" to include not only lexico
morphological entities but also morpho-phonetic variants such as

--going to"

vs.

"'go1ma"

"don "t know--

vs.

''dunno"

the fi rst alternatives of such pairs can also be considered as examples of SM, as they arc rnorpho
phonetic forms that consistently convey the speaker's acknowledgement of a more fonnal level of
speech . without doing any fictitious exalting or lowering of the referent. However. if one strictly l imits
. . forms'· to grammatical entities. it seems fair to say most English hononlic fonns ,ire versatile enough
to serve as ei ther an Exalting RSRC or a Formal S M , 1 . e . the�· function as one of the two c..itegorics of
hononfic fo rms depending on usage.
It is also d ifficult to find an English example of a form which can be used as o Loweri ng RSRC
" B l ubber" vs "cry" might be one such example. Nominal ex amples seem easier to find : · ·Jion:l" and
" shack·· as against ··1tousG -- may be examples .

2.2.5

Lexico-morphological characteristics of honorific forms

In Japanese, the Fonua! SM equivalent of a verb can be created regularly by attaching the suffix
-mas-u to the stem of the non-honorific equivalent of the verb. Thus, the Fonnal SM equivalent of the
verb hanas-11 ("speak") is hanash-i-mas-u. The Exalting and Lmvering RSRC of a verb, on the other
hand, may be either an agglutinative derivative of the non-honorific equivalent or a fom1 which is
lexically unrelated to the verb. For example, in the case of the same verb hanas-u ("speak"), its
Exalting and Lov,:ering RSRCs derive from it by agglutination. The combination of a prefix and a
compound suffix attached to the stem of the non-honorific equivalent of a verb (the [A] equivalent
according to the maimer I adopted in 2 . 2 .3) converts the verb into its Exalting or Lowering RSRC
counterpart. Thus, the agglutinative structure formulated as [o- STEM OF VERB -i-ni-nar-u] is that of
the Exalting RSRC, i . e. the [B] equivalent, and a similar but different structure [ o- STEM OF VERB i-suru] is that of the Lowering RSRC, the [ C] equivalent. Thus, the four equivalents constituting the tmit
"speak" is as follows :

Non-Honorific Fon11:

[A]

hanas-u
'·speak"

Exalting RSRC:

[ B]

o-hanash-i-ni-nar-11
'·gracefully speak"

Lowering RSRC :

[C]

o-hanash-i-suru
"humbly speak'-

Forum! SM:

[DJ

hanash-i-mas-u
'·speak-FORMAL"

In the case of the verb tabe-ru ("eat"), on the other hand, the commonly used Exalting and Lowering
RSRC co1mterparts of the non-honorific equivalent are lexically completely different verbs as shown in
the following:

N on-Honorifi c Forn1 :

[A]

tabe-ru
'·eat''
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Exalting RSRC :

[B]

meshiagar-u
"gracefully eat"

Lowering RSRC :

[C]

itadak-u
"humbly eat"

Formal SM:

[D ]

tabe-mas-u
"eat-FORMAL"

Among commonly used verbs , only some twenty such as those meaning "to go", ''to be ( exist)",
''to say", "to know", "to give", "to receive" and ''to do", have lexically different honorific counterparts.
The agglutinative strnctures for Exalting and Lowering RSRC, [ o- STEM OF VERB -i-ni-nar-u] and
[o- STEM OF VERB -i-suru] , are much more productive in that they can be applied to the maj ority of
Japanese verbs, which do not have lexically different honorific cmmterparts 4 .
The derivation and changes in Formal, Exalting and Lovvering eqtfrv alents of the copula have a
long and complicated history. However, the diachronic development of honorific forms is outside the
scope of my study, and I simply present the contemporary honorific counterparts of the copula here.

4

Non-Honorific Form:

[A]

-da
"be (something)"

Exalting RSRC :

[B ]

-de-irasshar-u
"gracefully be (something)"

Lowering RSRC:

[C]

-de-gozar-u 5
"humbly be (something)"

Fomrnl SM :

[Dl

-des-u
"be (something)-FORMAL"

Thi s description does not apply to verbs whose lexical meaning is conceptually contradictory to honorification For

example, it woul d be absurd to say ·'gracdully steal others ' property'· , a nd therefore the verb nu.rnm-zt ( "skal") does
not nonnally have an Exalting RSRC t.:quivalent.
s Iu contemporarv .lapunese, -de-gnzar-11 is not ust:d withmtt the Fom1al SM suffix -ma.Hi attached to it us in -de
goza-i-mas-1 1 . Sc.:e 2 . 2 . 6 for an explanation o!' thc.: wmhi1wtion of an Exalting or Lowaing RSRC sullix and the Formal
SM surtix . I pn::sent a sentence: which conlmns -de-gozar-u, however, because mv uisrnssion in this section a ims lo
i l l uslrak the: morphological structure of honorific components , 1111d these exampks arc provided to help readers
understund the syntux mid semantics of a st:nknce structure in which such a component is contai ned.

While verbs have only two levels of formality, i. e. Plain and Fonnal, the copula has yet another leveL
which I call Super Formal (which I d esignate as [D+] ) . The Super Fonnal SM of the copula is:

Super Formal SM:

[D+J

-de-goza-i-mas-u
"be (something)-SUPER FORMAL"

In order for readers unfamiliar with Japanese to have an idea of the syntactic strnctures in which those
equivalents of the copula occur, I present some examples of sentences containing them ,vith a rough
translation.

[kl

shikai-da
Susan-ga
Susan-SUB
chairperson be
'·Susan 's the chai rperson."

lB J

Honda-sensei-ga
shikai-de-irasshar-u.
chairperson gracefully be
Honda-Prof -SUB
'·Prof. Honda (who is socially higher than me) is the chairperson."

[C J

shikai-de-gozar-u.
Watashi-ga
chairperson be humbly
I-SUB
"I (who am socially lower than you) am the chairperson."

[A]

Banana-da.
Banana be
"(They ' )re bananas."

[D]

Banana-de.Ht .
Banana be-FORMAL
"(I state v,1ith fomrnlity that they) are bananasll

\D+I

Bcmana-dc-goza-i-mas-11.
Banana be-SUPER FORMAL
" (I state with super fomr nlity !hat they) arc bananas . "
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As we saw in 2.2 . 4, most English honorific units are versatile in that they c a11 be either an Exalting
RSRC or a Fomial SM, in different uses, with the exception of a fe,v forms such as Title + Last Name
(TLN), an Exalting RSRC On the other hand, most Japanese honorific fonus are fonns which
consistently perfom1 a particular honorific function or fm1ctions. In the case of an agglutinatively
derived honorific fonn, there is a one-to-one correspondence between its morphological property and
the function it may perfonn. Thus, a fonn with the strncture [a- STEM OF VERB-i-ni-nar-11] or [o
STEM OF VERB -i-suru] is invariably an Exalting RSRC and a form ending with a -mas-u, -des-11 or
-de-goza-i-mas-u is invariably a Fonua! or Super Fom1al SM.
In the case of verbs whose Exalting and Lowering RSRCs are not an agglutinative derivative of
their Neutral equivalent but instead are lexically wrrelated, their Exalting or Lowering RSRC
equivalents cannot be detennined simply on the basis of their fonual properties. However, the number of
such verbs are, as already stated, only about twenty. lt is therefore safe to say that, in the case of the
maj ority of Japanese honorific fom1s, the function an honorific fom1 performs is obvious from its
morphological property.

2.2.6

Dual-fun ctioned honorific forms

It may be a little confusing that, in spite of the fact most J apanese honorific fonns are not versatile in the
way most English honorific fom1s are, a Japanese honorific fonn , if it is a verb , can simultaneo usly be
both an RSRC and an SM. The Fomrnl SM suffix, -mas-u can be attached to an Exalting or a Lowering
RSRC. For example, adding -mas-u to meshiagar-u, i.e. the (lexical) Exalting RSRC equivalent of
tabe-ru ("cat"), generates :

Meshiagar - i - mas-11
Eat-gracefully-FORMAL
'·(l state with fonnality that someone who is higher than me) Eats (something)''
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Similarly, by adding -mas-u to the verb hanas-u ("speak") in the Exalting RSRC strnchrre [o- STEM
OF VERB -i-ni-nar-u] , one obtains

0 - hanash-i - ni - nar-i - mas-u
gracefully speak-FORMAL
''(I state with fonnality that someone who is higher than me) Speaks."

In this way, fonns of the structure fommlated as [EXALTING/LOWERING RSRC OF VERB-mas-u]
simultaneously and invariably cmmote the speaker's acknowledgement of a fictitious relative social
rank of the referent of the fonn as well as indicate fon11ality. The dual function which these fon11S fulfill
differs from the function of English honorific forms such as "perspire" which I have called versatile.
The difference lies in that which exists between simultaneity and alternation.

2.2.7

Examples of major honorific units

Before closing this s ection and moving to 2 . 3 (where I will discuss in detail h0vv these fonns are used
and what is communicated by their use), it may be useful to present the main types of honorific forms in
a maimer which summarizes the semantic and l exico-morphological characteristics that I have
described. The following three tables illustrate the lexico-morphological structures of three types of
honorific units of verbs and copulas.

Table 2.1 Agglutinative hono rific verb unit : hanas-u "to speak"
FORMALITY ( SM)

s�
RELATION S (RSRC)
NEUTRAL
EXALTING
LOWERlN G

PLAIN
hanas-u
o-lumash-i-ni-nar-u
o-hanaslz-i-suru

FORMAL
hanash-i-mas-u
o-hanash-i-ni-nari-mas-u
o-hanash-i-shi-mas-u
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Table 2.2 Lexical honorific verb unit: tabe-ru "to eat"
FORMALITY (SM)

s�

PLAIN

RELATION S (RSRC)
NEUTRAL
EXALTING
LOWERING

tabe-ru
meshiagar-u
itadak-u

FORMAL
tahe-mas-u
meshiagar-i-mas-u
itadaki-mas-u

Table 2.3 Hono rific copula unit
FORMALITY (SM)

s�-

RELATION�
NEUTRAL
EXALTING
LOWERING

PLAIN
-da
-de-irasshar-u
-de-gozar-u

FORMAL

SUPER
FORMAL
-de-goza-i-mas-u
-des-u
-de-irassha-i-mas-u
-de-goza-i-mas-u

To summarize my use of tenninology, Hono rific Component is used to refer to anv of the six
(or seven in the case of the copula) types of fonns indicated in each table, while Honorific Form is used
to refer to an honorific component which is Fom1al, Super Formal, Exalting and/or Lovv ering type or
types (i. e. those presented in bold in the three tables). Among honorific fonns, Formal and Super Fonnz1l
SMs may be referred to as Non-Pl ain components and Exalting and LO\vering RSRCs as No n-Neutral
components.

2.3

Uses of honorific forms

Having completed a brief illustration of the semantic and lexico-morphological characteristics of
honorific units, I now move on to a discussion of the uses of these fonm. Since the aim of the description
of honorific fonns in this chapter is to provide readers with a basic understanding of these fonns and
their use, I limit my discussion in this section to the use of J apanese honorific fom1s in speech. and
exclude that in written Japanese. (There is a significant difference between spoken and written
conununication in Japanese in tenns of choice of honorific forms. The difference \Vill be a major topic of
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my discussion in Chapter 6)

2.3.l

Comparison with the ch oice among American address terms

To begin with, I would like to sketch choices among components of Japanese honorific units by
comp aring them with choices among American English address tem1s. I do so for t\vo reasons . Firstly,
as certain similarities are found between the two systems of choices of l inguistic fonns, it will be a
useful way to help readers who do not speak Japanese to obtain an idea of how Japanese honorific
components are chosen to portray the J apanese choices by comparing them with the English choices .
Secondly, choices among English address terms have b een l argely explored, and appropriate
descriptions are available, and, therefore, it is easy to illustrate different aspects of the Japanese choice
by comparing them ,vith the American counterparts.
It is important to keep in mind that observations of the grammatical characteristics of honorific
forms which I presented in 2 . 2 do not allmv one to predict automatically the pragmatic characteristics of
the use of the fonns. For example, the two semantically distinguishable fonns, i.e an RSRC and an SM,
may perform the s ame function, such as functioning as a marker of fom1ality. It is also important to
remember that a semantic similarity discovered between an English fonn and a Japanese form does not
necessarily guarantee a p arallel similarity between the two sets of fonns in tenns of the function they
may perfonn.

2.3. 1 . 1 Illustration of the choices by diagram
To illustrate choice of J apanese honorific fonns, I adopt the method in which Ervin-Tripp ( 1 972) uses a
diagram to present choice among different address terms made in the Western American academic
community. An adapted version is given in Fig 2. 1 . The diagram is to be read as a flow chart, where the
starting point is on the left, and there are binary selectors shown in a diamond arranged from left to
right. The selectors and the symbols"'·+" or""-" (which mean '·meeting-" or "not meeting the condition
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Figure 2 . 1 Choice among American add ress terms (adapted from Ervin-Tripp 1972 )
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indicated by the selector" respectively) in each path through the diagram illustrate the social features
which detern1ine the appropriateness of using the alternative fonns presented at the goals of the paths
Hmvever, a s Ervin-Tripp explains, the diagram does not represent the process of the actual choice
sequence. Rather it portrays the logical relation bet,veen the choice of fom1s and the social features that
detennine it.
While Ervin-Tripp ( 1 972) claims greater precision as the advantage of fom1al diagramming
over discursive description, the method also offers a visual aid which facilitates immediate
tmderstanding of what is more dominant among relevant social detcnninants. That is, the nearer a social
feature, or a
selector, is to the starting point, the more dominant the feature is in detennining the choice.
Fig. 2."1 is basically a faithful adoption of Ervin-Tripp' s ( 1 972 : 2 1 9) but I have m ade s ome
minor teclmical alterations to the l abels of some of the features . I changed the direction of some labels so
that following the"'"+" path starting from every label leads to a forn1 which is, according to native
speakers ' valuation, higher in fornrnlity level than the fom1S which the"'·-" path leads to. For example, I
use "non-kin" instead of ''kin" because"''+ non-kin" rather than "+ kin" leads to a choice of a more
formal fom1. Such consistency of direction in l abelling seems to be cognitively more natural and helpful
in understanding which social features determine the choice of honorific components.

2.3.1.2 Two phases of choice
Figs. 2 . 2 and 2 . 3 provide a description of the system of the choice of honorific fonns, generally shared
by professional adults and many university students of both sexes who use the GTA version of Japanese
for their everyday and/or professional interactions. I worked out the system from infomrntion derived
from two kinds of sources. The first was an examination of recordings provided by three infom1,mts.
Two informants vvere undergraduates, the third a graduate, and the recordings consisted of
conversations and speeches by various participants, including themselves. I also examined reJ1ective
statements made by the participants concerning their own use of l anguage in the recordings, and reports
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made by several groups of native speakers, including myself, on the use of fom1s they assume are
appropriate in different situations. The second source of infomrntion was a collection of descriptions of
uses of honorific fonns provided by sociolinguistic researchers: Kokuritsu Kokugo Kenkyujo ( 1 983 :
1 986), Inoue ( 1 9 8 3 , 1 9 8 6), Uno ( 1 9 8 5 ), Watanabe ( 1 986) and Kuna ( 1 990).
Attempting to illustrate the system of choice of Japanese honorific components by comparing it
with that of American address tern1s, I ignore the path leading to the outcome of non-use of an address
tenn, indicated as "O" in Fig. 2 . 1 . I do so, as the choice of non-use of an English address tenn prompted
b y the selector "name mua1ovv11'' has no equivalent in the Japanese system. Whether or not the speaker
knows the addressee's name does not affect the choice of honorific components. I also ignore, for the
time b eing, the very first selector, '' adult" in the English system, which does have an equivalent
"mature", in the J apanese counterpart, but in a different position in the diagram. I will discuss this in
2 . 3 .2 . 1 and 2 . 3 .2.2.
It appears possible and appropriate in both systems to make a distinction between two phases of
choice, namely, two phases which are distinct in the level of dominance. The choice among the three
alternatives, TLN (i.e. Title + LN, Mr."+ LN, Mrs."+ LN and Miss + LN ) , "KIN TITLE"+ FN'" (such as
''Aunt Jane") and FN differs from the choices among the varieties of TLN in the American system.
One reason is that the choice among the three alternatives, i.e., TLN, KT"+ FN and FN, is a
choice among three speech levels which are different from one another in tenns of the level offonnality,
whereas the choice among different varieties of TLN (Title"+ LN, Mr"+ LN , Mrs"+ LN and Miss"+ LN )
is not a choice of a speech level. For example, addressing someone called Jane Smith as "Mrs Smith"
indicates that the speaker is talking to her in a more fonnal speech level than would be the case if she
addresses her as "Jane". On the other hand, in a situation where both Mrs Smith and her unmarried
daughter Miss Smith are present, addressing Mrs Smith as "Mrs Smith" and addressing her daughter ::is
"Miss Smith", does not indicate that the speaker is talking to her in"n more (or less) fonnal speech le,cl
than to her daughter, but rather in the same speech level. Moreover, a breach of the rnles governing the
choice among TLN, KT"+ FN and FN, is likely to provoke an uncomfortable feeling, perhaps criticism

32

such as '·very underbred" or "thick-skinned", as an etiquette book s ays (Post 1922: 54, cited by Ervin
Tripp 1 972": 22 1 ) or as " aloof or excessively fonnal" (Ervin-Tripp 1 972 : 23 1 ) , while a breach of the
rnle governing choice among different TLN fom1s will be less likely to provoke such a reaction but a
very different type of conm1ent.
The other reason for the distinction bet\veen the two phases of choices is that the fom1er can be
seen as the primary phase of choice and the latter as the subordinate, as the fonner is de1em1ined by
more dominant feah1res , namely, those located closer to the starting point in the diagram in Fig. 2. 1 , than
the latter choices. In other words, the latter choices, those among different TLN fonns, are subordinate
in that they are made on the condition the dominant choice is so made that the use of a FN is abandoned.
I therefore call the two phases of choice as the Primary and Secondary Choices, respectively.
A similar, although not exactly the same, phase distinction is discovered in the system of choice
of Japanese honorific components . The choices, shO\:vn in Fig 2 . 2, are choices among speech levels
perceived as different in level of fonnality, i.e. the speech levels arc distinct in tenns of the number of
types of honorific components that are used, which may be compared to the primary choice of the
American address tenm, i.e. those among TLN, KT + FN and FN. The choices among different RS RC
fonns, which are express ed in Fig. 2 . 3 , on the other hand, are not choices of speech levels, and can be
compared to the secondary choice of the American fonns, i.e. those among different TLN fonns.
The choices among the different speech levels shown in Fig. 2.2 are determined by the more
dominant feahtres, and those among RSRCs shown in Fig. 2 . 3 can been seen as subordinate in that they
are made only on condition the dominant choice is so made that the use of a Neutral RSRC is
abandoned. (It is on the basis of this distinction that 1 divided the whole system of the choices of
honorific components into two diagrams. )
The Japanese and American systems seem t o h ave a further similarity. l n both systems, the
primary choices are detem1ined by fea!1Jres concerning the situational features, such as "status-marked
setting", '"non-personal settings'' and features concerning the social relationship betw een the speaker
and the addressee, such as "non-kin" and ''socially higher".
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Lastly, yet another, though a minor, characteristic which is shared by the two systems is that the
addressee' s maturity works as a selector at a relatively early stage of the logical steps in both systems.
In other words, if the addressee is under a certain age, all or most of the other features are ignored.
Two major differences are found, however, between the two systems of alternation of forms.
The first relates to the linguistic resource for the realization of different speech levels. While the three
speech levels in the American system are realized by the use of three fairly distinct forms, i.e. FN. KT"+
FN and TLN, the five speech levels in the Japanese system are realized by the us e of different
combinations of d ifferent types of honorific forms, i.e. Fonnal and Super Formal SMs and Exalting and
Lowering RSRCs. Consequently, while a single American alternative, FN for exampk does not occur
in a very wide range of speech levels in the American system, except for the neighbouring ones, "FN"
and '·KT + FN'', it does, in the Japanese system. Formal SMs for example, occur in the three middle
levels, i.e. Levels 1-3, combined with different occurrences of other types of honorific fonns.
The second difference relates to the co-occurrence rnles ,vhich are involved in the two systems.
Enrin-Tripp (1972), as well as other sociolinguists, employs the tem1 Alternation Rules to refer to the
system of choices among linguistic alternatives of which American address tenns, as well as TN
pronotms in European languages. As seen in my description in this section, the alternation rnles which
govern choices among Japanese honorific components have considerable similarities with those
governing choices among American address fon11S . As Ervin-Tripp notes, '·Once a selection has been
made, . . . later occurrences within the same utterance, conversation, or even bet\veen the s ame dyad may
be predictable" ( 1972: 233). She, as well as Gumperz ( 1 964, 1967), calls this predictability bet,veen
two linguistic fonns a Co-occurrence Rule. Thus, the bizarreness of an utterance, "'Hi, Your
Eminence," is explained as violation of a co-occurrence rnle in English. The form "hi" does not belong
to the speech level in which the address tenn '·Your Eminence,, is expected to occur. The relationship
bet\veen alternation rnles and co-occurrence rnles are neatly described hy Gumperz: '·these two ndcs
are sociolinguistic analogues of the paradigmatic and syntagmatic axes'" ( 1 972 3 1 2).

J4

Returning to the distinction that I made between the primary and secondary choices of
American address fonns, the distinction may be paraphrased as follows : the choice among FN 0 KT"+ FN
and TLN is a paradigmatic choice, whereas that among different variations of TLN is a syntagmatic
one. Although Ervin-Tripp does not clearly point this out, the relationship among different American
variations of TLN is therefore co-occurring, whereas the relationship among FN, KT"+ FN and TLN is
alternating. In a speech where "Mr" occurs, for example, co-occurrence of "Mrs" and "Miss" is
predicted.
On the other hand, the relationship among Exalting RSRCs, Lowering RSRCs and Neutral
RSRCs, whose choice I claim is comparable to that among different TLN variations is not co-occurring.
In a speech where Exalting RSRCs occur, it is not necessarily predicted that Lowering RSRCs also
occur. As I pointed out earlier when explaining the first difference between the American and Japanese
systems, different speech levels in Japanese are realized by the use of different combinations of Non
Neutral RSRCs, rather than by the use of different Non-Neutral RSRCs per se. For example, occurrence
of Formal SM with co-occurrence of both Exalting and Lowering RSRCs (i.e. the level indicated as
Level 3 in Fig. 2 . 2 ) is perceived as a more fornrnl speech level than that with co-occurrence of Exalting
RSRCs alone (i.e. the level indicated as Level 2 in Fig. 2.2).
However, an asymmetrical type of co-occurrence rules is found b etween Non-Plain SMs and
Non-Neutral RSRCs and between Exalting RSRCs and Lmvering RSRCs, \Vhich can be summarized as
follows :

a) In an utterance where Non-Neutral RSRCs occur, Non-Plain SMs co-occur, while
in an utterance where Non-Plain SMs occur, a Non-Neutral RSRC may or may not
co-occur. (But see 2.3 . 2 . 5 for a discussion of exceptions. )
b) In an utterance where Lov,-ering RSRCs occur, Exalting RSRCs co-occur, while in an
utterance \.Vhere Exalting RS RCs occur, Lowering RS RCs may or may not co-occur.
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Thus, a speech where all the possible honorific fonns, namely, both Exalting and Lowering RSRCs,
Fonnal SM as well as the Super Fonnal SM of the copula are used (i .e. that indicated as Level 4) is
perceived as the most fom1al (or stiffest (aratamatta) as often described in Japanese) speech level. In
the speech level which is the least fonnal (Level 0), on the other hand, only Plain and Neutral
components are used. Between the two extremes, there are three speech levels where Lowering RSRCs
occur only if Exalting ones occur.
This may lead readers to think Lowering RSRCs arc fonns of more fon11al speech level than
Exalting RSRCs. However, it is more accurate to describe the speech level in which LO\vering RSRCs
co-occur with Exalting RSRCs and Formal SMs (rather than the use of Lowering RSRCs per se) as a
more formal speech level than that in which they do not. One of my reasons for claiming so, as \vill be
seen in 2 .3 .3 , is that choice between use of Lowering or Exalting RSRCs is determined by whether or
not the referent is among the speaker' s ingroups, just as choice between use of ''.\1rs" or "Miss" is
determined by the referent's marital stah1s, and that it is therefore intrinsically impossible to compare
the use of the two fonns in terms of fonnality level. A second reason is that the two sub-types of RSRC
do co-occur, in a speech level which is perceived to be the stiffest, i.e. the most formal, speech level.
Lastly, Lowering and Exalting RSRCs are not usually felt by native speakers, and have not been treated
in the classifications in the traditional Japanese linguistics, to be of different speech levels.

2.3.2

The primary choice

As Ervin-Tripp states, social features that may look like simple external feah1res in fact vary according
to ethnographic interpretation; "For example, ' Older' implies knowledge by the range of ages defined as
contemporary. In s ome southeast Asian systems, even one day makes a person socially older,, ( 1 972 ·
220) At this etlmographic level, features that detem1ine the choice of Japanese honorific components
differ from those that determine the choice of American Engli sh address fonns, as I outl ine in 2 . 3 . 2 .
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2.3.2.1 Use of a Formal SM in Non-Personal settings
The first selector for determining the choice of an honorific component examines whether the setting is a
situation where the participants are prescribed to play a particular social role or whether it is not. The
fom1er type of settings may be referred to by Non-Personal Settings , which can be distinguished from
Personal S ettings. With regard to the choice of honorific forms, Non-Personal settings c an be of h:vo
types . One of them is of a business nature. It is normal to use a Non-Plain SM in an interaction benvecn
selling and buying parties; such as a b ank teller and a customer, a travel agent and a customer, an
advertising agent and a client, a hotel manager and a patron, a representative of a finn and a client. It i s
also the case between a shop assistant o r a waiter/vv-aitress and a customer, unless a close friendship has
been developed behveen the two parties AND tu1less the whole atmosphere of the place (the shop or the
restaurant) is felt to be private rather than public. I will use Seller-Client Setting to refer to this type of
business setting, and Seller and Client to refer to the selling and buying parties, respectively. Note,
however, that, as may be fotmd in English speaking societies, speech settings between a medical doctor
and a patient, a solicitor and a client a teacher and a shident, and behveen other '·presti gious"
professionals and clients, do not belong to this category. Although they are selling their professional
knowledge and skills, their choice of honorific components can differ from those used by a speaker in a
'·non-prestigi ous" selling profession (see Hamaguchi 1 996 for examples of l anguage use between a
doctor and a patient in Japanese).
The other type of Non-Personal setting is a situation where participants have a Speaker
Audience relationship and/or one in which speech is made as an official announcement rather than a
personal and mutual conversation. I will use Speaker-Audience Setting to refer to this type of setting,
and Speake r and Audience to the speaker and the addressees in such a setting, respectively. (N ote.
ho·wever, that the distinction between a Seller- Client setting and a Speaker-Audience setting is not
entirely clear-cut. For example, a setting in which a business person gives a presentation concerning
new products to a client falls into the area where the two types of settings overlap. ) Thus. a lecture.
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'·a talk" or an academic presentation are examples of this type of settings , and are nonnally given with
the use of Fomial SMs regardless of the size of the audience. University students, who norn1ally talk to
one another using Plain SMs, nonnally switch to the use of Fonua! SMs , when they give a presentation
before the entire class, no matter how small the class is. Even a primary school pupil switches the speech
level from Plain to Fonnal, using Fonnal SMs, when s/he says anything that is supposed to be listened to
by the whole class, even when s/he shouts a single sentence to tell the class, when the class has j ust
ended, as a leader of a project, to stay longer to discuss arrangements for a class hiking trip.
In a further fomrnl Non-Personal setting, the Super Fomrnl equivalent of the copula, -de
goza-i-m as-u, is used. This speech level is not nornially used by young speakers prior to leaving school
or graduation from university. Nor is it used by the majority of adult speakers regularly . In a high class
store, restaurant and hotel, one is likely to be served at this speech level. To some speakers, the
Congress, a large faculty meeting, or an executive meeting in a firn1 may be a setting where they feel
they should use the most formal speech level.
In both types of Non-Personal settings, choice of a Fonnal SM is nom1al, as far as the Seller
and the Speaker are concerned. However, while the Audience in a Speaker-Audience setting is like ly to
be expected to use a Formal SM , a Client in a Seller-Client setting may or may not use a Formal SM,
depending on his/11er age and personality. For example, it would be very unusual for a bank teller to
speak to a c ustomer without using a Formal SM and s/he would attract attention and criticism, but it is
nonually acceptable for an elderly customer to speak to a bank teller without using a Fonnal SM. In my
group discussions with students in the 1 8 to 22 age group about their o,Nn use of honorific fonns, most of
them reported that they always use Fonua! SM fon11S when speaking to a bank teller, a shop assistant or
a ·waiter/waitress. Their conunents also revealed that their parents are more likely to use Plain SMs
when they speak in such a situation.
My data, which consisted of recordings of speech made by two u niversity students and a
graduate to various types of addressee or addressees in vari ous settings, do not include many examples
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of speech in a Seller-Client setting where a student is the speaker. One typical situation where a
university student is likely to play the role of Seller is when s/he interacts with his/her customer at
his/her p art time job. In the following two conversations, which are extracted from recordings, one
student (K), who \.Vas then a shop assistant at a branch of a franchised doughnut shop, switched her
speech level from Plain to Fonnal, when she finished her conversation with other student p art-timers,
(B) and (Y), and began talking to a customer (C):

[Ex 1 -i] The three part-timers were talking, in the back kitchen, about helping a mutual friend who is
moving house. Y says that her brother may j oin them:

Y:

Moshika-shi-tara,
uchi- no otooto-kun-ga
my yo1mger brother-SUB
Maybe
"Maybe, my yo1mger brother may join us."

B:

01
Oh
''Oh? !"

K:

0.1
Oh
'"Ohl

B2:

Namae-wa?
N ame as for
'"\Vhat's his namer'

Y2:

Hansamu-da-yo.
Handsome-is-PLAIN-AS SERTIVE
"I can tell you he's handsome."

K2 :

Honto-nii ? !
Chotto yuuwaku-shi-chaoo-ka-na.
Really
A little tempt dare-PLAIN perhaps
"Really? I I think I may tempt him then."

iku-kamo-shir-e-nai.
go-may-PLAIN

Tsure-te-koi,
tsure-te-koi!
Bring -PLAIN bring-PLAIN
Bring him, bring him !"
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[ Ex 1 -ii ] At the shop front , after taking a customer' s order:
K:

]Joo-de yoroshii-des-u-ka.
That
all right-is-FORMAL-QUESTION
''(I ask you with formality : ) Is that all?"

In the first conversation in this example, which was being conducted in the back kitchen, all the
participants use Plain SMs: iku-kamo-shir-e-nai (vs. iku-kamo-shir-e-masen) by Y , tsure-te-koi (vs.
r.rnre-te-kite-kudasai ) by K , and hansamu-da-yo (vs. hansamu-des-u-yo) by Y in her second line are
the Plain SMs. When K interacts with the customer in the shop front , in the second conversation , on the
other hand , she uses a Formal SM fonn. The copula , -des-u, K uses here towards the customer is a
Formal SM , which does not occur in the infom1al conversation among the three part-time colleagues6 .
A similar switch from Plain to Formal SMs is found in the following recording, which was part
of a continuous recording of a YMCA staff meeting. In this part of the transcription, the participants
were the same throughout the two distinct settings , but one of them, 0, switched her role from one of
many equal participants in an informal chat to the Speaker , when a Speaker-Audience setting emerged:

[ Ex 2-i ] A YMCA director in her early twenties , 0 , and a student working part-time camp leader , Y. are
discussing how many people have applied for the camping trip, before the meeting begins:

Y:

ik-e-ru!
Sore-de
25!
do-PLAIN
that ' ll
25
"25 people! That'll be plenty ."

0:

Moo chotto
A bit more

ganba-tte
succeed

fi1yash-i-cha-u-to
increase-PLAIN if

oogata-ni shi-te-mo
larger size fine

6 K in her statement in the discussion while we listened to the recordin g reported that emp loyees at all franchised
,
,
,
shop s and restaurants an: given language trainin g based on a manual in order that the y will be abk to conduct service
interactions with a customer using a ppropriate fonnulaic expressions containin g Non-Neutral RSRCs and Non-Plam
SMs. See also 2 . :\.2 . .3 for a discussion on their limited p roficienc y in the use of Non-Neutral RSRCs.
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ii-n-da-kedo.
will be-PLAIN
"If we manage to get a bit more poeple, we'll be able to hire a larger car."

[Ex 2-iij The meeting begins :
0:

Soredewa, mina-sama (laughter),
Er, ladies and gentlemen

nan-da-kke,
what was-PLAIN it,

ettoo,
erm,

boshuu jookyoo-desu-ga . . .
application is-FORMAL-SOFTENER
''Er, ladies and gentlemen (laughter), what was it about'1 . . enn, (I state with fomrnlity that)
as for the application results, . . . . "

In her first utterance, 0 uses Plain SMs, fuyash-i-cha-u (vs . fz1yash-i-cha-i-mas-11) and ii-n-da-kedo
(vs. ii-n-des-u-kedo) , while she is casually conversing with her colleague, who also uses a Plain SM,
ik-e-ru (vs. ik-e-mas-u). However, 0 uses the Fomial equivalent of the copula -des-u, in boslrnu
jookyoo-des-u ("is about the application result"), to the same group of participants, when she realizes it
is time to start the meeting and therefore to switch her role and speech level.
The switch of the speech level that occurs here is a mild rather than a sharp one, but the
mildness itself seems to evidence the existence of the sociolinguistic rnle of alternation which requires
speech conducted in a Fonnal speech level in this sihiation. 0 uses a phrase that is obviously too fonnal
for the present situation but would be suitable for a solemn speech at a ,vcdding or a funeral: m inasama
("ladies and gentlemen") . She also slipped dovvn to Plain speech level, when she could not remember
what she was going to say: nan-da-kke ("what was it about?") (vs. ncm-desh-i-ta-kke), which contains
the Plain SM of the copula, -da", which can be interpreted as being another evidence that the level switch
is a mild and hesitant one. These feahires in her language use in the second part of Example 2 may be
interpreted as being the expression of the shy hesitation she seemed to be feeling when she had to speak
in a prescribed stiffer way to people she nomwlly talked to in a much more in.formal speech leveL as she
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had been doing until a moment earlier.
A Non-Personal setting, the first selector for the use of Japanese honorific fonns that we have
seen so far, thus seems to correspond to that which Ervin-Tripp calls "status-marked situations"' for the
choice of American address terms, as both check whether "speech level is rigidly prescribed" (En i n
Tripp 1 972 : 220). Hmvever, according to her description, "Status-marked sihrntions'" for the choices
of American address terms are significantly more elevated ones, and ''are settings such ;:is the
courtroom, the large faculty meeting, and Congress" ( 1 972 : 220). As already seen, a Formal SM 1s used
in what seem to be settings much more infomrnl than those for TLN forms. Fonn;:il SMs can 11or111 ally be
chosen, for example, in a ten-minute class presentation in a primary school, whereas a TLN is less lihJv
in an equivalent situation.
Another difference between the Japanese and English systems is that whether the addressee is a
child or not does not nonnally matter in choices of J apanese honorific forms in a N on-Personal setting.
whereas in English "in face-to-face address, if the addressee is a child, all of the other distinctions can
be ignored" (Ervin-Tripp 1 972: 220). It is nonnal, although it is by no means the only pos sible \\ ay, for
a shop assistant or a waiter/waitress in Japan to treat a five-year-old child in exactly the same man nl-'r as
an adult customer. Similarly, in a Speaker-Audience setting, an audience made up exclusi ve! :,.

ur

children is nonnally treated in b asically the same maimer as an adult audience, and an adul t speahi..:r
giving a lecture to various sizes of juvenile audiences without using a Formal SM at all may be rcgankd
as strange or "marked", although s/he would prob ably not be criticized.
2.3.2.2 Use of a Fo rmal SM in Personal settings
In Personal settings, participants do not play a role prescribed by the nature of the setting but rather �ic:t
as a person in accordance \Vith his/her social attributes and the social relationship with other
participants . Personal s ettings me the settings most of the university students. and other younger
generation speakers, normally take part in their everyday lives. Generally, choice or spc(;th h_, ._ l'! m
Personal settings is less rigid than in Non-Personal settings. as personality plays a larg<..•r part

111

selection of fon11s. In a Personal setting, the social relationship between the participants 1 s more
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po\Yerful in determining the choice of fonns.
Unlike in a Non-Personal s etting, if the addressee is immature and/or a family, no Formal SM
is used regardless of any other features of the Personal setting. The border between ''immature" and
"mature", however, varies among infonnants, especially according to their own age. Most of my
infonnants under forty years of age think that puberty is the boundary, and to those people the selector
"mature" for choices of Japanese honorific components differs from "adu!C which Ervin-Tripp
designates and tentatively defines as school-leaving age. However, older J apancse people tend to set an
older age as the boundary; many of them stated they would not use a Formal SM to "young people in a
school uniform", i.e. people under eighteen.
"Non-family" is also vague as a selector. It is clearly not nonnal in a family to speak v,i th
another family member using a Formal SM, except perhaps in the royal family and the fonner
aristocratic families where members are more likely to use Formal SMs to one another ( Oki et al. 1 969)
or in some extremely old-fashioned families where the \vife and children may use Fonnal SM in
addressing the husband/father7 . It seems safe to say that kins who are not members of the same fami lv
living in a single household also nonnally speak to each other without using a Fonnal SM. In some
cases, however, it is possible that family members use a Fomrnl SM in conversation either reciprocally
or nonreciprocally, especially between in-laws and members who live geographically apart and
therefore are socially distant from one another.
Whether or not to use a Formal SM to an addressee who is regarded both as non-fa mily and
mature is determined by the social distance between the speaker and the addressee, i.e. whether the two
parties are socially close or distant. The social distance can be Horizontal or Vertical ( Br0\\11 l %5 .
5 7). The participants may b e different in tenns of social status or ranL and therefore one has

Non-use or Fomrnl SMs among family members, which is now uunnal amoug the ma.1ont ., of .Tapanes<.: ,, p,:,ikt.:r,; 1 ;c
evidenced to have come to be regarded as nomrnl only quite r..:cc:ntlv lhe survt.!\ condt1dt'd m i Wi4 hv tlw �<at ion.ii
Language Research Institute (Kokuritsu Kokugo Kenkyuj o l %7 ) showed a con�picuou:; d1lkre11t.:e b..:tm:t.:n t\vo
generations in altitudes towards use ofhonoriJic fonm in the home:. Ille opirncm; "'t'L:oph: ,;hould use: hunt)n!i t.: fr.l! ms
to talk to family members" was supported by :SU O % of those olc.ler than 50 at the time:. and hv· 1 8. l:i 'Vi, o!'those ·\ll\l!l ··\!<.:r
than 3 1 .
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reward/coercive power (French and Raven 1 959) over the other, and/or they may feel distant, as they
have known each other for a short time, or for some psychological reasons, even if they are soci ally
equal 8 . (Horizontal and vertical social distance may or may not be clearly distinguished (Thomas
1 99 5 )) .
If the addressee is a '·new acquaintance" to the speaker, i.e. if the horizontal s ocial distance
between the two parties is l arge, and/or the addressee i s "socially higher", i . e. the vertical social
distance between !hem is large, a Fom1al SM is nonnally chosen. (If the distance is exceptionally large,
some speakers may use Super Formal SM of the copula, but such speakers do not constitute the
maj ority.) If neither forms of distance is large, on the other hand, a Plain SM is normally chosen.
Adults nonnally speak to each other with reciprocal use of a Formal SM until they have
developed some social relationship. As the rel ationship between two adults develops over time, change
in the speech level may occur. If neither side of the dyad is significantly .. s ocially higher" than the other,
the l anguage in the speech behveen them is likely to shift from reciprocal use to reciprocal non-use of
Fomial SMs. The shift can be a gradual process. Shifting back and forth b ehvcen the tv,o levels can be
hesitantly prolonged for some time, particularly between two who have met when they arc ::t lrcady in
their middle age and/or socially established. Whether or not such a switch occurs at all depends on the
personalities of both participants and the psychological elements bet\veen them. It is also possible that
one party of the dyad may make a shift in speech level, while the other never docs, due to personality
differences, differences in the perception of the vertical social distance.
If there is a s ignificant vertical social distance between the members of the dyad. wh ich is
detennined by various factors, non-reciprocal use of Fom1al SM may occur at some point subsequent to
the initial meeting. I will firstly observe some factors which determine choice of Formal S 'd s bct\\'ccn
institutional dyads, i.e. dyads whose relationship is influenced by their status and rank in the
organization they belong to, in which choice is more rigidly determined than in non-institutional dy�1ds

8 Therefore, the choice betwi::en Plain and Fonnal SM in a Personal sett ing i, rnmparahle to that lid ,, een European
second person pronouns, T/V (Brown and Gilnum 1 96 0 ).

In schools ( and in universities for the most part) in Japan, a student's age normally corresponds
to the group s/he is categorized in according to the number of years s/he has spent there. Therefore the
age order accords the senior-junior order. An age difference which reflects the senior-j unior order in a
school is likely to be taken more strictly in Japan than in English speaking societies, where '·age
difference is not significant lmtil it is nearly the size of a generation" (Ervin-Tripp 1 972 : 22 1 ) . The
juniors, or koohai in Japanese, almost always speak to their seniors, or senpai, with Formal S M s. The
choice of Formal SMs in conversation among students .is remarkably rigid. I have often witnessed
university students switch their speech level hurriedly to begin using Formal SMs, when they discover
that a classmate is senior to them (which does not nonnally happen in most classes in university but did
in my classes, because rather llllttsually, students from different years were allmved to take the same
courses). The use of Fomial SMs bet..veen a junior and a senior, in tmiversity and othenvise, is nom1ally
non-reciprocal. A senior does not use an honorific form to talk to a junior in an interaction in a Personal
setting.
The senior-junior order corresponds to age order less frequently in a university than in 10\vcr
level educational institutions, since there is an increasing number of mahire students in universities, so
that a younger student may be in a higher grade than an older student. It seems nonnal, however, for a
junior student to use a Fonnal SM to talk to a senior, even if s/he is older in age: in other words. the
senior-junior order seems to be paramount, unless the age difference is significantly large. Sometimes.
though, a senior but younger student (and sometimes a teacher as vvell) may feel it difficult to choose an
appropriate speech level when talking to a junior but older student. It seems, ho,vever, that the deci sion
whether or not to use a Formal SM to each other in such circumstances is likely to be detem1ined
according to the personality of the speaker and/or the addressee.
Teachers in instit11tions of higher education are often addressed by students in a Personal
setting with a Fonnal SM, and therefore are classified as a ''socially higher'' addressee by him/her. The
feahlfe detennining the choi ce of such a fonn, however, (contrary to what is often thought) seems to be
age rather than social status, as younger university teachers arc more likely to be addressed without a
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Fonnal SM compared to those who are older. For teachers in primary and secondary schools, on the
other hand, it is nomial to be addressed without a Fom1al SM in a Personal s etting (see Muraishi 1 974
and Kokuritsu Kok7.1go Kenkyujo 1 967, for a developmental discussion of children ' s use of honorific
fom1s), ,vhile, as explained in 2.3 . L primary and secondary school children choose a Fonnal SM when
assuming the role of a Speaker speaking to an Audience, whether or not it includes a teacher.
At a workplace, as in an educational institution, the junior and the younger person speaks us i ng
Fomial SMs to a senior and an older addressee in a non-reciprocal manner. However, among members
in a f i m1 or other organizations, the conflict between the age order and the senior-j unior order- is more
common than among university students, and, as an additional factor, these t.,vo kinds of order can
conflict ,vith the rank order in the organization. Predictably, difficulties are apt to arise m ore frequent!�
in choice of speech level in an interaction with an addressee, when these social orders conflict \nth one
another. Different speakers with different personalities may take one of the three factors as the most
powerful to detem1ine choice of speech level. The following, which I adopt from Sugito ( 1 976 : 3 0-3 t ).
is by no means common or nomial but a very unusual and regrettable case, but it seems to clec1rly
illustrate possible difficulties in choice of address fom1s resulting from such a conflict in a \rnrkpl.icc

[Ex 3] The figures in parentheses indicate the age of the person in the following. Both the speakers arc
male. This case ended up with the murder of one p arty by the other.
Junior (3 0) :

Daitai kisama-wa ore-yori mittsu toshi-shita-no kuseni, namae-o yobisuk·-m s; 1 n 1 no-wa keshikaran.
·'It's outrageous that you should call me by my name without putting -san ( l\ l r ) aft :..- r
it, when you are yow1ger than me by three years."

Senior (27) :

Baka-na koto-o i-u-na. Ore-no hoo-ga shareki-ga nagai-n-da-kara,
[ADDRE S SEE'S SURNAME WITHOUT Mr] -wa lADDR ESSE E'S
SURNAME WITHOUT Mr]-de ii-ja-nai-ka.
··Don't be ridiculous ! I 've been with this co mpany longer than �·ou htrn..:. Wh,
·•
shouldn't I call you without using Mr? ! "
( 7Y1e To!,yo S/11mh 11n. :'i Juni.: l 117 .; ,.

As the phrases uttered by the two men in the argument, toshi-shita-no kuseni ( '·when you are younger'')
and shareki-ga nagai-n-da-kara ("have been ,vith the company longer") reveal, one's age and the
period of time one has spent with an organization are nomrnlly considered to be signific ant factors in
detennining appropriate linguistic behaviour.
It may be notable that members of an instih1tion tend to maintain their relative rank even in
verbal interactions held outside of the institution. For example, tmiversity students do not usually change
t
setting.
their choice of honorific components in interactions among themselves outside of the m1ivcrsiy

Further more, the p atterns usually persist even after one has ceased to be a member of the institution and
often for one's life time. Graduates of a school/university or fonner colleagues ( and, especially, fom1er
military veterans) also tend to keep the pattern of choice of honorific components that they us ed to use
while they were students and colleagues (and soldiers).

When people meet outside of an instih1tion, their ages and social ranks are not always knov.'11
immediately. In such an encounter, as my infomrnnts reported, some sussing, adjusting and re-adj usting
may be necessary before a speech level can be established in which the two people feel they can
comfortably have a verbal interaction. In the choice of honorific components outside of schools and
workplaces, a small difference in age does not tend to be taken as significant. Some speakers may not
regard an addressee who is older than him/her by ten years ( and whom they met outside an institution) as
"significantly higher", and so may talk to him/her without using Fonnal SMs. Thus for people whose
relationship is not based on institutional ties, the personality of the speaker and addressee s eems to pl ay
a larger part in detennining the speech level used than is the case between members of an institution.
Reciprocal use of Plain SMs in Personal settings nomrnlly occurs in the follmving
circumstances : if the addressee is a child, is a family member of the speaker. and/or lias no great
horizontal nor vertical social distance towards the speaker. N on-reciprocal use of Plain SMs occurs 111
speech between adults, if they are not of the same family and if one of the parties is regarded as socially
higher than the other. In this case, the socially higher party alone uses Pl ain S I'v1s.

Before closing the discussion on the choice among Super Formal, Formal and Plain speech
levels, a note is worth making on the prosodic phenomenon which co-occurs with the choice. ErvinTripp distinguishes Vertical Co-occurrence Rules from Ho rizontal Co-occurrence Rules . While
horizontal co-occurrence rules specify relations between items sequentially in the discourse, vertical
co-occurrence mles specify the realization of an item at each of the levels of structure of a language
( 1 972: 233 ) . TI1Us, the oddity of "Hi, Your Eminence" is found not only when one looks at the
combination of ''hi" and the address tenn but also when one attempts to pronounce it. S/hc will find
him/herself required to switch the prosodic tone, or "phonetic coloring" in Ervin-Tripp' s terminology,
behvecn "hi" and "Your Eminence". This is required because of the vertical co-occurrence rule which
holds in English.
In a parallel fashion, a prosodic switch accompanies a grammatical switch in Japanese. For
example, the utterance of my infonnant, K, towards a customer at the doughnut shop (in Ex 1 ), is made
with a significantly sharper articulation and a slightly higher pitch than her utterance in the back kitchen
towards her peer part-timers9 .
So far we have explored choices between a Non-Plain and Plain SM. People perceive the
Non-Plain SMs as formal language. They also perceive the types of situation where those forms are
chosen: i.e. Speaker-Audience settings, Seller-Client settings and Personal settings where the addressee
is adult, non-family, new acquaintance or socially higher (or Personal S ettings with
(HorizontalNertical) Social Distance, for the s ake of convenience) as fon11al situations. Following
this native speakers ' perception, I ,vill use Formal Situation to refer to any of these three types of
sit1iations .

9

I have experienced an incident which epitomized the vertical co-occurrence rnle specifying the relation between
grammatical and prosodic choices. When I played recorded segments of different radio program.mes, each of which
lasted for a fow seconds, in a class on JSL teaching methodology, one student described a recording of news as teinei
("polite"). To my instruction to specify the linguistic features which lead her to think it teinei, she stated that fonns in
the recorded utteranct were with -desi-nws endings ( i . e. in Formal SM). All the cluss rnemhers agreeJ with her.
However, they found, on my replaying the; tape, that the utternnce was tDo short to include a sentence-end and it
indudeJ no other GRAMMATICAL clue to indicate the speech level. It was obvious that she am! all the other mcmbc!rs
of the class had predicted the occ urrence of a Fomial SM in the utterance on the basis of articulate prosodic features
they had heard.
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2.3.2.3 Use of a Non-Neutral RSRC
While no Exalting nor Lowering-Neutral RSRC normally occurs in a situation where Plain SMs occur,
such RSRCs may occur in a fonnal situation (but see 2.3 .3 for exceptional use of a Non-Neutral RSRC
with Plain SMs). However, as described in 2.3 . 1 .2, the co-occurrence between Non-Plain SMs and
Non-Neutral RSRCs is an asymmetrical one, and therefore, a Formal SM may occur with or without a
Non-Neutral RSRC.
As the use of a Fonnal or Super Fom1al equivalent of the copula divides fonnal situations into
tvvo sub-levels, the choice among different combinations of Non-Neutral RSRCs divides formal
sitmtions into finer sub-levels. The following is a maximally simplified illustration of the alternation
rules detennining the choice among combinations of Exalting and Lo,vering RSRCs in fonnal
situations.
In a modest inexpensive restaurant, for example, the owner may use Fonnal SMs in his/her
interaction with a customer but not an N on-Neutral RSRC at all (Level l ) . ln a middle-range, slightly
more fashionable restaurant, in contrast, a waiter/waitress m ay not only make use of Fonnal SMs, but
also make p artial or full use of Exalting RSRCs and no use of Lowering RSRCs (Level 2). A more
stylish place which can marginally be categorized as a ''fairly expensive restaurant", may show the full
use of Exalting RSRCs and partial use of Lowering RSRCs in addition to use of Fomial SMs ( Level 3 ).
A further stiffer speech in which the Super Fonnal equivalent of the copula, -de-goza-i
-mas-u, is used (Level 4 ), can b e chosen in expensive restaurants, stores, hotels, which may be proud of
the length of their business history and of the exclusiveness of their clientele. At this l evel of speech, the
full use of both Exalting and Lowering RSRCs is nomial .
When Non-Neutral RSRCs are partially used, the following tendency is found: a Non-Neutral
RSRC is more likely to be used in the predicate of the main sentence than in an embedded sentence: a
Non-Neutral RSRC is more likely to be used to refer to the addressee than to refer to an unrelated third
party; and a lexical Non-Neutral RSRC is more likely to be used than an agglutinative one.
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Vertical co-occurrence mles hold in choices of different forms in each of the gradations from
Level 1 to Level 4 and Super Fonnal Level. The fuller the use of N on-Neutral RSRCs is. the more
articulate, or "monitored" in Labov · s terminology, the prosodic featmes are likely to be. Vcrtical co
occurrence specifies even para- and non-linguistic features, as English equivalents may do, and feah!fes
such as ''dress, gesh1re, or spatial organization" (Irvine 1 979 : 776) can be subject to the degree of
fomiality of the sihiation S ales personnel at an immaculate show room of Mercedes cars, for example.
who are likely to speak to a customer using Formal SMs of verbs, the Super Formal MS of copula and
Non-Neutral RSRCs to the full extent, tend to be fonnally dressed. Those at a dealer of used Mercedes
cars, who are likely to use a less fomial speech level, tend to be dressed less formally. Garage
mechanics, who are likely to use a still less stiff speech level, tend to be dressed even less formally.
Thus, the fuller the use of Non-Neutral RSRCs, along with co-occurring para-linguistic
features, the more likely the sihiation is to be perceived and described as stiffer, or more fomml. And as
Irvine' s observation exemplifies, such a perception seems to be universal rather than peculiar to
Japanese. Here in this chapter, 1 use the term "'formality'' to refer to the perception native speakers seem
to share of Non-Plain speech levels and of situations where such speech levels are chosen. However, I
will discuss the validity of the notion of "fonnality" as a technical term later (in Chapter 6)
In my recorded data, people spoke to a student informant using the following levels : a
receptionist at a post office and a receptionist at a drivers license office used Level 1 : a bank teller used
Level 2 ; and a travel agent used Level 2 with a slightly fuller use of Lowering RSRCs. My data,
however, do not include a single utterance of the fom1 -de-goza-i-mas-u made by a sh1dent or the
graduate infomiant. A university student usually has little experience of using the Super Fomrnl
equivalent of the copula in speech dming his/her st11dent life. Some infom1ants reported, however, that
at the places where they held part-time jobs (such as department stores or restaurants), they had been
trained to use -de-goza-i-mas-u and both Exalting and Lowering RSRC forms in fomrnlaic sales
expressions in commercial settings. Examples of fonnulaic expressions that these sh1dents learned at
one of these j ob sites, a family-type restaurant chain, arc as follows :
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[Ex 4]
Tadaima
Now

menyuu-o
menu-OBJ.

o-mochi-shi-masu.
bring-LOWERING RSRC-FORMAL

(I state with Super Formality to you who are socially higher than me that) I will come b ack with
the menu for you."

The honorific expression in the predicate of this fornmla is a Lmvering RSRC equivalent of the verb
mots-u ("to bring") in the Des-Mas Style
Interestingly, a part-time shop assistant/waiter/waitress who is a lmiversit}1 student is often able
to use Non-Neutral RSRCs only when they are part of such fonnulaic expressions . I have often foLmd
such a shop assistant/waiter/waitress make what seems to an older generation of native speakers to be a
switch of speech level, when s/he is called upon to make a response that goes beyond a fonnulaic
utterance to a customer's question, such as what is the difference between such and such salad and
another one. S/he would suddenly speak as ifos/he were speaking to a friend, using none of the Non
Neutral RSRCs which an older generation of speakers with knowledge of the traditional horizontal cooccurrence mle would expect to hear.
The choices b etween use and non-use of ( and among different degrees of use of) Non-Neutral
RSRCs in Non-Personal settings that I have discussed so far are also found in speech where N on-Plain
SMs are chosen in a non-reciprocal manner in Personal settings. As seen in 2 . 3 . 2 . 2 , Non-Plain forms are
nonnally chosen when speaking to a mature, non-family and socially distant addressee in a Personal
setting. The more pronounced the social distance between the speaker and the addressee, the more
fonnal the speech level that tends to be chosen. For example, while I, an associate professor at a
1miversity , use Level l reciprocally to speak to a colleague who is older than me by four years and is a
full professor, I use Level 2 to talk to the President, who usually responds using Level 2.
Between members of a dyad who have met for the first time, reciprocal use of Non-Plain SMs
is nonnal and non-use of one by either party can be perceived by the other party to be "'loo inforn1al''. In
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such an interaction, however, Non-Neutral RSRCs may be used to some degree or may not be used. 111
such an interaction, such forms are more likely to be chosen by the socially lower party of the dyad, and
to be perceived by the other party as indicating his/her acknowledgement of the vertical social distance
between the two parties. However, Non-Neutral RSRCs can also be used even when there is no
significant difference in social status. A fuller use of Non-Neutral RSRCs in a Personal setting where
Formal SMs are reciprocally used can be felt to be a manifestation, whether actual or pretended, of the
speaker's higher sophistication, breed or social class, which, according to Tsuj imura ( 1 967), is a new
function that use of honorific fom1s has to come to perform after World War II.
2.3.2.4 Notes on other facto rs influencing choice of formality level
So far I have illustrated the fundamental features which detennine whether or not Non-Plain S Ms are
used and the degree ( i.e. from nil to full) of use of N on-Neutral RSRCs. In doing so, I have adopted an
extremely simplistic manner of illustration in order to make my explanation easy for readers to follow.
One of the ways in which I have done this is by focusing on interactions in dyads. The existence of a
third party may affect the choice of honorific components at least in two ways . Firstly, the presence of a
third party may lead the speaker to switch between different speech levels in one speech event. In the
following recorded interaction, my infonnant (K, a university student, part-time YMCA stafl) and a
friend switch between use and non-use of Fonua! SMs depending on which of the other participants they
are talking to:

[Ex 5] Before a meeting at the YMCA, two part-time activity leaders, K and Y (older than K by two
years), and Y's boss, a director, 0 (not significantly older than K), are chatting about a pen which K has
recently bought.

K:

Shi-tte-ru ?
Kore mi-te, . . .
Know-PLAIN
This look-PLAIN at
"Look at this. Do you know about it?"
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Y:

A a kore?
Kie-te-shimau pen-desh-o.
1-tte-ta-Jan.
Disappears completely pen right Were saying-PLAIN
Oh this
"Oh, this? The pen whose ink disappears completely, that you once mentioned"

K:

A , i-tta-kke?
Oh said-PLAIN
"Oh, did I mention it?"

0:

Jikan-ga
tats-u-to
kie-ru-no ?
time-SUB
passes-PLAIN when
disappears-PLAIN you mean
"You mean the mark it makes disappears, aft er a while?"

K:

Soo-nan-des-u-yo.
So I mean is-FORMAL
"(I state with fonnality that) Yes, that is right."

Y:

Kaki-mash-oo-ka,
odeko-ni-demo.
Write shall-I-FORMAL
forehead on or
"(I state with formality to you that) Shall I write something on your forehead or something?"

K and Y (socially equal to each other) use no Formal SM between them, while they use a Fomial SM to
answer or talk to 0, who is socially higher than them, -des-u and -mash-oo-ka (a derivative of the
morpheme -mas-u), respectively.
The presence of a third party may influence the choice of honorific components also in a
situation where the third party does not take direct part in the verbal interaction but is merely a
bystander. The questionnaire research conducted by the National Language Research Institute in
1 975-78 in the headquarters of a large firm in central Tok-yo examines the influence the presence of
various bystanders may have on the choice of honorific forms. According to the results of the
questionnaire, the presence of a socially higher bystander is more likely to prompt the choice of a more
fomial speech level than that of a non-higher bystander or the absence of a bystander (Kokuritsu
Kokugo Kenkyujo 1 9 8 2 ) .
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Discoursal factors may also affect the choice of speech level. Between members of a dyad who
regularly speak to each other with Plain SMs, it is possible that they may use a Fonnal SM at the
begi1ming and/or the end of the interaction. One typical example is a conversation ber-veen two adult
friends either face-to-face or on the telephone. In such a conversation, use ofFornrnl SMs emerges i n the
initial greetings where the parties often express appreciation and/or apologies about a social incident in
the previous meeting and ask about the family's well-being, and in the closing exchange, where
concluding remarks, parting words, expression of thanks and/or apologies about the content of the
present talk, and wishes to the other's family may be made, while no Formal SM is used in the maiu
conversation which takes place between the opening and closing s egments.
In the following interaction held at a YMCA, in which two part-time activity leaders. K and Y.
and two directors, 0 and B discussed and reached an agreement the final concluding statement was
made by the directors using a Fonual SM:

[Ex 6] The four are discussing the number of the people who finally join the camping tour.

Y:

Nacchan-wa
honnin-wa
ik-i-tai-n-da-kedo, . . .
Nacchan-TOPIC herself-TOPIC wants to go-PLAIN but
'"N acchan herself wants to join, but . . . ,

0:

ik-e-ru-wake?
A , demo,
can go-PLAIN you mean
Oh but
"Oh, but you mean she can j oin us?"

Y:

11n.
lk-i-tai-m itai,
honnin-wa,
W ant seems-PLAIN
herself-TOPIC yeah
' "She herself seems to want to, I believe."

0:

Tte koto-wa,
That means-PLAIN

kanoosei
possibility

Ja,
Then

juu-nana-tt e-no-wa
seventeen

ikkini
suddenly

takai-yo-ne.
high

Kono ru/.:u-m ei-scmw.
these six people.

erai chigai-da-yo-ne.
!urge drffcrcncc-copula- PLA I N

"That means that she may join us, probably People may suddenly increase from six to
seventeen, then. A big difference, isn 't it?"

B

renraku-ga aru-to ?
Un, . . . Konshuu-chuu-ni
talk to us do-you-think-PLAIN
Yeah this week
"Yeah, do you think they'll talk to us this week?"

Y:

(Nods)

0:

Tte koto-wa.
That means-PLAIN

JZlllnana-na-tta-tte
seventeen become s ay-PLAIN if

i-ccha-e-ba ii-no-ka.
OK-you-mean-PLAIN-QUESTION
juuichi-da-tte
eleven-is-PLAIN if
namae-wa
names-TOPIC

De,

And

fi1ta ake-tara,
eventually,

ii-wake. (Laughter)
alright-you-mean. (Laughter)

De,
Then

jissai
in fact

aru-wake-da-kara.
exist-PLAIN since

"That means it will be OK if we j ust tell (the finance section) we've got seventeen people
coming. And, if there 're only eleven, there'll be no problem. (Laughter) S ince we'll have all
the names anyway."
K:

Unnnnh
Hmnun
"Hnumn''

0:

Dakara, juu-shichi-nichi-ga
seventeen-SUB.
So
saikakzmin sh-ite, de,
and
re-confinn

ano setumeikai-da-kara, sorem ade-ni

the meeting because

kakujitsu-ni shi-tara,
make sure after

moo

by the time

ikkai
another

moo

ato-wa mondai nai-yo -ne.

already after that no problem is-PLAIN

'·So, because the meeting 's on the seventeenth, if we can make another confinnat10n and make
it s ure by then, there 'l] be no problem."
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B:

Un.
Yeah
"Yeah"

0:

Shitara,
oogata demo ii-ya.
large car COPULA-PLAIN alright
In that case
"In that case, a large car will do."

8:

Soo-des-u-ne. un.
S o-is-Formal
yes
"(I state with formality that) that is right, yes ! "

0:

Un
yes
'·Yes !"

0:

Jaa
Then

soo i-u koto-ni nar-u-to-iu
such situation fix that

zentei-de
assumption on

hanashi-o susum-e-mash-oo.
procedure-OBJ move-FORMAL ahead
'"(I state with fonnality that) all right, then, let ' s assume everything goes in a way that is
convenient for us, and start the necessary procedure b ased 011 the assumption."

A temporary switch from the mmiarked Plain to marked Fomial speech level can also be
prompted by an emotional factor. Among couples, friends or colleagues who nonually interact with each
other using Plain SMs reciprocally, one member may switch to a Fonnal speech level, when they get
angry at one another and start to quarrel. Such speech level s,vitches may be compared to a choice of an
English fonn which conveys an ironically l arge social distance between the speaker and the addressee
made by an irritated spouse; '·Could I possibly ask you please to let me finish?" In my recorded data, the
wife of a young couple temporarily switched her speech level from Plain to Fonnal, when her husband
insistently suggested that they should pre-book an optional tour in Hawaii where they were pl anning to
go for a holiday, while she had argued that they could book one after arriving in Hawaii. though it might
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cost them a b it more (the wife is a speaker of Osaka D ialect):

[Ex 7]
Wife:

Demo, okane-sae
dash-i-tara,
pay-if
only money
But
"But if you only pay a bit more, it's . . . "

Husband: Jya,
Yeah

are-ya-de . . . .
it's-PLAIN-ASSERT

soo-da-kedo,
aru leido shita-shirabe
so is-PLAIN but certain amount of preparation

shi-te-ka-nai-to dam e-nan-da-yo.
necessary is-PLAIN-ASSERTIVE
"I know, but we need to make some preparatory investigation."

Wife:

Hai, . . . shita-shirab e shi-toki-mas-u!
Yes --- preparation I will do-FORMAL
"All right! (I state with fonnality that) I will make some preparatory investigation I "
A.n other factor which may prompt a temporary switch from Plain to Fom1al speech level i s an

illocutionary feature. Although my data do not include an example. students, according to reports in our
small-group discussions, may elevate the speech level to Fonnal, when they apologize, thank or make a
request to their parents to whom they otherwise use Plain SMs. Temporary use of Fonnal SMs in
apologizing and in thanking is not 1mcommon, but it tends to b e regarded as ideolectal rather than
nonnal among the maj ority of native speakers . As my infonnants suggested, switching to use Fom1al
SMs in such an utterance can be marked, while not making such a switch is likely to be quite nom1al and
unmarked.
S o far, for the sake of simplicity, I have presented the system of choices of J apanesc honorifics
as if the hvo types of settings, Non-Personal and Personal settings, can be clearly distinguished.
However, in real life, some settings can be ambiguous in this regard. as the report by one of my
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infomiants, J, revealed. J, a graduate, had recorded a talk she had made in front of five j uniors, ti.vo
years after her graduation, when she visited the 1111iversity and the circle she nsed to be a member of.
On listening to the recorded speech made by herself, she reflected as follows on the
ambivalence she had felt during her speech. The fact that her speech had been made at the request of the
advisor (a professor) of the circle, and the fact that she had referred to it as "a talk" had obliged her to
make a fairly fonnal speech. However, her discovery that there were only five students in her audience
had prompted her to regard the occasion more as a Personal setting with her peers rather than one where
she was expected to play the role of Speaker towards Audience. Still, from time to time in the cours e of
her talk, she had thought of the fact that the advisor had described her role on the occasion as that of
senpai, (''a senior"), and somehow wanted to sound like a mature, sophisticated elder sister.
Her speech included continuous switching b ack and forth between Plain and Formal speech
levels, as well as the use of feminine versions of sentence-end expressions such as -kashira (vs. ka-naa.
both meaning "I wonder" and no-yo (vs. -n-da-yo, both meaning "this is what I believe is the
explanation"), which she described as mrnsual for her. The informant J analyzed the occurrence of such
feahires as manifestations of both her hesitant desire to be appropriately fonnal in the setting which she
had considered to have an element of Non-Personal setting and of her desire to present herself as one
who is a nice person to the younger students listening to her.

2.3.3

The secondary choice

We have seen so far that Non-Plain SMs are chosen in a Speaker-Audience setting, a Seller-Client
setting and a Personal s etting with social distance (i.e. fonnal situations). I will now move to the
secondary choice, and illustrate how the choice among a Lowering, Exalting or Neutral RSRC is m::ide
in such a situation.
As shown in Fig. 2 3 , the choice among the three types of RSRCs is two-staged. At the fir st
stage, the choice between Non-Neutral or Neutral RSRC is determined by whether the referent is an
entil;,' belonging/related to a hum an being. At the second stage. the choice b etween Lowering or
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Exalting RSRC fom1s is determined by whether the referent belongs/is related to the speaker. Neutral
RSRCs are nonnally used to refer to things and phenomena not belonging or related to anybody. Thus, a
natural phenomenon such as \.V ind blowing is nonnally referred to by a Neutral RSRC, even in a formal
speech.
Lowering RSRCs are used to refer to a person, thing or action belonging or related to the
speaker or his/her ingroup. Speaker's ingroup refers to a member of his/11er family or any other group
s/he belongs to, depending on the situation of the speech. For example, a speaker referring to his
personal history in a public lecture may use a Lowering RSRC fom1 to refer to his/her family and their
actions as well as his/her own actions. S/he would not use a Lowering RSRC, and it would be felt to be
"·wrong'' if s/he did so, to refer to, e.g. a person in the audience, or a thing or action belonging or related
to himmer. S imilarly, a representative of a fim1, when s/hc is giving a presentation on a new company
product to clients, may use a Lowering RSRC to refer to people, things and actions related to his/her
company but not those related to the clients or a third company.
Exalting RSRC forms are used to refer to a person, thing or action belonging or related to
people other than the speaker or his/her ingroup. For example, the representative of a firm may use one
to refer to an action performed by one of the clients listening to him/her there (i .e. one of his/her
addressees) or one perfom1ed by a third party such as one of his/her rival cornpanies 1 11
It seems a nonnal practice in J SL textbooks, textbooks for native speaking children and in
academic writing by linguists, to describe a Non-Neutral RSRC as being used to convey the speaker 's
respect to someone who is socially higher than him/her, through exalting the person or lowering the
other party. However, such a description is inappropriate . Although the use of a Lowering RSRC often
conveys the speaker ' s respect to someone through fictionally lowering him/herself, it is not necessarily

10

The choice between an Exalting and Lowering RSRC made by younger generation of Japanese today is in fact rnit
as clear as the rules described above. As many older native speakt:rs as wel l as .fopanese linguists have long been
complaining, the distinction people traditionally made bdween the Exalting and Lowering RSRC 1� not made by many
university students. The most common ·'mistakes" occurring among the younger generation is to LlSt': the forms which
are traditionally Lowering RSRCs as an Exalting RSRC . I wil l rdum to the recent change in the usage of hononiic
forms in Chapter 6 .
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the case. For example, in the following use, which may not be a typical usage and yet an appropriate
rather than inappropriate one, a Lowering RSRC seems to convey quite a different meaning.

[Ex 8] At a court dealing with an incident in which a man had nearly been killed by VX-gas (a lethal
gas), the wife of the victim was called. She did not immediately begin her testimony, as she could not
help sobbing for a little while. She then apologized to the chief judge, saying:
Hcuimete
o-ai-sh-i-ta
first time
meet-LOWERING RSRC
'Tm sorry, but, as I met him for the first time . . . "

mono-de . . .
becaus e (I could not help) . . .

In her statement, she uses a Lowering RSRC to refer to her own meeting with the person who is
suspected of having very nearly gassed her husband to death. Her use of the RSRC does not seem to be
typical, since the newspaper reporting this story had to give an explanation i11 p arentheses to clarif) that
1

it was the suspect that she met for the first time (The Asahi Shirnbun, 9 September 1 997). Nevertheless,
the usage was perceived to be perfectly acceptable and polite rather than impolite to my sh1dents In my
group discussion, none of my fifty-five infomiants felt that the wife wanted to regard the suspect as
socially higher than her or that she wanted to respect him. M any students stated that she need not haYc
chosen this honorific fonn but, rather, could have used the N eutral RSRC or even a stigmatized,
insulting expression here, because she would have had every right to despise rather than respect him.
Nevertheless, my infomrnnts stated, the wife's use of the honorific form was appropriate for the fonnal
situation in the court and/or was impressive because she sounded dignified by her language use. This
extreme but perfectly acceptable use of a Non-Neutral RSRC seems to illuminate that the semantic
meaning such a fom1 can convey (i e. exalting or lowering of the referent) is one thing, while the
meaning that the use of such a fonn t akes on in a particular situation is another. I will discuss the
relationship between these two types of meaning in Chapter 3 .
Another point I would like t o re-emphasize here i s that the use o f Non-N eutral RSRC is
nomrnlly limited to a fonnal situation. It is nonnal that students, in conversation among themselves in a
Personal setting, use Neutral fonns to refer to an absent third party who might be referred to by an
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Exalting RSRC in stiff speech where Formal SMs are used. See the following recorded conversation,
where a student informant, K, does not use Exalting RSRCs but Neutral ones to refer to actions by one
of her teachers, who is absent from the speech situation:

[Ex 9] End-of-semester exams are coming up and K"and a friend, M, are having a discussion over lunch
in a classroom. K failed to pass a required subj ect the previous year and has to take it again this year.
However, the teacher does not require her to write the semester-end essay, but only to sit for the exam . )

K:

Soo,
Right

Jshika.va-sensei.
Mr Ishikawa

waru-ku-te
bad because

Dakara-ne,
And

o ch-i-la-n-da-kara,
fail since,

'kimi-wa
' in your case

tesu.to-ga
test- SUB

repoopo-wa
essay as for

das-a-na-ku-te ii-des-u ' /le i-tte-kur-e-te, . . . .
produce-need not-FORMAL' said-NEUTRAL-PLAIN kindly".
'Tesuto-dake ganba-tte-nee"'
'Test only study hard for'

toka i-tte.
said-NEUTRAL-PLAIN

'That's right, it' s Mr lshikawa's course. And he (who I ' m not saying is socially higher than
me) kindly said (with formality), ' Since the reason you failed l ast year was because you diru1 't
do well in the exam, you don ' t need to write an essay this year' . . . . He (who I ' m not saying is
soci ally higher than me) said, ' Just sl11dy hard for the exam'""

In her speech, K uses Neutral fonns, i-tte-kur-e-te ("said kindly") and i-tte ("said"), rather than the
Exalting RSRC equivalents, i-tte-kudas-a-tte and ossh-a-tte, respectively, to refer to her teacher' s
actions.
ln a small-group discussion where the recorded conversation was played and discussed, student
infonnants claimed the use of Neutral RSRCs to refer to an absent teacher in conversations between
students is perfectly nonnal and unmarked, although they admitted that. according to the prescriptive
usage of honorific fom1s, one should use Exalting RSRC equivalents to refer to an absent teacher · s
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actions . They also stated that the use of Exalting RSRCs in this conversation. where Plain SMs are
chosen, would be marked and could sound affected, as if being spoken by someone who was extremely
highly-bred or from an exceptionally conservative family. One of the informants added that she could
not help but change the speech level from Plain to Fonua!, if she really needed to use the RSRCs, as a
Non-Neutral RSRC without a Fornial SM ending would sound strange to her from a university student 's
mouth.
All the infonnants stated that they would use Exalting RSRCs to refer to the teacher's actions
in an utterance to the teacher, and \vould use b oth Exalting RSRCs and Formal S Ms in the conversation.
However, as for the use of an Exalting RSRC to refer to the teacher ' s actions in a conversation with a
friend, where the teacher is within hearing distance, while two out of eighteen infonnants stated they
would use such an honorific fonn, fourteen infomrnnts stated they would use a Neutral RSRC. The
remaining two reflected that they would avoid letting the teacher hear their use of a Neutral fom1, by
substituting the part "he said" by something such as "I heard" and "it seems", by avoiding referring to
the action, or by lowering the voice so that the teacher could not hear. It s eems s afe therefore to say that
most of my infonnants do not use an Exalting RSRC to refer to a socially higher bystander in a
conversation where Plain fonns are used, and that the fe\v who may use one o ften do so reluctantly.
In the discussion on the use of Non-Neutral RSRCs that is given in the follO\ving chapters, I
focus on the use which seems to be prompted by the relationship between the speaker and the addressee
rather than that between the speaker and a bystander. I do so partly because, as far as university
students (on whose language use my observation \Viii focus) are concerned, the use of Non-Neutral
RSRCs seems mainly relevant to the speaker's consciousness about the addressee, and partly because I
could simplify my discussions that way.
First, though, it is necessary to make a brief note concerning two cases in which Non-Neutral
RSRCs can be used without Formal SMs. One of them involves older generation speakers. Compared to
uniYersit}' st11dents, it is more likely for older generation speakers to use an Exalting RSRC to refer to a
bystander within hearing distance who is socially distant even in conversation in which Plain SMs are
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being chosen. For example. a colleague of mine, who regularly uses, in a personal chat vvith me. a
Neutral RSRC to refer to another colleague who is higher in rank, often uses an Exalting RSRC to refer
to the same colleague in our personal chat during the faculty meeting where the referent is within
hearing distance.
The other case in ·which a Non-Neutral RSRC can co-occur with a Plain SM is when the
speaker belongs to a certain category of social group, typically middle-class women in their forties or
older. For example, Tetsuko Kuroyanagi, the hostess of a long-naming TV chat show Tetsuko-no Heya
(lzt. Tetsuko · s Room), sixty-odd years old, constantly chooses Plain SMs to talk to her guests, unless

s/he is considerably older than her, and uses Non-Neutral RSRCs (especially Exalting ones) ,vithout a
Fonnal SM ending to refer to the addressee and often to a third party.
The use of Non-Neutral RSRCs without a Fomrnl SM ending is cons iderably less common in
male speech, even among middle-class men, and, if it occurs as it occasionally does in middle-aged or
older male speaker's speech, it is likely to be perceived as somewhat feminine and marked. Use of
Non-Neutral RSRC without a Fomrnl SM ending is not nonnal among younger people of either sex,
and, if it occurred, it would be perceived as sounding like a middle-aged woman and marked.

2.4

Summary of this chapter

In this chapter I introduced grammatical properties of honorific components relevant to my following
discussions, and illustrated features detern1ining both choice between use or non-use of honorific fon11S
and choice among different components of honorific fonns in spoken interaction.
Despite of the s emantic difference between SMs and RSRCs, certain commonality is found in
the use of the tvvo types of honorific fonns. Namely, the s ame social features , i.e. the nature of the setting
and the social rel ationship between the speaker and the addressee, detcnnine choice between use and
non-use of both Non-Plain SMs and Non-Neutral RSRC, i . e . honorific forms. Honorific forms are
nonnally used in the three types of fonnal situations Speaker-Audience set.ting. Seller-Client setting
and Personal setting with social distance.
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My discussion in the following pages will exclusively deal with the use, rather than the

grammatical properties, of honorific fom1s to probe politeness which is communicated by it. First of all,
in Chapter 3, I will discuss the framework for my research of politeness communicated by use of such

forms.
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Chapter 3 : Perspectives on linguistic politeness

3.1

Introduction

This chapter discusses the theoretical perspectives on linguistic politeness that are relevant to my exploration
of the kinds of politeness that can be conveyed by the use of honorific forms (vvhich I call Honorific
Politeness, for the sake of convenience). I first review main past approaches to linguistic politeness as well as
to honorific politeness, and then explain the framework in which I analyze Japanese honorific politeness.
As I have explained in Chapter 1 , I choose to use the tenn ''politeness" to refer to the meaning wfoch
is conununicated through linguistic behaviour that does not cause discomfiture. By ''discomfiture", 1 refer not
only to the perception of "face-threatened" or '"offended" feelings, but also both to feelings which might be
described as ''shock" or "embarrassment" and to the recognition of inappropriateness or inadequacy. Thus, I
use the tenn ''politeness" in a much broader sense than many other discussions of linguistic politeness, which
focus almost exclusively on politeness in relation to face-threatening acts. In discussing my framework,
therefore, I will first clarify the way in which the scope ofmy use of the term "politeness" is wider than that in
past literature, and discuss the reasons why I chose this wider scope. Then I will differentiate the grammatical,
se1mmtic and pragmatic levels at which an analysis of politeness phenomena can be undertaken, identifying
the levels at which 1 will analyze honorific politeness.

3.2

Approaches to studying politeness

In this section, 1 review four major views of linguistic politeness. I base my discussion on Fraser's ( I 990 )
classification of perspectives on politeness.

3.2.1

The SociaJ-Norm View

Tiie Social-Non11 view is a prescriptive view of politeness typically reflected in Western etiquette books, such
as Locke' s Ladies ' Book ofEtiquette and !vfanual ofPoliteness:

Avoid topics which may be supposed to have any direct reference to events or
circumstances ·which may be painful.
Locke 1972, cited by Fraser 1 990: 220

This view of politeness is prescriptive in that it evaluates certain ki11ds of behaviour positively or negatively.
in accordance with the acceptability nom1s of a given society. Obviously this view of politeness is closely
associated \vith the notion of"good ma11ners", and it tends to focus on the linguistic behaviour which is
socially appropriate to perform in a fonnal setting, which is the area of social behaviour that the author of an
etiquette book tends to be most concerned with.
Few current researchers on linguistic politeness subscribe to this view, although some reveal the
same orientation:

The nonstandard usage of ''me and Mary are . . . " [is] more "reprehensible." though
nonetheless common, if the offending pronoun also violates the rule of politeness which
stipulates that 1 st person pronouns should occur at the end of the coordinate constmction . . .
Another reason is that '"Mary and I" is felt to be a polite sequence which cru1 remain
unchanged. . .
Quirk e t al. 1 985: 38, cited by Fraser 1 990

In contrast to the social-nonn vievv, v.rhich is both prescriptive and places its main focus on appropriate
linguistic behaviour in fonnal settings, the following three vievv·s are descriptive and do not pay primary
attention to use of language in fonnal settings.

3.2.2

The Conversational-Maxim View

111e Conversational-Maxim vieVv· ass1unes that there are general principles or guidelines that govern the µolitc
use of language. Such principles are seen as supplementary to Lhe Cooperative Principle ( CP) proposed by

Grice ( 1 975) to explain conversationalists' linguistic behaviour. Grice ( 1 975 ) argues that conversationalists
principally seek to convey their messages as efficiently as possible by observing the Cooperative Principle,
which guides them to: "Make your conversational contribution such as is required, at the stage at which it
occurs, by the accepted purpose or direction of talk exchange in which you are engaged" (Grice 1 975a: 45).
Grice proposes the followu1g four Conversational Maxims:
Maxim of Quantity:

Make your contribution as informative as is required (for the current
purpose of the exchange).
Do not make your contribution more infonnative than is required.

Maxim of Quality:

Do not say what you believe to be false.
Do not say that for which you lack adequate evidence.

Maxim of Relation:

Be relevant.

Maxim of Manner:

Avoid obscurity of expression.
Avoid ambiguity.
Be brief (avoid unnecessary prolixity).
Be orderly.

By clain.J.u.1g that linguistic behaviour in which the speaker seems to fail to observe the CP often prompts the
other interlocutor to start a rational search for another meaning, Grice attempts to account for the mechanisms
by which interlocutors interpret conversational implicature, or non-explicit meaning.
Lakoff ( 1 973 ) adapts Grice' s approach to conversational behaviour in her discussion of linguistic
politeness, and proposes the follo\vi.ng two rules of Pragmatic Competence:
1 . Be clear (essentially Grice's maxims)
2. Be polite
She also proposes the following three sub-mles lmder the second rule of pragmatic competence:
Rule 1 : Don't impose (used when fom1al/i111personal politeness is required)
Rule 2 Give options (used when infonnal politeness is required)
Rule 3 • Make the hearer feel good (used when intunate politeness is required)
Leech ( 1 9 83 ) also adapts Gricc's framework, but his theory of politeness is considerably more
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elaborate than Lakof:f' s. Claiming that "politeness is an important missing link between the CP and the
problem of how to relate sense to force" (Leech 1 983": 1 03), he views politeness as the other regularity
complementary to CP, in that interpretation of illocutionary force is accounted for by both the CP and

considerations of politeness. Leech distinguishes between illocutionary goals (e.g. to have the addressee
lend money to the speaker) and social goals (such as to avoid offending the addressee), and argues that

the compatibility or incompatibility between these two goals often constrains people' s linguistic

behaviour. He proposes two major sets of conversational (rhetorical) principles to govern the precise

,vording of the utterance - interpersonal rhetoric and textual rhetoric- and treats politeness, in the fonn

of the Politeness Principle (PP), as part of the domain of interpersonal rhetoric. The purpose of the PP
is to '"maintain the social equilibrium and the friendly relations which enable us to assume that our

interlocutors are being cooperative in the first pl ace" (Leech 1 9 83 : 82 ). Leech claims the PP consists of
a mm1ber of maxims, and proposes the follov,,ing s ix Interpersonal Maxims :
1. Tact Maxim:

a. Minimize costs to other

b. Maxi.J.ni.ze benefit to other

2. Generosity Maxim:

a. Minimize benefit to self
b. Maximize cost to self

4. Modesty Maxim:

a. Minimize praise of self
b. Maximize dispraise of self

6. S y mpathy Maxim :

a. Minimize antipathy between self and other
b. Maxi.J.nize sympathy between self and other
Leech 1 9 83 : 1 3 2

3. Approbation Maxim

5. Agreement Maxim :

a. Minimize dispraise to other
b. Maximize praise to other
a. Minimize disagreement between self and other
b. Maximize agreement betvveen self and other

Neither Lakoff ( 1 973) nor Leech ( I 983) deal with use o f honorific fonns in their discussion of

linguistic politeness.
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3.2.3

The Face-Saving View

The Face-Saving view was elaborated by Brovv11 and Levinson ( 1 978/1987), and has two main

characteristics. Firstly, in common with the Conversational-Maxim View, Brow11 and Levinson adopt

Grice's CP as the foundation of their theoretical framework for the analysis of linguistic politeness. Their
adoption of the CP can be clearly seen in their statement that:

there is a working assumption by conversationalists of the rational and efficient nature of talk. It is
against that assumption that polite ways of talking show up as deviations, requiring rational

explanation on the part of the recipient, who finds in considerations of politeness reasons for the
speaker's apparent irrationality or inefficiency.

Brown and Levinson 198 7: 4

The other, more prominent characteristic of Brovm and Levinson· s vie,v is that politeness is

regarded as making a linguistic choice to save Face. This notion, originally put forward by Goffinan ( l 96 7),
is defined as the ''public self-image that every member [of a society] wants to clain1 for himself' ( 1 987: 6 1 ),
and the desire to s ave face is seen as 1uuversal, although the particular ways in which this is achieved will
vary from culture to culture. Brown and Levi11son ( 1978/1 987) distinguish between two types of '•face":
·Face' consists of two specific kinds of desires ('face-wants') attributed by interactants to

one another, the desire to be mrimpeded in one's actions (negative face), and the desire (in
some respects) to be approved of (positive face).

Brown and Levinson 1 987: 1 3

Bro\\TI and Levinson ( 1 978/1 987) claim that face i s something i.11 which interactants emotionally invest,

which can be lost, maintained, or enhanced, and which must be constantly attended to i.n interaction. Having
established tlus basic framework, Brovm and Levinson introduce the notion of Face Threatening Acts
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(FfAs), arguing that some acts are intrinsically face-threatening and thus require softening, if the speaker
wants to maintain the interactants' face. In their view, politeness is the softening that is required in the
perfom1ance of an FTA (such as making a request), and manifests itself in the use of strategies which are
culturally approved. Corresponding to the distinction bet\veen the two kinds of face, two kinds of politeness
are also distinguished: negative politeness and positive politeness. The speaker can, according to the authors,
choose one or another strategy from the follov.ing five superstrategies for perfomu.ng FTAs, depending on the
estinlated degree of seriousness of the FTA, as illustrated in Fig. 3 . 1 .

1 . Bald, without redress: The most direct, clear, unambiguous and concise way of performing
communicative acts.
2. Positive !}Oliteness:

Strategies that orient towards the hearer's positive face wants.

3. Negative politeness:

Strategies that orient towards the hearer's negative face wants.

4. Off-record:

Off-record strategies that allow more than one justifiable interpretation of the
act.

5. Avoidance:

Abandomnent of perfomiing FTAs.

Thus, the face-saving view sees politeness essentially as the avoidance of giving offence in the
perfom1ance of an FTA, and explains linguistic behaviour which seems to deviate from the CP. Brovm and
Levinson ( 1 978/1 987) deal with honorific forms, including Japanese ones, in their discussion. I will describe
and review this aspect of their work, in 3. 4 . 1 . 1 .
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Lesser

I Do the FfA

\

/

\

5. Don't do the FTA

on record

/

1 . without redressive action, baldly

""- with redressive/
action

4. off record

2. positive
politeness
3 . negative
politeness

Greater
(Estimation
of degree of
face threat)

Fig. 3.1 Brown and Levinson's (1978/1987) Superstategics for performing FfAs
3.2.4

The Conversational-Contract View

The Conversational-Contract view \Vas presented by Fraser ( 1 975) and Fraser and Nolen (1 98 1 ), and then
elaborated by Fraser ( 1 990). In this view, interactants are constrained by what Fraser ( 1 990) tenns

Conversational Contracts (CC), that is, the i.I.nplicit 1mderstanding of conversational rights and obligations
which participants bring to an interaction. Fraser ( 1 990) claims that although some of the terms of the

contract may be imposed through convention or social institutions, and are thus seldom negotiable, many
other terms of the contract are constantly being negotiated.

This view explicitly defines politeness: "being polite constitutes operating within the then-current

tem1s and condition of the CC" (Fraser I 990: 233 ) As is obvious in the following statement, this view also
regards politeness as something "negatively eventful'' (Goffinan 1 963):

Politeness. on this view, is not a sometime thing. Rational participants are a,vare that they are to act

\\�thin the negotiated constraints and generally do so. When they do not, however, they are
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perceived as being impolite or rude.
Fraser 1 990: 233

However, his account of the actual terms of the contract is very brief, and the details of the content of the
tenns are not made explicit beyond the fact that they include four dimensions: tum-taking, level offorn1ality,
conversational content and illocutionary force. No explicit mention is made of honorific fonns by Fraser
( 1 975, 1 990) or by Fraser and Nolen ( 1 98 1 ).

Thus, with the exception of Brow11 and Levinson ( 1 978/1"9 87), the main theoretical studies of
linguistic politeness reviewed here take no accmmt of politeness related to use of hon01i.fic fon11S. What
framework will a study of politeness communicated by the use of Japanese honorific fonns need? Will any of
these theoretical perspectives suit my purpose?

3.3

The scope of politeness

In this section, I define my scope of politeness, and clarify my view of the relationship between politeness and
discomfiture. I first review the scope of politeness discussed in the main studies of politeness. and propose a
scope suitable for my research. I then explain my view of discomfiture, treating it as a result of a breach of
politeness, and hypothesize different types of discomfiture.

3.3.1

Leech's and Brown and Lcvinson's scope of politeness

Leech ( 1 983) defines politeness as something often called for in an utterance in which the illocutionary and
social goals are either compatible or incompatible. In illocutions such as ordering, asking, demanding and
begging, the illocutionary goal (e.g. getting someone to lend yon money) is incompatible with the social goal
and therefore essentially discourteous. and politeness '•is required to mitigate the intrinsic discourtesy of the
goal" (Leech 1 983": 1 05). Leech calls this type of politeness ''negative politeness" 11 the other category of
illocutions such as offering, inviting, thanking and cong,ratulating. the illocutionary goal is compatible with
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the social goal and therefore intrinsically courteous. In such an illocution, politeness functions in a more
positive way and the PP decrees that, if one has an opportunity to make such an illocution, one should do so;
Leech calls this type of politeness ·'positive politeness". Thus, in Leech's ( 1 983) view, politeness consists in
either mitigating the discourteous illocutionary force of an utterance, or not missing the chance to make an
utterance ,vith a courteous illocutionary force. Taken together, these two aspects of politeness may be
characterized as Management of Illocutionary Force for the sake of convenience. In other words, ,vhat
constitutes politeness for Leech is the linguistic behaviour needed for the appropriate conuumucation of
illocutionary force.
As for what constihltes politeness for Brmvn and Levinson (1 978/ 1 987), it seems that they arc also
thinking, primarily, of the management of illocutionary force, when they define politeness as the softening of
an FTA. However, it is not totally clear what range of notion they refer to by the tenn "FTA". While the
great majority of the FTAs which they discuss consist of the communication of a courteous or
discourteous illocutionary force (e.g. orders and requests, offers, and expressions of disapproval), they
use the term '·FTA" also to refer to a variety of other notions. For example, they use it to refer to certain
types of linguistic behaviour that are unrelated to illocutionary force; for example :

women treat some FTA s more cautiously than men; the vulnerability o f women means
that more acts, and particular acts (such as talking to an unrelated male at all), are
defined as face-threatening, . . .
Brown and Levinson 1987: 252

3.3.2

Matsumoto's scope of politeness

Matsumoto' s ( 1 98 8 , 1 989) use of the tem1 "politeness" covers a \\�der range than that of Leech ( 1983). She
begins by claiming that '"the speaker may, by choice of an inappropriate fom1, offend the audience and thus
embarrass hii1J.lherself' (Matsmnoto 1 989: 2 1 9). She then goes on to argue that a J apanese speaker must. if
s/he wants to avoid such offence or embarrassment, choose one from a variety of SMs, depending on the
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sociolinguistic features of the situation, such as his/her social relationship with the addressee, the formality of

the setting, and the medium (i.e. speech vs. "vriting). She emphasizes that making such a choice is obligatory
even when the speaker makes a simple statement such as "Today is Saturday":
(1)
(2)
(3)

Kyoo-wa
Today-TOPIC

doyoobi-da.
Saturday COPULA-PLAIN

Kyoo-wa
Today-TOPIC

doyoobi-de-goza-i-mas-11.
Saturday COPULA-SUPER FORMAL

Kyoo-wa
Today-TOPIC

doyoobi-des-u.
Saturday COPULA-FORMAL

Adapted from Matsmnoto 1 9 8 8 : 4 1 5 : renumbered and my own
temiinology used in illustration of the structme

111Us, by including discomfiture resulting from inappropriate language use which is independent of the
management of illocutionary force, Matsumoto extends the scope of politeness beyond the linguistic
behaviour needed to convey illocutionary force appropriately.

3.3.3

Domains of politeness

Clearly politeness for Leech ( 1 983) is not the same as that for Matsmnoto ( l 988, 1 989). For Leech, it is the

management of illocutionary force; for Matsumoto it is another kind of behaviour. This implies that politeness
is not of a single kind but of two or more kinds. A munber of authors have noticed and discussed this

phenomenon. For example, Hill et al. ( 1 9 86) and Ide ( 1 989) have distinguished between '·volitional" and
''discernment" types of politeness, and Kasper ( 1 990) also argues that "·strategic politeness" and "·social

indexing" (Ervin-Tripp 1 990) are distinct kinds of politeness. Some other researchers also use other tcnns to
refer specifically to the kind of politeness which Matsrnnoto ( 1 9 8 8 , 1 989) deals with: e.g. "Social marker· 
(Brown and Fraser 1 979) and '"social warrants" (Kochman 1 990, cited in Kasper 1990)

Further, Spcncer-Oatey (personal connmmication in 1 997) proposes various other kinds of

politeness which operate while people verbally interact with one another, suggesting Jive intcm:latcd domains
7-1

in which the management of rapport takes place. The Ulocutionary Force Domain concerns the

management of the face-threatening implications of the communication of illocutionary force. the domain

primarily dealt v.ri.th by Brown and Levinson ( 1 978/1987). The Association Management Domain

concerns the social .implications of using strategies that reflect and negotiate the relationship between the

interlocutors (not necessarily in connection v,ri.th any specific illocutionary force of an utterance). It includes

the communication of deference and involvement. The Paiiicipation Structure Domain concerns the social

in1plications of the procedural aspects of participation. It includes him-taking and the use of hearer responses.

TI1e Discourse Structure Domain concerns the social implications of the discourse content, and includes
aspects such as the choice and management of topics and the sequencing of information. Finally, the

Accommodation Behaviour Domain is based on Giles ' ( 1980) Accommodation Theory, and concerns the
social implications of accommodation behaviour. This includes linguistic behaviour such as attending to the

hearer· s interpretive competence and the modification of speaker's language, such as i11 the case of foreigner
talk.

My purpose in discussing these various domains of politeness is not to produce an exhaustive list

Rather, it is to illustrate that politeness can be related to a variety of different kinds of features of linguistic
interaction, among which the proper management of either the courteous or discourteous nature of the

illocut.ionary force belongs to only one such domain. Knowledge about all these various domains of politeness
is necessary for language learners, if they want to avoid i11advertently causing discomfih1re. It is therefore

necessary for a study of politeness to deal with the whole range of politeness, if it is to provide a
comprehensive basis for language teaching needs.

However, it would be impractical for my study, although obviously ideaL to include every domain of

politeness, and I have therefore narrowed my scope and deal, in the main body of my discussion, only with

two domains of politeness. TI1e two domains of politeness fall into what I call the Illocutionary (Domain oi)

Politeness and the Stylistic (Domain of) Politeness. The illocutionary domai11 contains the politeness which

Leech ( 1983) deals with, and which governs the management of illocutionary force. The stylistic domain, on

the other hand, is that which governs linguistic behaviour appropriate to three different Situational Features.
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i.e. the social relationship among participants, the formality of the setting 1 and the medium of communication
To understand the distinction benveen illocutionary and stylistic nonns, it is useful to note the
difference between the two types of social features in accordance with which the two domains of politeness
govern linguistic behaviour. The first, the nature of illocutionary force, is likely to change continuously during
a round of conversation. The other features, i.e. the three social features mentioned above, on the other hand.
tend to remain w1changed for the duration of the conversation. 1n other words, illocutionary politeness is
likely to operate momentarily while a particular illocutionary force is being communicated at a certain stage
of a conversation, whereas the stylistic politeness is likely to be operating for a longer period of time, in
accordance with tmchanging social features. In order to distinguish between the two types of circumstances
which affect linguistic behaviour, I use Contexi to refer to a stage in which a particular illocutionary force is
commtmicated, and Situation to refer to a circumstance in which a social feature remains unchanged. It is
important to notice, however, that the illocutionary and stylistic domains of politeness differ from each other
in tem1s of the features by which they operate. Illocutionary politeness governs people· s lin&>uistic behaviour
in accordance with both the nature of the illocutionary force and situational features, while stylistic
politeness, by contrast operates in accordance only with the situational features, regardless of the nature of
illocutionary force

3.3.4

Politeness and discomfiture

As I have noted, politeness in my view is linguistic behaviour which does not cause discomfiture. As will soon
be clear. discomfiture refers to a notion which plays a most important role in the framework for my study. u.nd
it is therefore useful to clarify several points concerning this notion here.
Firstly, a clear definition is needed of the scope of the tenn as it is used in my discussion. As I ha\ c
already explained, I use the tenn to refer not only to the narrm,v range of more serious feelings ,\'hich seem to
attract many researchers of linguistic politeness, and which can be described as offensive. insulting and

1

The nature of a setting seems to be detennined by vari o lls fodors some of wh1d1 huvc bct.:n discussed hv r ,:scan:h ..: i "
such as "ends'' (Hymes 1 972 ) nnd ··topic'' ( Fislmian 1 972 ) . See Brown an<l Fruscr [ l) 7 lJ

upsetting, but to a considerably wider range of negative feelings, including those which can be described as
irritating, embarrassing, shocking, strange and incongruous. In another sense, however, my use of

''discomfiture" is narrower than in other people's usage: while the term can be used to refer either to "the act

of discomfiting or state of being discomfited" (Longman Dictionary of Contemporary English), I focus on the

former notion, using "cliscomfitme" mainly to refer to the evaluation made by the addressee ( or other

participants) of the speaker on the basis of his/her linguistic behaviour, rnther than the uncomfortable feelings
which the addressee (or other participants) perceive in com1ection witl1 the speaker's linguistic behaviour.

Secondly, it is also useful to clarify here the relationship between discomfiture, comfort, politeness

and social nom1s. In the case of some types of discourteous illocutionary forces (e.g. making a small request),

the discourteous nature of the illocutionary force can be completely erased by choosing an appropriate type of
linguistic behaviour to communicate it. In the case of other types of illocutionary forces ( e.g. making a

criticism), it is not likely to be completely erased by tl1e choice of any linguistic behaviour, but only softened

Even in the latter case, though, it is important that the behaviour should be softened to an appropriate extent
and thus be perceived as polite. 111e degree of softening that is needed to completely erase or to sufficiently
mitigate the discourteous nature of a particular illocutionary force (so that the communication of the

illocutionary force may be felt to be polite) is decreed by nom1s which every society has. Softening which

exceeds or which falls short of the degree tliat tl1e norn1 dictates can generate discomfiture, and be perceived
as impolite. (According to Brown and Levinson ( 1 978/1987), the acceptable degree of such mitigation is

systematically explained by the seriousness of an FTA, which can be calculated by the measurement of the
social distance (D) between the speaker and the hearer, the Power (P) that the hearer has over the speaker.
and the place in the ranking (R) of degree of imposition on the hearer that the particular FTA has in the

culture in question.)

In the case of essentially courteous illocutionary forces (e.g. thanking), conmrnnication of the

illocutionary force is sinl..ilarly decreed by nonns in each society, and failure to comply with the norm causes
discomfiture. Thus, both appropriate softening of the discourtesy of a discourteous illocutionary force and

appropriate c01mmulication of a courteous illocutionary force arc kinds of linguistic behaviour which comply
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with social nomis, and the discornfihire which results from failure in either case stems from the failure to
comply ,vith those social nonns. This implies that politeness, which is the meaning conveyed through the
petlonnance of behaviour which is not perceived as uncomfortable, is the meaning communicated though
linguistic behaviour that complies with various social norms.
Finally, discomfiture, of comse, is not necessarily the result of a failure to comply with a social
nom1, but may have a more idiosyncratic origin. For example, in the case of certain physical properties of the
linguistic sounds in which utterances are produced. (e.g. the volwne of the voice and the speed of speech),
physiological constraints may exist which determine the range of acceptability. In the case of other properties
(e.g. tone of voice, intonation and accents), each individual may have his/her m,v11 range of acceptability,
according to which certain linguistic features are llllacceptable and thus uncomfortable for him/her. However,
this source of discomfihrre is not nonnally a subject of discussion among teachers of second languages, and
seems to be best accoID1ted for in physiological or psychological terms, and is therefore excluded from my
consideration.

3.3.5

Types of discomfiture

Leech' s ( 1 983) model (and perhaps Brovm and Levinson's ( 1 978/1 987) as well) is designed to deal only
with the ki.11d of discomfiture that stems from failure to comply with a social norm governing linguistic
behaviour associated with particular illocutionary forces in utterances. However, in my research into
politeness within the scope of the illocutionary and stylistic domains, I deal with discomfit11re which can result
from breaches of these two domains of politeness, ,vluch 1 call Illocutionary Discomfiture and Stylistic
Discomfiture, respectively.
My instinctive assessment is that the two domains of discomfiture differ from each other in type, and
I hypothesize that illocutionaiy discomfitme is perceived as a result of deliberate offensiveness, whereas
stylistic discom.fitL1re is not. For example, it appears intuitively likely that criticizing someone without
sufficiently softening the discourteous nature of the illocutionary force is thought to be deliberate on the part
of the speaker (and thus as reflecting malice on his/her part), whereas failing to use an honorific fom1 such as
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··perspire" instead of .. sweat" to refer to the Queen in a TV interview is perceived as an unintentionally
offensive choice (which results from the speaker's ignorance and/or lack of social training).
Further, I suggest that illocutionary and stylistic discomfiture each has two sub-domains which are
distinguished on the basis of whether the discomfort is felt to be personally-offensive or not For example,
intuitively it seems likely that some criticism is perceived as personally-offensive (if it is directed at the
addressee) whereas other criticism is perceived as non-personally-offensive (if it is directed towards an
unrelated third party), and instead may just be embarrassing. In Japanese, the distinction between
personally-offensive and non-personally-offensive discomfihire also seems to apply to stylistic discomfiture
For example, it seems intuit.ively likely that use of excessively infonnal language with an unfamiliar and
socially senior addressee is felt to be personally-offensive by the addressee while the same language use is
perceived as non-personally offensive by an unrelated bystander.
To differentiate between personally-offensive and non-personally-offensive types of discomfiture. I
use the temlS Face-Threatening (FT) Discomfiture and Eyebrow-Raising (ER) Discomfiture. 11ms, the
four types of discomfiture are hypothesized as illustrated in Table 3 . l .
Table 3.1 Four types o f discomfiture

Face-Threatening
(FT)
Eyebrow-Raising
(ER)

lllocutionary

Stylistic

Illocutionary Face-Threatening
(IFT)
Ulocutionary Eyebrow-Raising
(IER)

Stylistic Face-11rreatening
(SFf)
Stylistic Eyebrow-Raising
( SER)

If discomfitme consists of these different types, it is logical to assume that politeness consists of
different types. For example, one person's linguistic behaviour can be felt to be comfortable because it does
not seem to be deliberately offensive, while another person 's behaviour can also be felt to be comfortable
because it does not smmd ignorant or uncouth. The comfort that the two person's linguistic behaviour causes
can thus obviously differ in type. So based on the distinctions between the four types of discomfiture, I
propose a distinction between the following four types of politeness IFT-Politencss. SFT-Politeness, IER-
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Politeness, and SER-Politeness.
Thus, the range of linguistic behaviotrr covered by my definition of politeness is considerably vv-ider
than that of major researchers in the field, who mainly focus on ITT-politeness. (Ideally, of course, I would
have liked to include types of politeness relating to the other domains, but it was impractical to try and cover
too much.) Obviously, however, I do not argue that my definition is the only adequate one for a discussion of
politeness or that there is an a priori superior definition for research into linguistic politeness. I have chosen
my definition and classificatory system for the purpose of analyzing honorific politeness. Needless to say, the
fran1eworks proposed by Brown and Levinson ( 1978/1 987) and by Leech ( 1 983) are perfectly adequate for
oilier purposes, such as conducting a comparative analysis of English and Japanese !Ff-politeness.

3.3.6

Terminology confusions

Politeness is often not clearly defined in theoretical discussions, especially in many writings about
honorific politeness. Rather, it tends to be assumed that the range of linguistic phenomena which authors
deal with in technical writing will be clear to readers merely through the use of the term ''politeness"
(See Wierzbicka 1 985 and 1 99 1 for discussions of the similar problem from a wider perspective).
Similarly, in many cross-cultural discussions, the scope of politeness is not defined but rather assumed
to be obvious through a tenn in another language which is supposed to be the equivalent of the English
tern1.
One factor which appears to be behind the vagueness of these tenns is iliat they are originally folk
tern1s, which have the potential to convey an extremely broad notion, and they have been adopted by language
specialists ,vithout defining iliei.r usage as technical tenns. TI1erefore, I interpose here a discussion of the
usage of the English tenn "politeness", and its Japanese equivalent, as folk and teclmical tenns.
3.3.6.1 "Polite" as a folk term
Obviously, the tcm1 "·polite", and its derivative, '"politeness", can be used as non-teclm.ical tem1s to refer,
vaguely and/or elastically, to a wider notion than that of IFf-politeness. In fact. the denotation of the folk tenn
""polite'' can be even wider than the addition of IFT-, IER-. SFT- and SER-politeness. as illustrated in a
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simple, informal questionnaire which I conducted.
The questionnaire was intended to explore the range of behaviours which are regarded as breaches
of politeness by native speakers of Englisll Initial instructions on the questionnaire ("Please list as many
examples as possible of behaviour which you would find to be rude") were revised, follmving advice from
two native speakers of English who suggested that, to them, the term "rude" is essentially used in reference to
nonverbal behaviour so might not be suitable, since my purpose was to obtain data on both verbal and non
verbal behaviour. Sixteen copies of the questionnaire were sent to academic, administrative staff and
graduate students at Oxford University and Lancaster University (none of whom was a politeness specialist)
v.i.th the revised instruction: "In your culture what are the last things a 'polite person' would do? ( as many as
possible)". I received thirteen responses: twelve respondents were native speakers of English, of whom nine
were native speakers of British English, two of American English and one of South African English.
The responses included both verbal and non-verbal behaviour. The listed non-verbal behaviour
clearly showed that breaches of"politeness", as a non-technical tenn, can refer to both FT- and ER
discomfiture. Examples of FT-discomfiture were "Letting doors swing to in my face" and ··Pushing or
shoving me," and those of ER-types of politeness were "Wearing running stockings'", "Reading another
person's diary (from an unrelated third-party's point of view)", "BlO\\'ing one's nose in a table napkin (in a
restaurant)" and '"Clapping or applauding between movements of a symphony'".
T11e items of linguistic behaviour listed by respondents clearly included all four categories of
discomfiture, as shown below:

IFT

'"Failure to thank for anything given or assistance rendered"
"Failure to apologize"'
"Boasting"

SFT

''Failure to show courtesy/respect to someone considerably older than oneself" (from the older
person's point of view)
"Being too casual in language with people who are formal'' (from the fom1al person's point of
view)

2

Thus, this questiotuwin:: was intended to collect data on negativdy-eventful politeness.
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IER

"Gossiping"
·'Looking down on someone who is physically handicapped" (from a bystander' s point of "View)

SER

"Failure to show courtesy/respect to someone considerably older than oneself· (from a bystander's
point of view)
"Being too casual in language ·with people \vho are fonnal" (from a bystander's view)
"T al.king loudly in a street or a station"
"Talking with one's mouth full"
Respondents included further items of linguistic behaviour which do not seem to fit into any of these

four categories of discomfiture, but rather concerned discomfiture associated with other domains, the
participation structure domain and the discourse struct1u-e domain. Examples of such items are "Not sho'Vl�ng
interest in the other's conversation", "Interrupting others", "Monopolizing the conversation'" and ''Talking
openly about sex, death and excretion".
3.3.6.2 Teinei as a folk term
In some cross-cultural discussions of linguistic politeness in languages other than English, no explicit
definition is provided for what is referred to as "politeness". What is provided instead, in some cases, is a folk
tenn which the author assw11es to be equivalent to the English tenn "politeness". For example, in a discussion
in which "a critical comparison is made between western notions of face and politeness and their Chinese
counterparts . . . ". Gu states:

The most approximate Chinese equivalent to the English word 'politeness' is
limao . . . which morphem.ically means 'polite appearance• .

Gu 1990: 23 8

Similarly, in clain1ing a difference in the characteristics of lingi1istic politeness between Western culttu-e and
that of the lgbo of Nigeria, Nwoye states:

Brovvn and Levinson' s view of politeness . . . does not seem to apply to the egalitarian lgbo
society, in which concern for group interests rather Lhan atomic individualism is the
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expected norm of behaviour. It is against this background that politeness, which in Igbo is
called ezigbo omune (good behaviour), is to be examined.
Nwoye 1992: 3 1 0

As far as I know, in the cross-cultmal studies of Japanese honorific politeness ,vritten in English,
however, no author has provided either an explicit defmition as to what is referred to by "politeness" or a tem1
which is supposed to be equivalent to ''politeness". However, it is evident that teinei (including its pre-noun
adjectival fom1, teinei-na, its adverbial fom1, teinei-ni, and its nominal equivalent, teinei-sa) is regarded as
the equivalent to ''polite"( and "politely" and "politeness"), as these are often employed as the key tem1s in
discussions oflinguistic politeness written in J apanese, as in Ku110 ( 1 977), Ide et aL ( 1986), Mina1ni ( 1987)
and Kitao and Kitao (1988).
Teinei has also been useed as the equivalent to "politeness" in Japanese translations of books
dealing with politeness such as Bally ( 1 935) (translated by Kobayashi, [1929, 1 94 1 ] 1974), Rodriguez
( 1 604- 1 808) (translated by Doi, 1 955), Leech ( 1 983 ) (translated by Ikegami and Kawakami, 1987), and the
Longman Dictionary of Applied Linguistics (translated by Y a111azaki et al., 1 988).
It is therefore fair to consider teinei as the tenn which is often taken to be the equivalent of "polite"
in academic writings on linguistic politeness, and I examine it here as a folk term. As is the case with ''polite",
teinej is used as a lay term to refer to a notably wider concept than it does as a technical tem1, as will be
shown below.
The referential meaning of teinei as a folk tern1 is not only vague but also varies depending on the
lexical item which follows it, as shov-111 by my past unpublished investigation into the usage of this tenn by
tmiversity students. The investigation was intended to explore, by questiom1aire, what notion is referred to by
teinei in the following four different usages:

Teinei-na kotoba-zukai ("polite language use"),
Teinei-ni tanomu ("to request politely"),
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Teinei-ni hanasu ("to talk/speak politely"), and
Teinei-na hito ("polite person") 3 .

Thirty-four first- or second-year university students (all native speakers of Japanese) were instructed to give
as many examples as they could think of within half an hour for each of the four given notions.
The results of the questio1maire showed that teinei tends to refer to stylistic politeness in the usage
teinei-na kotoba-zukai ("polite language use"), to both stylistic and illocutionary politeness in teinei-m
tanomu ("to request politely"), and even wider domains of politeness in both teinei-ni hanasu ("to speak/talk
politely") and teinei-na hito (''polite person'').
Items given as examples of teinei-na kotoba-zukai ("polite language use") were those concerning
exclusively stylistic choice as in: ''(Speech using) honorific forms", "Use of fonnal language/words" and
"Written (rather than spoken) style".
Items provided as examples of teinei-ni tanomu ("to request politely") included !FT-politeness as in
'·Making a request in an apologetic way, e.g., by using Tm sorry but' before the request", or "Not ordering
or commanding", as well as stylistic politeness as in ''Using honorific forms".
No item given as an example of teinei-ni hanasu ("to speak/talk politely") referred to illocutionary
politeness but only to stylistic politeness and to kinds of politeness which are outside of the illocutionary and
stylistic domains. It was f01md that teinei in leinei-ni hanasu can in fact refer to positively eventful politeness:
i.e. behaviour v,hich is perceived as comfortable when it is perfonned, while it is 1mnoticed \.vhen it is not
performed. More precisely, some of the items mentioned behaviour relating to the accommodation behaviour
and discourse struchrre domains, such as : "Monitoring tl1e other person's understanding, while speaking",
''Giving consideration to the hearer and the speed, pronunciation and organization of one's speech" and
"Speaking in a well-organized way".

3

Thus, while my fonner questionnaire asked for bd1avio ur which a polite behaviour which a polite person would not
perfonn, this one asked for the type ofbdrnviour that might referred to by the tenn rcinei. It is important to bear in mind
that my questionnaire on "politeness" ask<::d for exmnples only of bd1aviour wlud1 is negatively-event ful, whik Lhis
questionnaire on tein ei asked for examples of behaviour which is both negativdy- and positively-ev<::ntful .
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Finally, the range of items given as examples of teinei-na hito ('"polite person") covered
illocutionaiy and positively eventful politeness but not stylistic politeness. These items included "Someone
never failing to greet or thank appropriately", ''Someone who is considerate and warm'', and "A person who
does things carefully so that s/he does not break or overlook anything".
On the basis of the results of the questionnaire, it seems safe to asstm1e that the tem1 teinei can be
employed in non-technical conummication to refer generally to a variety of types of carefulness which are
fo1md in people's behaviour. In other words, the denotation of teinei as a folk term seems to include an
extremely wide range of politeness, covering not only illocutionaiy and stylistic politeness, but also other
negatively eventful politeness as well as positively eventful politeness. However, it is not that the term refers
to the foll range in every use; rather, its reference to a particular aspect of the very broad general notion
depends on which lexical item it is used with. Thus, the mearung of teinei as a folk term is not only ,vide but
also elastic.

3.3.6.3 Equivalence of "polite" and teinei as technical terms
Despite the wide range of meanings that "politeness'', as a folk term, can be used to refer to, as a techrucal
term it has b een employed by researchers such as Leech ( 1 s9 83) and Thomas ( 1 995) to refer to a considerably
narrower scope of concepts, i.e., solely to the area of !Ff-politeness.

Teinei has also been used as a teclmical tenn in discussions on linguistic politeness in Japanese to
refer to limited portions of the wide range of meanings that the folk tenn can convey. However, the area of
politeness which teinei, as a technical tem1, has long been used to refer to is not the same as that which
''politeness" has been employed to refer to in traditional Western study of linguistic politeness .

Teinei has been used in discussions of Japanese honorific fonns t o describe a semantic value of
honorific fonns. Such usage of the term seems to date from aro1md 1906, when Yoshioka' s ( 1 906) Nihon

kogoho (cited in Nishida 1 987: 23 5 ) adopted it to name one semantic category of honorific fonns, i.e. Non
Plain SMs,

teinei-go. This traditional usage of teinei in academic writings conti.m1ed after ne\v sociolinguistic

methods were introduced to the study o f honorific fonns at the time of the first wide-scale research conducted
by the N ational Language Research Institute in 1 95 3 -4 (Koh1ritsu Kokugo Kenkyt\i o 1 95 7) which
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investigated uses of honorific fom1s and linguistic attitudes towards them.
Recently, the same term has acquired a new academic usage, and has been used to refer to
illocutionary politeness (in English) in books and articles v,ritten from a TEFL perspective (e.g. Osugi

(1 982), Sakamoto and

Naotsuka (1982), Tanaka (1988), and Tsuruta et al.

( 1 988)). At the s ame time, in

\Vritings on J apanese linguistic politeness, tejnei has been fmmd to refer to both stylistic and illocutionary
politeness in Japanese (e.g. Nakamichi et al.

( 1 989), Masuoka and Takubo (1989) and Suzuki (1989)).

Both "politeness" and teinei originate as folk tenns in the two languages, and both the folk tenns
potentially refer to a very broad notion. However, the terms are employed as technical ones to refer not to the
whole range of concepts that they can refer to as folk terms but only to a small portion of them. Since the
scope depends on the rm1ge of linguistic behaviour on which the researcher focuses his/her attention, both
'·politeness" and teinei may refer to various aspects of the notion in different discussions. Therefore, neither
of these two technical tem1S is specific enough for an author to assume that readers will inevitably understand
howss/he is interpreting the tem1S. To avoid unnecessary misunderstanding between an author and a reader,
s/he needs to provide an explicit definition of her/his scope of politeness.
Apart from creating a communication problem for the reader, relying on the technical tenns rather
than on a clear definition of the scope of politenes s can cause two types of confusion in a discussion of
politeness, as it has in some discussions of honorific politeness. Firstly, by using the vague tem1, which
potentially refers to a wide range of politeness, one can have a mistaken idea that one is attempting to deal
·with tl1e entire scope of politeness, while in fact one is dealing only with a small part of it. Discussi011S which
claim to discuss the whole ( or the most important part of) Japanese politeness, while in fact attempting to
analyze honorific politeness, seem to be based on this type of confusion. Secondly, in a comparative study of
politeness, by referring to different domains of politeness by the same technical tenn, one can fail to realize
that one is making a comparison between different domains of politeness in two (or more) languages. Tims,
comparative studies of Japanese stylistic politeness and English illocutionary politeness which claim that
J apanese politeness differs from English politeness seem to be based on this type of confusion.
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3.4

An approach to the description of p oliteness

1bis section will discuss my framework for analyzing and describing linguistic politeness. Before I explain
my framework, however, it seems useful to make clear the level of politeness phenomenon that I am
analyzing. As I have mentioned, politeness in my view is not a property of a linguistic fom1 which is utilized
for the comtmuiication of politeness (such as an honorific form or its usage), but instead relates to the social
effects that such a fonn can have when it is used in a particular context/situation. However, this view of
politeness has never (to my knowledge) been clearly taken in a theoretical study of Japanese linguistic
politeness in relation to honorific fom1S ; studies seem to have either focused on the linguistic fom1 (i.e.
honorific fonns) or failed to distinguish between the form and the effect of its use. In 3.4."1 and 3.4.2, I review
two such approaches to honorific forms, in order to clarify what approach I need for my research.

3.4.1 Brown and Levinson' s classification of "honorifics"
Brmm1 and Levinson ( 1978/198 7) deal with honorific politeness in their discussion of "Give deference", the
fifth strategy under their superstrategy, negative politeness. They explain the way in wliich using the strategy
'•Give deference" can serve to satisfy the hearer's negative face as follO\vs : by directly conveying the
perception of the high status of the hearer, deference serves to defuse potential FTAs by indicating that the
addressee's rights to relative im1mmity from in1position are recognized - and moreover that the speaker is
certai.J.uy not in a position to coerce the hearer's compliance in any way (BroVv'll and Levinson 1987: 1 78)
Furthermore, in their discussion of honorific politeness, Brown and Levinson (1978/1 987) employ
the term "honorifics", stating:

By -honorifics' in an extended sense we 1mderstand direct grammatical encoding of
relative social stah1s between participants, or between participants and persons or things
referred to in the conummicative event
Brown and Levinson 1 987: 1 79
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Inspired by Cornrie's attempt ( 1 976) to analyze linguistic politeness, Levinson ( 1 983) and Brovm
and Levinson ( 1 978/ 1 987) propose the follo·wing four types of honorifics, providing examples for the first
three types:

Referent honorifics :

those which convey respect to someone, and which cannot do this without
referring to him/her.
Eg. :Eurpopean TN pronowis; Japanese RSRCs.

Addressee honorifics :

those which convey respect to the addressee, without necessarily referring
to him/her.
Eg. : Japanese SMs; South Asian "speech levels".

Bystander honorifics:

those which convey respect to participants in the audience role and to non
participating bystanders.
Eg. : Dyirbal 'mother-in-law' language (a code used in the hearing of certain
'taboo' relatives).

Setting honorifics:

those which convey respect for the setting of the interaction.

Among the distinctions between these, Brown and Levinson ( 1 978/19 87) place special emphasis on that
between referent and addressee honorifics :

More surprisingly, Comrie points out that the familiar TN pronouns alternation in
European languages is in fact a case of referent honorifics, and not addressee honorifics as
might be supposed. For in these European TN systems .. .it is impossible to express respect
to H [i e. the hearer] ,vithout reference to hii11 or her, in contrast to the South Asian ' speech
levels ' .

Brovm and Levinson 1 987: 1 8 0; notes in the square bracket i s my own.

It is iinportant here to consider the criteria on which their categorization is based. Two different
criteria are used together to categorize the four types of honorifics . TI1e first two types (referent and addressee
honorifics) are not distinguished on the basis of who the recipient is, since the referent and the addressee are
not mually exclusive, but on the basis of whether or not the fonn refers to the recipient of the respect. Since
whether or t1ot a fonn refers to a particular entity is a semantic property of the fomL these two types of
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honorifics are distinguished on a semantic level of criterion.
TI1e other two types (bystander and setting honorifics), on the other hand, are distinguished on the
bases of who/what the recipient of the respect is, regardless of \Vhether s/he/it is referred to. TI1e identity of the
recipient of the respect which can be conveyed by the use of a fonn depends on the situation in which the use
is made, and is therefore a pragmatic level of issue. TI1erefore, the latter two types of honorifics are
distinguished on a pragmatic criterion.
Because of this inconsistency in the level at which a criterion is set up, their categorization fails in its
purpose. Ths is because it does not categorize either the linguistic fonns in terms of the semantic meaning it
can convey or the politeness which its use can communicate in a particular situation. On the following pages,
I will discuss the confusion which seems to be behind this categorization of honorifics proposed by Brov.rn
and Levinson ( 1 978/1987). In doing so, I will use English exan1ples for the convenience of readers \vho are
not familiar with Japanese honorific fonns.
It seems that some honorific fonns cannot be categorized as one of the four types proposed by
Brown and Levinson ( 1 978/1 987). As I reviewed in Chapter 2,Comrie ( 1 976) suggested that "'perspire" is an
English honorific fom1, if regarded as the honorific cmmterpart of "'sweat". He gave the example of two
utterances which supposedly occur in a conversation between two of her majesty's loyal subjects when
discussing the sudatory effect of hot weather during a royal parade:

(4)

TI1e soldiers sweated.

(5 )

The queen perspired.
Comrie's ovvn examples. My numbering. 1 976 : Footnote 4

"Perspire" in (5) conveys respect to the queen by referring to her (i.e. , the referent's) action, and therefore,
Comrie categorizes the lexical fonn in a use such as (5) as a referent honorific. However, he categorizes the
same fonn used u.1 another situation as a bystander honorific. In ( 6), the queen's two loyal subjects are
discussu.1g the same matter, but where they think the queen is in the vicinity and likely to overhear them:
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( 6)

The soldiers were perspiring.
Comrie's ov,11 exru.nple. My numbering 1976: Footnote 8

Tirns, the single honorific fom1 "perspire" in contrast to "sweat" can be categorized into at least two of
Brovm and Levinson's types: referent and bystru.1der honorifics. This may lead one to assume that Brm:v11 and
Levinson's (1 978/1 987), and Cornrie's (1976), categorizations are meant to classify not honorific forms on
the basis of their semantic property but the politeness the use of such fom1S can convey in a situation.
However, it appears that their categorization is not adequate for the purpose of classif}rit1g the
politeness conummicated by the use of an honorific fonn, either. Consider example (7), supposedly said by
one student to another in a conversation concerning one of their teachers, Colin Smith, and (8) said by the
same student after Colin Smith comes v,,i.thin hearing distance:

( 7)

Colin's coming here soon.

(8 )

I've got something to discuss with Dr Smith.

How could one decide how the use of TLN (Title and Last Name) in contrast \vith FN (First Name) in
utterance (8) should be correctly categorized? It could be a referent honorific, as it conveys respect to Colin
Smith (i.e. the referent) while it refers to him. Or it could also be a bystander honorific, since the choice of the
form is interpreted as prompted by the presence of a socially higher bystander, as Comrie interprets example
(6). It seems to be impossible to decide either way. 111us, there are some cases in which the politeness
conveyed by the use of honorific fon11s cannot be categorized into one of the four types. Hence, th.is
categorization does not neatly categorize honorific forms nor the politeness their particular uses may
communicate.
Thus, it seems that the inadequacy of Brown and Levinson 's categorization stems from a confusion
between the semantic characteristics of honorific fonns and the pragmatic meaning which can be conveyed
by a particular use of such a form. 11iis confusion appears to be symbolically manifested in Brown and
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Levinson's use of the tenn "honorific"; they apply it both to honorific forms (as in, e.g. ''address fonns and
honorifics may . . . " ( 1 987: 1 8 )), and to the use of an honorific form ( as in, e.g. '·one kind of honorific, the use
of plural pronmms . . . " ( 1 987: 1 79)), without distinction. To illustrate that honorific fonns and their use belong
to two distinct levels, and there is no necessary one-to-one relationship betvveen them, I provide a 111.ore
detailed analysis of Brovm and Levinson's categorization.
In the case of the V version ofTN pronoun systems, which both Comrie ( 1976) and Brov,11 and
Levinson (1 978/1987) emphatically claim to be an example of referent honorifics, their categorization seems
to adequately classify the honorific fom1s both in tem1s of their semantic property and politeness they can
convey in a particular use. HO\vever, this is rather accidental. It is one of the rare cases in which the semantic
property of a fom1 and the politeness its use conveys happen to match each other in a one-to-one fashion.
With the V version of the pron0tm, the verbally exalted referent of the fom1, which is a semantic entity,
invariably coincides ,v:ith both the addressee and the recipient of the respect, which are pragmatic entities.
Such an isomorphic correspondence between the identity of semantic and pragmatic entities does not exist in
most other honorific systems, of which TLN in contrast \vi.th FN as well as o-hanash-i-ni-nar-u ("speak
gracefully": Exalting RSRC), o-hanash-i-suru ("speak htunbly": Lowering RSRC) and hanash-i-mas-11
("speak-FORMAL": Fonua! SM) in contrast v\�th hanas-u ("speak"; Neutral and Plain component) are
examples. With a TLN, "Dr Smit11'' for example, the exalted referent may or may not be the recipient of the
respect as the recipient of the respect may be the addressee, a bystander, an absent third party ( who all may
be the referent) or the setting (which cmmot be the referent), depending on the use of the fonn. The similar is
the case with a Japm1ese Non-Neutral RSRC. Moreover, the other category of Japanese honorific fom1s, a
Non-Plain SM in contrast with a Plain SM, does not connote any fictionally higher or lower social rank about
the referent, while it may convey respect to the addressee, a bystander or the setting in different utterances.
TI1e similar may be observed \\�th the case of "he is going to" in contrast to "he's gonna". 11rns, as is seen
\,\ith many honorific fonns, the identity of the recipient of the respect is basically independent from the
identity of tl1e referent of the fom1 and from the semantic property of the fom1, i.e. whether it fictionally
exalts/lowers its referent.
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As a result of the independence between the semantic property of a fom1 and the pragmatic meaning
the fonn can convey in a particular utterance, honorific fonns need to be categorized on the b asis of a set of
semantic criteria, while the pragmatic effects such fonns can convey in different uses need to be categorized
on the basis of pragmatic criteria. Thus, honorific fonns ought to be categorized into two groups, those which
fictionally exalt/lower the referent (i.e. my RSRCs) and those which do not (i.e. my SMs) according to the
semantic criterion of whether or not they have such an expressive meaning. On the other hand, the pragmatic
meanings, or politeness, that these fonns may convey in particular uses should be categorized into four types
by the pragmatic criterion of what/who is the recipient of the respect: the addressee, a bystander, an absent
third party or the setting.
The independence of the semantic property of an honorific form and the pragmatic effects of its use
implies another important point concerning the semantic meaning of a Non-Neutral RSRC and the politeness
its use may communicate. While a Non-Neutral RSRC connotes a certain social relationship (i.e. fictionally
higher or lower rank) between the speaker and the referent when it is used in a particular situation, the
cmmoted social relationship has not necessarily anything to do ·with the relationship between the speaker and
the recipient of the politeness, since the recipient may or may not coincide v.-ith the referent of the honorific
verb. 11us shows that the social relationship behveen the speaker and the recipient of the politeness is
expressed not directly but, rather, indirectly by both semantic and pragmatic steps. I will discuss these steps
through which politeness is conummicated, later in 3 .4.6.

3.4.2 Ide' s approach to Japanese honorific politeness
1n a discussion of linguistic politeness conveyed by the use of Japanese honorific fonns, Ide ( I 989) asserts
that, in Japanese, it is socially obligatory to use an Exalting RSRC fonn to refer to the action of a person of a
particular social status. She claims that, in Japanese society, the use of an Exalting RSRC to refer to a
professor's action is therefore ''the socio-pragmatic equivalent of grammatical concord" ( 1 989: 227). stating
that ( 1 0) is appropriate, but (9) is not:
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(9)

Sensei-ga
hanas-u
Professor-SUB speaks PLAIN-NEUTRAL
'"T11e professor speaks."

( 1 0)

Sensei-ga
o-hanashi-ni-nar-u
Professor-SUB speaks-gracefully-PLAIN-EXLTING
"The professor (who is socially higher than me) speaks."

However, such a description is inaccurate. As is illustrated in my recorded data shown in 2 . 3 . 2 . 5 , an
utterance such as (9) is perfectly appropriate, while one like ( 1 0) can be inappropriate, in an i11fonnal
sih1ation. The choice between an Exalting, L0vveri11g or Neutral RSRC is thus not "obligatory", but, rather. it
is selective in that the choice is made in a fonnal situation but not in an infomial situation, even if the speaker
refers to an action perfom1ed by someone who is in a particular relationship to hirn/her4 .
To understand the confusion Ide's assertion seems to be based on, it may be helpful for readers who
are not familiar \\�th the uses of Japanese honorific fonns to draw an analogy between observance of the
norms governing the use of these fonns and English table manners. A rnle, for example, on how to apply salt
to one's food, such as: " D o not sprinkle salt on the food but put it on the edge of the plate instead.'' is observed
not obligatorily but selectively, i.e. only in certain situations (e.g. at a formal dinner party) and is ignored in
other sih1ations ( e.g. at a private meal). Thus, there are two sets of nom1s sinmltaneously governing this
aspect of English table maimers. One set consists of a munber of rnles, including: "Put salt on the edge of the
plate", a11d governs how one should achially behave (e.g. one should not apply salt on his/her food directly,
while one could apply sugar to his/her coffee directly) in situations where one is supposed to comply with
table manners. This set of rnles can be seen as a protocol available for people to use in a particular category of
situations, and can therefore be called Protocols. The other set of rnles define the sihiations in which one may
or may not follow specific table maimers, or protocols, which I call Situation Rules (e.g. distinguishing a
fom1al cfumer from a11 infonnal meal).
Analogously, use of honorific fom1s is govemed simulta11eously but independently by two sets of

Ide's description of the choice ofan Exalting RSRC is also inaccurate in another way. As I Jescribed in 2JJ, the choice or
U1e Exalting RSRC is not detennined solely by whether the referent is someone socially higher than the speak-:r. but rather hv
whether s/he is part ofU1e speaker's outgroup AND whether s/he is socially higher than the speakl!r (see Fig2. 3 . )
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rules. One set of rnles is the Honorific Version of a Protocol, and governs people's actual language use
(e.g. one should not use a Neutral RSRC to refer to a socially higher outgroup, whiless/he should use one to
refer to a socially lower ingroup) in situations where one is supposed to use honorific forms in speech. The
other set of rules is the Honorific Version of Situation Rules, which define the sih1ati.ons

in which one

should or should not use honorific fonns (e.g. distinguishing formal from inform.al speech sihiations).
Ide 's

( 1 989) statement that (9) is inappropriate in Japanese society can be compared to the statement

that direct application of salt to one's food is inappropriate in English society. It is notable that such a
statement may be discovered in an etiquette book on one version of table manners. Similarly, Ide's statement
can be fmmd in a book on linguistic etiquette in Japanese. An etiquette book, whether it is on table manners or
on the use of honorific forms, is characteristically v,ritten for people who want to know how to behave in
formal situations, and therefore aims to provide the readers with knowledge about the relevant protocol of
behaviour appropriate for such a sihiation. Ide ( 1 9 89), it seems, is providing the honorific version of a
protocol of the behaviour appropriate to a formal situation while ignoring behaviour appropriate to an
infonnal situation, when she makes her claim concerning the ''appropriateness" of (9) and ( 1 0) .
Politeness, which i s something commwricated a s a social effect of the use o f (i. e. the compliance
with) the protocol in an appropriate situation, is obviously different from the protocol itself. Politeness which
is conveyed by the use of the protocol of table manners (e.g. tlle behaviour of pLttting salt on the edge of one's
plate) may be the speaker' s respect for the hosvhostess or the main guest of the fomml dinner or may be the
speaker's own dignity, depending on the sihrntion. Similarly, the use of an Exalting RSRC in a fonnal speech
to refer to a professor's action may convey the speaker 's respect for tlle addressee (who may or may not the
referent), a bystander (who may or may not the referent), the absent referent, or the speaker's m,vn dignity,
depending on the sihiation in which it is used.
111e independence of the honorific version of protocols. that of situation rnles, and the use of such
rules, illuminates that the commmrication of politeness consists of two dimensions . One dimension is the rnles
which define what is appropriate behaviour in what contexUsituation. The other dimension is the achral use of
such rnles to communicate politeness . TI1ese tvvo dimensions .,�11 be discussed as a fundamental feature of the
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framework that I propose for analyzi.ng linguistic politeness, and ,,�11 be dealt with in detail in sections 3.4.4,
3 .4.5 and 3.4.6.

At present, there does not seem to be an adequate framework for analyzing Japanese honorific
politeness rather than honorific fonns. I therefore propose my o-w11 framework in the remainder of this
chapter.

3.4.3

Linguistic attitudes and mitigation of discomfiture

Any investigation of politeness, whether in a single language or in several languages as part of a cross
cultural study, aims to discover regularities in the c01m11unication of politeness. When studying illocutionary
politeness, it is particularly important to identif)1 regularities in the linguistic avoidance or mitigation of
discomfiture that native speakers show. Different tenus have been used to refer to such regularities": for
example, "rules" (Lako:ff, 1 973 ), ·'strategies" (Brown and Levinson, 1978/1 987), and "principles" and
''maxi.ms'' (Leech 1 983 ).
However, characteristics of linguistic politeness can be found not only in how people avoid/mi1igate
discomfiture but also in how they evaluate their language. As Cameron ( 1 99 5) argues, normative
metalinguistic evaluation of language is part of the essential linguistic capacity of a native speaker, and an
account of language use for the conummication of politeness may well be produced in a frame,vork which
integrates this. As Cameron puts it,

Value judgements on language fonn part of every competent speaker' s linguistic repertoire. One of
the things that people know how to do witl1 words is to evaluate them, and I can see no principled
justification for neglecting or deriding this metalinguistic ability.
Cameron 1 995: xi

Accepting her view of lingl1istic capacity, I set up a framework for the analysis of"li.nguistic politeness 111
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which both the conummication of politeness (i e. the linguistic avoidance/mitigation of discomfiture) and the
evaluation of language pe:rfom1ed by native speakers are integrated. It seems, however, that native speakers'
evaluative linguistic attitudes towards the language are often indistinguishable from those towards use of the
lang11age, as a language system itself is often hard to distinguish from its use. Thus, I base my analysis of
linguistic politeness on observations both of native speakers ' linguistic avoidance/mitigation of discomfiture
and of their evaluation of both language and language use. The exploration of both linguistic
avoidance/mitigation of discomfiture and evaluative linguistic attitudes can make our understanding of
linguistic politeness fuller than only observing the former. My estimation is that an account of J apanese
honorific politeness can only adequately inform JSL teaching when it is based on analysis of both of these
aspects.

3.4.4 Communication of politeness
As I have already noted, in my view, politeness is a type of meaning communicated by the perforn1ance of
linguistic behaviour which does not cause discomfitme for the other participants in the verbal event. I have
also pointed out, in my discussion of Leech' s ( 1 983) and Brown and Levinson's ( 1 978/l 987) account of
linguistic politeness (see 3 . 3 . 4 ), that within the scope of illocutionary politeness, whether orsnot particular
linguistic behaviour is perceived as uncomfortable is governed by established social nonns. In defining my
model of the scope of politeness (i.e. illocutionary and stylistic politeness), I adopt and elaborate this view of
the relationship bet\veen politeness-oriented linguistic behaviour and compliance 'Nith social norms.

In my model, the communication of politeness, i.e. a type of meaning conveyed by the perfonnance
of a certain type of linguistic behaviour, operates in \Vhat is basically the same way as the communication of
illocutionary meaning. In other words, the commwlication of either type of meaning relies on two dimensions :
on the one hand, the rnles (or social nonns), which define people's polite linguistic behaviour, and, on the
other hand, the actual use of (or compliance \vith) such mles/non11S by native speakers.
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3.4.5 Politeness norms
One dimension of politeness communication concerns social nonns, which I will call Politeness Norms for
the sake of convenience. These govern polite linguistic behaviour by decreeing all or part of the following
three interrelated aspects of polite linguistic behaviour:
a) social features which the speaker should pay attention to
b) goals for managing the social features
c) strategies for appropriately achieving the management goals
While some politeness nonns decree all the three aspects, others decree only (a) and (c). It is therefore
appropriate to regard each politeness nonn as consisting either of the following three types of components or
of two of them:
A) Politeness Principle Norm (PPN): decreeing (a)
B) Politeness Management Norm (PMN): decreeing (b)
C) Politeness Enactment Norm (PEN) : decreeing (c)

An example of an illocutionary PPN (l-PPN) specifies an illocutionary force with or without some social
feahrres to pay attention to, as fonnulated as follows:
1-PPN (1):
Pay attention to the cost you are imposing on the other person, if you are requesting a stranger to give you a
lift at midnight

An example of stylistic PPN (S-PPN), on the other hand, specifies situational feature(s) to pay attention to as
follmNs:
S-PPN (1):
Pay attention to the social distance between you and the other person, if you talk to someone you are socially
distant from
An illocutionary and stylistic PMN (I-PMN and S-PMN, respectively) identifies appropriate goals for
managing the social feature specified by the PPN. For example, the ones which correspond to the social
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feature decreed in I-PPN ( 1 ) and S-PPN ( 1 ) may be fonnulated as follows :
1-PMN (1):
Be pessinustic about whether your request is accepted
S-PMN (1 ):
Show respect for the social distru1ce
Finally, ru1 illocutionary ru1d stylistic PEN (I-PEN and S-PEN, respectively) specifies all linguistic devices
( as well as other types of linguistic features such as the choice of the conversation topic) that can be used to
appropriately achieve the goals for mruiaging the social features. It is importru1t to note the variety oflinguistic
devices which can be specified by a PEN. In a model in which Grice' s CP is adopted as the theoretical
fotmdation and illocutionary politeness is the entire scope of politeness, such as Leech's ( 1 983 ), politeness is
enacted exclusively by means of conversational in1plicature generated by conveyance of propositional
meruling in the context. On the other hand, in my model, in which stylistic as well as illocutionary politeness
is included, politeness is enacted by a wider rwge of means, as stylistic politeness is not mainly
communicated by conversational in1plicahrre through propositional meaning but more by expressive meruung
conveyed by the choice of linguistic fonns and prosodic features. Thus, in my modeL PENs decree
appropriate propositional and expressive meaning conveyed by the choice of a gr311m1atical fom1 and/or a
prosodic feature. Thus, the PEN s associated with I-PPN ( I ) and S-PPN ( 1 ), respectively, can be fommlated
as follows:
I-PEN (1):
Use a prosodic device such as non-smooth rather than smooth utterru1ce
Use a lexico-grammatical device such as "perhaps", '·J don't suppose you could". _,.
S-PEN (1):
Use a prosodic device such as articulate rather than sloppy pronunciation.
Use morphological device such as ''I am" rather than "I'm", . . .
Use a lexical device such a s "perspire" rather than ''sweat" to refer to someone ·s sweating, . . .
As may b e tmderstood from the exrunples above, although a P MN ru1d PEN are alike in that both govern
appropriate linguistic behaviour in a context/situation specified by the PPN, they differ in that whereas the
fom1er decrees behavimrr in its abstract sense and sets a goal, the latter decrees it in a concrete sense, and

98

identifies a strategy for achieving the goal. Further, as I have already noted, while every politeness norm
contains a PEN, some do not contain a PMN. For example, a stylistic politeness nonn may not have ari S P MN but consists of only an S-PPN and an S-PEN, a s the following
S-PPN (2):

Pay attention to the fact that you are a bride, when you are at your ovv11 wed.ding
S-PEN (2)
Use the second-person pronmm "thou" instead of'•you". . .
Making the distinction bet.veen these three components of politeness norms in an analysis of linguistic
politeness is useful in two ways. Firstly, the distinction makes it clear whether a politeness nonn specifies all
the three aspects of politeness (i.e. (a), (b) and (c)) or whether it specifies only two of them (i.e. (a) and ( c)).
As I will discuss in detail in Chapter 6, whether or not a politeness nonn specifies appropriate management
behaviour can constitute one of the very important properties of the nom1.
Secondly, the distinction is necessary in a comparative study oflingui.stic politeness and is also
useful for teaching the language as a second/foreign language. It is widely observed that different languages
can be alike in what social feahrres people should pay attention to (i.e. in tenns of the PPN) and
in what linguistic management they should conduct to deal with the social feahrre(s) for the sake of linguistic
politeness (i.e. in tern1S of the PMN), while they differ from one another in tenns of what linguistic device
should be used in such a context/situation (i.e. in tem1s of the PEN). In other words, languages can share the
same PPN and PMN, even if they do not the same PEN. For example, S-PPN ( 1 ) and S-PMN ( l ) seem to be
found i.n many linguistic communities in the world (perhaps muversally, as it is observed not only across
many hmnan conurnmities but also in 11011-hmnan primates; e g. Seyarth and Cheney 1 984 ) :
S-PPN (1):
Pay attention to the social distance between you and the other person, if you talk to someone you are socially
distant from
S-PMN (1):
Show respect for the social distance
However, different languages have different PENs corresponding to it. Those found in French and Japanese
can be fonnulated respectively as follows :
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S-PEN (1-F):
Use a lexical device such as vous rather than tu, as well as ...
S-PEN (1-J):
Use lexico-morphological devices such as a Non-Plain rather than Plain SM, as well as . ..

It seems also possible, though muc h less widely observed, that languages share only the same PPN
while they do not share the same PMN nor PEN. TI10mas (1995) suggests a possibility in which people could
convey politeness only by expressing that they pay attention to a certain social feature of a context (and
without conducting any management of it). She points to a circumstance in which a student arrives late at a
s eminar, and his/her simple utterance: "The buses are on strike" could cmmt as an apology, if the hearer (i.e.
the lecturer in this case) chose to accept it as such (Thomas 1995 : 100). In this case, the politeness nonn can
be seen as consisting of only an I-PPN and an I-PEN:
1-PPN (2):
Pay attention to the contexi in which you have done a faux-pas, when you are late for a seminar
I-PEN (2):
Convey that you pay attention to it by using forms such as ''But buses are on strike'', 'Tm late", . . .
This English nonn c an mean.u.1gfi.1lly be compared t o one in another language, if i t shares I-PPN (2), even if
the latter requires a correspond.u.1g I-PMN and I-PEN such as:
I-PMN (2):
Express that you regret what you have done
I-PEN (2) :
Use an apologetic rather than assertive tone of voice
Use a lexical device such as "Sorry", 'Tm sorry", ...
It is reasonable to compare politeness nom1s in tvvo or more languages, if they share the same PPN at least. In
a comparative study of politeness, the dist.u.1ction between the three components is essential. since it enables
one to check if the languages/cultural groups share a PPN (or a PPN and PMN). For a similar reason. the
distinction is also useful for an educationally-oriented attempt to understand politeness non11S. It is helpfal for
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both learners and teachers to know whether the target language and the learners' native language share the
same PPN, the same PMN as well as the same PPN, or none of them, since it can be predicted that the greater
the correspondence between the components of a politeness nonn in the target language and in the learner's
native language , the easier it will be for him/her to acquire it (for a related discussion, see Thomas 1 983 ).
As is illustrated by the examples of PENs above, within a language, various types of linguistic
devices can be appropriate to use in the context/situation which the PPN specifies. It is also important to note
that, one particular type of linguistic device is not necessarily uniquely responsible for the enactment of a
particular PPN. To give an English example, the honorific verb , "perspire", which is identified by S-PEN ( 1 )
as suitable for use in the situation specified by S-PPN ( l ), is also identified as suitable for use in another
situation which is specified by another S-PPN:

S-PPN (3):
Pay attention to the social distance between you and the bystander, when it is significantly large
For example , in a patient's utterance: "Doctor, I perspire a lot" , the use ofperspire is regarded as expressing
respect for the social distance between the speaker and the addressee, as specified by S-PPN ( 1 ) However, as
Comrie ( 1 976 ) shows in his example (( 6) ), the use of the same verb can also express respect for the social
distance between the speaker and a bystander.
Such one-to-many and many-to-one correspondences between PPNs and linguistic devices
appropriate to the context/feature they decree are evidence that the system by which politeness is coded in the
nom1s is highly ambivalent and therefore uncertain. Thus , it is important that PPNs , PMNs m1d PENs simply
exist in a language for language users. The ach1al com1mmication of politeness between the particip ants in a
verbal interaction can only be achieved through the use of these nonns and linguistic devices in a certain
context/situation.

3.4.6 Use of (}Oliteness norms
TI1e other dimension of the connmmication of politeness. the use of politeness norms , involves t\vo p arties , i.e.
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the sencfu1g and the receiving parties. The sencfu1g party (i.e. the speaker, in the case in which the politeness 1s
conveyed by an utterance) uses the norms in encoding politeness, while the receiving party (the addressee or
other participants) uses them in decoding it. The speaker, if s/he is able, and intends, to obey the PPN and the
PMN (if applicable), encodes politeness (i.e. complim1ce with the PPN and PMN) by choosing a linguistic
device which the PEN decrees. The other party interprets the speaker's behaviour (i.e the choice of the
particular device), with reference to the knowledge of the politeness norms that s/he shares as a native speaker
of the language.
Here I need to explain what I mean by ''choose" and "choice" in my model of communication of
politeness. When I describe the speaker as ''choosing to comply with a nom1", it does not necessarily mean
that s/he is consciously aware of her/his choice. Instead, I use it to express my awareness of the fact that,
regardless of whether or not s/he is conscious of it, the speaker is making a choice, when s/he complies with a
politeness nom1, as there is always the other alternative of not complying ,vith it In general, a nonn is able to
function as a nom1 only because it identifies one of many alternatives. A nom1, by definition, identifies one
out of several possible ways of carrying out a certain thing. Doing something in the only possible way cmmot
be a nonn. For example, while eating three meals a day can be and is a nonn in some human societies, eatiJ.1g
food caimot be a nonn, because taking no food at all is not an alternative for any society to choose for
biological reasons. Sinularly, in the conumuucation of politeness, a politeness nom1 can function as a nonn
only because of its selectivity. My use of '·choose" and "'choice" iJ.1 the description of a speaker's behaviour
when s/he complies with a politeness nom1 is intended to signify this particular aspect of a 11orm.
The process by which the receiving party interprets the politeness that the speaker encodes iJ.1 his/her
choice of a device can be either a t\vo-step or one-step operation, depencfu1g on whether the politeness nom1
iJ.1cludes a PM N In the case of a nonn inclucfu1g a PMN. the first step is Semantic Interpretation, and the
second step is Pragmatic Interpretation. TI1ese two steps occur simultaneously, and identifying them as
two different steps is based 011 the fact that the latter is dependent 011 the fonner. Semantic interpretation refers
to the interpretation of what is conveyed whenever a particular linguistic device is used, regardless of the
context/situation of the use (i.e. the semantic meaning conveyed by use of the linguistic device) Pragmatic
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interpretation, on the other hand, refers to the interpretation of what is conveyed when the device is used in a
particular context/situation (i.e. the meaning which ca:n be inferred from the fact that the linguistic device is
chosen in that context/situation).
To illustrate how these steps operate, let us take an example of the decoding of illocutionary
politeness. Suppose the choice of the fom1 "I don't suppose that you could .. . ?" is made in a context where the
speaker makes a request of an addressee"s/he is distant from. The speaker's utterance prompts the receiving
party to interpret the semantic meaning that the speaker is adopting a pessimistic attitude, assuming that the
addressee is imable to do the thing in question. S/he thus knows that the speaker is conveying the meaning
specified by I-PMN ( 1 ), but not yet why s/he is being pessimistic at this stage. However, the fact that the
conveyance of this semantic meaning is made in this particular context, in which t he speaker is maki11g a
request, prompts the receiving party to make another step of interpretation. Thus, the recipient successfully
understands that the speaker is conmmnicating the semantic meaning in order to express that s/he pays
attention to the cost s/he is imposing by making this request. In other words, the recipient tmderstands the
speaker is following both 1-PPN ( 1): ''Pay attention to the cost you are imposing on the other person, if you
arc requesting" and 1-PMN (1): "Be pessimistic about whether your request is accepted''.
In this example, the pragmatic u1terpretation is the interpretation of the conversational implicahlfe
generated by the choice of the conveyance of a propositional meaning in the particular context. However, in
other cases, it may be based on the interpretation of expressive meaning conveyed by the use of a
graim11atical fonn as well as by the use of a prosodic feature A speaker's use of the fonn ''perspire'' instead
of"sweaC or ''I am'' iJ.1stead of 'Tm", for example, prompts the recipient to interpret the meaning that the
speaker is adopting a fonnal attitude. However, the fact that such forms are used in the situation where a
bystander who is significantly socially higher than the speaker prompts the recipient to seek for a pragmatic
u1terpretation. Tims, s/he successfolly understands that the speaker is expressing respect for the distance
between the bystander a11d him/herself, and that, u1 doing so, s/he is paying attention to the social distance. In
other words, tl1e recipient interprets the speaker as observing both S-PPN ( 1 ): '·Pay attention to the social
difference between you and the bystander" and S-PMN ( l ): ''Respect for the social difference''
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Thus, in the case of a politeness nom1 which consists of three components including a PMN, the
speaker's compliance with a politeness norm is conveyed to the receiving party by the combination of
semantic and pragmatic interpretations. rather than by relying only on the semantic one. It is also notable that
a pragmatic interpretation requires knowledge of a PEN, PMN and PPN, while a semantic interpretation
requires no reference to a politeness norm.
In the case of a nonn without a PMN, on the other hand, the interpretation of the politeness may not
include a semantic step but may all be pragmatic. The speaker's use of"thou" in a situation where she is a
bride prompts the receiving party to interpret the speaker as being able, and intending, to observe S-PPN (2):
"Pay attention to the fact that you are a bride, when you are at your own ,vedding"5 .

3.4.7 Discovery of characteristics of the communication of politeness
An attempt to provide a description of the communication of politeness in a given language can be fulfilled by
describing the politeness norms of that language A politeness norm can be sought and identified through
observing the process by which a native speaking addressee activates his/her knowledge of the norms. and
seeks a pragmatic interpretation of the sender's linguistic behaviour. A researcher can conduct two types of
observation, depending on the type of politeness s/he is interested in. If her/his concern is in positively
eventful politeness, s/he can focus on an appropriate language choice. S/he can probe the process by which a
native speaker makes a pragmatic interpretation of the comfortable use of a linguistic device in a particular
context/situation, and its relation to a politeness 1101111. On the other hand, if a researcher is interested in
negatively eventful politeness, as I am, s/he can focus on inappropriate language choice. S/he can explore the
process by ,vhich a native speaker makes a pragmatic interpretation of uncomfo11able use of a particular
linguistic device in a particular context/situation and thus breaches a politeness nonn. Thus, in my research
into Japanese linguistic politeness, the major method used to discover the politeness non11S and the meaning
commwucated by their use \\�ll be a close examination of discomfiture and native speakers' interpretation of

s In the case of a politeness 1101111 which includes no PMN, U1c interpretation may or may not involve a semantic step of
inlerprctation. For example:, in the case ofI-PEN (2), the i.ntel1)retation inevitablv involves the i.nkrprcwtion ofU1e semantic
meaning of the utterance: "'111e buses are on strike."
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3.5

Summary of this chapter

None of the elaborated theoretical perspectives on linguistic politeness has a scope of politeness that is
sufficiently wide for an analysis of Japanese honorific politeness. I therefore study Japanese honorific
politeness by adopting a scope that includes both illocutionary and stylistic politeness.
Researchers interested in Japanese honorific forms have not conducted a sufficient exploration of
the characteristics of honorific politeness, although many efforts have been made to study the grammatical
properties of such fom1S. My research attempts to explore and describe the characteristics of honorific
politeness rather than of the linguistic devicesper se. A description of politeness can be provided by
identifying politeness nonns, which, in my model, are discovered through analyzing the discomfihrre that
results from inappropriate linguistic choices. In order to make my description of Japanese honorific politeness
fuller, I also base it on native speakers' evaluative behaviour with respect to language and language use.
In the next two chapters, I will describe and analyze the data that I obtained.
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Chapter 4 :

4.1

Studies 1 and 2

Introduction

Chapters 4 and 5 report my research into honorific politeness : the kind of politeness which can be
communicated by the use of Japanese honorific forn1s.
My research had the following aims :
•

to investigate native speakers ' evaluations of the use of honorific forms, and to compare them with
their evaluations of other types of linguistic behaviour;

•

to explore the discomfitme resulting from failure to use honorific forms appropriately, and to
compare it with the discomfihrre resulting from other types of inappropriate linguistic behaviom;

•

to explore the association between people's evaluations of the use of honorific fom1s and the
discomfitme which results from a failure to use such fonns.
Three studies were conducted to pursue these aims . Study 1 at1empted to probe native

speakers ' evaluations of the relative importance of different types of linguistic behaviour for the
communication of politeness. Study 2 attempted to probe the relative strength of discomfihire resulting
from various types of inappropriate linguistic behaviour. And a comparison of the results from Studies
1 and 2 allowed an exploration of the degree of correspondence between the two sets of evaluations; in
other words, whether types of linguistic behaviour that were judged to be important for the
communication of politeness were also associated ,vith dis comfiture judgements when such behaviour
,vas nussmg.
Study 3 explored variations in types of discomfiture. It sought to discover whether or not
various types of inappropriate linguistic behaviour, including failure to use an honorific fonn
appropriately, causes different types of discomfihire, and if so, how·.
Studies l and 2 share a general purpose as well as a number of methodological and procedural
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c01mnonalities, while Study 3 adopts a considerably different approach from that of Studies l and 2.
Therefore, Studies 1 and 2 are reported together in this chapter, while Study 3 is reported separately in
Chapter 5 . (However, as will become clear in Chapter 5 , Studies 2 and 3 were also related to each other,
the latter being procedurally dependent on the fonner.)
4.2 General remarks on Studies 1 and 2
Before reporting the details of Studies 1 and 2, I discuss general points which apply to the methodology
and procedure of both sh1dies .

4.2.1

Methods

To gather data concerning people' s assessment of their own and other people's use of spoken language,
two types of methods were used in Studies 1 and 2: a large-scale questionnaire and some small-scale
in-depth interviews .
I n order t o obtain a b ase for detem1ining methodological and procedural details, a pilot study
(PS) was conducted for each study. Each PS consisted of a pilot questiomrnire (PQ) and post
questionnaire discussions (PQD) by the informants of the PQ. Infomrnnts for the PQ were seventy-nine
university students who had been participating for four months in the JSL Teaching MethodolOb'Y
programme. Although they were probably more interested in the language than ordinary native
speakers, they had not received any training in making introspective observations of their ov,l!1 linguistic
instincts.

4.2.2

Administration of the questionnaire and the interviews

In plaiming my sample for the main questionnaire for Studies 1 and 2, I treated homogeneity of
generation and educational, socio-economic ,md dialectal b ackground as the most important variab les,
since people ' s language use, including their use of honorific fonns, and their linguistic attitudes, can
vary depending on these variables (see, for example, Kokuritsu Kokugo Kenkyuj o 1 95 7). For my main
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sample, I selected university students, as Japanese tmiversity students are reasonably regarded as a
considerably homogeneous group in terms of socio-economic and, obviously, educational level as well
as in tenns of age. I chose undergraduate students at universities in the Greater Tokyo Area (GT A: the
area including Tokyo Metropolis and three surrounding prefectures, i.e. Saitama, Chiba and Kanagawa)
who had spent most of the first fifteen years of their life in the GTA (and therefore can be regarded as
native speakers of the language variety spoken in the area, i.e. kyoo tsuu-go , the common language). I
distributed the questionnaire to and received responses from 4 1 9 university students at four universities
in the GTA. Among these, 3 55 responses were accepted as those from native-speaking university
students.
In order to check whether the findings from the students ' responses are applicable to other
native speakers, I also gathered data from a smaller sample of non-student native speakers. I distributed
220 copies of the same questionnaire to relatives of some of the tmiversity sh1dents as well as other
members of the university comm1mity, and received 1 8 8 responses. Among these, 1 67 responses were
accepted as those from non-students who had spent most of their first fifteen years and the past ten years
in the GTA. The details of the distribution among the subjects of the two s amples are as follows:

University-student sample
SEX

male:
female:

209
1 46

PLACE OF BIRTH

GTA:
other:
no information given:

240
1 12
3

OVERSEAS RESIDENCE

experienced:
non-experienced:

28
327

AGE RANGE

1 8 to 2 8 (average: 2 1 . 8)

Non-student sample
SEX

male :
female :

60
1 07
1 08

PLACE OF BIRTH

GTA:
other:
no infonnation given":

1 04
61
3

OVERSEAS RESIDENCE

experienced:
non-experienced:

18
1 49

AGE RANGE

25 to 85 (average: 53 . 6)

The questions for Studies 1 and 2 were printed on a single sheet, and distributed to the students at the
four universities, and to non-students either via the students or by mail, b oth within a period of six
weeks.
Interviews were conducted for two purposes. One was to obtain qualitative data for deeper
understanding of the quantitative results concerning native speakers' assessment of different linguistic
behaviour. The other was to explore J SL teachers' attitudes towards politeness and perception of
discomfiture in relation to the teaching of Japanese politeness to learners, which were not explored in
the questi01maire. Ten J SL teachers were interviewed. (Eight had spent most of their first fifteen years
and the past ten years in the area, and two were born in other parts of the country, having lived in the
GTA for less than ten years (eight and five years), but were equally fluent speakers of the GTA variety.)
The b ackground of the interviewees were as follows:

Interviewees
SEX

male:
female:

1
9

JSL TEACHING EXPERIENCE RANGE 3 months to 4 years (average: 22 months)
AGE RANGE

23 to 68 (average: 34. 5 )

PLACEOF BIRTH

GTA

JSL TEACHER TRAINING

experienced:
9
non-experienced: 1

other:

7
3
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4.3

Study 1 : Language use native speakers think they are careful about

To probe native speakers' evaluation of the relative importance of different types of linguistic behaviour
in Japanese, Study 1 attempted to gather data about the extent to which native speakers think (at the
conscious level) they are careful about different types of language use.

4.3.1

Methodology for Study 1

4.3.1 . 1 Pilot study
A pilot study, PS-1 was conducted to obtain information concerning the validity of the methodology and
terminology employed in the questimmaire. In a pilot questionnaire, PQ- 1 , infonnants were assigned
two tasks. The first was to provide as many examples as possible of the following: (a) circumstances in
which infonnants thought they were careful about their ovm language use, and (b) aspects of l anguage
use they thought they were careful about (BE CAREFUL: WHEN and BE CAREFUL: WHICH
ASPECT, respectively, henceforth). The second was to comment on the tem1inology which had been
selected as potential key tenns to use in the main questionnaire. After PQ- 1 , a post-questio1maire
discussion, PQD- 1 , took place, where informants were encouraged to comment on the adequacy of the
questions in PQ- 1 , and also to study examples provided by other infomiants taking part in PQ- 1 ,
comparing them with their own examples, and commenting on them
4.3.1.2 Format of the questionnaire
As for the method for the Study 1 questionnaire 1 , four types of fom1at seemed to be possible:
(a) A multiple-choice fomrnt: subjects choose one or more from presented alternatives to indicate the type of
language use they think they are careful about.
(b) A rank ordering format: subjects rank a series of examples of language use to indicate the relative degrees
to which they th.iJ.11:. they are careful about them.
(c) A Likert-type rating scale forniat: subjects rate the degree to which they think they are careful about each
of a series of examples of language use.
(d) An open-ended fonnat: subjects provide examples of language use which they think they are carefol
about.
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With regard to the selection of a fomiat for the questiommire, PQ-1 and PQD-1 identified a significant point
concerning native speakers' perception of politeness and the language use which they associate with it.
Connnents provided in PQ D-1 revealed a gap between the types of language use which native speakers
recognize that they are careful about and those which tl1ey recall and provide in a response to a questionnaire.
B eing instructed to list examples of BE CAREFUL:WHEN and BE CAREFUL:WHICH ASPECT,
respondents to P Q - 1 listed, with.in three minutes, a range ofone to three examples which referred lo a
relatively small scope of circumstances and aspects oflanguage use. However, PQD-1 showed that, although
different informants had come up wi.th different types of examples in the three minutes, they in fact did not
differ significantly from one another in tenns of when and which aspect of lru1guage use they subsequently
admitted they are careful about. In PQD- 1, the great majority of the various examples provided in the
responses to PQ-1 were later accepted by every infomiant as examples of BE CAREFUL: WHEN and BE
CAREFUL: WHICH ASPECT.
Many infonnants who had listed a narrower range of examples reported, retrospectively, that at the
time they had not thought of the examples they had not included in their responses. Many of such informants
stated that they found the exrunples they actually listed in their responses came more readily to mind.
These findings indicated that people do not actively recall all types of lru1guage use which they
recognize as those they are careful about. Rather, they remember a particular part of them, when they are
asked about when and what aspect of language use they are careful about. So it is reasonable to assume that
people ½�11 recall most easily the language use that they regard as the most in1portant, and \,�11 recall less
easily the language use that they regard as less important.
This implies that formats in which various examples of language use are presented to subj ects may
not be suitable for the questiom1aire for Sh1dy 1 . This is because subjects would be reminded of language use
which they might not recall otherwise, and the results from such a questiomiaire fonnat would reflect
language use beyond what the infonnants iliink (at the conscious level) they are careful about and, therefore,
beyond the range of language use which they regard as most important. For this reason, fom1ats ( a-c) were
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excluded, and format (a) was adopted for St11dy 1 .
4.3.1 .3 Terminology for the questionnaire
Obviously, the reliability of the data obtained from the questionnaire depends on how accurately the
researcher' s meaning is understood by the subjects. In this case, investigation was necessary to
detennine what would be the most appropriate Japanese expression to use to refer to the notion of
"language use" in the question which asked ordinary native speakers to describe the l anguage use they
think they arc most careful about.
In asking native speakers about language use, the tenns hanashi-kata (way of speaking; lit.
speaking-way/style) and kotoba-zukai (use of"language/words; lit. language/words use) seemed to be
the two most commonly used. Both expressions are widely used in writings for general audiences on
linguistic etiquette and skills and on sociolinguistics (for example, Hirai, ed. 1 965 ; Uno 1 9 8 5 ; Inoue
1 989; Bunkacho 1 9 8 5 , 1 990). However, neither hanashi-kata nor kotoba-zukai seemed to accurately
refer to the scope of language use that I intended to focus on.
In my own usage, the term hanashi-kata (way of speaking) refers to too wide a range of
linguistic behaviour, and includes not only the choice of a linguistic device but also the choice of
discourse structure, topic and even physiological characteristics of speech. For example, in an adult
education class, a course entitled Hanashi-kata Kooza (Course for better way of speaking) may offer
students general training in tone and volume of voice in order to teach them to prepare and present a
public speech. The broad range of the notion referred to by the term hanashi-kata also seems to be
evident in its use in a linguistic journal. Only two out of twenty-nine articles collected in a special issue
of Kokub ungaku: Kaishaku to kansho, featuring " Scientific approach to the way of speaking today"
(Gendai-Hanashi-kata-no kagaku) (Hirai, ed. 1 965) deal with the choice of linguistic devices. The
other articles in the collection are discussions either on the phonetic, discoursal, cognitive and
psychological aspects of speech, or on how to train oneself in specific verbal skills such as interviewing,
chairing a meeting, s ales talk, public speech, debates and speaking skills for adolescents. It is therefore
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possible that the use of this tenn in my questionnaire may mislead my subj ects.
On the other hand, the alternative Japanese tem1 for language use, kotoba-zukai (use of
language/words"), also seemed to be inappropriate for use in my question, but for the opposite reason.
My own conception of kotoba-zu.kai is that it is mainly used to refer to language use for the
communication of stylistic politeness . It \vould therefore be possible that my subjects, when faced with
my question about kotoba-zukai, might believe that they were asked to focus their introspection only on
the choice of linguistic devices for the communication of stylistic politeness, which was obviously not
my intention.
The expression which seemed most suitable for my purpose was kuchi-no-kiki-kata (how to
express one 's meanings; lit. how to use one's mouth). To discover how acceptable my perception was,
the seventy-one infon11ants for PQ- 1 were asked to describe any semantic differences between kotoba
zukai and kuchi-no-kiki-k:ata.
The results seemed to provide general support for my intuition. The majority (5 5 ) felt that there
were differences in meaning between the two expressions. Two of the 5 5 stated that they could not
elaborate on the difference. According to the largest group (22 ), the difference was that they felt
kuchi-no-kiki-kata had a larger semantic field than kotob a-zukai. To them, the fonner expression refers
to more general indicators of the speaker's emotional state and attitudes (including the tone of voice and
the speed as well as choice of words), while the latter refers only to choice of words.
Some of the 5 5 infomiants referred to further aspects of difference, mentioning the stronger
association they feel k:uchi-no-kiki-kata has with discomfiture. Seven infom1ants noted kuchi-no-kikikata is exclusively heard in an utterance of criticism or a scolding comment, whereas kotoba-zukai can
be used in both criticizing and praising utterances. According to their conunents, the fonuer expression
is often used by a speaker of a socially-higher party towards a socially-lower one, and therefore always
co-occurs with negative words such as "bad" (wanli) and "improper" (nalte-nai), as in:
Kuchi-no-kiki-kata-ga natte-nai
"(Someone is) not adequate in ten11s of the way in which s/he expresses his/her meaning".
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Another six informants explained their perception of the difference between the two expressions by
referring to the difference in what is c01m11unicated when someone criticizes another' s verb al behaviour
using the two expressions. According to their statements, if someone criticizes another for "bad kuchi
no-kiki-kata", it is likely to sound as if the speaker criticizes his/her aggressive, inconsiderate or
arrogant attitude, and further the speaker believes that the aggression, the lack of consideration and the
arrogance is deliberate. On the other hand_ if someone criticizes another for "bad koloba-zukai", it is
more likely to sound as though s/he is pointing out the person's ignorance rather than intention.
One difference identified by another two of the infonnants seemed to be close to mine. Both
stated kuchi-no-kiki-kata is normally used to refer to utterances perceived to be uncomfortable because
of their content, whereas kotoba-zukai is used to refer to a more superficial property, i.e. the
grammatical correctness of a sentence and the appropriateness of the utterance in terms of the level of
formality. One of the t\vo stated that somebody using honorific forms impeccably, which might b e
regarded a s appropriate i n terms o f his/her kotoba-zukai, could be criticized fo r his/her improper
kuchi-no-kiki-kata, if the content of his/her utterance were not socially proper.
Thus, kuchi-no-kiki-kata seemed to be a sufficiently appropriate term to use in my
questionnaire, as it appeared to refer to the choice of linguistic device not only for stylistic politeness but
also for illocutionary politeness. However, in Study I , I chose to use kuchi-no-kiki-kata in combination
with kotoba-zukai, because of another interesting comment made by three infonnants from PQ- 1 . They
pointed to a stylistic difference between the two expressions, which I appreciate: Kuchi-no-kiki-kata, is
more colloquial and emotional an expression. As the informants described correctly, the tem1 is
typically used in a rough speech in a heated quarrel together with stigmatized expressions and perhaps
accompanied by physical violence, and more often by men than by women. It was therefore possible that
by using kuchi-no-kiki-kata alone without any support from kotoba-zukai, my question might seem
incongrnous, lacking the seriousness that it should have, and possibly misleading subjects into think that
I was joking

1 14

4.3.1 .4 The presentation of the question
Finally, PQ- 1 also suggested certain points concerning the ways in which the question should be
presented. Some respondents to PQ- lprovided no example of BE CAREFUL: WHEN but only an
example of BE CAREFUL: WHICH ASPECT, such as "when I use honorific forms" . This indicated
that it was necessary to make explicit the need for respondents to provide examples both of
circumstances and of aspects of language use which they are careful about. Therefore, I decided to
provide two separate spaces in the main questio1rnaire for each of the two types of examples (one for
examples of BE CAREFUL: WHEN, and the other for examples of BE CAREFUL: WHICH
ASPECT), as illustrated in Fig. 4 . 1 , rather than one large space for both, as I had in PQ- 1 .

Give examples of ( 1 ) circumstances in which you are most careful about your own
language use, and (2) the aspects of the language use which you are most careful about.
( l ) Circumstances :

(2) Aspects of the language use:

Figure 4.1 Presentation of the question for Study 1

By deciding to present my question for Study 1 in this way, I decided to treat the responses concerning
BE-CAREFUL : WHEN and those concerning BE CAREFUL: WHICH ASPECT as two independent
groups of data, rather than as two separate parts of the same group of data.
However, it was unfortunate that I did not realize, at the time I was plaiming the questionnaire,
that I could have instructed subj ects to give the two types of examples as separate but still related, so
that the results could include infomrntion about the circumstances in which native speakers think the'.'
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are careful about a particular type of language use. This would have enabled me to gather information
about the relationship between examples of B E CAREFUL: WHEN and BE CAREFUL : ASPECT. The
data c ollected by such an instruction would have provided a considerab ly larger amount of infom1ation,
which could have made my interpretation of the results from Study 1 (in 4.3.2.2) significantly more
straightforward and my argument concerning the scope of honorific politeness (in 6.2.1) considerably
more definite.
To compensate for this insufficiency in the information provided by the questionnaire, I
attempted in the interviews to obtain information concerning the type of circumstances in which native
speakers think they are careful about a particular type of language use.
4.3.1 .5 Qualitative data collection
Since an open-ended format was selected for the questionnaire for Study 1, subjects ' responses to the
questionnaire included qualitative as well as quantitative data. Significant qualitative data concerning
native speakers ' knowledge about different types of language use were obtained from careful
observation of the descriptions given in the responses to the questionnaire.
The interviews attempted to gather two types of data. The first was qualitative data to enrich
the quantitative data from the questi01maire , and thus to obtain a deeper understanding of native
speakers ' conceptions of the relative degree of importance of different types of politeness. Interviewees
were asked about their own conceptions of language use they think they are careful about , and why they
think they are careful about it. They were also asked to indicate the type of circw11Stanccs in which they
think they are careful about particular types of language use. The second type of infonnation sought in
the interviews was qualitative data concerning native-speaking JSL teachers ' conceptions of the
importance of honorific politeness for JSL learners.

4.3.2

Results

The examples of BE CAREFUL: WHEN and of BE CAREFUL: WHICH ASPECT that were given by
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the subjects were first coded, and then analysed quantitatively. The coding of the examples reflects my
aim in conducting the questionnaire, namely to compare honorific politeness with other types of
politeness in J apanese.
Responses to the questions for Study 1 revealed a significant diversity between subjects in
terms of the range of variety of the examples and the number of examples they provided. In other ·w ords,
a subject who thought s/he would be careful about one specific type of language use might provide a
large number of examples of that particular type, while another who thought s/he would b e careful about
many different types of l anguage use might provide only one example of each. This means that a large
number of examples of a particular type, which might in fact be provided by a small number of subj eels,
cannot necessarily be interpreted as indicative of a large number of subjects thinking they are careful
about that type of language use. Therefore, for a s afer interpretation, both the number of subjects who
provided an example (or examples) of a type and the frequency were counted.
4.3.2.1 Ci1·cumstances in which people think they are careful about language use
Types of examples
A total of 3 5 0 university students provided 7 1 6 examples ( 1 66 non-students provided 323 examples) of
BE CAREFUL: WHEN, and these were coded into the following three types on the basis of whether or
not they unambiguously referred to an illocutionary force and/or situational feature:

Illocutionary examp les Examples which unambiguously refer to the illocutionary force of an
utterance made by the subject, with or without additional mentioning of a
co-occurring situational feature.
Situational examples

Examples which unambiguously and exclusively refer to a situational
feature.

Indeterminate examples :Exampk:s which ,vere indeterminate in tenns of whether they refer to
an illocutionary force, a situational feature or another type of feahtre of a
context/sih1ation.
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Illocutionmy examples included "When I need to thank someone", "When I have to say something
which the other person may feel annoyed by", "When I make a request to someone I am not very close
to", etc. Situational and Indeterminate examples, on the other hand, were further divided into four
subtypes, as illustrated in Table 4."1 .
Table 4.1 Types of examples of BE CAREFUL:WHEN
Illo cutionary
Situational

Indeterminate

S-Senior
S-Stranger
S-Audience
S-Ceremony
Ind-Business
Ind-Telephone
Ind-ParAd
Ind-PsyAd

D efinitions for the subtypes of Situational examples were as follows:
S-Senior examples :

Examples which refer to the vertical social distance behveen the
speaker and the addressee in a situation.
E.g. : "In convers ation with a senior", "When talking to my
teacher/professor", and "When talking to my boss (at my part-time job)".

S-Stranger examples :

Examples which mention the horizontal social distance between the
speaker and the addressee in a situation.
E.g. : "When talking to someone I meet for the first time" or "In convers ation
with someone I do not know well".

S-Audience examples:

Examples which refer to an occasion where the addressee is more like an
audience than an individual interactant.
E.g : "when talking in front of a large number of people" and "When giving
a presentation in a class''.

S-Ceremony examples : Examples which refer to a ceremonial setting .
E.g. : "At a fonnal party" or '·When speaking at a large meeting for
discussion".
Indeterminate examples were coded into the following fow- subtypes :
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Ind-Business examples : Examples which describe the type of situation in which the verbal
interaction is nonnally of a service/business-nature.
E .g. : ''In a j ob interview" and "When I discuss with a boss at my part-time
work place". In such examples, it ,vas difficult to determine whether the
subject was referring to a situational feature, such as the social relationship
between him/her and the interviewer, to the nature of the illocutionary force
of an utterance occurring in such a situation, or to another feature such as
the organization of her/his discourse.
Ind-Telephone examples : Examples which describe telephone conversations.
E.g. : "When I talk to someone over the telephone and cannot see his/her
face". In such examples, it was also difficult to ascertain which features
within the sihiation the subj ect was concerned with.
The other two subtypes of indetem1inate examples describe the social relationship between the speaker
and the addressee, with which it was impossible to decide whether they refer to the social distance
between the speaker and the addressee, to the illocutionary force communicated or to some other type of
feature present in the situation.
Ind-ParAd examples :

Examples which refer to verbal interaction with a particular social category
of addressee AND do not explicitly mention the illocutionary force of the
interaction.
E.g. : "Talking to my children", "When I talk to my father", "When I speak
to a foreigner" and "In conversation with a woman". (Examples which
explicitly refer to the illocntionary force of an utterance as well as to a
particular social relationship with the addressee, such as "When I scold my
daughter", were coded as Jllocutiona1y examples, following the definition. )

lnd-PsyAd examples :

Examples which refer to an interaction with someone with whom the
subject has a psychologically special relationship, AND do not explicitly
mention the illocutionary force of the interaction.
E.g. : "When I talk to someone I don't like", ''When talking to someone I'm
in love with" and "While I'm talking to someone who is suspicious and
likely to misconstn1e what I say".

Results from university students' responses
The number of university student subj ects who mentioned at least one example of each type and subtype
of BE CAREFUL: WHEN and the frequency of each type and subtype are shown in Table 4. 2 .
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Table 4.2 Features of contexts/situations in which university students think they are careful
about their own language use
TYPES OF EXAMPLES
Illocutionary

NO. OF SUBJECTS (%)
3 1 ( 8 .9%)

FREQUENCY"(%)
3 8 ( 5 3%)

Situational
S-Senior
S-Stranger
S-Audience
S-Ceremony
Indeterminate
Ind-Business
Ind-Telephone
Ind-ParAd
Ind-PsyAd

3 1 5 (90.0%)*
286 ( 8 1 .7%)
13 1 (37.4%)
57 ( 1 6.3%)
0 ( 0.0%)
1 5 8 (45 . 1 %)* *
73 (20.9%)
32"(" 9 . 1 %)
49 ( 1 4.0%)
1 8 ( 5 . 1 %)

496 (69.3%)
3 05 (42.6%)
1 3 4 ( 1 8 . 7%)
5 7 ( 8 . 0%)
0 ( 0. 0%)
1 82 (25 .4%)
77 ( 10.7%)
32 ( 4.5%)
52 ( 7.3%)
2 1 ( 2.9%)

TOTAL

350

716

* These figures indicate the total number of subj ects who provided at least one Situational example and
the percentage it represents of the total subjects.
** These figures indicate the total number of subj ects who provided at least one Indeterminate example
and the percentage it represents of the total subjects.

These responses from university subjects concerning BE CAREFUL: WHEN indicate the following
points :
1 . The great majority of university students think they are careful about their own language use when a
particular situational feature exists (90 . 0% of the subj ects provided Situational examples, and
Situational examples comprised 69.3% of all the examples given), whereas only a small proportion
think they are careful about their own language when they conununicate a particular illocutionary force
(8 .9% provided lllocutionary examples, and Illocutionary examples comprised only 5 .3% of the total) .
A considerable proportion of subj ects (45".I %) provided a large number of Indeterminate
examples (25 .4% of the total). However, neither the number of subj ects who provided them nor the
frequency of such examples was large enough to possibly reverse the pattern described above. Even if
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all the Indeterminate example turned out to refer to an lllocutionary feature, the amended frequency of
Illocutionary examples would still be smaller than that of Situational examples (5. 3 % + 2 5 . 4% = 3 0.7%
< 69. 3%)) . Further, in this case, even if none of these subjects also provided anolllocutionary example
(i.e even if there was no overlap between the 8. 9% who provided Jllocutionary examples and the
45 . 1 % who provided Indeterminate examples), the amended mm1ber of subjects who provided
Jllocutionary examples would still be far smaller than the number who provided Situational examples
( 8 . 9% + 45. 1 % = 54.0% < 90.0%).
2. Among w1iversity students who think they are careful about their own language use when a certain
situational feature exists, the largest proportion think they are careful about it when a significant vertical
distance exists between the addressee and themselves. (A.mong the 3 1 5 subj ects who provided
Situational examples, 286 provided S-Senior examples.)
University students do not tend to think they are careful about their own language in a
ceremonial setting. (N o subj ects provided an S-Ceremony examples )
In summary, university students are likely to think they are most careful about their own
l anguage use in a situation where a significant vertical distance exists between the addressee and
themseh es.
1

Results from non-students' responses
The number of non-student subj ects who mentioned at least one example of each type and subtype of B E
CAREFUL : WHEN and the frequency o f each type and subtype are shown in Table 4.3 . The responses
from non-student subj ects concerning BE CAREFUL: WHEN indicate the following points:
1 . Similar to students, the maj ority of non-students think they are careful about their own language use
when a particular situational feahire exists (76. 5 % of subjects provided Situational examples, and these
Situational examples comprised 6 1 ".6% of the total), whereas only a small proportion think they are
careful about their own language use when they communicate a particular illocutionary force ( I 0. 8%
provided lllocutionary examples, and these examples comprised 8 . 63/ii of the total).
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Table 4.3 Features of contexts/situations in which non-students think they are careful about their
language use
TYPES OF EXAMPLES
Illocutionary

NO. OF SUBJECTS"(%)
1 8 ( 1 0.8%)

FREQUENCY"(%)
26 ( 8. 0%)

Situational
S-Senior
S-Stranger
S-Audience
S-Ceremony
Indeterminate
Ind-Business
Ind-Telephone
Ind-ParAd
Ind-PsyAd

1 27 (76.5%)*
89 (53 6%)
55 (33 . 1 %)
32 ( 19.3 %)
1 2 ( 7.2%)
8 8 (53 .0%)**
26 ( 1 5 7%)
1 7 ( 10.2%)
34 (205%)
1 5 ( 9.0%)

1 99 (6 1 . 6%)
96 (29. 7%)
5 5 ( 1 7.0%)
33 ( 10.2%)
1 5 ( 4 6%)
9 8 ( 3 0 . 3 %)
27 ( 8.4%)
18 ( 5 .6%)
3 8 ( 1 1 . 8 %)
1 5 ( 4.6%)

TOTAL

166
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* These figures indicate the total number of subjects who provided at least one Situational example and
the percentage it represents of the total subjects.
* * These figures indicate the total number of subjects who provided at least one Indeterminate example
and the percentage it represents of the total subj ects.

However, the difference between the number of subjects who think they are careful when a
particular situational feature exists and those who think they are careful when they communicate a
particular illocutionary force is not as obvious as with university students (university students: 90 0% v s
8 .9%: non-students: 76. 5 % vs 1 0."8%).
Nevertheless, the difference between the frequency of Situational and Jllocutionary examples
was sufficiently large that even if all the Indeterminate examples turned out to refer to an Illocutionary
feature, the amended frequency of Jllocutionar_v examples would still be smaller than the frequency of
Situational examples ( 8 . 0% + 3 0. 3 % = 3 8 .3% < 6 1 .6%)) . Further, in this case, even if none of subjects
who provided Indeterminate examples also provided Jllocutionary examples, the amended number of
subjects who provided Jllocutionary examples would still be smaller than the number who provided
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Situational examples ( 1 0 . 8% + 5 3 . 0% = 63 . 8% < 76.5%).
2. Similar to the case with W1iversity students, among non-students who think they are careful about
their own language use when a certain situational feature exists, the largest proportion think they are
careful about it when a significant vertical distance exists between the addressee and themselves.
(.Among the 1 2 7 subj ects who provided Situational examples, 89 provided S-Senior examples.)
However, unlike university students, some non-students (7.2%) think they are careful about
their own language in a ceremonial setting.
In summary, non-students are also likely to think they are most careful about their own language
use in a situation where a significant vertical distance exists between the addressee and
themselves , but the p attern is less conspicuous than in the students ' case.

4.3.2.2 Aspects of language use people think they are careful about
Types of examples
A total of 3 5 0 university students provided 546 examples ( 1 66 non-students provided 239 examples) of
BE CAREFUL: WHICH ASPECT. Two types of examples were identified. The first were a small
number of examples (3 1 [5 . 7% of the total examples] in the case of tmiversity students; and 28 [ 1 1 7%]
in the c ase of non-students) which referred to language use related to the efficiency or precision of
communication of propositional meaning rather than to communication of politeness . Examples
included: '·To speak efficiently and unambiguously" and "Trying to use a precise rather than
ambiguous/vague word". The other type was another small group of examples (73 [ 1 3 . 4%] in the case
of un iversity students; and 43 [ 1 8 . 0%] in the case ofnon-students) in which it was difficult to detem1ine
whether or not they were referring to l anguage use for politeness. These examples included: "To use
Japanese well/skillfully" and "To speak well", as well as examples where the meaning was not clear,
such as as "Try ing to use words with eternal values" and "Using words which have vitality". Both types
ofex:amples ( I 09 [ 19. 1 %] in the case of university students; and 7 1 [29. 8%] in the case ofnon-students)

1 23

were separated from the others before my coding, and, accordingly, excluded from my later discussions .
(Hm,-vever, they were not excluded from the total number of examples. See notes for Tables 4 . 5 and 4 . 6 . )
The remaining examples, which clearly referred to language use for certain domains of
politeness, were divided into two types: Specifi c and General/Indeterminate. Specific examples refer
specifically to language use for communication of a particular domain of politeness, such as "To try to
use honorific fom1s properly" and "To try to express that I am hesitantly requesting". On the other hand,
General/Indeterminate examples either refer to language use for communication of politeness in
general or were vague in tenns of the scope of politeness communicated. Many General/Indeterm inate
examples contained the vague Japanese adjective teinei (polite), which I discussed in Chapter 3 , such as
''Trying to use teinei-na language" and "To speak teinei-ni", while others referred to the avoidance of
discomfiture, such as "To try not to be rnde/impolite" and "To speak in a way in which I don't sound
impolite".

Table 4.4 Types of examples of BE CAREFUL:WHICH ASPECT
Illo cutionary-Honorific/New

S[)ecific

Illocutionary
Honorific/New

I Honorific
I New

Other domain
General/Indeterminate

It was discovered with Specific examples that in many cases, the description of an aspect of
language use was made in either one or the other of two distinct modes. One was the mode in which
subjects described the observance of an illocutionary PPN (politeness principle norm) or an
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illocutionary PMN (politeness management norm)that they thought they were careful to communicate,
such as "Trying not to criticize the other" or "To try to express that I am hesitantly requesting". (No
Specific examples referred to the observance of a stylistic PPN or a stylistic PMN, although some
General/Indeterm inate examples such as "Trying to be polite" might refer to one.) The other was the
mode in which subjects referred to particular categories of linguistic forms which they thought they
should or should not use in particular types of situations. One kind of linguistic fonns referred to was
honorific fonns, and the other was what I tenn New Forms. (No examples referred to the use of
linguistic forms other than these two kinds, although some Specific examples described prosodic
features such as "To speak slowly so as the other person can understand what I say" . )
The term ''new forn1" refers to grammatical (i e . lexical o r morphological) fonns a s well a s
other linguistic features such a s intonation and rhythm which have emerged recently in the language use
among yom1ger generation and which have often b een called by older generation as ryuukoo-go (new
expressions : lit. prevailing words) or wakamono-kotoba (young people's language) . Such forms may be
new grammatically, prosodically, semantically or sociolinguistically. One example of prosodically new
form is a nev,1 trend in which heavy phonetic stress is placed at the end of eve!)' grammatical tmit of a
sentence, which has come to be called gobi-nobashi (lit. prolonging the final syllable of a phrase). This
feature used not to be commonly observed before 1 960 's. An example of semantically new forms may
be some adj ectival expressions which can be c ompared to English cases such as ''wicked" and "·cool ..
(meaning 'really good/lovely' ). Cases of s ociolinguistically new fonns are some expressions which
were fonnerly used exclusively by men but now by both sexes. Another example of this category of new
fonns is certain honorific components which have recently been used in an untraditional (or '\vrong'·)
way (see 6 . 3 for further discussion of such changes in the use of honorific components). It is important
to note, in relation to the present discussion, that new fonns generally co-occur with infonnal fom1s, and
the use of such fonns in a fonnal setting is likely to be criticized.
As I discussed in Chapter 3, the observance of a PPN or a PMN, such as the mitigation of a
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discourteous illocutionary force, is a linguistic choice made on one level, while the use ( or avoidance of
use) of a particular linguistic device is a choice on another, and there is no mandatory one-to-one
correspondence between the two levels of linguistic choice. It follows that a description of an aspect of
language use made in the mode in which the observance of a PPN or a PMN was referred to and one in
which the use of a particular linguistic device was mentioned dealt with hvo independent levels of
linguistic choice. Therefore, one criterion for coding a Specific example found in descriptions made in
one mode (e.g. whether an example referred to an illocutionary force) should not be assumed to
correspond to another criterion found in descriptions made in the second mode (e.g. whether an example
referred to an honorific and/or new forms). Instead, the two criteria should be treated as belonging to
t\vo different dimensions. Thus, Specific examples were coded as four different subtypes , by combining
the two criteria, i . e. whether or not they referred to the mitigation of a discourteous illocutionary force,
on the one hand, and whether or not they referred to the use of honorific forms or avoidance of new
fom1s, which I shall refer to as Choice of Honorifi c/New Forms for convenience, on the other.
Definitions for the four subtypes of Specific examples of BE CAREFUL: WHICH ASPECT
were as follovvs:
Illo cutionary-Honorific/New examples :
Examples which refer to the mitigation of a discourteous illocutionary force, AND refer to
the choice of honorific/new forms.
E.g. : "To try to use an honorific form to express that I am hesitantly requesting" would be an
example of this type. (But see below for the results)
Illocutionary examples:
Examples which refer to the mitigation of a discourteous illocutionary force, AND do not
refer to the choice of honorific/new forms.
E.g. : "To try to express that I am hesitantly requesting", ''To try to avoid hurting the other
person"
Honorific/New examples :
Examples which do not refer to the mitigation of a discourteous illocutionary force, BUT do
refer to the choice of honorific/new fo rms .
(Instances will be given below. )
Other Domain examples :
Examples which do not refer to the mitigation of discourteous illocutionary force, NOR refer
to the choice of honorific/new fonns.
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Other Domain examples included descriptions of language use for the communication of
aspects of politeness other than Illocutionary or Stylistic. They seemed to concern ob servance
of participation structure norms and accommodation behaviour norms. These included
examples such as "Trying not to monopolize the conversation", "Careful not to keep talking
about myself', "Try to check if the other person is interested in what I am talking about",
''Monitoring if the other person is following what I say", "Listening to the other pers on
patiently" and "'To speak slowly so as the other person can understand what I say".

Honorific/New examples were further subdivided into two subtypes, Honorific and New
examples, depending on whether the example referred to the use of honorific forms or the avoidance of
new fom1s .
Honorific examples :

Examples which (do not refer to the mitigation of discourteous illocutionary
force BUT) refer to the use of honorific forms,
E.g. "To try to use an honorific fo rm",

New examples :

Examples which (do not refer to the mitigation of discourteous illocutionary
force BUT) refer to the avoidance of new forms
E.g. : "To be careful not to use an abbreviated expression"

Results from university students' responses
The number of university-student subjects who mentioned at least one example of each type and subtype
of BE CAREFUL: WHICH ASPECT and the frequency of each type and subtype are shown in Table
4. 5 . The responses from university-student subjects concerning BE CAREFUL: WHICH ASPECT
indicate the following points :
1 . The majority of university students think they are careful about their choice of honorific/new fonns
(5 6.0% of subjects provided Honorific/Ne w examples, and these examples comprised 4 1 .2% of the
total), whereas only a small proportion think they are careful about their use of other fonns for the
comm1.mication of illocutionary politeness or politeness other than illocutionary and stylistic domains
(8 .9% of subjects provided Jllocutionary examples and these examples comprised 7. 0% of the total, and
3 . 7% provided Other Domain examples, comprising 2.6% of the total.).
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Table 4.5 Aspects of language use that university students think they are careful about
TYPES OF EXAMPLES
Illocutionary-Honorific/N ew
Illocutionary
Honorific/New
Honorific
New

NO. OF SUBJECTS (%)

FREQUENCY"(%)

0 ( 0.0%)

0 ( 0. 0%)

3 1 ( 8 . 9%)

38 ( 7. 0%)

1 96 (5 6.0%) *
1 8 5 (52.9%)
2 1 ( 6.2%)

225 (4 1 .2%)
203 (3 7. 2%)
22 ( 4. 0%)

1 3 ( 3 . 7%)

14 ( 2. 6%)

General/Indeterminate

1 47 (42 .0%)

1 65 (3 0.2%)

TOTAL

350

5 4 6 **

Other Domain

* These figures indicate the number of the subj ects who provided at least one Honorific/New example
and the percentage it represents of the total subj ects.
* * This figure indicates the total number of the examples provided in responses to the question,
including the two types of examples which were first separated from the five types of examples
illustrated in this table (i.e. examples which referred to the efficiency or precision of communication and
those in which it was difficult to decipher whether or not they referred to language use for politeness).
These two types of examples represent 1 9. l % of the total examples (See 4.3 . 2 . 1 ).
A considerable proportion ( 4 2. 0%) gave a large number of General/Indeterminate examples
(3 0 . 0% of the total). However, even if all General/Indeterminate examples turned out to refer to
lllocutionary or Other Domain examples, respectively, the amended frequency of Jllocutionary or
Other Domain examples would not exceed the frequency of HonorificiNew examples. (7.0% + 3 0.2%
= 37.2% < 4 1 .2%, 2 . 6% + 3 0 .2% = 32.8% < 4 1 . 2%, respectively. ) Further, in this case, even if none of
the subj ects who provided General/Indeterminate examples also provided either an Jllocutionary or
Other Domain example, the amended number of the fonner subj ects would not exceed that of subj ects
who provided Honorific/New examples (8.9% + 42. 0% = 50.9% <5 6 . 0%, 3 . 7% +42.0% == 45 .7%
<5 6 . 0%, respectively.)
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2. Among students who think they are careful about their choice of honorific/new fonns, the maj ority
think they are careful about their use of honorific fonns. (Among the 1 9 6 subj ects who provided
Honorific/New examples, 1 8 5 provided Honorific examples, whereas only 2 1 provided New examples. )
In fact, Honorific examples represent the largest proportion both i n tenns of the number of
subjects who provided them and in tem1s of the frequency of type of examples.
3. University students do not tend to think they are careful about choice of honorific/new forms for the
communication of illocutionary politeness (No subj ects provided an lllocutionary-Honorific!New
example).

In summary, university students are likely to think they are most careful about the use of
honorific forms.
Results from non-students' responses
The number of non-university subjects who mentioned at least one example of each type and subtype of
BE CAREFUL: WHICHASPECT and the frequency of each type and subtype are shO'wn in Table 4. 6.
The responses from non-student subj ects concerning BE CAREFUL: WHICH ASPECT indicate the
following points :
1 . A larger proportion of non-students think they are careful about their choice of honorific/new forms
than about the use of other fon11s for the communication of illocutionary politeness or politeness other
than illocutionary and stylistic domains. (3"1 .9% of subj ects provided Honorific.New examples [24. 7%
of the total] , whereas only 1 5 . 7% provided lllocutionary examples [l 0 . 9% of the total] and 6 . 0%
provided General/Indeterminate examples [4.2% of the totalJ . )
However, the difference betvv·een the number of subj ects who provided Honorific/New
examples and those who provided lllocutionary examples or Other Domain examples was smaller than
in the case of university sh1dents (Honorific/New: 3 1 .9% vs 5 6 .0%": llloc11tionary: 8.9 °/41 vs 1 5 . 7%,:
Other dom ain : 3 . 7% vs 4.2%). Furthennore, a significant proportion provided General/Indeterm inate
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examples. Therefore, unlike the case of university students, if many of the subj ects who provided
General/Indeterminate examples 1umed out to refer to lllocutionary or Other Domain examples, the
frequency of Illocutionary or Other Domain could exceed that of Honorific/New. Thus, the result is a
tentative one, depending on what type of language use is in fact referred to by General/Indeterminate
examples.
Table 4.6 Aspects of language use non-students think they are careful about
TYPES OF EXAMPLES

NO. OF SUBJECTS (%)

FREQUENCYi(%)

0 ( 0. 0%)

0 ( 0. 0%)

Illocutionary

26 ( 1 5 . 7%)

26 ( 1 0.9%)

Honorific/New
Honorific
New

53 (3 1 . 9%)*
52 (3 1 . 3%)
2 ( 1 .2%)

59 (24.7%)
57 (23 .8%)
2 ( 0. 8%)

Illocutionary-Honorific/New

10 (

Other Domain

1 0 ( 4.2%)

General/Indeterminate

66 (3 9 . 8 %)

73 (3 0.5%)

TOTAL

1 66

23 9 * *

* These figures indicate the number of the subjects who provided at least one Honorifi c/New example
and the percentage it represents of the total subj ects.
** This figure indicates the total munber of the examples provided in responses to the question,
including the two types of examples which were first separated from the five types of examples
illustrated in this table (i.e. examples which referred to the efficiency or precision of communication and
those in which it was difficult to decipher whether or not they referred to language use for politeness).
These two types of examples represent 29.6% of the total examples (See 4.3 . 2 . 1 ) .
2 . As with university students, among non-students who think they are careful about their choice of
honorific/new forms, the largest proportion think that they are careful about their use of honorific fonns.
(Among the 53 subjects who provided Honorific/New examples, 5 2 provided Honorific examples,
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whereas only 2 provided a New example.)
However, unlike the case of university students, Honorific examples do not represent the
largest proportion both in tenns of the subj ects and in terms of the frequency.
3. As with university students, non-students do not tend to think they are careful about their choice of
honorific/new forms for the communication of illocutionary politeness (No subjects provided an
Jllocutionary-HonorifidNew example) .
In summary, non-students are also likely to think they are most careful about the use of honorific
forms, but the pattern is considerably less obvious than in the students' case.
4.3.2.3 Qualitative data results from the questionnaire
Examination of the examples of BE CAREFUL: WHEN and BE CAREFUL: WHICH ASPECT given
by subjects revealed a particular pattern in the ,vay native speakers refer to different features of the
context/situation and different types of language use. This seems to provide significant information
relevant to native speakers' knowledge about different types of language use, which may influence the
of native speakers ' awareness of various types of language use. I shall discuss people's linguistic
awareness and factors which seem to be behind them in 6. 3 .
It seems that people tend to use particular types of tem1s to refer to sih1ational fcahues and to
types of honorific components, whereas they tend to use a variety of expressions to refer to an
illocutionary force and to an illocutionary politeness nom1. For example, to refer to the notion of a
vertically distant addressee, the tem1 meue (socially higher; Ji t. above one's eye) was frequently used by
many subj ects (both university-sh1dent and non-sh1dents). Similarly, to refer to types of honorific
components , technical terms such as teinei-go, sonkei-go and kenjoo-go (Non-Plain SMs, Exalting
R SRCs and Lowering RSRCs, respectively) were used by a large number of subjects, while concrete
examples of such components were also provided in a fe\v responses such as '·To use irasshai-mas-u
instead of i-ru". In contrast, no term was used in an equally dominant maimer. To refer to the
illocutionary act of requesting, for example, various tenns were employed by different subj ects :
13 1

tanomu, tanom i-goto, irai-suru, o-negai, yatte-m orau, with no single tem1 taking priority over all
others.
4.3.2.4 Qualitative data results from the interviews
Interviews provided three types of information: 1 ) details about people' s conceptions of the language
use they feel they are careful about; 2) information about people's conceptions of what constitutes
honorific politeness ; and 3 ) information regarding language use which JSL teachers think learners need
to learn for the sake of politeness. (In my report of interviewees ' comments, I use my own terminology
to refer to certain notions such as a category of honorific components, for the sake of simplicity. My o,-vn
terminology will appear in square brackets. I also add an explanation of certain things referred to in
interviewee 's comments, where it seems useful. My explanation will also appear in square brackets.)
1 ) Ab out people's conceptions of the language use which they feel they are careful about
Eight of the ten interviewees stated that they are careful about the use of honorific forms and/or the
avoidance of new forms. O ne of them was very prompt to state she thought she was most careful about
this aspect of her own language use :
Oh, it's kotoba-zukai, definitely, [to the interviewer's instruction to explain what she meant by
kotoba-zukai] I mean how to use honorific forms , err, and also to restrict myself not to use a [ new
forms].
Other interviewees referred to the choice of honorific/new forms as an example of langu age use they
think they are careful about in various types of situations :
In telephone conversation, where you can't see the other person ' s facial expressions, I 'd be careful to
use honorific forms more than in face-to-face conversation.
In a conversation with the representative of a company client of the language school I teach Japanese
at, I feel tense and try to use honorific forms properly, because the other person is our customer. They
pay and we sell, right?
I become most careful about my language use in a formal situation, for example, at a party, when I
attend a university meeting as a host-family of an exchange student, or at my children 's school
meetings. In such a situation , I need to talk formally, using honorific forms properly.
Meeting with my in-laws exhausts me, because I have to be \Vith people who belong to a higher
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society on such an occasion. So, I need to speak much more slowly than now, using much more
elaborate honorific forms as well as other properly formal expressions, and avoiding those informal
expressions I nonnally use in conversation with my friends . I even have to try to keep quiet in
movement in general.
S ome interviewees explained why they are c areful about the use of honorific forms :
To be honest I don't care for honorific forms, partly because I never feel confident about the usage of
such fonns. But I cannot avoid using them, b ecause it would be rude, if l didn't, so I need to be careful
about it.
Being able to speak properly using honorific forms appropriately and never inserting a new word, I
could be regarded as a fine, sophisticated and professional person, which is an image I would want
other people to have of me.
I think I'm on the good side in terms of the proper use of honorific fonns for a 26-year-old person. I
think I wouldn' t have been able to learn how to use honorific forms, if l hadn't gone to [a prestigious
private girls' high school], and particularly if I hadn't been a member of the tenn i s circle of the
school. The use of a [F onnal SM] to a senior member of the circle was part of my usual language use
in my school life. So, I don't think I'm careful about use of honorific forms because I'm not confident
about it, but rather because I automatically pay attention not to offend my senior. I think I still do this
now, long time after leaving the circle and my high school. I don't think it's only me nor only my high
school. People in an athletic circle in a school/university are often very sensitive about the
senior/junior relationship between the members, because they are expected to comply rigidly to the
nonn for the use of honorific forms according to the relationship. I also think that people who are in
such a circle tend to get annoyed easily by a language use deviating from the norm.
Only one of the ten interviewees mentioned the mitigation of the discourteous illocutionary force of an
utterance:
I'm most careful to try not to say what's likely to hurt the other person, for example, when I have to
mention the other person's fault. I myself would like others to say such a thing as directly as possible,
and I get annoyed if someone doesn't do so. But my mother has always told me that I say things too
directly, and I ' m trying not to.
Two interviewees referred to two points which were related to politeness of a domain outside
illocutionary and stylistic politeness. The examples were: "To organize discourse neatly so that it is
easy for the other person to understand" and "To pay careful attention to whether the other person or
audience has been following what has been talked about".
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2) About people ' s conception of what constitutes honorific politeness
Comments provided by interviewees indicated that native speakers of Japanese are not likely to regard
the choice of honorific/new fom1s as a means of managing the illocutionary force of an utterance. All
eight interviewees who stated they thought they are careful about the choice of honori.fic/nevv· fonns
strongly denied that they referred to the choice of honorific/new fom1s as a means for the
communication of illocutionary politeness:
I meant that I'll be careful to use honorific fon11S and to avoid using [new fonns] properly regardless
of the content of the conversation.
Oh, no, I don't mean that I only try to use honorific fom1s when I make a request or apologize, no.
When I talk to a stranger, I keep feeling constrained to try to speak properly using honorific fonns
from the beginning to the end of the conversation.
Further, to my question if they would possibly be more careful about the choice of honorific/new fonns
in thanking, apologizing, requesting, asking for pennission, and criticizing than in other types of
utterance, all the ten interviewees clearly denied the possibility. Two of them first did not W1derstand my
question, and expressed surprise, when I told them that some people switch from Plain SM to Fonnal
SM in the context of thanking, apologizing, requesting, asking for pem1ission, or quarreling.
However, these comments do not necessarily mean that they never use honorific fonns as a
means to mitigate a discourteous illocutionary force. When I asked about their own use of honorific
fonns, three interviewees stated that they might actually switch from Plain to Fonnal SM in s ome of
such utterances, although they never thought about it
Well, yes, when I apologize to a friend to whom I normally talk to ,vith a [Plain SM] , I might use
mooshiwake-ari-masen-deshita [i.e. a Formal expression for apology] , with a deep bow, although I
might say it half jokingly.
Oh. Yes, you' re right. I could say kure-m asen-ka [i.e. a fonnal version ofrequest fonn], vvhen I ask a
close friend, to whom I nomially talk to with [ a Plain SM], for something difficult.
Well, when I quarrel with my husband, I actually do use -te-mo-ii-desu-ka [i.e. a Fomrnl expression
for asking for permission] instead of the usual -te-mo-ii? [i.e. a Plain version of the expression] .
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The other seven interviewees, on the other hand, stated that they would not use an honorific fonn in
order lo mitigate a discourteous illocutionary force:
No. I wouldn't l couldn't use a [Formal SM] exactly because of the nature of what I am saying I
don't think the use of a [Fonnal SM] could serve to soften the rudeness of the content of my speech.
Three of the seven stated that they would feel uncomfortable if a close friend who normally uses a [Plain
SM] to talk to them switched to a [Formal SM] to soften the illocutionary force of an utterance.
According to them, such use of an honorific forn1 would indicate unreasonable and unnecessary soci al
distance between the person and themselves and/or sound sarcastic. One of them pointed to the effect of
the use of one in an utterance in ,vhich a criticism is made:
If a friend uses a [Fomrnl SM] in pointing to a fault on my part, I would feel that s/he really wants to
criticize me, and I ' d be scared.
3) About the language use which JSL teachers think learners need to be careful about
One interviewee remembered that she was careful about her own use of honorific fonns in a JSL
classroom:
In a JSL class, I needed to be careful not to use my ordinary language, I mean infonnal,
conversational expressions such as [examples of new fom1s]but proper [Fon11al SMs] . It was very
hard for me, especially when l was first teaching as a JSL trainee.
Others expressed their opinions concerning the importance of teaching the use of honorific fonns to
learners :
Speech with honorific fom1s is beautiful, and I want JSL leamers as well as young Japanese to use
them, at least to a certain extent in their speech.
Japanese people can find a foreign speaker to be impolite, as I sometimes do, if s/he does not use a
[Fonnal SM] towards someone s/he is not close to, so I think a learner should be taught how to use
honorific fonns, at least when to use a [Fom1al SM] .
I think teaching the usage of honorific fonns is one of the essentia l parts of an elementary JSL
een [Plain and Formal
svllabus
' for learners need to know that one has to make a proper choice betw
SMs] in Japanese.
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Obviously, within such a small group, it would be unreasonable to suggest their statements are
representative of JSL teachers, let alone of the maj ority of native speakers . Nevertheless, the qualitative
data do seem to reinforce the quantitative data, suggesting that native speakers think they are more
careful about the use of honorific forms than about any other type of language use for the
communication of politeness . The data would also seem to provide a certain basis on which to interpret
the quantitative data, indicating that native speakers think they are careful about the use of honorific
fom1s as a means of communication of stylistic politeness.
4.3.2.5 Summary of results from Study 1
Quantitative and qualitative data obtained from Study 1 indicate that university students are likely:
•

to think that they are most careful about their own language use for politeness in a situation where
vertical social distance exists between the speaker and the addressee, and

•

to think that they are more careful about the use of honorific fonns than any other type of language
use for the communication of politeness.

These data indicate that the same pattern is also observed, although less conspicuously, with non
students.
Further, qualitative data results suggest that when native speakers think they are careful about
the use of honorific forms, they regard such l anguage use as a means of communicating stylistic
politeness . Therefore, the quantitative and qualitative results from Study 1 suggest that native speakers
are likely:
•

to think that they are most careful about the communication of stylistic politeness through the use of
honorific forms, particularly in situations where vertical social distance exists b etween the speaker
and the addressee.

4.4 Study 2: Langu age use that native speakers find uncomfo rtable
Sh1dy 2 attempted to explore the extent to which different types of inappropriate language use are
perceived to be uncomfortable by native speakers . And by comparing the resulls with Study L it also
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attempted to find out whether native speakers ' evaluations of the importance of paying attention to a
certain aspect of politeness correspond to their judgements of degree of discomfiture resulting from
failure to communicate that particular type of politeness (henceforth, Importance/Discomfiture
Association).

4.4.1

Methodology for the questionnaire and the interviews

4.4. 1 . 1 Pilot study
A pilot study, PS-2, was conducted to obtain information concerning the validity of the methodology to
be used in the questionnaire for Study 2. In a pilot questionnaire, PQ-2, informants were instructed to
provide as many examples as possible of language use perfonned by other native speakers which they
find uncomfortable (henceforth, FIND UNCOMFORTABLE). In a post-questionnaire discussion,
PQD-2, informants were assigned two types of tasks. The first was to study examples provided by other
informants to PQ-2, comparing them with their own examples, and comment on them. The second was
to give opinions on the adequacy of the question and tenninology employed in PQ-2.
4.4. 1.2 Format of the questionnaire
Similar to the methodological issues for Study I , four fonnat options seemed to be possible for Study 2:
(a) A multiple-choice format: subjects choose one or more from presented alternatives to indicate the type of
language use they find uncomfortable.
(b) A rank ordering fonnat: subjects rank .a series of examples of language use to indicate the relative degree
to which they find uncomfortable.
(c) A Likert-type rating scale fonnat: subjects rate the degree to which they feel uncomforable \Vith each of a
series of examples of language use.
(d) An open-ended format: subjects provide examples oflanguage use which they find uncomfortable.
In relation to the selection of fonnat for the questionnaire, PQ-2 and PQD-2 revealed two significant
points . The first point relates to a discrepancy found between the examples of FIND
UNCOMFORTABLE that informants had come up with and provided in their responses to PQ-2, and
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those that they agreed were examples of FIND UNCOMFORTABLE in PQD-2 As in PQ- 1 and
PQD- 1 , most of the examples provided by all of the informants were accepted as examples of FIND
UNCOMFORTABLE, although different infonnants had provided different types of"language use as
examples of FIND UNCOMFORTABLE. Further, the majority of informants in PQ-2 stated that they
found the examples they provided in their own responses were more uncomfortable than those they
accepted as examples of FIND UNCOMFORTABLE in the discussion.
This point suggested that format (a) was inappropriate for the Study 2 questionnaire, which
was designed to explore the relative degrees of discomfitl1re resulting from different types of l anguage
use. This fonnat might present examples of language use which can cause various strength of
discomfihl.fe, and have subjects indicate which ones of them they would perceive discomfiture with, but
not the strength of the discomfiture. Therefore, the questionnaire in this format would have distinguished
language use which causes discomfiture (of any strength) from that which does not, but failed to
distinguish language use which causes stronger discomfiture from that which causes less strong
discomfiture.
The second point concerned the types of discomfiture. PQD-2 indicated that discomfiture
resulting from some types of inappropriate language differs in type from that resulting from other types
of linguistic behaviour, and therefore it is not possible to compare the strength of the discomfiture
between them. When asked to compare their own examples of FIND UNCOMFORTABLE and other
informants' examples, in PQD-2, in.formants were able to tell relative degrees of uncomfortableness
with some pairs of examples, while they were unable to do this with other pairs of examples . According
to discussants, the behaviour of speaking loud in a public place and that of failing to thank a friend
appropriately, for example, are both 1mcomfortable, but in different ways, and it is impossible to say
which is more uncomfortable than the other.
This point revealed by PQD-2 precludes the possibility of adopting fomiat (b) for the
questionnaire f o r Sh1dy 2. Fonnat (b) is a method which presupposes that it is possible for all subjects to
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rank all the presented examples as higher or lower degrees of one single property (i.e. one single typ e of
discomfiture). However, as indicated by the infom1ants' comments, it cannot be assumed that all types
of inappropriate behaviour generate the same type of discomfiture, nor that native speakers are able to
compare the strength of the overall discomfiture between different types of discomfiture resulting from
various types of inappropriate language use.
Further, the same point suggested that format (c) was also inappropriate as the method for
Study 2. A Likert-type questionnaire which required subjects to rate the strength of discomfiture
associated with various different types of items might confuse or mislead subjects. In other words, while
being asked to evaluate a range of items, subjects might perceive different types of discomfiture, and so
might either wonder which type they should focus on, or believe that they were expected to focus on a
parti.cular type of discomfiture, ignoring other types. One possible re�ult would therefore be that some
respondents might give up responding to the questionnaire. Another possibility would be that some
subj ects might rate the degree of only one particular type of discomfiture, and rate certain examples of
language behaviour as "zero", when it could cause quite a strong degree of discomfiture of another type.
Both would have been deviations from my purpose in conducting the questionnaire, which aimed to
compare the overall strength of discomfihire which can result from different types of linguistic
behaviour.
For these reasons, formats (a-c) were excluded, and format (d), in which subjects were asked to
provide examples of inappropriate language which they thought of first (which were assumed to reflect
language use with which people perceive the strongest discorn.fiture, regardless of the type of
discomfiture) was selected as the best method for the questionnaire for Study 2.
4.4.1.3 Terminology for the questionnaire
Concerning the tem1 which should be used in PQ-2 as an equivalent to ''uncomfortable" in the
questionnaire for Study 2, PS-2 provided infonnation. In PQ- L I chose to use the adjective.fi,kai-na
which is commonly employed by language specialists in technical writings ( e.g. in Endo 1 989 and

139

Tateoka 1 993) to refer to the discomfiture generated by inappropriate linguistic behaviour. While PQ2 was being conducted, however, an informant asked me for an explanation, stating that she ,vas not
certain exactly what I meant by the term. Further, in PQD-2, some discussants stated that they had felt
as if they had been asked about the physical pleasantness they might feel. Subsequent discussion in
PQD-2 suggested that no single folk tenn could cover the range of illocutionary and stylistic
discomfiture of both FT and ER nature. Finally, the use offuyukai-na (uncomfortable) together with a
semantically stronger tem1, hara-ga-tatsu (angry) in the questionnaire ,vas recommended. For
''language use", as in the questionnaire for Study 1 , kotoba-zukai together with kuchi-no-kiki-kata \Vere
used.
4.4.1 .4 The question for Study 2
The question for Study 2 was finally phrased and presented as Fig 4.2:

Please give examples of occasions on ,vhich you feel uncomfortable and/or angry about
other people's language use.

Figu re 4.2 Presentation of the question for Study 2

It was unfortunate that I failed to realize at the time I was planning the questi01maire, similar to Sh1dy 1 ,
that the precise wording of the question could have been improved. If I had worded the question to
ensure that I obtained information about the context/situation in which a particular type of language use
is likely to cause discomfiture, it could have made my interpretation of the results from Srudy 2 (in
4.4 2 . 1 ) significantly more straightforward and my argument concerning the scope of honorific
politeness (in 6 . 2. 1 ) considerably more definite.
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4.4.1 .5 Qualitative data collection
Interviews for Study 2 \Vere conducted to gather t\vo types of data. The first was qualitative data to
enrich the quantitative data from the questionnaire and thus to obtain a deeper understanding of the
relative degrees of discomfiture resulting from different types of inappropriate language use.
Interviewees were therefore asked about their o\vn perception of uncomfortable language use. The
second was information concerning the importance/discomfiture association. Interviewees were
encouraged to conunent on their ovm reactions to the questions about BE CAREFUL:WHEN , BE
CAREFUL: WHICH ASPECT and FIND UNCOMFORTABLE.

4.4.2

Results

4.4.2.1 Types of examples
As in Study 1 , examples of FIND UNCOMFORTABLE given by subjects were first coded, and then
analyzed quantitatively.
A total of 3 5 5 university students provided 597 examples ( 1 67 non-students provided 299
examples) of FIND UNCOMFORTABLE, which were first divided into two types: Specific and

Table 4. 7 Types of examples of FIND UNCOMFORTABLE

Specifi c

Illocutionary-Honorific/N ew
II-Criticism
II-Over-decisiveness
II-Immodesty
Illocutionary
II-Cost/Benefit
ll-Discrimination
ll-Gossiping
II-Irony
Honorific
Honorific/New
New
Other Domains

General/Indeterminate
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Gene.-al/Inde termin ate types . Spnecific examples, which referred specific
ally to breaches of a
particular domain of politeness, were coded with the same labels used in Study 1 for example
s of BE
CAREF UL : WHICH ASPECT. General;Jndeterminate example s, on the other hand, either refe
rred to
breaches of politenes s in general or were indetenninate as to whether or not the example refe rred to a
breach of politeness in general or to a breach of a specific domain of politeness . The latter examples
included ones such as " Speech made in an uncomfortable/rnde way", "A comedian's rude speech (seen
in a TV programme )", "Speech that lacks sufficient respect towards the addressee", "Speech showing
that the speaker does not understand the relationship between his/her position" and "Insensitive manner
of speech".
It was discovered that with Specific examples of FIND UNCOMFORTABLE, similar to
S)Jecijl c examples of BE CAREFUL: WHICH ASPECT, many subjects referred to a type of
uncomfortable language use in one or the other of two modes. In the first mode, subj ects referred to the
failure to observe a politeness principle nom1. In the other mode, they referred to a failure in choice of an
honorific/new fonn Therefore, to similar to Specific examples of BE CAREFUL : WHICH ASPECT,
Specific examples of FIND UNCOMFORTABLE were coded into four types by combining two
criteria: whether or not they referred to a failure in the management of illocutionary force, and whether
or not they referred to a failure in choice of an honorific/new fom1.
The four types of Specific examples of FIND UNCOMFORTABLE are defined as follows:
Illocutionary-Honorific/New examples:
Examples ,vhich refer to failure in the management of illocutionary force AND refer to
failure in choice of an honorific/ne\v fonns.
E .g : ''Not using an honorific fom1 when he asks me to do something for him", ''Using a
slang while apologizing" would be an example of this type. (But see below for the results )
Ill ocutionary examples:
Examples which refer to failure in the management of illocutionary force AND do not refer
to failure in choice of an honorific/new forms. (Instances will be given below.)
Honorific/New examples :
Examples which do not refer to failure in the management of illocutionary force BUT do
refer to failure in choice of an honorific/new fonns. (Instances will be given below.)
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Other Domain examples :
Examples which do not refer to failure in the management of illocutionary force NOR to
failure in choice of an honorific/new fom1s
Other Domain examples of FIND UNCOMFORTABLE included descriptions of failure to
observe participation strncture norms and discourse structure norms, such as ''Talking solely
about what the speaker wants to talk about", "Talking about sexual/obscene matters",
"Redundant or circular speech", and "Ill-organized speech". Also included were examples of
the physical properties of speech such as "Loud voice", "Talking loud and giggling in a group on
a train" and para-linguistic behaviours such as ''Having no eye contact during conversation".
As was the case with Honorific/New examples of BE CAREFUL: WHICH ASPECT,
Honorific/New examples of FfND UNCOMFORTABLE were further subdivided into two groups:
Honorific and New examples, depending on whether the description referred to failure to use an
honorific fom1 or failure to avoid a new form.
Honorific Examples :
Examples which do not refer to failure in the management of illocutionary force BUT do
refer to failure to use an honorific form.
E.g. : '"When a junior member of the circle talks to me without using a Des-Mas-Style [i.e.
Fonua! SMs ]" and "When a shop assistant talks me as if to a close friend, \Vithout using an
honorific form."
New examples :
Examples which do not refer to failure in the management of illocutionary force BUT do
refer to failure to avoid using a new form.
E.g : ''Using dirty slang", "When I hear young people talking with lots of ryuukoo-go [i.e.
new expressions]", and ''school girls talking to each other without using women' s language".
Furthem1ore, unlike Jllocutionary examples of BE CAREFUL: WHICH ASPECT, Jlloc:utionmy
examples of FIND UNCOMFORTABLE were divided into the following seven subtypes :

II-Criticism examples:
Examples which refer to an utterance in which the speaker criticizes, insults, opposes,
attacks and/or looks down on the addressee.
E.g. : '"Talking about a mistake which I have made without any hesitance", "Utterance in
which someone says something which hurts to my face", and "When someone opposes me,
not using gentle/hesitant language''.
II-Over-decisiveness examples :
Examples which refer to a self- righteous judgement, over-decisive statement, or
p resumptuous statement in which the speaker dictates what the addressee should do.
E.g : ''Giving me advice ,vhich I never asked for", ''When discussing a meeting among circle
1 43

members, someone speaks as if she has the right to decide everything" and "People imposing
their values on me."
II-Immodesty examples :
Examples which refer to an arrogant/boasting statement, in which the speaker talks as if
s/he is better educated and more qualified to teach the addressee.
E.g. : "Talking about oneself proudly", "Someone speaking as if he knows everything while
everyone else knows nothing."
Il-Cost/Benefit examples:
Examples which refer to an utterance in which the speaker misconceives the cost/benefit
rel ation of the context.
E.g : '·Utterances sounding as if the speaker has done a favour for the addressee",
"Condescending remarks sounding as if the addressee should feel grateful towards the speaker
(when the addressee perceives the opposite to be the case)", "Not thanking when
needed", "Ungrateful remarks".
II-Discrimination examples •
Examples which refer to discriminatory remarks, against physically/mentally handicapped
people, vvomen, and foreign countries/nationalities, and verbal sexual harassment, which
might be towards the addressee or a third party (not distinguishable in most responses).
E.g. : '·An utterance in which someone insults a foreign person and his/her country", "Men's
remarks which insult women".
II-Gossiping examples :
Examples which refer to gossiping and speaking ill of a third party.
E.g . : " People who speak ill of someone behind his/her back", "Talking about a mmour about
someone who is not there".
II-Irony examples :
Examples which refer to the sarcastic/acid/cutting/obsequious effect generated by
communicating discourteous illocutionary force in a fonnal style (including use of an honorific
fom1) .
E.g.": ''Saying something nasty using honorific fom1s'', "Obsequious remarks" and "People
sounding polite but actually saying very mean to me".
It is important to note that examples included in this subtype do not refer to the mitigation of
the discourteous illocutionary force communicated by the utterance, but do refer to a
discourteous illocutionary force. For this reason, these examples were not coded as
Jllocutiona1y-Honori.fic/Nev1.> .
The coding of Jllocutionary examples into these seven subtypes was far from clear-cut Some
examples were \Vritten with ambiguous wording. In particular, it was difficult to distinguish whether a
considerable number of ]!-Discrimination examples referred to discrimination towards the subject or to
a third party. If they referred to the fonner, such examples should be included in II-Criticism . Ambiguity
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was not the only cause of the difficulty in the sub-coding. These subtypes were intrinsically continuous,
gradually shifting from one to another. For example, it was difficult to identify a clear border between
JI-Over-decisive and ll-Cost!Bene.fit examples. An example such as ''An order-like request". for
instance, seemed to fall into either of the two subtypes. To a certain extent, the sub-coding of
Jllocutionary examples was based on my personal judgement, subjective at best. However, the pmpose
was to provide a rough illustration of the components of Jllocutionary examples, rather than to make a
detailed quantitative comparison among the subtypes.
4.4.2.2 Quantitative data results from the questionnaire
As with the quantitative data results from Study 1 , both the number of subj ects who provided examples
of each type (and subtype) and the frequency of types of examples were counted.
University students' results
The number of university-student subjects who mentioned at least one example of each type and subtype
of FIND UNCOMFORTABLE and the frequency of each type and subtype are shmvn in Table 4.8. The
university students· responses in Study 2 indicate the following points:
1 . The maj ority of university students find failure in the management of i!locutionary force to be
uncomfortable ( 5 1 . 1 % of subj ects provided lllocutionary examples, and these examples comprised
3 9.2% of the total number of examples), whereas a smaller proportion find failure in the choice of an
honorific/new· form or failure to comply with other domains of politeness nom1s to be uncomfortable
(46 . 2% and 3 3 .2% provided HonorifzciNew and Other Domain examples which comprised 29.3% and
23 . 5 % of the total, respectively).
A considerable proportion ( 1 3 . 5 %) provided GeneraVindeterminate examples (8.9% of the
total). However, even if all General/Indeterminate examples turned out to refer either to
Honorific/Ne w or Other Domain examples, the amended frequency of Honorific/J{e-w or Other
Domain examples would still be smaller than the frequency of Jllo rntionary examples. (29.3% + 8 . 0%
"" 37.3% < 3 9 . 2%: 23 . 5% + 8.0% = 3 1 . 5 % < 39. 2%). Further, in this case, even if none of these
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subj ects also provided Other Domain examples (i.e. even if there was no overlap between the 3 3 a.2%
who provided Other Domain examples and the 1 3 .5% who provided General/Indeterminate
examples). the amended number of subjects who provided Other Domain examples would still be
smaller than that of subj ects who providedalllocutionary examples (33a.2% + 1 3 . 5 % = 46.7% < 5 1 . 5 %) .
However, the amended number o f subjects who provided Honorific/New examples could exceed that of
those who providedalllocutionary examples (46. 2% + 1 3 .5% = 5 9 . 7% >5 1 .5%).
Table 4.8 Language use that university students find uncomfoiiable
TYPES OF EXAMPLES
Illocutionary-Honorific/N ew

NO. OF SUBJECTSa(%)
0 ( 0. 0%)

FREQUENCYa(%)
0 ( 0 . 0%)

Illocutionary
II-Criticism
Il-Over-decisive
Il-h1m1odesty
II-Cost/Benefit
11-Di scrimination
II-Gossiping
II-Irony
Honorific/New
Honorific
New

1 83 (5 1 . 5 %) *
82 (23. 1 %)
5 5 a( 1 6. 1 %)
49 (1 4. 6%)
1 9 ( 7. 0%)
8 ( 37%)
8 ( 3.7%)
1 1 ( 4. 8 %)
1 64 ( 46.2¾)**
95 (26. 8%)
69 ( 1 9. 4%)

234 (39.2%)
83 ( 1 3 . 9% )
55 ( 9.2%)
49 ( 8 . 2%)
20 ( 3 4% )
8 ( 1 .3%)
8 ( 1 .3%)
1 1 ( 1 . 8%)
1 75 (29.3%)
97 ( 1 6.2%)
78 ( 1 3 . 1 %)

Other Domain

1 1 8 (3 3 . 2%)

1 40 (23 . 5%)

General/lndetenninate

48 ( 1 3 . 5 %)

48 ( 8.0%)

TOTAL

355

597

* These figures indicate the number o f subj ects who provided at least one l/locutionary example and
the percentage it represents of the total.
** These figures indicate the number of subjects who provided at least one honorific/Ney,• example and
the percentage it represents of the total.
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2. Among university students who find failure in the management of illocutionary force to be
uncomfortable, no particularly large proportion find such a failure in a particular subtype of context.
Among those who find failure in the choice of honorific/new forms uncomfortable, a larger
proportion find failure in use of an honorific fonn uncomfortable.
3. University students do not tend to find failure in the choice of honorific/new forms for communication
of illocutionary pol iteness to be uncomfortable. (No subjects provided an Jllocutionary-HonorijicNew
example)
In summa,-y, university students are likely to find failure in the management of the illocutionary
force more uncomfortable than failure to use honorific forms.
Non-students' 1·esults
The number of non-student subjects who mentioned at least one example of each type and subtype of
FIND UNCOMFORTABLE and the frequency of each type and subtype are shown in Table 4.9. The
non-students· responses in Sh1dy 2 indicate the following points:
1 . Similar to the university students, the majority of non-students find failure in the management of
illocutionary force to be uncomfortable (5 1 . 1 % of subjects provided lllocutionary examples and these
examples comprised 4 1 . 5 % of the total), whereas a proportion (which is smaller than in the students '
case) find failure in the choice of an honorific/new form or failure to comply other domains of politeness
nom1s uncomfortable (3 6 . 5 % provided Honorific/New examples which comprise 25. l % of the total,
and 29.3% provided Other Domain examples which comprise 20.4% of the total).
Compared to the university sh1dents ' results, a still larger proportion (23 .4 % ) provided
GeneraUndeterminate examples ( 1 3 .0% of the total). However, even if all General/Jnde£erminate
examples hirncd out to refer either to HonorificNew or Other Domain examples, the amended
frequency of Honorific/New or Other Domain examples would still be smaller than the frequency of
Illocutionary examples. (25 . l % + 1 3 .0% = 3 8 . 1 % < 4 1 .5%: 20.4% + 1 3 . 0% = 3 3 .4% < 4 1 . 5%,
res pectively). If a few of these subjects also provided Honorific/New or Other Domain examples,
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however, the amended number of subjects who provided Honorific/New or Other Domain examples
could exceed that of those who provided Honorific/New examples or those who provided Other Domain
examples (3 6.5% + 23 . 4% = 59.9% > 5 1 . 5 %, 23 .9% + 23 . 4% = 52.7% >5 1 .5%).
Table 4.9 Language use that non-students find uncomfo rtable
TYPES OF EXAMPLES
Illocutionary-Honorific/New

NO. OF SUBJECTS (%)
0 ( 0. 0%)

FREQUENCYn(%)
0 ( 0. 0%)

Illocutionary
Il-Criticism
Il-Over-decisive
II-Im.modesty
II-Cost/Benefit
11-Discrimination
II-Gossiping
II-Irony
Honorific/New
Honorific
New

86 (5 1 . 5 %) *
32 ( 1 9.2% )
44 (26.3%)
1 1 ( 6. 6%)
1 4 ( 8.4%)
1 ( 0. 6%)
3 ( 1 . 8%)
1 2 ( 7.2%)
6 1 (3 6.5%)**
3 6 (2 1 . 6%)
3 2 ( 1 9. 2%)

124 (4 1 . 5%)
34 (1 1 .4%)
46 ( 1 5 .4%)
13 ( 4.3%)
1 4 ( 4.7%)
1 ( 0 .3%)
3 ( 1 .0%)
1 3 ( 4 .3%)
75 (2 5 . 1 %)
3 8 ( 1 2 .7%)
37 ( 1 2 .4%)

Other Domain

49 (29 .3%)

6 1 (20.4%)

General/Indeterminate

39 (23n.4%)

39 ( 1 3 . 0%)

TOTAL

1 67

299

* These figures indicate the number of subj ects who provided at least one lllocurionary example and
the percentage it represents of the total.
** These figures indicate the number of subjects who provided at least one Honorific!Ne1-11 example and
the percentage it represents of the total.
2. As with university students, among non-students who find failure in the management of illocutionary
force to be uncomfortable, no particularly large proportion find such a failure in a particular subtype of
context uncomfortable.
However, unlike university students, among those who find failure in the choice of
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honorific/new fom1s uncomfo rtable, similar proportions find the choice of honorific fon115 and tha

t of

new fom1s uncomfortable.
3. As in the case with university students, non-students do not tend to find failure in the choice of
honorific/new forms for the communication of illocutionary politeness to be uncomfortable. (No
subjects provided an Jllocutionary-Honori_fic;New example) .
In s u mmary, n on-students are also likely to find failure in the management of the illocutionarv
fo rce to be mo re uncomfortable than failure to use honorific forms, and the pattern is more
conspicuous than in the case of university students.
4.4.2.3 C o mparison between quantitative data results from Studies 1 and 2
Quantitative data results from Study 2 indicate that university students are likely to perceive failure in
the management of illocutionary force to be more uncomfortable than either failure in the choice of
honorific fom1s or failure to cornmWlicate politeness other than illocutionary and stylistic politeness.
The same pattern is found with non-student native speakers in a more conspicuous maimer.
These findings exhibit a sharp contrast to those of Study 1 , which show that university students
are likely to think that in their own speech, they are more careful about proper choice of honorific fonns
than the management of illocutionary force. A similar tendency is observed in the non-student native
speakers' evaluations, but in a less obvious marmer.
This contrast between the results from the two studies indicate two significant points
concerning the importance/discomfiture interrelation and people's perception of honorific politeness.
The first point is that university students are likely to think they are more careful about the appropriate
use of honorific fonns than the management of illocutionary force, while they tend to perceive failure in
the proper use of honorific fonns to be considerably less uncomfortable than failure in the management
of i llo cutionary force. The same pattern is applicable to non-students native speakers but in a less sharp
contrast. The second point is that, compared to non-students, university students are more likely both to
be careful about the appropriate choice of honorific fonns and to find failure in the choice of such fonns
uncomfortable
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4.4.2.4 Qualitative data results fr om the interviews
The interviews provided three types of information: 1 ) further information about language use which
people find uncomfortable, 2) information regarding people's conceptions of what constitutes the
discomfiture which results from failure to use an honorific form, and 3) people ' s conceptions of the
importance/discomfiture association.
1) About language use which people find uncomfortable
Three interviewees mentioned discourteous illocutionary force:
I was once criticized by the representative of a firm, when I couldn't give a clear explanation to him
about our plan of a JSL seminar, and the extremely accusatory way in which the person criticized me
made me angry, although I understood it was my fault that I could not give a better explanation.
Some JSL students say everything directly rather than indirectly. Obviously that's partly because
they haven't learned indirect expressions in Japanese yet, but I sometimes find it unbearable.
One JSL student was famous for his strong assertion of his rights, rights as a sh1dent to ask as many
questions as he liked in a class, rights to take a class he wanted regardless of the teacher's assessment
of his proficiency level.
I have had a bad experience with a bureaucrat. When ·we applied for a grant for a project for the local
foreign residents, they h1rned it down, and that in an unbearably aimoying manner.
Another three mentioned failure to communicate a courteous illocutionary force:
One of my colleagues never responds to my greeting. It's not only me but some other people complain
the same about him. I've got used to it by now, but I used to be annoyed by it.
One of the things I can never understand with yatmg people these days is why they don't thank
properly. When I have done something for them, they may just marginally nod but more often do
nothing, which makes me wonder whether I might have disturbed rather than helped them by doing
something unwanted. But, as I often find, they actually do find what I ha-ve done helpful and nicel
I 've found that J SL students from some countries do not apologize as much as it's expected, and, even
though I kno\v it is because of the difference between their culture and ours, I cannot help getting
annoyed.
Yet another three referred to failure to use of honorific fonns:
I was offended, when I met a colleague teacher for the first time on her first day in the office. She,
who is younger than me talked to me with [Plain SMs j .
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When I phoned a JSL student at his home, a friend who was another young foreigner answered. and
said that my student was out, using a [Plain SM], which I found impolite. He should have used a
[Formal SM] , since I was older and a stranger to him.
Some JSL shidents who have picked up the language in the street tend to speak with [Plain SMs]
regardless of who they are talking to. I find it offensive if a student who is younger than me does this
tonme.
Comments also referred to a younger person's "wrong" use of honorific forms to a third party, the use of
new forms in a fonnal speech and a shop-assistant's use of a regional dialect to a customer:
A junior at my work, who is two years ymmger than me, does not know how to use honorific forms
properly . She' s really embarrassing. She talks to a client with [Plain SMs] while she switches to
[Formal SM] to me or to another senior teacher.
I :find it uncomfortable, when a young person uses a [new form] . I also feel irritated when I hear
young ones using a [new forrn) in a TV chat show.
When I went home to Okayama [i.e. a western prefecture] after I had lived in Tol')'o for about six
years, I realized for the first time that a shop assistant in a department store there uses the dialect to a
customer, and I found it strange and unnatural.
One interviewee referred to the use of an honorific form by someone s/he regards as a close friend in her
speech to her:
One of my colleagues, who is two years younger than me, just keeps using honorific forms in her
speech to me. We have been working together a long time and I have come to see her as a friend rather
than a junior, and I find her insistent use of honorific forms to me a bit strange. I don't feel offended or
annoyed, though, because I think that's her style.
As examples of uncomfortable language use, five of the ten interviewees mentioned seven examples
which seemed to fall outside illocutionary and stylistic discomfiture. Three of them referred to the
inadequate choice of topic:
I find it dreadful, if I have to keep listening to my male colleagues complaining about their wives.
I hate the type of JSL students who regularly make a statement which they think is an amusing joke
but in fact is boring, and, if I don't appreciate it, start complaining that Japanese people do not
understand a joke.
I was offended , vvhen a JSL student suddenly asked me if I had a boyfriend.
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Another respondent referred to a failure to observe a participation structure norm:
I don't mind having an argument with a young person, but what annoys me is that young people these
days don't want to discuss things with us until a solution or conclusion is found and thus both parties
feel happy. Their giving up argument, saying something like "Oh, never mind, it's OK", "It ' s not
important", and "OK, don't worry. You're right", makes me suspect that I may not be worth
discussing something serious with.
Yet another referred to an indirect statement as an example of uncomfortable language use:
I don't like people who say things in an indirect way. I want them to say directly, when they request
refuse my request, criticizes me, etc.
Further, one interviewee referred to a prosodic feature and another to grammatical inaccuracy in speech
by JSL learners as examples of uncomfortable linguistic behaviour.
2) A bout people' s conception of what constitutes the discomfiture resulting from failure to use
an honorific form
It was explicitly con.firmed that none of the interviewees would find it uncomfortable if a speaker did not
switch to use an honorific fonn in a context where the mitigation of a discourteous illocutionary force is
necessary. All the interviewees who mentioned a failure in the choice of honorific/new forms clarified
that they meant a failure to comply with a stylistic nonn. Further, all the ten interviewees clearly denied
the possibility that they would find it uncomfortable if someone fails either to choose an honorific fonn
or to avoid using a new fom1 for the purpose of the mitigation of the illocutionary force of an utterance.
When I asked them if they would find it particularly uncomfortable if someone did not switch from Plain
to Formal SM in a context of requesting, apologizing and criticizing, they responded :
No, not p articularly.
No, I won't. The discomfiture caused by non-use of an honorific fom1 has nothing to do with the
content of the conversation.
3) About people's conception of importance/discomfiture association.
Two interviewees referred exclusively to failure in management of an illocutionary force, as examples
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of unco mfortable language use, while they referred exclusively to the use of honorific fonn

s for stylistic

politeness, as exampl es of language use they thought they are careful about. (In contrast , no

interviewee

referred exclusively to failure to use an honorific fonn, as examples of uncomfortable language

use,

while referring to the management of an illocutionary force, as examples of language use they thought
they were careful about. ) The two intenriewees were encouraged to comment on their own reactions to
my tvvo questions : one about language use they find uncomfortable, and the other about language use
they think they are careful about.
Resulting comments indicate that their conception of the language use they are careful about
has nothing to do with the seriousness of discomfiture that a failure to perform the language use is likely
to generate. One stated that, when she was asked to give an example of language use she would be
careful about, she immediately thought of the enhancement and maintenance of the image others may
h ave of her:
Oh, yes, (laughter) funny wasn't I, having mentioned something as an example of uncomfortable
language use, and never mentioned it as an example of what I'm careful about? I never thought about
it, though. How interesting ! (After contemplation) Well, I think, when I was asked about language
use that I would be careful about, I first thought of my self image in which I should be a proper adult
professional. So I thought of the aspect of language in which a fault would damage my own
professional career, as it would reveal my l ack of professional experience. Only as a secondary point,
I thought of the aspect in which a fault might hurt the other person. It may be because I 'm suffering
from the difficulty in using honorific forms properly at the moment that I mentioned proper use of
honorific forms as the aspect that I feel I need to be careful about.
The other referred to her own conception of the meaning of "being careful about one's own language
use":
I thought of nothing else than proper use of honorific forms, when I was asked to talk about what I
was careful about. Perhaps I'm in a special situation now, but I think I would mention honorific fonns
as what I am careful about. I would have thought of something else, if you asked when and how I
would be considerate (ki-o-kubaru) towards the other person. [This interviewee had been employed
at a language school for two months as a section chief directing a group of teachers and secretaries .
Most of them were older than herself. ]
Again, results from interviews with only ten respondents cannot b e regarded as
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representative of the maj ority of native speakers. Nevertheless, the qualitative data, as a whole, seems to
reinforce the quantitative data results from Studies 1 and 2. It suggests that native speakers are not as
likely to fmd failure in the choice of honorific/new forms to be as uncomfortable as they are to think they
are careful about it. It also suggests that native speakers are not as likely to think they are careful about
the management of illocutionary force as they are to find failure in it to be uncomfortable.
The qualitative data suggest that native speakers do not tend to regard the use of ho11orific
fonns as a means of communicating illocutionary politeness but exclusively of communicating stylisic
politeness.
With regard to native speakers' O\-Vn conceptions of the importance/discomfiture association,
qualitative data from the interviews suggests that there is no interrelation between the two, and that
native speakers ' high evaluation of the importance of honorific politeness comes from a factor unrelated
to the discomfihrre caused by a failure in the use of such forms.

4.5

Conclusion of Studies 1 and 2

Studies l and 2 were conducted to explore the association between how important native speakers
evaluate honorific politeness and how strong discomfiture they feel when someone fails to adequately
c01m11unicate it. Quantitative and qualitative data results from these studies indicate that university
sh1dents are likely to think they are most careful about the communication of honorific politeness, while
they do not tend to find a breach of this type of politeness as particularly uncomfortable. It is also shown
that a similar but less conspicuous tendency is observed with non-students.
The studies also suggest a difference between university students and non-students in the
perception of the importance of honorific politeness: university sh1dents seem more likely than non
students both to be careful about its conununication and to find failure to communicate it uncomfortable.
Further, qualitative data results from the studies suggest that native speakers tend to regard the
use of honorific fonns as a means of exclusively communicating stylistic politeness.
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Finally, qualitative data from Study 2 suggest that native speakers are likely to believe that the

importance of conveying honorific politeness has nothing to do with the degree to which failure to

communicate honorific politeness is perceived to be uncomfortable. Therefore, the quantitative and

qualitative results from Studies 1 and 2 suggest native speakers are likely to think they are most careful
about the communication of stylistic politeness through the use of honorific forms, while they do not

tend to find a breach of this type of politeness to be particularly uncomfortable.
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Chapter 5 : STUDY 3

5.1

Introduction

In a similar way to Study 2, Study 3 attempted to explore the issue of discomfiture resulting from a
breach of linguistic politeness . However, unlike Sh1dy 2, which investigated degree of discomfiture,
Study 3 focused on the types ( or nahire) of such discomfiture. When one type of inappropriate linguistic
behaviour is found to be more m1conifortable than another, two explanations are theoretically possible .
One possibility is that the first kind of behaviour causes discomfiture which is stronger in degree but the
s ame in type as the discomfiture caused by the other kind of behaviour. The other possibility is that it
causes discomfiture which is stronger in degree and different in type from that caused by the other
behaviour. More generally, discomfiture resulting from inappropriate linguistic behaviour could b e
ranked o n a single scale with " extremely comfortable" and "extremely uncomfortable" at the tvvo ends .
Or, it could differ both in degree and in type, and, therefore, there could be several different axes of
discomfiture on which the discomfiture caused by various types of inappropriate linguistic behaviour
could be ranked.
Comments by infom1ants for PQD-2 in the pilot sh1dy for Sh1dy 2 suggest that the latter
possibility is the case, since some infonnants indicated that the discomfiture caused by some types of
inappropriate language use can vary in tenns of type of discomfiture and that therefore they found it
impossible to judge which was more uncomfortable (see 4.4. 1 .2). Study 3 was an attempt to discover
whether the claim made in these comments can be verified and, if so, how these types of discomfiture
differ from one another. The results from Study 3 \Vere expected to reveal whether and how the
discomfiture resulting from breaches of honorific politeness differs in natme from tlrnt resulting from
breaches of other types of politeness.

5.2

Methodology for Study 3

5.2. 1

Methods fo r Study 3

To exp lore whether and how inappropri ate linguistic behaviour causes different types of discomfiture,
Study 3 gathered statistical data about whether and how native speakers use different Evaluative
Expres sions to describe the discomfiture they perceive ·when confronted with different types of
inappropriate language use. In other words, it attempted to classify discomfiture by examining the
evaluative expressions people are likely to employ to refer to uncomfortable feelings.
The main means of data collection in Study 3 was a questionnaire in which subjects were asked
to indicate whether or not they would use a particular evaluative expression to refer to the
uncomfortable feeling resulting from examples of inappropriate linguistic behaviour. These responses
were then statistically processed. To supplement the statistical data from the questionnaire, a small
amount of qualitative data were collected by means of semi-structured intervie\vs . I used university
sh1dents (as my main s ample) and non-students (as my supplementary s ample) as subjects for the
qucstio1maire, and JSL teachers for the interviews for Sh1dy 3, for the same'reasons as in Studies 1 and
2.

Since there had been no previous attempt (to my knowledge) t o classify discomfiture b y type, a
pilot study was necess ary to check the validity of the methods as well as to obtain infom1atio11 necessary
for designing the questionnaire.

5.2.2

Pilot study

y
The p ilot study for Study 3, PS-3, was conducted with the s ame seventy-nine universit -student

informants that I used for PS- I and PS-2, and was designed to obtain information about the following
three points. Firstly, it was obviously necessary to examine the validity of the assumptio ns that there is
diversity in the types of discomfthire caused by inapprop riate linguistic behaviour, and that native
speakers employ different evaluati ve expressi ons to differentiate among different types of discomfiture
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The second aim of PS-3 was to identify suitable evaluative expressions ; this was necessary
because there had been no similar attempts in the study of linguistic politeness ( as far as I know), and
therefore there are no sets of evaluative expressions which I could use for my questionnaire without an
examination of their validity. A careful investigation was essential, especially into what lexis the
generation of native speakers to which the subj ects belong would actually use in their everyday life to
refer to the possibly different types of feeling, so that expressions they use productively (rather than
simply recognize passively) could be selected for use in the questimmaire. Otherwise, the results from
the questionnaire could be of little validity, as knowledge of passive vocabulary is normally much
vaguer than that of active vocabulary, and thus the informants ' reactions to the passive words would
provide only a vague reflection of their perceptions.
Finally, the items of inappropriate linguistic b ehaviour to be presented in the questionnaire
needed to be as realistic and familiar to the subj ects and as concrete as possible, so that they could easily
recall an actual experience that would be· very similar to them.
Thus, PS-3 was conducted in order both to test the validity of the basic idea of the questionnaire
and to obtain data on which evaluative expressions and items of uncomfortable behaviour should be
selected. The whole procedure of PS-3 was fundamentally an attempt to conduct a manual simulation of
the classification that was intended to be done by a computerized system in the actual questionnaire.
PS-3 consisted of three stages of group activities conducted by the infom1ants, which may be
called PS-3a, PS-3b and PS-3c. PS-J a made use of the data obtained by my previous pilot
questionnaire, PQ-2. A sheet, PS-3a Sheet, was prepared which showed all the different examples of
uncomfortable linguistic behaviour provided by informants in PQ-2. Infom1ants were divided into four
groups, and each group was asked to discuss and classify the examples on the PS-3 a sheet into a smaller
number of classes based on similarities and differences in tem1s of the nature of the uncomfortable
feelings they produce.
Based on results from PS-3a, another sheet, PS-3b Sheet, was prepared. It presented eighteen

1 58

examples ofinappropriate behaviour, which were the ones I selected as the representatives ofeach of the
eighteen classes of tmcomfortable behaviour obtained in PS-3 a. All infonnants were given a copy of
PS-3b sheet, and instructed to discuss in the four groups what would be a suitable ,vord/expression or
words/expressions to specifically refer to the uncomfortable feeling they would perceive with each of
the eighteen items of behaviour.
For PS-3c, five out of the seventy-nine informants were selected, b ased on my assessment of
their ability to introspect their mvn language use . They were asked to classify the ,vords and expressions
provided in PS-3b into a smaller number of classes, based on similarities and differences among them in
their meaning as they perceive them. Informants were also consulted about the familiarity of certain
examples of uncomfortable linguistic behaviour and about wording to refer to them.
I found it most difficult to get my informants to understand the purpose of task PS-3a. Despite
repeated explanations of the basis on whi ch I \vished the infonnants to classify the presented examples
of behaviour, a considerable number of them kept deviating from my goal. They repeatedly tried to
classify b ehaviour according to criteria such as the identity of the actor of the behaviour, or whether it
was verbal or nonverbal behaviour. Further, the fe-w who did try to classif) them according to the
1

criteria I gave became more and more confused in the process. It seemed impossible for the infomrnnts
to come up in the group discussions in PS-3 a with a single classification of uncomfortable behaviour
with which every one of the inforn1ants was perfectly happy. It seemed that the longer they discussed the
more confused and indecisive they b ecame.
However, it was clear from the statements made during the discussions in PS-3 a that the
infonnants shared a common presupposition that the uncomfortable feelings caused by the different
examples of linguistic behaviour are of several different types rather than one single type. Finally, one of
the four discussion groups managed to produce a classification of the examples of behaviour based on
the nature of the resulting discomfiture, and eighteen classes were obtained.
The discussion in PS-3b showed diversity among the infonnants in terms of the expressions
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they wished to use to refer to the discomfiture resulting from the presented exampl
es of inappropriate
behaviour. However, an examination of the words/expression s provided on the PS-3b
sheets showed
that some words/expressions are unambiguously distinct from others in that they are
us ed to refer
exclusively to the uncomfortable effect resulting from p articular types of inappropriate behaviour.
Thus, c areful study of the infonnants' perfonnance during PS-3 a and PS-3b indicated that
'
although they were hardly aware of it, native speakers perceive diversity in the types of discomfiture
which are caused by different types of inappropriate linguistic behaviour, and also that they distinguish
among types of discomfiture and that they use different evaluative expressio ns to refer to them.
In P S-3 c, it seemed hard for the informants to find a selection of evaluative expression every
member agreed upon as most suitable for the discomfiture caused by each of the eighteen examples of
inappropriate behaviour. However, discussions among them provided sufficient information concerning
their generation' s perception of the evaluative expressions provided in PS-3b. Further, the informants
provided their opinions about the suitability of the eighteen examples of inappropriate behaviour that I
had s elected and presented in PS-3 b, b ased on their judgement of the familiarity of the mentioned
behaviour to university students .

5.2.3

Questionnaire design

The questioru1aire, together with the subsequent statistical treatment, was basically an attempt to
identify ,vhich evaluative express ions can be used to describe the discomfiture c aused by various
examples of inappropriate linguistic behaviour. In the questionnaire, items of inappropriate behaviour
and a number of evaluative expressions were presented to subj ects, and subj ects were asked to indicate
whether or not they thought each of the evaluative expressions was applicable to describe the
discomfiture caused by each of the items of linguistic behaviour. On the questionnaire sheet, a grid was
shown with evaluative expressions given in the top row and different items of linguistic beh aviour listed
in the left column : subj ects were asked to fill in a circle in the cells of the grid where an item of
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behaviour crosses an applicable expression ( or an applicable set of expressions) for it.
The grid in the first version of the questionnaire sheet contained twenty-five items of
inappropriate behaviour and eleven evaluative expressions. Of the twenty-five examples of behaviour,
eighteen were those which represented each of the eighteen classes obtained from PS-3 a and which I
judged to be suitable according to some comments provided in PS-3c. The rest were seven examples of
impolite verbal and nonverbal behaviour which I selected from those provided in my former
questionnaire used in Oxford and Lancaster (which I discussed in 3 . 3 . 6.s1 ). I chose to include nonverbal
as well as verbal items of inappropriate behaviour, because I expected thereby to be able to explore
whether, and how, verbal and nonverbal inappropri ate behaviour could produce similar types of
discomfiture.
The evaluative expressions were selected by me based on the observation of the responses to
PS-3b sheets and the discussions which the informants conducted while they attempted to produce their
responses, as well as on the comments the informants provided on their perception of these ex:pressions
in PS-3c. For some types of inappropriate behaviour, it seemed that different people use different
expressions to refer to the discomfiture resulting from it, even though they seemed to me to perceive the
same type of discomfiture. In such a case, I selected several tem1s rather than a single one as a set of
evaluative ex:pressions to refer to the discomfiture.
After two trials of timing and monitoring, and based on three infonnants · comments on fatigue.
difficulty and amount, the number of items and expressions was reduced : seventeen items of
inappropriate behaviour and eight sets of evaluative expressions (including '·not uncomfortable" and
'·others") were finally selected (see below for the final list) .
It is important to note that the selection both of items of behaviour and of evaluative
expressions was made on the b asis of university students' perception of them, and that therefore both of
them could be interpreted by non-students in different ways to the university students. In fact, I found my
own usage of one of these evaluative expressions (the one labelled (f) in the following list) to be
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different from university shtdents ' usage of it 1 • It was therefore possible that the results obtained by
using the same questionnaire with university shtdents and non-students might not be reliably
comparable. Hov,;ever, preparing another version of the questionnaire in which items of uncornfortab le
language use and evaluative expressions were selected according to non-students' perceptions would
have caused an equally difficult problem, since the results from such a questimmaire would also not be
reliably comparable with those from the original questionnaire. Thus, the same questionnaire was used
for both samples, and this limitation must be borne in mind \vhen making any comparisons bem,een the
two sets of results.

Items of inappropriate linguistic behaviour
The items of linguistic behaviour finally presented in the questionnaire were as follows:
Failure in choice of honorific/new fonns (5 items) :
3) Someone younger than you talking t o you without using Formal SMs at the first meeting
7) Referring to a teacher's action in a presentation in front of 1 00 people without using an RSRC
4) Using new fom1s indiscriminately regardless of vvho the other person is
1 1 ) Habitually using slang in speech
1 2) Pu11ing prosodic stress at the end of phrases
(Apart from these five, Item ( 1 5 ) may also involve failure in choice of an honorific fonn. )
Failure in management of illocutionarv force (8 items):
5 ) Speaking ill of someone behind his/her b ack
9) S aying '·You don't understand such a simple thing? You're not very intelligent," to a person that you
are not on close tem1s with
2) Using a discriminatory word to refer to a blind person
1 5 ) S aying "Give me water" or '·Water! " at a Little-Chef type restaurant
l ) Not apologizing, having broken a borrowed camera
1

I myself use the tem1 to mean ''brazen" but not •'impertinent".
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14) Not thanking someone who has helped them
8) Not replying to your greeting, ''Good morning"
6 ) Not answering a question, s aying "You won't understand it anyway"
Other tvpes of failure including nonverbal behaviour ( 4 items):
1 0) A shop assistant attending to a customer reluctantly
1 3 ) Speaking or laughing loudly in the train or on the street
1 7) S omeone yawning while you are talking to him/her
1 6) In a conversation with four other people, talking for half an hour about something which one of the
people knows nothing about
Unfortunately, the descriptions in some of the items were ambiguous in that they did not specify
from whose point of view the inappropriate behaviour was to be observed. For example, in Item (5),
" Speak ing ill of someone behind his/her back", it was not clear whether subj ects were asked to describe
the discomfiture from the viewpoint of the addressee of the described utterance or from that of the person
who w as spo ken i ll o f And i n Item ( 1 6), "In a convers ation with four other people, talking for half an
hour about something which one of the participants knows nothing about", it is 1mclear whether subjects
were expected to describe the discomfitme from the point of view of the participant who knows nothing
about the matter being discussed, or from the point of view of one of the other addressees ( see 5 J . 1 for
related discussion) .
It is likely that linguistic behaviour is perceived differently depending on the point of view from
which the discomfiture is observed. However, I did not realize this when I was designing the
questi01maire, and so this lack of clarity may have affected the results obtained.

Evaluative expressions
The evaluative expressions (or sets of evaluative expressions) presented in the questimmaire were as
follows. Note that the parenthesized translations are the English lexical items which seem to be closest
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to the meaning university students described as their perception of the Japanese tem1s. In the case of (f),
no single English expression seems to be e quivalent to the expression, since it covers (in the university
students' conception of it) both of the notions referred to by the two English tem1s.
a)

Mushinkei, donkan (insensitive)

b)

T'iUme tai, omoiyari-ga nai (cold, inconsiderate)

c)

Muchi, osanai, J..yooyoo-ga nai (ignorant, immahrre, 1mtutored)

d)

Gehin, sodachi-ga warui (V11lgar, ill-bred)

e)

Erasoo (boasting, arrogant)

f)

Zuuzuushii (brazen, impertinent)

g)

Fukai-de-wa nai (not uncomfortable)

h)

Sona ta (other)

5.2.4

Qualitative data collection

While the aim of the questio1maire was to obtain statistical data about a wide range of types of
discomfiture, the interviews attempted to collect qualitative data which would provide a deeper
understanding of the types of discomfiture. Interviewees ,vere asked to provide tv,o kinds of infonnation.
One was further infom1ation about the different types of discomfiture felt in relation to various types of
inappropriate behaviour. They were asked to give examples of uncomfortable language use, and to
compare the kinds of discomfiture they perceived in these various situations. The second kind of
infonnation obtained from the interviews was directly related to a main purpose of my research • to
investigate honorific politeness. Intenriewees "vere asked specifically about the types of discom.fitme
they felt in relation to inappropriate use of different types of honorific components. They were asked to
compare the discomfihrre they might perceive following a failure to use a Fonnal SM and a Non-Neutral
RSRC in three hypothetical situations, which were selected as examples of the three types of fomwl
situations where the use of Fonnal SM and Non-Neutral RS RC is appropriate:
1 64

(A) An exam ple of Speaker-Audience setting.
At a JSL conference with an audience of 1 00. in
which the interviewee is
participating as a member of the audience, the speaker fails to
use a Formal SM and Non
Neutral RSR C to refer to an eminent researcher in JSL teach
ing (who is not present at the
lecture) .
( B ) An examp le of Seller- Client setting.
Durin g a business discus sion between a travel agent and a custom
er (i. e. the
interviewee ) in a travel agency, the agent fails to use a Formal SM and Non-N
eutral RSRC to
refer to the custom er's past travelling experience.
(C) An example of Personal setting with horizontal and vertical social distance between the
speaker and the addressee (i.e. the interviewee).
During a conversation between the interviewee and a high school student whom s/he
does not know, the student fails to use a Formal SM and Non-Neutral RSRC while asking for
the interviewee' s opinion about JSL teaching materials.

5.2.5

Administration of the questionnaire and interviews

I conducted Study 3 simultaneously with Studies 1 and 2, and I used the same main samples as for the
t
earlier sudies
. 2 The details of the distribution among the subjects of the two samples for Study 3 are as

follows :
University-student sample

SEX

male:
female:

209
146

PLACE OF BIRTH

GTA:
other:
no infonnation given:

240
1 12
3

OVERSEAS RESIDENCE

experienced:
non-experienced:

28
327

AGE RAN GE

1 8 to 28 (average: 2 1 . 8 )

Non-student sample

SEX
2

male:
female:

48
70

.
.
, than for Studies J and 2 because 49 of the 1 67 non-student
The number of non-student subJects 1or Study 3 is· 1 o""er
- .
. ' o fStudy 3 , and were not available
.
d the wardmg
I had tmahze
before
I so
respondents who completed Stu d 1es l and 2 d"d
. ·
when I administered the three stud1es simuItaneouslv- to the rest of my sample.
165

PLACE OF BIRTH

GTA:
other:

73
45

OVERSEAS RESIDENCE

experienced:
non-experienced:

19
99

AGE RAN GE

29 to 79 (average: 5 5 . l )

For the interviews for Study 3 , I used the same ten interviewees that I used for the interviews for Studies
l and 2:

Interviewees
SEX

male:
female:

1
9

JSL TEACHING EXPERIENCE RANGEa3 months to 4 years (average: 22 months)

5.2.6

AGE RANGE

23 to 68 (average: 3 4 . 5 )

PLACEOF BIRTH

GTA:
other:

JSL TEACHER TRAINING

9
experienced:
non-experienced: 1

7
3

Statistical analysis of data

Both the variables in my questionnaire (the items of behaviour and the evaluative expressions) were
qualitative rather than quantitative, and could only be expressed on nominal scales The method which is
most commonly selected for the analysis of results from a questionnaire whose variables are nominal is
Cluster Analysis. However. this method was W1suitable for my questionnaire because of the design l
needed to use. To obtain data which can be analyzed by cluster analysis method, similarity/dissimilarity
between variables needs to be indicated. To obtain such correlations among variables, subj ects would
have had to indicate the degree to \vhich they perceived the evaluative expressions to be applicable to
the discomfiture caused by the behaviour for each of the 1 3 6 (= 1 7 multiplied by 8) combinations of the
two variables. It would obviously have been impractical, and a method which does not require such
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information bet\ve en variables but analyzes data indicated by qualitative variables was clearly more
suitable.
For this reason, I used a computerized multivariate analysis called Chikio Hayashi's
Quantitative Theory Type III (Hayashi III, hereafter, following the usual convention) for the statistical
analysis of my data from the questionnaire for Sh1dy 3 . It is a method essentially the same as
Correspondence Analysis devised by J.P. Benzecri, which is widely used in Europe, Africa and Central
America (Hayashi 1 993 ). The method has been used in many studies which analyze nominal (non
numerical) variables in linguistics (e.g. Inoue 1 979, 1985, 1 986, 1 989 and Mizutani 1 9 8 0, 1 9 8 1 ), as
,vell as in other surveys such as social psychological ones (e.g. H ay ashi and Hayashi 1 990, Tan 199 1 ,
lwakuma and Makita 1 99 1 ) .
In its original version, Hayashi Ill calculates the relative closeness/distance among the objects
(the categories chosen in the questionnaire) and that among the subjects (the responders to the
qucstio1maire) simultaneously on the basis of their similarity/difference. It assesses the relative
closeness/distance among the objects in such a way that those which are chosen by similar subjects are
regarded as closer together than those which are not, and at the same time subjects who choose similar
objects are regarded as closer together than the ones who do not. (A more detailed introduction of
Hayashi HI is given in Hayashi 1 993 . )
However. simultaneous classification o f the objects and subjects of a questionnaire i s not the
III can perform. A11 applicational version of Hayashi IIL which has recently
only- function that Hayashi
come to be called Quantificat ion of Matrices on Bivariate Relationship, was used to analyze the data of
my present research. It calculates the relative closeness/distance among the two sets of variables shown
in the grid in the questio1m aire (instead of the objects and subjects) simultaneously on the basis of their
similarity/difference. (For an example of the use of Quantific ation of Matrices on Bivariate
Relationship 011 linguist ic data, see Inoue 1 979 .) Thus, this applicational version of Hayashi III was
ive
used in the analys is of the data to classify the items of uncomfortable behaviour and the evaluat
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expressions given in the grid.
Two types of interpretation of the statistical results from the analysis of data by Hayashi III are
usually attempted. One is to interpret the relative closeness/distance among the variables in question,
thereby clas sifying them into an appropriate number of clusters . The other is to interpret the notions
which may be signified by the dimensions on which the closeness/distance is calculated. In the analysis
of the data from the questionnaire for Study 3 , both types of interpretation were attempted.

5.3

Results

5.3.1

Statistical results

The statistical analyses of the matchings between the items of behaviour and the evaluative expressions
generated seven dimensions of results . For my analysis, I used the 1:vvo dimensions which had the highest
and the second highest coefficient scores. These scores measure the cumulative variance explained by
the total number of dimensions extracted. For the universii}l' students ' results they were 4 7.404 and
23 .086 respectively, and for the non-students ' results they were 43 . 1 32 and 22. 5 92 respectively . The
items of inappropriate behaviour and the evaluative expressions were both plotted onto these t\vo
dimensions, as values on the x- and y-axes respectively.
University students' results
354 university students responded to the questionnaire for Study 3 . The relative closeness/distance
among the items of linguistic behaviour and the evaluative expressions are illustrated in Figures 5. 1 and
5 .2, respectively. The following four distinctive clusters were identified, on the basis of my judgement
among the kinds of the discomfiture caused by the items of inappropriate behaviour. The characteristics
of each cluster of discomfiture were interpreted by referring to the corresponding evaluative
expressions .
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Cluster 1 :
1 2) Putting prosodic stress at the end of phrases
1 1 ) Habitually using slang in speech
7) Referring to a teacher's action without using a RSRC in a class presentation in front of 100 people
4) Using new forms indiscriminately regardless who the other person is
Discomfitlrre resulting from this cluster of behaviour consists of feelings close to "vulgar, ill-bred" and
''ignorant, inmiature, untutored", which are feelings significantly close to one another, but are also
closer to ''not uncomfortable" than any other cluster of discomfiture.
Cluster 2:
3) Someone younger than you talking to you without using a Fonnal SM at the first meeting
1 5 ) S aying "Give me water" or '·Water!" at a Little-Chef type restaurant
D iscomfiture resulting from this cluster of behaviour is a mixture of the feelings "brazen, impertinent"
with an element of "vulgar, ill-bred".
Cluster 3:
1 7) Someone yawning while you arc talking to him/her
5 ) Speaking ill of someone behind his/her b ack
2) Using a discriminatory word to refer to a blind person
Discomfiture resulting from this cluster of behaviour consists of feelings close to '•insensitive" with
some other element and also fairly close to "not uncomfortable".
Cluster 4:
1 4) Not thanking when being helped
1 ) Not apologizing, having broken a borrowed camera
1 0) A shop assistant attending a customer reluctantly
8) Not replying to your greeting, "Good morning"
9) Saying "You don't understand such a simple thing? You're not very intelligent" to a person that you
are not on close tenns ·with
6) Not answering a question, s aying "You wouldn't lJ11derstand it anyway"
Discomfiture resulting from this cluster of b ehaviour is a mix hire of the feelings ''arrogant'\ "brazen,
impertinent" and '•insensitive", and is furthest from '·not uncomfortable".
(The following two items did not seem to have another member close enough to fonn a cluster.
1 3 ) Speaking or laughing loudly in the train or on the street
1 6) In a conversation with four other people, talking for half an hour about something which one of the
people knows nothing about

Interpretation of the significance of the first and second dimensions ( which are reflected in the
values on the x-axis and y-axis, respeclively) provided further infonnation about the differences
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between the various kinds of discomfiture resulting from different clusters of inappropriate behaviour.
The x-axis arranges evaluative expressions such as "ignorant, immature, untutored" and "vulgar, ill
bred" towards one end and expressions such as "cold, inconsiderate" and "arrogant" at the other.
Therefore, the first dimension, which is reflected by the x-axis, can be interpreted as signifying whether
the discomfiture is related to carelessness and lack of training or to an intentional malice, and therefore
may be called the Intentionality Axis. Further, the x-axis arranges "not uncomfortable" at the most
unintentional end, and this implies that the axis also signifies the degree of seriousness of discomfiture.
The y-axis, on the other hand, arranges "cold, inconsiderate" at one end and "brazen,
impertinent" and "arrogant" at the other. This does not seem to provide an obvious interpretation of the
meaning of the y-axis. However, a close examination of how this axis arranges the examples of
inappropriate behaviour appears to suggest one. Items arranged towards the bottom end along this axis
are:
1 6) In a conversation with four other people, talking about something which one of the people knows
nothing about
1 7) Someone yawning while you are talking to him/her
2) Using a discriminatory word to refer to a blind person
5 ) Speaking ill of someone behind his/her back
Those arranged towards the top end of this axis are:
1 5 ) Saying "Give me water" or "Water! " at a Little-Chef type restaurant
3 ) Someone younger than you talking to you without using a Fonnal SM at the first meeting
1 ) Not apologizing, having broken a borrowed camera
1 0) A shop assistant attending a customer reluctantly
It seems that the following distinctions can be made between the latter and former groups of behaviour.
In the case of the latter behaviour, it is reasonable to assume that the b ehaviour is likely to cause
personal offence, and the offence is aimed at the addressee (or all addressees) . In Items ( 1 5), (3 ), ( 1 ) and
( l O ) , the behaviour is likely to cause personal offence, and it is most likely to be the addressee of the
utterance(s) (i.e. the waiter/waitress, a subject to the questionnaire, the person (or all persons) ·who
would be apologized to and a customer (or all customers) the shop assistant is reluctantly serving,
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respectively), rather than any other participant, who feels the offence personally.
In the case of the fonner behaviour, on the other hand, the behaviour does not necessarily cause
personal offence to any participant (as, for example, in the case of Item ( 1 7)). If it does cause personal
offence, it is not necessarily all addressees but only some of them (as in Item ( 1 6)), and it is not
necess arily the addressee but may be a third party who feels the personal offence ( as in the case of Item
(5)). Similarly, in Item (2), the behaviour is likely to offend someone personally, but the person who
perceives the personal offence is not necessarily the addressee but may be a third party.
The question I need to address now is why the behaviour arranged towards the top end of the
y-axis is indicated as generating discomfiture close to ''brazen, impertinent" while that arranged at the
bottom end is shown to generate discomfiture closer to "cold, inconsiderate", even though both sets of
behaviour can cause personal offence. As I discussed in 5.2.3, descriptions of linguistic behaviour in
some items including ( 1 ), ( 1 0), ( 1 6), ( 1 7), (2) and (5) are ambiguous in terms of the point of viev,1 from
which the behaviour should be evaluated, and it is not clear whose perception of the discomfih1re is
reflected in the statistical results concerning the behaviour referred to in such descriptions. However,
assuming that subj ects described discomfiture resulting from behaviour described in all items from the
viewpoint of the addressee, and thus assuming that the statistical results reflect the addressee's
perception of discomfiture in all cases, this seems to provide an explanation for the difference between
the perception of discomfiture resulting from the two groups of behaviour.
If discomfiture is described from the addressee 's point of view in all cases, it seems intuitively
natural that behaviour which is likely to cause personal offence towards the addressee and that which is
likely to cause personal offence to other participants are distinguished in terms of the degree of personal
offensiveness. Since the arrangement of the behaviour along the y-axis corresponds to this distinction, it
seems reasonable to assume that the statistical data reflects the addressee's perception of the
discomfiture caused by the items of behaviour. Based on this assumption, I interpret the y-axis as
indicating personal offensiveness, and therefore might be labelled Personal-offensiveness Axis.
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Obviously, this is a tentative interpretation of this axis, and it is necessary to verify that behaviour which
can be personally-offensive to a particular participant is not perceived by other participants as
personally offensive, before I could confirm my interpretation o f the y-axis .
The y-axis also arranges "not uncomfortable" at the least personally-offensive end, and this
implies that this axis also signifies the degree of seriousness of discomfiture.

Close examination of the arrangement along the tv,o axes provides further information about
the types of discornfitnre. Along the intentionality axis, items of language use which fai l in the choice of
new and honorific fonns (Items ( 1 2) ( 1 1 ) (7) and ( 4)) appear at the most unintentional end and those
which fail to mitigate the discourteous impact of the illocutionary force (Item ( 6)) at the most intentional
end. Therefore intentionality can be interpreted as corresponding to the cline from the stylistic to the
illocutionary type of discomfiture. On the other hand, the personal-offensiveness axis by definition
corresponds to the cline from the ER (Eyebrow-Raising) ty1pe (which is the less personally-offensive
type) to the FT (Face-Threatening) type of discomfihire (which is the more personally-offensive type).
Based on these interpretations of the meaning of the hvo dimensions, the difference bet'\v een the
discomfiture caused by the four clusters of inappropriate linguistic behaviour can be interpreted as
corresponding to the difference b etween my four categories of discomfiture. Namely, Cluster 1 seems to
correspond to SER-discomfiture, Cluster 2 to SFT-discomfiture_ Cluster 3 to IER-discomfiture_ and
Cluster 4 to IFT-discomfiture. This in tum provides the following information about the relationship
between the nature of the four types of discomfiture, as perceived by university students :
1 . Stylistic and illocutionary discomfiture are not separate types with a fixed borderline between them.
Instead, they constitute a gradation from more stylistic types to more illocutionary types of discomfiture
Similarly, FT-discomfiture and ER-discomfiture also constitute a continuum from more FT to more ER
types of discomfih1re
2. Stylistic discomfiture is related more to ignorance, whereas illocutionary discomfiture is associated

1 73

more with intentionality. Since the intentionality axis corresponds to the strength of discomfihrre, the
more illocutionary the discomfiture is, the more serious it is.
3. SFT- and SER-discomfiture are alike in that both are less intentional than IFT- and IER-discom:fiture,
but they differ in that SFT- discomfiture is both more intentional and more personally-offensive than
SER-discomfiture.
4. IFT- and IER-discomfiture are alike in that both are generally more intentional than SFT- and SERdiscomfiture, but they differ in that IFT-discomfiture is more personally-offensive than IER
discomfihrre
5. Some non-verbal behaviour can generate discomfiture which is similar or close in type to stylistic and
illocutionary discomfitme.
Finally, concerning the type of discomfihue resulting from breaches of honorific politeness, the
results of the multivariate analysis of the university shldenls ' responses indicate that failtue in the use of
honorific fonns can cause more than one type of discomfiture. For example, Item (7) is shovm as causing
SER- discomfihrre, w-hile Items (3) and ( 1 5 ) are shown as generating SFT-discomfiture.

Non-students' results
1 1 8 non-students responded to the questionnaire for Study 3 . The relative closeness/distance among the
items of linguistic behaviour and among the evaluative expressions is shmvn in Figures 5 . 3 and 5 . 4
respectively. The following four clusters (which I call N-S-Clusters in order to distinguish them from
the university sh1dents ' clusters) were identified among the items of inappropriate behaviour, on the
basis of my ov,n subjective judgement.
N - S-Cluster 1
12) Putting prosodic stress at the end of plrrases
1 1 ) Habihially using slang in speech
7) Referring to a teacher's action without using a RSRC in a class presentation in front of 1 0 0 people
4) Using new fom1s indiscriminately regardless who the other person is
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N-S-Cluster 2:
3) S ome � ne younger than you talking to you without using a Formal SM at the first meeting
_
1 3 ) Speaking or lauglung loudly in the train or on the street
5 ) Speaking ill of someone behind his/her b ack
1 5 ) S aying '"Give me water" or "Water!" to you, a waiter/waitress, at a Little-Chef type restaurant
N-S-Cluster 3 :
1 7) S omeone ya\vning while you are talking t o him/her
1 0) A shop assistant attending a customer reluctantly
8 ) Not replying to your greeting, "Good morning"
2 ) Using a discriminatory word to refer to a blind person
9 ) Saying "You don't understand such a simple thing? You're not very intelligent" to a person that
you are not on close tenns with
1 6) In a conversation with four other people, talking for half an hour about something which one of
the people knows nothing about
6 ) Not answering a question, saying "You won't understand it anyway"
N-S-Cluster 4 :
l ) Not apologizing, having broken a borrowed camera,
1 4) Not thanking when being helped,
Interpretation of the meaning of the first and second dimensions provided further infonnation
about the differences b etween the various kinds of discomfiture resulting from different clusters of
inappropriate behaviour. As is the case with the results from the university students' responses, the x
axis in the non-students ' results places evaluative expressions such as "ignorant, immature, untutored"
and ""vulgar, ill-bred" towards one end and those such as "cold, inconsiderate" and "arrogant" towards
the other end. Therefore, as in the Wliversity students ' case, the first dimension can be interpreted as
signifying intentionality. Furthem1ore, along the intentionality axis, failure in the choice of new and
honorific fonns (Items ( 1 2 ), ( 1 1 ), ( 4) and (7)) appear at the most unintentional end and failure to
manage the illocutionary force (Item ( 6)) at the other end, as with the university students ' results.
Therefore, this intentionality can be interpreted to correspond, as in the students ' case, to the cline from
stylistic to illocutionary discomfiture. And as with the university students, this axis seems to represent
the degree of seriousness of the discomfiture, as "not uncomfortable" appears at the most unintentional
end.
The distribution of items of behaviour and of evaluative expressions along the y-axis also
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sho\\'S a similar p attern to that in the 1mivers ity students ' results. Item ( 1 2 ) '·Puttin
g prosodi c stress at
the end of phrase s'' and Item (5) "Speaking ill of someone behind his/her b ack" appear at
the bottom
together with the evaluative expressi ons "cold, inconsid erate" and "not uncomfortable" .

end

Towards the

top e nd. Item ( 1 ) '·Not apo logizing , having broken a borrowed camera" and Item ( 14) ''Not thank
ing
when b eing helped" appear together with the evaluative expression s "brazen, impertinent". Further,
similar to the students ' case, the types of behaviour placed towards the top end along the y-axis are
likely to be perceived as personally offensive by the addressee, whereas the ones placed towards the
bottom end are not. Therefore, within the assumption that the statistical results reflect the addressees'
perception of discomfiture resulting from these examples of inappropriate linguistic behaviour, the"y
axi s arranges items and evaluative expressions depending on the degree to which discomfiture is
associ ated with personal offensiveness
On the basis of these interpretations of the meaning of the two dimensions, it is possible, similar
to the st1Lde11ts ' case, to regard the difference between the discomfiture resulting from the four N-S
Clusters of inappropriate behaviour as corresponding to that between my four categories of
discom:fit1!f e. In other words, N-S-Cluster 1 can be regarded as corresponding to SER-discomfiture,
N-S-Cluster 2 to SFT-discomfiture, N-S-Cluster 3 to IER-discomfi.ture, and N-S-Cluster 4 to IFT
discomfiture. So I suggest that the different types of discomfiture can be analysed as follows (all the
points are the same as for the university students ' results, except for no. 3 wl1ich is very slightly
different) :
1 . Stylistic and illocutionary discomfiture are not separate type with a fixed borderline between them.
Instead, they constitute a gradation from more stylistic types to more illocutionary types ofdisco mfiture .
Similarlv. FT-disco mfiture and ER-discomfiture also constihlte a continuum from more FT to more ER
)

types of discomfiture.
2. Stylistic discomfiture is related more to ignorance, whereas illocutionary discomfiture is associated
discomfiture, the
more with intentio nality. Since the intention ality axis correspo nds to the strength of
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more illocutionary the discomfiture is, the more serious it is.
3. SFT- and SER-discomfiture are alike in that both are less intentional than IFT- and SER
discomfrtme, but they differ in that SFT- discomfiture is more intentional (and slightly more
personally-offensive) than SER-discomfiture.
4. IFT- and IER-discomfiture are alike in that both are more intentional than SFT- and SER
discomfiture, but they differ in that !FT-discomfiture is more personally-offensive than IER
discomfiture.
5. Some non-verbal behaviour can generate discomfiture which is similar or close in type to stylistsic and
illocutionary discomfiture.

As in the students ' case, the results of multivariate analysis of the non-students ' responses
indicate that failure in the use of honorific forms can cause more than one t-ype of discomfiture: for
example, Item (7) is shown as causing SER- discomfiture, while Items (3 ) and ( 1 5 ) are shown as
generating SFT-discomfiture.
A comparison of the multivariate analysis results from both groups of native speakers shows
the following points concerning the differences b etween university sh1dentss' and non-studentss'
perception of these categories of discomfiture:
1 . Non-students tend to evaluate SFT-discomfiture caused by the inappropriate use of honorific fonns as
more intentional but not significantly more personally-offensive than SER-discomfihrre, whereas
university sh1dents tend to evaluate it as considerably more personally-offensive as well as more
intentional than SER-discomfiture. Consequently, for non-students, !FT-discomfiture is more
personally-offensive than SFT-discomfiture (and, in fact, is the most personally-offensive ty pe of
discomfiture among the fmrr types), whereas, for lmiversity sh1dents, S FT-discomfiture is more
personally-offensive than !FT-discomfiture (and, in fact, is the most personally-offensive type of
discomfiture).
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2. Non-s tudents tend to evaluate IFT-dis comfiture as beino as eqtially perso
na11y-offiensrv
,,
· e as SER- and
SFT-d iscomfiture, whereas university students tend to evaluate it as considerably
less personally
offensive than SER- and IFT-discomfiture.

5.3.2

Qualitative data results

The qualitative data provided two categories of infom1ation : 1) infom1ation about different types of
discomfiture resulting from inappropriate linguistic behaviour, and 2) infonnation about the different
types of discomfiture generated by the failure to use a Forum! SM or a Non-Neutral RSRC in different
formal situations.
1) Comments on different types of discomfiture resulting from inappropriate linguistic
behaviour
The six interviewees ·who referred to both honorific fom1s and illocutionary force as examples of
uncomfortable language use were encouraged to describe their uncomfortable feelings. The
interviewees stated that a failure in the management of illocutionary force causes a serious type of
discomfiture: they used expressions such as kachin-to-kita (personally offensive), atama-gonashi
(tactlessly refusing) and hara-ga tatta (angry) to describe illocutionary discomfiture:
When I was criticized on the phone by a customer who used an impolite expression, I felt personally
offended (kachin-to kita).
The bureaucrat " s refusal [of my application for grant] annoyed me, b ecause he did so in a tactless and
blunt \Vay (atama-gonashi) .
When a JSL shident abrnptly asked me if I had a boyfriend, I got angry (hara-ga tatta).
On the other hand. one interviewee described the discomfihrre caused by a subordinate 's failure in the
choice of a Fomrnl SM:
I felt fairly offen ded
When a j unior JSL teacher used [Plain SMs] at our the first meeting,
iya-na kanji) .

(kanari
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Some informants stated that a failure in the choice of honorific/new forms and other breaches of stylistic
politenes s are much less serious because they are less personally-offensive and only tmsophisticated,
using adj ectives such as soya (unsophisticated), iwakan-ga aru (not smooth, incongrnous), mimi-zm1.wi
(irritating), shitsuke-ga yokunai (lllltutored) and hin-ga nai (vulgar) :
Someone who uses Plain SMs at the first meeting can be uncomfortable, but it only sounds
unsophisticated (soya).
[Young people's use of new words] can be irritating (mimi-zawari), but I think I'm getting used to it
and I'm less likely to find it uncomfortable now.
When I hear a JSL learner use a Plain SM while they are talking to me, I don't feel offended, but feel
"Oops, what is it? what does he mean?".
I find [the use of regional dialect by a shop assistant in a department store in Okayama] incongrnous
(iwakan-ga aru), although it is not seriously 1mc01nfortable at all.
A girl speaking that way [i.e. putting prosodic stress at the end of phrases] sounds vulgar and ill-bred,
though it doesn't offend me.
Some added comments in which they seem to provide their own interpretation of the source of the
discomfiture they perceived with inappropriate linguistic behaviour:
I wouldn't mind their speaking like that [i. e. putting prosodic stress at the end of phrases] while they
talk to one another, but I wish they knew how to speak more properly in a formal situation.
A failure to use an honorific form properly just indicates lack of training and experience on the part of
the speaker, but saying such a nasty thing is a completely different kind of problem. It makes me
suspect that the speaker of such an utterance could have some personal fault.
2) Comments on different types of discomfiture resulting from inappropriate use of honorific
forms in different situations
The interviewees ' comments also revealed people ' s responses to the discomfiture resulting from a
failure to use a Fonnal SM and Non-Neutral RSRC in the three hypothetical fonnal situations : (A) a
Speaker-Audience interchange in an academic presentation, (B) a Seller-Client interchange at a travel
agency, and (C) a Personal interchange in which a high school student talks to an adult whom s/he has
never met b efore. In the following report of the qualitative data collection, I use Failure in SM (F in
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SM in Table 5 . 1 ) for a failure to use a Fomial SM and Failure in RSRC (Fain RSRC in Table 5 . 1 ) for
a failure to use a Non-Neutral RSRC.
The interviewees varied both in terms of the situation in which they found the failure to use an
honorific fonn to be most seriously offensive and in tem1s of the type of honorific form whose non-use
they found to be uncomfortable. Table 5 . 1 shows the seriousness of the offensiveness they stated they
perceived with each type of inappropriate use of an honorific foru1. The judgement whether an
interviewee perceived discomfiture which was "seriously offensive" (FT), ''not seriously offensive but
noticeable" (ER) or "not uncomfortable" (-) is b ased on my intuitive interpretation of the tem1s which
the interviewees used and the facial and other non-verbal expressions which accompanied their
comments. Some interviewees stated which type of inappropriate use of an honorific form they found the
most uncomfortable among the six cases, and this is indicated in the table by an asteriska(*).
Table 5.1 Types of discomfiture interviewees perceived towards non-use of honoi-ific forms in
different situations
Interviewees (age)
1 (23 )
1 0 (23 )
3 (26)
5 (26)
9 (27)
8 (28)
2 (33 )
7 (4 1 )
4 (5 0)
6 (68 )

(A) Acad. Presentation
F in SM
ER
ER
ER

FT

ER
ER

F in RSRC
ER
ER
ER
ER
ER

-

ER
-

ER
ER

ER
ER

ER

-

(B) Travel Agent
F in SM

FT*
FT*
FT*
FT*
ER
FT*
FT
ER

FT*

ER*

F in RSRC
ER
ER
ER

-

-

ER

FT
-

( C)Younger Speaker
F in SM
ER
ER

FT
FT
FT*
FT

ER
ER

F in RSRC

ER

ER
-

-

-

ER
ER
-

-

-

FT : Seriously offensive
ER : Not seriously offensive but uncomfortable
- : Not uncomfortable
* : The most uncomfortable among the cases.
In spite of the variety ofresponses, however, the following three patterns were discovered. For
each pattern, I report all the interviewees ' comments in the order in which they appear in Table 5 . I .
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a) In the hypothetical situation of a speech at a conference on JSL teaching in which the speaker refers to
an eminent specialist in the field (Situation (A)), no interviewees regarded failure in RSRC as seriously
offensive, and only one regarded failure in SM as seriously offensive :
I find failure in RSRC to be embarrassing, and failure in SM to be very surprising.
The cause of the failure in RSRC is likely to be just because s/he is not sufficiently experienced in
speaking in such a fom1al sih1ation, although s/he may well know that s/he should use one. His/her
failure in SM can be felt to be slightly more seriously uncomfortable (iya-na kanji), and perhaps
disrespectful, compared to failure in RSRC.
Failure in RSRC makes the speech incongrnous (iwakan-ga aru), because an adult should follow the
way which is supposed to be normal in such a situation. I would find him/her lacking in social
awareness or linguistic maimers. Failure in SM would make me describe the speaker as very unusual
and very much lacking in social awareness.
Failure in RSRC is not offensive but only strange. Failure in SM makes me feel angry and insulted.
Failure in RSRC will make the speech not formal enough and therefore incongrnous. I find failure in
SM to be very incongruous, and it is more uncomfortable, and perhaps slightly offending.
I'd feel concerned about a speaker who makes a failure in RSRC in such a situation, becau se s/he is
likely to cause friction in personal relations by his/her speech, although such behaviour would not
offend me at all. His/her failure in SM would make the speech sound high-handed (takabisha),
abnormal (iyoo) and perhaps slightly insulting (baka-ni shite-ru), and I'd suspect something was
wrong in the speaker's learning of social and linguistic skills. But, if s/he is a prominent speaker, it
may be another story, because a famous person is likely to be socially allowed to be arrogant in
public.
I'd find failure in RSRC to be unusual but not especially uncomfortable. Failure in SM may make me
think the speaker is an extremely determined person, maintaining his/her own style, against wh at is
accepted as the nonnal practice.
If a speaker at such a conference, who must be a specialist in JSL teaching, made a failure in RSRC,
I would describe him/her as \\Tong (machiga-tte-iru) - or it may be a slip of tongue. His/her failure in
SM would surprise me even more, but not upset me, because it is not aimed at me personally
(watashi-ni-wafitrikakar-a-nai) . It would just be incongrnous.
Failure in RSRC would make me feel ill-at-ease (ki-ni naru) , but I can accept it thinking: «ah, this is
how this person uses language and s/he simply lacks courtesy." I might also think s/he is on close
tenns with the personss/he's talking about [i.e. the referent of the ·w ord) or that, if s/he is a yo1mg
person, s/he may not have been strictly educated at home. Failure in SM is quite different, and I ' d feel
sorry for hirn/her. a person who is not able to use honorific fonns properly.
If th e speaker was yorn1g, I'd think j ust ignorance was the cause of the failure in RSRC, but, if s/he
was an adult, I'd find it embarrassing (okashii). His/her failure in SM is clearly embarrassing
(tottem o okash ii), and it can be more serious (chotto mondai-ni naru-kcrmo) than failure in RSRC.
1 82

b) In a hypothetical conversation in which a travel agent discuss es a holiday with a client
(i.e. the
interviewee), in which the travel agent refers to one of the client's past experi ences in travell no
i b
(Situation (B)). only one interviewee regarded failure in RSRC as seriously offensive, while seven
interviewe es regarded failure in SM as seriously offensi v e. Seven interviewees stated that failure in SM
in Situation (B) causes the most serious discomfiture among all the cases :
Failure in RSRC is clearly noticeable, but not insulting or offensive. Failure in SM is much more
uncomfortable and insulting.
Failure in RSRC would surprise me (odoroku), but that' s all. Failure in SM while speaking to me, a
customer_ would make me angry (hara-ga tatsu).
I 'd certainly notice the failure in RSRC, but I v,rouldn't find it offensive. It is within the range of the
nonnal way of speech . Failure in SM i s a different story. I'd feel angry (hara-ga tats-u). I think a
l Sellerl who uses l Plain SM] to a customer does so because s/he thinks that speaking to a customer in
a friendly manner can be accepted as desirable, which I personally hate. I think a [seller] should
behave appropriately as a subordinate to a customer.
Failure in RSRC is not particularly uncomfortable, but failure in SM is unforgivable (yurus-e-nai),
because s/he ·s a [seller] and I ' m a customer. I couldn't trnst a travel agent speaking in such a ,vay,
and I would go to another.
I wouldn "t find failure in RSRC uncomfortable. Failure in SM is slightly uncomfortable but not
annoymg.
Failure in RSRC is all right, but I can ' t stand failure in SM (taerare-nai) , because it 's outrageous
(hijooshiki), insulting (kyaku-o baka-ni-shite-iru), lacking business manners (sekkyaku-manaa
ihcm ).
Failure in RSRC 'vvill make the speech sotmd strange but it's nothing serious, but failure in SM is
cruciallv- offensive.. deviating from the social role the travel agent must play.
, and is
I can accept failure in RSRC . Failure in SM makes me feel ill-at-ease � igokoc:hi-ga wanti)
me
take
to
fails
s/he
ch
wh1
incongmous . It reflect s a strange view on the part of the [seller] by
_
me
makes
wluch
me,
properly as his/her customer and fails to realize the distance between lum and
feel uncomfortable.
interaction an � we are a [scllerj
Failure in RSRC upsets me (haradatashii), because this is a busin ess
mer] . Failure m SM 1s out
and a l customer J. and s!11e shoul d play the role of [seller] in front of a [custo
er.
anoth
of the question (tondemo-nai) . I ' d immediately leave the agency for
Wc!L I ' cl probabl y not care about failure in RSR C. Failure in SM
no good (mazui).

would be a bit different. lt would be
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An interviewee volunteered to provide an interpretation of the difference between the discomfiture
caused in Situations (A) and (B):
In a conference, I [i.e. a member of the audience] will b e taught something by the speaker, and
therefore I will not be superior to the speaker, whereas in a travel agency, I will be the customer, and
will be superior to the [seller] . I think that· s why I find failure in [Situation (B)] to be more seriously
offensive than in [Situation (A) ] .
c) In a hypothetical encmmter in which a high school student whom the interviewee does not know asks
for infom1ation about the interviewee's experience in JSL teaching and his/her opinion about teaching
materials (Sihiation (C)), no interviewees regarded failure in RSRC as seriously offensive. However,
concerning the discomfiture resulting from failure in SM in this situation, interviewees varied in their
perception of it. Four regarded it as seriously offensive, another four found it less serious but still
uncomfortable, and two felt it not uncomfortable. In this situation, interviewees tended to refer to more
various dimensions on which the degree of discomfiture can depend than in other situations. One
interviewee stated failure in SM in Situation (C) causes the most serious discomfiture among all the
cases :
Failure in RSRC will attract attention, but is nothing serious. Failure in SM will make her speech
sound childish and unt11tored (yoochi), but not insulting or offensive.
I would find both failure in RSRC and in SM to be strange, but not offensive.
An unknown high school student' s failure in RSRC would be no more uncomfortable than the same
failure by a stranger of my age. I wouldn 't find any problem with such a failure. Failure in SM would
not be uncomfortable, either. But all the other factors affect the impression, for example, his/her
intonation, body language, face expression and the wayis/he's dressed.
Failure in RSRC is OK, but failure in SM is aimoying (kanji-ga ,varui). She should use a [Fom1al
SM] because she is clearly ymmger.
Neither failure in RSRC nor that in SM makes me uncomfortable, unless s/he is obviously trying to
i nsult me.
Failure in RSRC by a high school student is uncomfortable, but I can accept it, although the s ame
thing coming from an adult would irritate me. Failure in SM by anyone I don't know invariably
disturbs me (nmkatsuku), and I would want to refuse to talk to her, but as she is still a high school
student, I think I should be patient.
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Failure in RSRC is OK, but failure in SM is insulting (baka-ni sareta to kanjirn). I would respond
with a Formal SM and keep using one, and she'd probably switch to using a Formal SM.
Failure in RSRC is acceptable, but failure in SM agitates me (mutto suru). It's rude (shitsurei) , and
makes me angry and makes me want to s ay: "You're younger. Behave properly! "
Although I would use a Non-Neutral RSRC myself, I've learned t o accept failure in RSRC Failure in
SM would make me uncomfortable and think she has not been taught properly at home, although it's
not offensive at all.
Failure in RSRC is OK, and I think failure in SM is something we should accept, although I find it to
be uncomfortable. It'd be OK if she were a child, but she isn't, so she ought to be criticized as
ignorant if she cannot realize that she is in a situation in which she should use an honorific
component.
No interviewee regarded failure in RSRC as more serious than failure in SM in any of the three
situations . An interviewee provided a comment relevant to this difference:
If a young person crumot use an honorific fonn appropriately, it doesn't aimoy me so much, because
s/he is still inexperienced, and could improve in ability some day. It 's reasonable to have the same
expectation with an adult, if s/he caimot use a [Non-Neutral RSRC] correctly, because it may well be
a slip of tongue. But, if an adult businessman talked to a customer without using a Formal SM, it must
be intentional. He must be malicious. So I feel angry .
Once again the number of ihe interviewees was small and it is not reasonable to regard the
qualitative data obtained from them as representative of native speakers. Nevertheless, the results
provide general support for the multivariate analysis results, suggesting the following three points:
•

Discomfiture resulting from different types of inappropriate linguistic behaviour varies in terms of
the degree of intentionality and personal-offensiveness.

•

Breaches of illocutionary politeness and those of stylistic politeness can generate different types of
discomfiture. The former is likely to cause discomfiture of a more intentional and thus more serious
nature than the latter, while the latter tends to cause discomfiture which is related to a lack of
sophistication.

•

Discomfihrre caused by failure to use an honorific fonn can also vary in tenns of the degree of
intentionality and personal offensiveness.

Furthermore, the qualitative data provide details of the types of discomfiture resulting from the
inappropriate use of honorific components . It suggests that :

185

•

Failure to use a Non-Neutral RSRC is less likely to cause serious discomfiture than failure to use a
Formal SM

•

Failure to use a Fonnal SM is more likely to cause serious offence in a Seller-Client setting than in
a Speaker-Audience setting. Failure to use a Fomial SM in a Personal setting can cause
discomfiture of different degrees , perhaps depending on various factors .

5.4

Summary of results from Study 3

The statistical and qualitative data results from Study 3 indicate that discomfiture resulting from
inappropriate linguistic behaviour varies not only in the strength of discomfiture but also in type. It was
shown that illocutionary discomfiture is more intentional in type, whereas stylistic discomfiture is more
ignorant in type. Further, it was tentatively interpreted that IFT-discomfiture is more personally
offensive type than IER-discom.fi.ture, while SFT-discomfiture is more intentional and more
personally-offensive (to university students) or more intentional (to non-students) than SER
discomfiture. It was also shown that failure to use an honorific can cause either SER- or SFTdiscomfiture.
The qualitative data provided the follo·w ing further information :
•

Failure to use a Non-Neutral RSRC is 1mlikely to cause SFT-discomfiture regardless of the
situation.

•

Failure to use a Formal SM is likely to cause SFT-discomfiture in a Seller-Client s etting ( where the
Seller fails to use it) and SER-type discomfiture in a Speaker-Audience setting (where the Speaker
fails to use it). Failure to use a Formal SM in a Personal setting with vertical/horizontal social
distance, on the other hand, may or may not cause SFT-discomfiture, depending on various social
factors.
The next chapter will discuss the discomfiture resulting from the inappropriate use of honorific

fonns in an at1cmpt to refine the concept of honorific politeness and native speakers ' evaluative attitudes
towards it, b ased on the results of S tudies 1 , 2 and 3 .
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Chapter 6: Discussion

6.1

Introduction

This chapter discusses the characteristics of honorific politeness, i. e. politeness communicated by the
use of an honorific form (i .e. a Non-Plain and/or Non-Neutral honorific component), on the basis of the
findings from Studies 1 , 2, and 3 as well as from information from other sources. In 6.2, I analyze the
discomfiture that native speakers are likely to perceive with different types of inappropriate use of
honorific components , and, b ased on the statistical analysis generated by Study 3, attempt to propose
honorific politeness nom1s . In 6.3, I analyze native speakers ' metalinguistic evaluative attitudes towards
the use of honorific components based on information from various s ources including Studies 1 and 2.

6.2

Honorific politeness norms

This section attempts to identify honorific politeness norms. I first argue, in 6.2. L that honorific forms
are not intrinsically linked with the commw1ication of illocutionary politeness, and that my discussion of
honorific components therefore focuses on the stylistic domain.
I then discuss, in 6. 2.2, the honorific politeness nom1s which govern the use of Non-Plain and
Non-Neutral honorific components (i. e. honorific fonns) within spoken interactions. I first provide
further interpretation of results from Study 3 concerning discomfiture native speakers are likely to
perceive with faihrre to use honorific fonus as well as other inappropriate linguistic b ehaviour, and,
based on that interpretation, identify and describe the politeness nonns governing the use of this limited
range of honorific components in spoken conmmnication.
The final part, 6 . 2 . 3 , discusses stylistic politeness nonns from a broader perspective, and
considers the use of b oth Plain and Non-Plain SMs, and both Neutral and Non-Neutral RSRCs in
written as well as spoken cmmnunication. I thereby clarify the role that honorific politeness plays in the
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politeness communicated by the use of all types of honorific components .

6.2.1

Honorific components and illocutionary politeness

An honorific form can be chosen to mitigate discourteous illocutionary force in a context such as
apologizing. As is evident from the statements made by three interviewees in Study 1 , some people
choose to use a Formal SM in a context of apologizing, requesting and asking peru1ission of an
addressee to whom they normally use a Plain SM (see 4.3. 2.4). Observation of my own and other native
speakers ' language use shows that such usage of a Fonnal SM can occur not only in mitigation of a
discourteous illocutionary force but also in conunw1ication of a courteous illocutionary force. Some
people may also switch from Plain to Fom1al SM in a thanking context. Thus , to that extent the use of
an honorific form may be described as "FTA-sensitive" as Brown and Levinson ( 1 987: 1 8) claim.
However, statements provided by other interviewees indicate that such usage of an honorific
fonn does not constitute an illocutionary politeness norm. As reported in Chapter 4 (in 4.3.2.4), seven of
the ten interviewees stated that they would never use a Formal SM as a means of mitigating a
discourteous illocutionary force, and three of them stated that they would find such a use of a Fomial
SM to be uncomfortable, as it would indicate an unreasonable and mmecessary social distance between
the speaker and the addressee, and/or it would sound s arcastic Further, another t\vo of the seven
interviewees had not realized that people could use an honorific form for mitigation of a discourteous
illocutionary force, stating they had never heard such usage.
Further, statements provided in the interviews for Sh1dy 2 suggest that such usage of a Fonnal
SM does not constitute negatively eventful politeness, while it may communicate a positively eventful
type of politeness. The three interviewees who mentioned non-use of a Fonnal SM as an example of
FIND UNC OMFORTABLE clearly stated that they thought this was a breach of stylistic politeness,
and all ten interviewees denied the possibility that non-use of an honorific form constitutes a failure in
the management of illocutionary force (see 4.4.2.4 ). The quantitative data results from Study 2 do not
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contradict this, although they do not provide a positive support for this finding from the interviews
either. Furthermore, no respondents to the questionnaire for Study 2 referred to the non-use of an
honorific component as a means of managing illocutionary force (see 4.4.2.2)
It is on the basis of these qualitative and quantitative results from S111dies l and 2 that I argue
that honorific fom1s are not intrinsically linked with the communication of illocutionary politeness and
exclude the use of honorific components for the management of illocutionary force from my discussion
of honorific politeness nonns. Obviously, I also exclude from my discussion of honorific politeness the
use of honorific components for the corrummication of irony rather than of politeness, a use for which
subjects in Study 2 provided an example of FIND UNCOMFORTABLE. However, my argument here
is based on the qualitative results from Studies 1 and 2 with a small scale sample, and it is obviously a
tentative one. To confirm the range of honorific politeness, it is necess ary to carry out quantitative
research into native speakers ' perception of honorific politeness .

6.2.2

Honorific forms and SFT- and SER-p oliteness

The results from Study 3 indicate that failure to use a Non-Plain and Non-Neutral honorific component
appropriately can cause SFT- and SER-discomfiture in different sihrntions. My discussion in 6 .2.2 will
provide a detailed description of the differences between the two types of stylistic discomfiture caused
by failure to use honorific fom1S, which I will refer to by SFT-discomfiture (HF) and SER
discomfiture (HF) respectively, and thereby of the two corresponding types of politeness which are
communicated by the appropriate use of honorific fom1s, which I will refer to by SFT-politeness (HF)
and SER-politeness (HF), respectively.
Results from Studv 3 indicate that SFT-discomfihire (HF) is both more intentional and more
personally-offensive than SER-discomfiture (HF), and thus likely to be perceived as more serious.
A fuller understanding of the characteristics of SFT-discomfiture (HF) and SER-discomfiture (HF) can
be obtained by examining the statistical results associated with the questiom1aire items which failed to
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use an honorific fonn (as well as other types of inappropriate linguistic behaviour), and by exannmng
the qualitative results relating to the hypothetical examples of failure to use honorific fonns in different
situations . I therefore conduct a close examination of these items and examples in the following pages of
this section. I first analyze, in 6.2.2. 1 , those which generate SFT-discomfiture (HF) (i.e. Items (3 ) and
( 1 5) as well as the hypothetical examples of behaviour: a Seller's failure to use a Formal SM in a
Seller-Client setting (in Situation (B)), and a high school student's failure to use one to an older stranger
(in Situation (C)). Then, in 6.2.2.2, I analyze those which seem to generate SER-discomfiture (i . e. Items
( 1 2), ( 1 1 ), ( 4) and (7) as well as the hypothetical examples of behaviour: a Speaker ' s failure to use a
Fonnal SM at an academic conference (in Situation (A)), and failure to use an Non-Neutral RSRC in
Situations (A), (B) and (C)

6.2.2. 1 Honorific forms and SFT-politeness
The statistical results from both the university students · and non-sh1dents ' responses show that Items
( 1 5) and (3 ) are alike in that both are perceived as generating SFT-discomfiture, although the fonner is
perceived as more intentional than the latter.
Item ( 1 5): Saying "Give me water" or "Water !" at a Little-Chef type restaurant
Item (3): Someone younger than you talking to you without using a Fonnal SM at the first meeting
Both are felt to be both more intentional and more personally-offensive than the other item of failure to
use an honorific forn1, i.e. Item (4 ). In 6 . 2 . 2 . s1 , to understand the characteristics of SFT-discomfihire
(HF) and, in tum, SFT-politeness (HF), I analyze the properties commonly shared by Items ( 1 5 ) and (3 ).
Before doing this, however, I first analyze why the two items differ from each other in tenns of the
degree of intentionality of the discomfiture they cause.
In Item ( 1 5 ), the discomfiture caused by the use of fon11S (a) and (b) seems to come from two
sources :
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Form (a)

Mizu kure
Water give (me)-IMPERATIVE-PLAIN
''Give me some water"

Fonn (b )

Chotto, mizu !
water
Hey
'"H ey ! water! "

I n other words, the languag e use described i n Item ( 1 5 ) is perceived a s non-observance o ftwo politeness
norms : one is an illocutionary politeness nonn and the other is a stylistic politeness norm. 1 first
illustrate how the hearer interprets the behaviour as deviation from the former, and then the latter.
In the light of the pragmatic understanding of the fact that Item ( 1 5 ) is performed in a context in
which the speaker is making a request, the semantic interpretation of fonns ( a) and (b) leads the hearer
to the pragmatic interpretation that Item ( 1 5) fails to observe an I-PMN (illocutionary politeness
management nom1):

I-PMN (i ):
Be pessimistic about whether your re quest is accepted
Th i s interpretation oCithe failure to observe 1-PMN (i) prompts th e hearer to make the further
interpretation that the speaker also fails to comply with the I-PPN (illocutionary politeness pr inciple
nonn) :

1-PPN (i) :
a waiter/waitress for water
Pay attention to the cost you are imposing on the addressee, when you ask
W h at le a ds the hearer to the interpretation that the speaker of ltem ( 1 5) fails to observe 1-PMN ( i) 1s the
use of forms (a) and (b), which deviates from the I-PEN (illocutionary politeness enactment norn1):

I-PEN (i) :
rather than an imp erative fonn
Use a morph ologica l device such a s a ques tioning form
ng to the obj e ct that y ou want
Add a verb meanin g ·'to give" rather than only referri
a
Thu s, if the spe aker us e d a questioning instead of

n imperativ e fonn, such as (c) :
I9 1

Mizu kure-ru?
Water give (me)-QUESTION-PLAIN
"Can you give me some water?"

Fonn (c)

his/her utterance would be perceived as complying with I-PEN (i) . oThis perception would lead the
hearer to the pragmatic interpretation that the speaker had observed 1-PMN (i) and, in turn, I-PPN (i) .
(Use of fo rm (c) i n this context i s intuitively less uncomfortable than Item ( 1 5) . )
I n the light o f the pragmatic understanding o f the fact that Item ( 1 5) i s perfonned i n a situation
in which the speaker is interacting vv·ith someone s/he is socially distant from, the semantic interpretation
of fom1s (a) or (b) prompts the hearer also to interpret ( 1 5 ) as failing to observe an S-PMN (stylistic
PlvfN), which is an SFT-PMN (HF) :
SFT-PMN (HF) (i) :

Respect the horizontal social distance between you and the addressee

The interpretation of the failure to observe SFT-PMN (HF) (i) prompts the hearer to make the further
interpretation that the speaker also fails to comply with the SFT-PPN (HF) :
SFT-PPN (HF) (i) :

Pay attention to the social distance benveen you and the addressee, when yon talk to a waiter/waitress to
whom you are not socially close
The interpretation that the speaker fails to observe SFT-PlvfN (HF) (i) is prompted by the use of fon11s
(a) and (b ), which ignores the SFT-PEN (HF) :
SFT-PEN (HF) (i) :

Use a Non-Plain rather than Plain SM
Thus, if the speaker used the Fonnal equivalent of fom1 (a), which I refer to as ( d) :
Fann (d)

Mizu kudasai
Water give (me)-IMPERATIVE-FORMAL
"(I request with fonnality) Please give me s ome water"
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his/her utterance would be perceived as complying with SFT-PEN

(HF) (')1 . The perception of the

comp liance with SFT-P EN (HF) (i) would lead the hearer to the interpr
etation that the speaker observed
SFT-PMN (HF) (i) and, in turn, SFT-PPN (HF). (Use of form (d) in this contex
t is intuitively less
uncomfort a ble than Item ('1 5 ) . )
The hypothe tical use o f forms (c ) o r (d) would make the speaker's utterance less
uncomfort able, but might not make it sufficiently comfortable . However, if's/he used the Formal
equivalent of the questioning form (c), which I referto as (e):
Form (c) :

M;zu kure-masu-ka?
Water give (me)-QUESTION-FORMAL
'"(I ask with fonnality) Could you give me some water?"

his/her utterance would be perceived by many native speakers as complying with both I-PEN (i) and
with SFT-PEN (HF) (i), and thereby as complying with both I-PMN (i) and with SFT-PMN (HF) (i),
and, in tum, with I-PPN (i) and with SFT-PPN (HF) (i). (Intuitively, the use of form (e) in this context
does not cause discomfiture. )
Let us move t o examine the other example of inappropriate language use sho\'in by results from
Study 3 as generating SFT-discomfiture (HF), Item (3) : "Someone younger than you talking to you
without using F annal SMs at the first meeting". The discomfiture caused by Item (3 ), unlike that caused
M

by Item ( 1 5 ), seems to come from a single source, i.e. it is perceived as failure to observe an S-P N
(HF), which is an SFT-PMN (HF):

SFT-PMN (HF) (ii):
Respect the vertical and horizo ntal social distance between you and the addressee
This perception leads the recipient to the interpretation that Item (3) also fails to comply with the SFTPPN (HF):
SFT�PPN (HF) (ii) :
een you and the addressee, when you t a Jk
Pav attention to the horizontal and vertical social distance betw
setting
to �omeone older than you at your first meeting in a Personal
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c·"

The perce ption that Item ( 3 ) fails to observe SFT-P MN
.
. .
- (HF) nJ resu 1ts from
_
its devratwn from ,he
SFT-PEN (HF)
SFT-PEN (HF) (ii)"•
Use a Non-Plam rather than Plain SM
The interpre tation that Item ( 1 5) fails to observe both an illocutionary and a stylistic

ooliteness

norm wlu lc Item ( 3 ) fails to comply only with a stylistic politenes s nonn seems to explain why
the
former i s likely to be perceived as more intentional and thus more uncomfortable than the latter. As
shown by the statistical results of Study 3 , a breach of illocutionary politeness is interpreted as an
intentional type of discomfiture.
On the other hand, characteristics commonly discovered berween the two stylistic politeness
nonns from which Items ( 1 5) and (3 ) deviate seem to illustrate the characteristics of SFT-discomfiture
( HF) and thus those of S FT-politeness (HF). The following three regularities can be identified as
applicab le to the t,, o I terns of behaviour as ,veil as to the hypothetical examples of beha,-iour which \vas
indic ated by the qualitative results as generating SFT-discomfitme.
L Itcms ( l 5 ) and (3 ) are alike in that they fail to convey appropriate degree of respect for the sociai
distance between the speaker and the addressee, and thus to fail to express that s111e is paying attention to
the social distance. The same failure seems also to be a factor in other examples of failure to use an
honorific form ,vhich can generate SFT-discomfih1re (HF) to many native speakers. Jn a Seller· s failure
to use a Non-Pl ain SM in Sih1ation (B), which is clearly indicated by the qualitatiY e results from Study
3 as likely to c ause S FT-discomfiture (HF), the speaker is interpreted as failing to convey respect for the
Yertical ( and pos s ibly horizo ntal) social distance between her/himself and the address ee, i.e. hcr,11is
client. Similarly. in a high school sh1denfs faih1re to use a Non-P lain SM in Situation ( C)_

wh1ch c.iuses

eted as failing
S FT-di scomfihirc (HF) to a certai n proportion of people , the speaker is interpr

to com e\

ary, the failure to use an
respect for the vertical and horizontal distance from the addre ssee In summ
fails to comm
honorific fonn is likely to create SFT- disc omfiture (HF) becau se this

unica te respect for
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the social distance between the speaker and the addressee 1 •
2. All these items and examples of failure to use an honorific form which cause SFT-discomfiture (HF)
are a result of failure to use a particular type of honorific device. Both the statistical and qualitative
results from Study 3 indicate that the failure to use a Non-Plain SM is likely to cause SFT-discomfiture,
whereas the failure to use a Non-Neutral RSRC is not2s. In swumary, SFT-discomfiture (HF) is likely to
result from failure to use a Non-Plain SM but not from failure to use a Non-Neutral RSRC.
3. The results of Study 3 also show that the failure to use a Non-Plain SM is likely to cause SFTdiscomfiture in a Personal setting \vi.th horizontal and/or vertical social distance and in a Seller-Client
s etting (if the failure is by the Seller), whereas it is not likely to cause such discomfiture in a Speaker
Audience setting.
These three types of regularities generate a general concept of SFT-politeness norm (HF)
which different types of appropriate use of an honorific fonn can be interpreted as observing. The
general SFT-politeness norms (HF) can be formulated as General SFT-PPN (HF), General SFT-PMN
(HF) and General SFT-PEN (HF):

General SFT-PPN (HF) :
Pay attention to the horizontal and/or vertical social distance between you and the addressee, when you
are talking to:
a stranger,
someone socially higher, and/or
your client (in a Seller-Client setting)
General SFT-PMN (HF) :
Respect the social distance between you and the addressee
General SFT-PEN (HF):
Use a Non-Plain SM

1

N o te that SFT-discomfiture (HF) may be caused by failure to use an honorific fonn to express respect for the social
distance between the speaker and a bystander, sint:e, as discussed in Chapter 2, the use ofa Non-N eutral RSRC could
marginally be chosen in a situation where there is a significant social distance between the addressee and a bystander,
which is ignored in my thesis. But see Note 2 for further discussion on this matter.
2
Thi s suggests that failure to use a Non-Neutral RSRC in a situation with a socially distant bystander may be unlikely
to cause SFT-discomfiture.
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The notion closest to the SFT-politeness (HF) seems to be the one which is often referred to as
Deference. However, as Fraser and Nolen ( 1 98n1 ) state, no explicit definition is given of the term, and it
has been employed in different ways. It appears, though, that "deference" is used more often to refer to
respect for a vertical, rather than horizontal, social distance; for example, " [deference is] the respect
people often show to other people by virtue of their higher status, greater age, etc." (Thomas 199 5 : 1 5 0).
It is therefore necessary to define the term as referring to respect for horizontal as well as vertical
distance between the speaker and the addressee3 , to unambiguously and accurately describe SFT
politeness communicated by the use of a Japanese honorific form as one form of deference. It needs also
to be noted that, in the Japanese case, vertical distance between people does not refer only to that which
is attributed to the higher social rank a person has, but also to the distance which derives from the power
that the buying party has over the selling party in a commercial setting.

6.2.2.2 Honorific forms and SER-politeness
The university students ' and non-students' results both indicate that the following four items of
inappropriate linguistic b ehaviour cause SER-discomfiture (listed in ascending order in terms of the
degree of intentionality of the discomfiture the item is likely to cause):

Item ( 1 2):

Putting prosodic stress at the end of phrases

Item ( 1 n1) :

Habitually using slang and stigmatized expressions in speech

Item (4) :

Referring to a teacher's action (coming and giving a talk) using a Neutral rather
Exalting RSRC (with the Formal SM) in a presentation in front of 100, saying "The
teacher is going to come (Neutral and Formal) and. give a talk (Neutral and
Fonnal) to us"

Item (7) :

Using new fonns indiscriminately regardless of who the addressee is

3

It may also be necessary to include the respect to the social distance between the speaker and a bystander, since there
is still possibility that the use of a Non-Neutral RSRC for the respect to a bystander conveys SFT- politeness.
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A possible ambiguity arises, however, because there is a difference between Items (1 1 ) and (7)
on one hand, and Items ( 12) and ( 4) on the other, in terms of the explicitness of the description. In the
case of Items ( 1 1 ) and (7), it is explicitly stated that the descriptions do not refer to a particular use of
the mentioned linguistic forms but rather to a Behavioural Pattern in which someone constantly uses
them regardless of the situation of use. Therefore, it can be assumed that subjects' responses concerning
these items reflect the discomfiture which people are likely to feel towards such a behavioural pattern,
rather than discomfiture they would feel as the addressee or as a bystander at an occurrence of such a
use of those fom1s. On the other hand, with Items ( 1 2) and (4), it is not clear whether the descriptions
refer to such a behavioural pattern or an occurrence of the mentioned linguistic feature. As a result, it is
also not clear whether subjects ' responses concerning these items reflect the discomfiture caused by
such a pattern or tl1at caused by an occurrence of the mentioned feature. Furthermore, if the latter two
items do reflect the discomfiture people perceive towards an occurrence of such a linguistic feature, it is
not clear whether their perception is that of an addressee or of a bystander.
However, b oth the statistical and qualitative results from Study 3 indicate that native speakers
tend to ascribe SER-discomfiture that they perceive at an occurrence of inappropriate language use to
the speaker's failure to make, and/or incapability of making, an appropriate distinction among different
types of situations. The statistical results from Study 3 clearly show that SER-discomfiture is described
as ignorant, immature and untutored. This illustrates that the discomfiture resulting from these examples
of behaviour comes from the hearer' s perception that such behaviour reflects the speaker's inability to
make appropriate linguistic distinctions between different types of sit11ations.
That SER-discorniiture is related to such a perception is also supported by intervie,-vees '
comments . They used expressions such as "incongrnous", "inexperienced", ''unsophisticated'' and
''ignorant" to describe SER-discomfiture (HF) they have felt, or imagine they would feel, as the
addressee of the occurrence of the inappropriate language use which they provided as examples of FIND
UN COMFORTABLE, or in the hypothetical examples of situations provided by me. One interviewee's
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comment illustrates this point very explicitly:
It'd be OK i f she were a child, but she isn 't, so she ought to be
criticiz ed as 1· onorant if she ..,an.
. .
- riot
.
.
.
rea l 1ze
. that she Is. m
a s1tuat1o n m which she should use an honorifi c fom1. 0
It i s therefore unnecess ary, in interpreting the statistical results, to question whether responses
concerning Items ( 1 1 ), ( 4) and (7) reflect people's reaction to the behavioural pattern or to a particular
inappropriate use of such a form. (Item ( 1 2) is a slightly different case, and I will discuss discomfiture
caused by it later. at the end of 6.2.2.2.) Discomfiture that native speakers are likely to perceive at
someone' s behavioural pattern, in which s/he does not make appropriate distinctions among various
social situations. docs not seem to differ from discomfiture they feel at an actual language use resulting
from such a pattern. Accordingly, it also seems mmecessary to question whose (i.e. the addressee's or a
bystander's) perception of discomfiture is reflected in the responses, as SER-discomfiture which is
ascribed to l ack of ability/knowledge rather than any malevolent intention on the part of the language
user is assumed to be perceived as of the same type by every participant.
As I noted in Chapter 4. in my explanation ofnew forms (4.3 .2.2), the more fonnal the situation
is. the more likely the use of such fonns as well as slang is to cause discomfiture and therefore to attract
critici s m. Therefore. it is reasonabl e to regard the kinds of linguistic behaviour described in Items ( 1 1 ),
( 4) and (7) as failure to make one kind of distinction, i.e. the distinction between fonnal and infonnal
,
situations. In other words , it is appropriate to regard these as failing to observe the following S-PPN
which is an SER-politeness nonn:

SER-PPN:

.

.

Pay attention to the formal i ty of the setting, when you are in a fonnal situatwn
.
( 1 1 ) (4) and (7) are failing to
What leads the hearer to th e interpretation t1rnt tl· 1e speakers Of Items
.
· Items ( 1 1 ) , (4) and (7) which deviates
observe the SER-PPN is the choice of the behaviour descn·b ed 111

from the SER-PEN :
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SER-PEN:
Do not use slang or stigmatized expressions
Use an Exalting RSRC (where applicable)
Do not use new ·words
To focus on SER-politeness (HF) norms, the results from Study 3 indicate that the following
two regularities can b e identified as applicable to Item ( 4) as well as to the hypothetical examples of
behaviour which generate SER-discomfiture (HF) :
l . The failure to use a Non-Neutral RSRC and/or a Non-Plain SM is likely to cause SER-discomfiture
(HF) in a Speaker-Audience s etting (if the failure is by the Speaker) (in Situation (A)).
2. The failure to use a Non-Neutral RSRC is likely to cause SER-discomfiture (HF) in a Seller-Client
setting (if the failure is by the Seller) (in Situation (B)) and in a Personal setting with horizontal and/or
vertical social distance (if the failure is by the socially lower party) (in Situation (C)).

TI1ese regularities generate the following two pairs of SER-PPN (HF) and SER-PEN (HF)
nonus. Various kinds of appropriate use of an honorific fonn are likely to be interpreted as observing
these norms, which can be formulated as General SER-PPN (HF) and General SER-PEN (HF):

General SER-PPN (HF)(i) :
Pay attention to the fonnality of the setting, when ymi are talking to an Audience
General SER-PEN (HF)(i)
Use a Non-Plain SM and a Non-Neutral RSRC (where applicable)
General SER-PPN (HF)(ii) :
Pay attention to the formality of the setting, when you are talking to:
a stranger
someone socially higher, and/or
your client (in a Seller-Client setting)
General SER-PEN (HF)(ii) :
Use a Non-Neutral RSRC

Unl ike SFT-politeness (HF), which is close to the notion of deference, SER-politeness (HF),
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the branch of politeness perceived as making a decreed distinction between formal and informal
situations, has not attracted much attention from politeness theorists nor from sociolinguists. However,
it has been discussed in sociology. The social value acknowledged in a person who has acquired
knowledge/skills about social behaviour appropriate for a formal situation is referred to in a discussion
of socialization by Goffruan:

In our society, the '·well" or "properly" demeaned individual displays such attributes
as, . . . command of speech and physical movements; . . . . The well-demeaned individual
possesses the attributes popularly associated with "character training'' or "socialization.
Goffman 1967: 77

Interestingly, Goffman sees ceremonial activities as consisting of two basic components, and designates
the two as Deference and Demeanor, and one of the differences he discusses between the two
components seems to correspond to the difference which was indicated by my interviewees between
SFT- and SER-politeness. That is, while SFT-discomfiture (HF) makes the addressee angry, SER
discomfiture (HF) makes one worry about the speaker's own social inadequacy. Goffman suggests that
deference is "the appreciation an individual shows of another", whereas demeanor is one's behaviour of
expression to others that s/he "is a person of certain desirable . . . qualities" (Goffman 1 967: 77)4 .
Finally, I make a brief note concerning the fourth example of uncomfortable language use
plotted in Cluster 1 and thus represented to generate SER-discomfiture (HF), Item ( 1 2) . The prosodic
feature referred to in the description is one of the linguistic features which the Twentieth National
Language Council (Dai 20-ki Kokugo Shingi.-kai) listed as those found in the young generation of
native speakers (Bunkacho 1 995), and it tends to occur in a young speaker' s speech regardless of the
situation. Comments provided by interviewees suggest two possible interpretations of the source of the

4

Note, however, that Goffinan employs "deference" to refer to a significantly wider range of notions tllan I do,
including behaviour such as giving a present to someone.
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discomfiture caused by the language use described in Item (5). One is that the discomfiture generated by
Item (5), as that by Items (4), (2) and (3), comes from the speaker's behavioural pattern in which s/he
indiscriminately displays the described prosodic feature, as can be interpreted in the comment:
I wouldn't mind their speaking like that [i.e. putting prosodic stress at the end of phrasesl] while they
talk to one another, but I wish they know how to speak more properly in a formal situation . .
The other possibility i s that the discomfiture does not come from non-obscnrance of a social nom1 but
from a personal or cultural association which one may have with the prosodic feature, which is
suggested in comments by interviewees such as in the following:

A girl speaking that way [i.e. with the prosodic feature] sounds vulgar and ill-bred.

Thus, if the first possibility is ihe case, the use of such a prosodic feature is another example of language
use which is perceived as non-observance of an SER-politeness norm and thus as failure to make
adequate distinction between fomial and infom1al situations. If the other possibility is the case, on the
other hand, displaying such a feature prompts a particular negative association which happens to cause
discomfiture similar to that caused by failure to observe an SER-politeness norm.

6.2.2.3 Relationship between SFT- and SER-politeness
So far, I have examined SFT- and SER-politeness (HF) nonns governing the use of honorific fonns in
face-to-face conununication within the range of situations where the use of both Formal SMs and NonNeutral RSRC are applicable. These nonns illuminate the following differences between the two types
of honorific politeness in terms of the function the politeness serves to perfonn, the situations in which
they operate, and the linguistic device utilized for its communication.
1 . An SFT-politeness (HF) nonn differs from an SER-politeness (HF) nomi in that the fom1er consists
of all the three components, i.e. PPN, a PMN and a PEN, whereas the latter consists only of a PPN and
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a PEN. This implies an important difference in property b etween the two types of politeness. SFT
politeness (HF) serves to manage the potential of the social feature (i. e. the social distance the speaker
has from the addressee) to make the speaker' s behaviour offensive for the addressee. The speaker ' s
behaviour o f choosing t o observe the SFT-politeness (HF) norm communicates the meaning that s/he
knows the norm and has chos en both to pay attention to the social feature and to manage the potential
danger deriving from the social feahire. On the other hand, SER-politeness (HF) does not perform such
management of a social feature of the sihiation in which it operates. The speaker's behaviour of
choosing to comply with the SER-politeness (HF) norm, therefore, only conveys that s/he knows nonn
and has chosen to pay attention to the social fe ature.
This difference seems to provide an explanation for the difference between the SFT- and
SER-discomfiture (HF) . SFT- and SER-types of politeness nonns are s imilar in that a breach of either
type of nonn communicates that the speaker fails to comply with the norm, and that, as for the cause of
the failure, two kinds of interpretation are possible: one possibility is that it is the speaker' s lack of the
knowledge of the nom1, and the other is that it is his/her choice not to comply with it despite her/his
knowledge of the noon. The likelihood of the 1:\-vo poss ibilities for a recipient, however, seems to differ
between a b reach of an SFT- and SER-politeness (H) nonn.
It is generally assmned that knowledge of a politeness norm is socially more desirable than l ack
of it, and that people normally want to convey that they are a,vare of the norm, unless there is a good
reason for not doing so. In the case of a failure to comply with an SER-politeness (HF) nonn, it is
difficult for the recipient to find a good reason why the speaker may choose to pretend to lack the
knowledge, since such pretension does not generate any interest for him/her but only the unfavourable
indication such as ignorance or vulgarity. This leads the recipient to interpret the speaker ' s failure to
comply with an SER-politeness norm as a result of a genuine lack of knowledge on the part of the
speaker, and perceive discomfiture which is associated with it as ignorance and vulgarity.
On the other hand, in the case of failure to observe an SFT-politeness (HF) nonn, it is easier for
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the recipient to find a reason why the speaker may choose not to observe it even though s/he is aware of
it. If the speaker wishes not to manage the social distance from the addressee for whatever reason, it
must be useful for him/her not to comply with the norm, as, by choosing not to do so, s/he could convey
her/his wish to the addressee. The reason whyts/he may not want to acknowledge the social distance
between the addressee and her/himself may simply be her/his intention to insult the addressee. Or it may
be, as suggested by the interviewee for Study 3, her/his consideration that acknowledging no distance
could be commercially advantageous for her/him:

I think a [Seller] who uses [Plain SM) to a customer does so because s/he thinks that speaking to a
customer in a friendly manner can be accepted as desirable, . . .

If information from the speaker's tone of voice, appearance, and s o on prompts the recipient t o suspect
that the speaker does know the nonn, it is therefore more likely that the recipient will interpret the failure
to comply with it as an intentional choice rather than ignorance. Then, s/he perceives discomfiture, and
interprets it as the speaker's intentional malice. The failure to manage the social distance naturally
activates the potential offence, and the discomfiture is regarded as personally-offensive.
2. The difference in the function of the two types of politeness, which was discussed in 1 above, implies
that SFT-politeness (HF) operates only in situations where significant social distance exists. And as
illustrated by General SIT-politeness (HF) norm, these two types of situations are: I) a Personal setting
with horizontal and/or vertic al social distance, 2) a Seller-Client setting where the addressee is one's
client. On the other hand, SER-politeness (HF), as illustrated by the two General SER-politeness (HF)
norms, operates in all three types of formal situations (i.e. a Speaker�Audience setting as well as ( l ) and
(2) above).
To describe this from another angle, all types of formal situations are governed by one or
another SER-politeness (HF) norm, whereas only a limited types of situations are governed by an
SFT-politeness (HF) norm.
3. As for the type of linguistic device utilized for the communication of each types of politeness, whereas
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a Non-Neutral RSRC is a device used exclusively for the communication of SER-politeness (HF), a
Non-Plain SM can work as a device either for SER- or SFT-politeness (HF), depending on the type of
situation in which it is utilized.

The three aspects of differences between SFT- and SER-politeness (HF) pointed out above.
regarding the use of honorific fom1s in formal situations where the use of both Non-Plain and Non
Neutral components are appropriate, can be illustrated in Figure 6. 1 . The types of honorific component
which are likely to convey SFT-politeness (HF) in each type of setting are indicated by Bold print, while
those which are likely to convey SER-politeness (HF) are shown in normal print.

SPEAKER-AUDIENCE
SETTINGS
N on-Plain SM
N on-Neutral RSRC

SELLER-CLIENT
SETTINGS

Non-Plain SM

Non-Neutral RSRC

PERSONAL SETTINGS
WITH SOCIAL DISTANCE

Non-Plain SM

Non-Neutral RSRC

Fig. 6.1 Relationship between SFT- and SER-politeness (HF) norms

6.2.3

Honorific components and stylistic politeness

So far in 6.2, I have concentrated on the range of SFT- and SER-politeness (HF) norms which detennine
how people choos e Non-Plain and Non-Neutral honorific components within spoken communication.
By doing so, I have focused on the use of honorific components in speech conducted with a fairly high
degree of formality.
Taking a wider view, however, it is noticeable that in some types of situations, the use of a
Plain and Neutral (rather than Non-Plain and Non-Neutral) honorific components is appropriate. For
example, in a Speaker-Audience setting in university, unlike in one for a general audience, the use of
Neutral (rather than Non-Neutral) RSRCs together with Formal SMs is normal. Moreover, in a

conversation between people ,vithout significantly large social distance behveen them, Neutral RSRCs
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together with Plain SMs are chosen. The choice of such honorific components in these cases is assumed
to be governed by an SER-politeness norm, since failure to use them is likely to cause SER
discomfiture, as indicated by the comment provided in Study 2:

One of my colleagues, who is two years younger than me, just keeps using honorific forms in her
speech towards me. We have been working together a long time and I have come to see her as a friend
rather than a junior, and I find her use of honorific fonns to me a bit strange. I don't feel offended or
annoyed, though, because I think that's her style.

Further, it is intuitively likely that failure to choose a Plain SM (and perhaps failure to use a Neutral
RSRC) causes SFT-discomfiture in situations where the social distance between the participants is very
5

small, such as conversation between lovers • These examples indicate that some of the stylistic
politeness norms (which may be either SER- or SFT-type) decree that people should be informal rather
than fonnal in certain situations by choosing to use a Neutral RSRC (to refer to someone who would be
referred to by a Non-Neutral RSRC in a formal situation) and a Plain SM.
It is intuitively reasonable to presume that there is no social situation to which no norm
concerning the choice of honorific components applies, thus allowing people to make whatever choice of
honorific components they wish. Therefore, stylistic politeness norms deal with all types of
communication situations, decreeing the adoption of certain degrees of formality, and also decreeing the
choice of honorific components to convey the appropriate degree of formality in each of such s ituations.
This seems to imply that stylistic politeness basically comprises making an appropriate
distinction between situations in terms of formality levels and choosing honorific components
appropriate for the expression of the level of formality appropriate to the situation. However, I have s o
far used the term "formality" without providing a clear definition o f it, so i t i s not clear what exactly is
meant by "formality level" or "degrees of formality". I therefore examine, in 6 .3 . 1 , the notion which is
normally referred to by the tenn. To do so, I observe the use of honorific components in \vritten

5

Note that the SFT-discomfiture which can be caused in such a situation is different from SFT-discomfiture (HF). The
inappropriate use of Fonnal SM in such a situation can be regarded as the violation of"positive politeness" (in Brown
and Levinson' s sense) rather than failure to convey deference.
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communication, as the stylistic politeness norms governing the use of honorific components in writing
illuminates an important property of the notion of "formality".
Further, as will become clear in the discussion in 6 .3 . I , in order to obtain a fuller understanding
of the characteristics of honorific politeness, it is essential to consider the stylistic politeness norms
which govern the choice of linguistic forms other than honorific components. Therefore,

in 6.3.2. I deal

vvith such stylistic politeness norms , and compare honorific components and other categories of
linguistic fonns in tenns of the ftmction which each type of linguistic fonn can perform in the
communication of stylistic politeness.

6.2.3.l Formality and register
I have used the term "fonnal" as the equivalent to

aratamatta ("stiff') to refer to four distinct notions :

the property of one category of honorific form (i.e. Non-Pl ain SMs), the impression which is likely to be
generated by the use of such honorific components, the property of a situation in which the use of such
types of honorific components is appropriate, and the speaker' s interpersonal attih1de which is
identifiable in the use of such honorific components.
The English term seems to cover the notions of both the linguistic fonns and the pragmatic
effects of the use of such forms which native speakers of Japanese might refer to by the Japanese
expression. According to Irvine ( 1 979), "fom1ality" can refer to the properties of a linguistic device as
well as to those of the soci al setting in which such a device is used. Irvine also points out that the term is
often used to describe a situation in which "po sitional and public, rather than personal, identities" are
invoked and/or "a central s ituational focus" emerges ( 1 979 : 778). The properties Irvine points to in
s ituations which can be described as fonnal can be clearly seen in the situations which Japanese native
speakers describe as aratamatta ("stiff') .

In Personal settings with social distance, and in Non-Personal

s ettings, participants are likely to feel pressured to play the role socially prescribed for them rather than
to behave as an individual. Furthermore, in Speaker-Audience s ettings, the speaker is given the role of
the central figure.
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However, my use of this terminology in my discussion can be misleading in two ways. Firstly,
since it is usually assumed that one single notion should be referred to by a single term, my description
of the impressions produced by the use of different types of honorific components in different types of
situations as fonnal may lead one to assume that the in1pressions which are described as formal are of
one single type. Secondly, my labelling one type of honorific component as Fonnal SM and another as
Plain SM may prompt one to assume that the use of a Non-Plain SM is invariably perceived as fom1al,
while that of a Plain SM is not, and that, more generally, there is a one-to-one correspondence between
a type of honorific form and the fonnality the use of that type can convey. However, observation of the
use of honorific components in vvritten communication reveals that neither of these two assumptions is
true. Instead, as I discuss below, the term ••formal" is used to refer to several different types of
impression which the use of different types of honorific components can give, and there can be a one
to-many, rather than one-to-one, correspondence between a type of honorific component and the level of
so-called formality which can be conveyed by the use of such components.
In written communication directed to a specific reader or readers, such as a personal letter or a
memo tacked on a door for an expected visitor, a stylistic politeness norm (which may be either SFT- or
SER-type) decrees a more elaborate use of honorific components than in face-to-face communication
with the same addressee. For example, one may use Formal SMs and Exalting RSRCs (i. e. the level of
fonnality indicated as Level 3 in Fig. 2.2), when writing to someone, while one would speak using
Fonnal SMs but not Exalting RSRC (i.e. the level of formality indicated as Level 2) Consequently. in
such types of writing, the use of Plain SM is rare.
In writings addressed towards an unspecified audience, such as in a newspaper or magazine
article, an academic essay, a novel (in most cases), or a non-fiction report, on the other hand, a stylistic
politeness norm (which can be SFT-type, although this is intuitively much less likely that1 in personal
writings) decrees the use of Plain SMs. Thus. the proposition "someone has (unexpectedly) gone to
Kobe" is likely to be worded in a newspaper article as follows:
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i-tte-shima-tta.
Shikashi,
Kobe-e
has gone-PLAIN
However
Kobe-to
"HoweveL (s/he) has gone to Kobe."

Forni (f)

Form (f) contains a Plain SM, -tta, which can also be chosen nonnally in an informal speech in a
Personal setting without significant social distance between interlocutors ( conducted at the level of
formality indicated as Level O in Fig. 2.2). Obviously, however, native speakers of Japanese do not
regard the writing in a newspaper article as informal or colloquial because Plain SMs occur in it.
Instead, they are likely to describe such writing, as my native-speaking students did in class discussions,
as formal as well as technical (senm on-teki), dry (katai) and polite (teinei).
However, it is usually impossible for native speakers of Japanese to judge whether speech with
Formal SMs (i.e. conducted at the level of formality indicated as Level 3 in Fig. 2.2) is more fonual than
the writing in a newspaper article or vice versa, although they could say, as my informants did, that both
are more formal than speech in which Plain SMs are chosen (i.e. conducted at the level of formality
indicated as Level O in Fig. 2.2). The two simply constitute two different types of fonnal language use,
which are perceived to be formal in different ways and therefore cannot be ranked on a s ingle
continuum.
Thus, two different types of impression created by the use of two types of honorific components
in Japanese are referred to by the single term '"formal". Interestingly, such usage of the tem1 "formality"
is not peculiar to Japanese. Irvine ( 1 979) observes that native speakers of Wolof (in Senegal) perceive
two distinct speech events, woy (praise-singing) and xaxaar (insult sessions), as both being fonnal.
Although praise-singing and insult sessions are both perceived to be fonnal occasions, they differ in that
they formalize different linguistic featuress:
In praise-singing, the pitch contour of utterances is more structured than in ordinary
talk but meter remains relatively loose: in insult sessions, meter is strictly regulated,
while pitch remains loose. It would be impossible to say that one form of discourse is
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more formalized than the other, although one could say that both are more formalized
than ordinary conversation (and less formalized than some types oforeligious singing,
which structure both pitch and rhythm).
Irvine 1 979: 776
An important consequence flows from the fact that the several different types of impression
created by different types of use of Japanese honorific components are referred to by the single term
''fonnal". This is that the different types of use of honorific components decreed by stylistic poli tencss
nonns for speech and \vritings in different situations, which are described as different i11 tenns of the
degree of formality, can in fact differ from one another in tenns of more than one property of impression.
In other words, different types of use of such components cannot necessarily be arranged at different
points on one single axis, as the illustration in Fig. 2.2 may lead one to assume, but rather are distributed
multi-dimensionally.
"Fomiality level" is therefore not an ideal tenn to refer to the effect of different types of use of
honorific components, as it is likely to suggest that such types could be lined up in a one-dimensional
fonn. A more adequate tennois Register. What is referred to by ''register", which has sometimes been
labelled as Varieties (sec Hymes 1 972 : 63 ) and Stylistic Variations (see Montgomery 1 986: l O l ), has
been defined in slightly different ways by different researchers : for example, as ''speech varieties
related to functional specificity" (Halliday et al. 1 964), as "a variety correlated with the perforn1er's
social role on a given occasion" (Catford 1 965o: 89), as "a variety . . . that is tied to the communicative
occasion" (Bolinger 1 975 ; 35 8), and as "systematic variation ... in relation to social context" (Lyons
1 977: 5 84 )6 . However, I follow the original, less specific but more general definition by Reid ( 1 9 5 6)
who, according to Ellis and Ure ( 1 969), first employed the term :

6

The tenns "register" and "style" have been employed in confusingly various ways by different authors. For example,
Wolfson ( 1 9 8 9 ) states that "register" is most often used to describe the speech varieties which pertain to spec ific
occupations, while "style" refers to situational variation in spoken language.
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For the linguistic b ehaviour of a given individual is by no means uniform; placed in
what appear to b e linguistically identical conditions, he will on different occasions
speak (or ·write) differently according to what may be roughly described as different
social sit1.1ations: he will use a number of distinct ' registers' .
Reid 1 956, cited i n Ellis and Ure 1 969: 25l1

Thus , l use the tcm1 ''register" to refer to a type of language use decreed by
stylistic politene ss
norms without any implication of any particular axis along which the different levels are allocated.
As it
1 s reasonable io describe each type of use of honorific components decreed by stylistic politeness norms
as a register, it is also reasonable to regard stylistic politeness 11om1s as Register Rules which govern
different types of use of honorific components for different types of situations. Accordingly, stylistic
pol iteness can be appropriately described essentially as compliance with register rules.
Different linguists have proposed different models to account for the phenomenon of register
distinctions. As it is outside of my scope to go into the details of past arguments on register models, I
mention only a few examples of such models. Ellis ( 1965) proposes four dimensions on whicl1 register
differences may be classified: Field (the subject-matter such as science or particular sciences), Role
( the social or other role such as conversation, literature, technical writing), Formality (the social
relation bct,vccn the participants such as formal and intimate) and Mode (the medium of
communication. i .e. spoken or written) . In the model proposed by Halliday et al. ( 1 9 64), what Ellis
( 1 965 ) designates as role is treated as part of his field and formality, and therefore only three dimensions
7

arc distinguished: Field, Mode, and Style (which Halliday ( 1 978) calls Tenor) .
Although neither the notion of register nor register rules has attracted the attention of politeness
theorists. the discomfiture caused by the failure to observe register rules has been referred to by

sociol i nguists as "incongrucnt" (Fislunan 1 972: 445), marked and inappropriate, while the politeness

Sec ali':O ! !ill ( 1 958 ) and Catford ( 1 965) for slightly different tenninologies.
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communicated by observance of such rules is likely to be perceived as "good manners" (Firth 1 95 9),
and its importance in the context of second language teaching has been recognized by Tarone ( 1 979,
1 9 8 5 ), Bell ( 1 984) and Selinker and Douglas (1985).
As Ellis and Ure assert, every language has register differences ( 1 969 : 25 1 ), and, in addition to
dis cu ssions of politeness and discomfiture related to register, some sociolinguists have been interested
in the comparison of register phenomena in different languages (Labov 1 972: Labov (edo) 1 972;
Levinson 1 979; Gregory and Carroll 1 978, Friedrich 1972 and Irvine 1979). Others have focused on the
linguistic devices utilized for the realization of register differences, or Register Markers (Ellis and
Ure 1 969), and some of them coined special terms for the use of such devices: for example, C ode
S\\itching for the use of a regional dialect and the standard variety in a Norwegi an village (Blom and
Gumperz 1 9 72\ Bi- and Multi-lingualism for the use of several different languages as register markers
such as occurs in Paraguay (Rubin 1 962), Montreal (Lambert and Tucker 1 976) and American-Israeli
families (Olshtein and Blum-Kulka 1 989), and Mother-in-Law Language for the use of a special code
in some Aboriginal societies in an utterance to an addressee who is in a particular kin relation (Dixson
1 972 and Bro,vn and Levinson 1 978/1 987).
6.2.3.2 Register markers and co-occurrence rules
As the use of Plain SMs in two different registers (i.e. in speech in a Personal setting where no
significant social distance exists between the participants and in v.,riting for an unspecified audience)
generates different impressions (i.e. "informal" and "formal"), one single type of honorific component
can generate more than one type of impression in different registers. Underlying this is the fact that
register rules are a fonn of co-occurrence rules, which decree the same type of honorific components in
different combinations with other types of linguistic fonns. To illustrate how register rules operate as
co-occurrence mles governing the choice of fonns in spoken communication, I will first explain the
linguistic devices which are typically utilized as register markers. Among various types of such devices,
I will discuss only four types here.
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In the case of the first type of register markers, the lexical property ofthe forms serves as the
distinctive feature. As "quid" and "pound", for example, are decreed by register rules to co-occur with
FN and TLN, respectively, in English, koke-ru ("fall over"; slang), korob-u ("fall over"; colloquial)
and tentoo-suru ('"fall over"; formal and technical) are decreed by a Japanese register rule to co-occur
with the Plain, Formal and Super Formal equivalent of the copula, respectively, in speech.
In the case of the second type of register markers, the morphological property of a linguistic
form functions as the distinctive feature. An English equivalent to this type is the contrast between the
contracted form "it's" vs. its non-contracted equivalent, "it is". A Contracted Equivalent of a
Japanese agglutinative morpheme, e.g. -c-cha-, in contrast with its non-contracted equivalent, -tte
shima- (both meaning "have done"), is decreed by a register rule to co-occur with Plain SM, perhaps

with Fonnal SMs, but not with the Super Formal equivalent of the copula in speech.
Finally, presence vs. absence of two types of small particles is also governed by co-occurrence
rules. Sentence-Ending Particles ( or "sentence particles" as they are called by some researchers; e.g.
Uyeno 197 1 ), serve to communicate the speaker's attitudes towards the addressee or the content of the
utterance. For example, -ne (which conveys the speaker's attitude, "I expect you will agree with the
proposition of this utterance", and which can be called the Sentence-Ending Particle of Empathy), as
a tag-question sometimes does in English, and"-yo (which conveys the speaker's attitude, "I am giving
you this information which I am sure is new to you and worth knowing for you", and which can be called
the Sentence-Ending Particle of Assertion). Such particles are decreed to co-occur with Plain SMs in
speech, perhaps with Formal SMs, but not with the Super Formal equivalent of the copula. Presence vs.
absence of particular Case-Indicating Particles, which are roughly the Japanese equivalents for
English prepositions and case inflections such as "I/my/me", also function as a feature which distinguish
between registers. Thus, the case-indicating particles, -e ("to") and -o (Indicator of Object), co-occur
with the Super Formal SMs, may or may not co-occur ·with Formal SMs, and do not nonnally co-occur
with Plain SMs in speech.
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To illustrate the co-occurrence of such forms as decreed by stylistic

politeness nonns , it may be

useful to consider the difference between the language use in (g) and (h) in
a

pair ofhypothetica l

s ituatio ns. In thefirs t situation, a woman is telling a friend ofher brother whom she
knows very wel

l that

her brother has (unexpectedly) already gone to Kobe·, in the second situa,.;on
u , she 1s· g1vmg
· · the same
infonuati on to her younger brother's supervisor whom she is meeting for the first time:
Fom1 (g)

Demo,
i-c-cha-tta-yo.
Kobe
But
Kobe
has gone-PLAIN-CONTRACTED-ASS ERT
''But, (he) 's gone to Kobe (I'm sure this is new to you and is worth knowing for you)."

Form {h)

Des-11-ga,
i-tte-shima-i-mash-ita.
Kob e-e
has gone-FORMAL
Kobe-to
Nevertheless
"(I state with formality that) Nevertheless, (he) has gone to Kobe."

In (g)."the colloquial sentence connector, demo ("but"), the absence of the case-indicating particle, the
contracted fonn, -c-c:ha- ("has done") and a sentence-ending particle, -yo, co-occur with the Plain SM,
-tta. In (h), on the other hand, a more fonnal sentence connector, des-u-ga, (for which I provide a rough
English translation "nevertheless"), the case-indicating particle, -e ("to") , the non-contracted form,
-tlt·-shtma- ("'has done'') co-occur with the Formal SM, -i-mash-ita, and no sentence-ending particle
co-occurs. (See Table 6. 1 below. )
M y illustration of co-occurrence rules so far i s simplistic. To describe a more detailed point of
such rules, it may be useful to consider the co-occurrence of greeting expressions for a first meeting with
address tenns in English. "'How do you do" is likely to co-occur with TLN, while "Hi" is likely to cooccur with FN. It is not surprising that some fonns can appear in a wider range ofregisters; or, can co
occur with more than one register as defined by the occurrence of other forms. Another possible greeting
expression for a first meeting ''hello", for example, can co-occur either with FN or with TLN. A parallel
phenomenon can be found with the co-occurrence of components of honorific units and other forms. The
contracted equiYalent of a morpheme, e.g. -c-cha- ("has done") can co-occur not only with the
combination of honorific components indicated as Level O in Fig. 2.2, but also with that indicated at
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Levels l . 2 and perh aps 3 . Sim ilarly, the case-ind
icating pa1iicle, -e ("to
but also at Level 3 and perhaps Level 2 .

") can occur not only at Level 4

Co-occurrence rul es decree the use of still anoth
er combination of fo rms for the writing for an
unspecified nud1c11cc, as in (f), which was shovm in 6.2 .3
.i1 :

form ( f)

ln

,"-.'hikashi,
Kobe- e
i-tte-shima-tta.
However
Kobe-to
has gone-PLAIN
"However. (he) has gone to Kobe ."

m. ns m (.!!,). a Pb.in SM, -tta, occurs, but at the same time the feanires found in (h) also occur; i.e. the

cnsc-md1catmg particle, -e ("to''), the non-contracted form, -tte-shima- ("has done") and no sentence
cmlmg paitti.:lc. Further. (f) is distinct from both (g) and (h) in that it includes a fonnal and written-style
lJf s..:ntcm.:c C(m.ncctor. shrkashi ("however"), which is, compared to the fonnal and non-colloquial
s"11t<.'1itti cmmcctor used in (h). des-u-ga (''nevertheless"), more likely to be used in writing.
The three registers, illustrated in (f), (g) and (h), are thus clearly distinct from one another in
of honorific and other register markers, although (f) and (g) are similar in terms of the

T11blc 6.1

Copoccurrcncc between honorific components and other forms

7-:1J�.: · t,;'A:,:i·,,: · Jm.\::';ltPr�·t:, r;�,::;;ie;;�w�-

t,

�""'¼"" Arti cle

-

,.,_! , _,_Informal Speech
-�'" '''--

f"nnal Spt-edi

Case-Ind.
Particles

Contract.
Fonns

SM

Sentence
Connectors

Plain

Formal/written

+

-

Plain

Colloquial

-

+

Fonnal

Formal/Spoken

+

-

Sent-End.
Particles

.

"" '"

As

15

illustrated by the co-occurrence of different categories of forms in the three types of

hmj!.U:lf:!,C u�c. u ts n<,t the use of a type l)f honorific component per se but rather the use of a particular
combhutth.m of honrmfi c components and other linguistic fonns as well as other linguistic devices
2 14

(such as prosodic features) that realizes a register. It follows that honorific components are not a unique
linguistic device for the realization of registers, but rather they are one of many types of register
markers.

6.2.3.3 Relationship between honorific and stylistic politeness
So far in 6.2.3, I have discussed stylistic politeness norms governing language use in all types of
situations, which are correctly regarded as register niles decreeing the combination of honorific and
other register markers appropriate for each type of situations. In doing so, I claimed that stylistic
politeness is essentially compliance with register rules. To conclude my discussion in 6.2, it is useful to
clarify the way in which honorific politeness is related to this overall stylistic politeness.
By decreeing various combinations of different linguistic devices, a great many kinds of
stylistic politeness nonns distinguish between various registers and probably immmerable sub-registers
(e.g. between writing in articles in quality newspaper and those in tabloid ones). However, for the
purpose of the discussion here, one can focus on the distinctions between types of registers according to
which types of honorific component are decreed and according to whether the types of honorific
component are decreed by an SFT- or SER-politeness norm. There should be a much smaller nmnber of
these types of registers, which may be called the Honorific Registers.
The detailed analysis of norms governing Plain and Neutral honorific components is outside the
scope of my research, and therefore I do not intend here to provide an accurate list of honorific registers.
However, it seems possible and useful to propose a sketch of a likely way in which stylistic politeness
norms distinguish honorific registers, partly b ased on my intuition concerning the use of Plain and
Neutral honorific components, part of w-hich I have discussed above in 6.2.3.
My inh1itive observation of the appropriate use of Plain and Neutral components and of the
discomfiture I would feel with a breach of such use ( as well as the analysis of SFT- and SER-politeness
(HF) norms) suggests the following seven types of honorific registers. In Types 1 and 2 of honorific
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registers, Non-Neutral and Non-Plain components are decreed by SER- and SFT-honorific (HF)
politeness norms. As discussed in 6.2, Type l includes Speaker-Audience settings, and Type 2 includes
Seller-Client settings and Personal settings with social distance. (Types 1 and 2 both may include
�ritten as well as spoken communication between people in the described social relations) .
Types 3 and 4 of honorific registers are alike in that, in both, the combination o f Non-Plain and
Neutral components is decreed and the use of Neutral RSRCs is decreed by an SER-norm. However, the
tvvo Types differ in that the use of Non-Plain SMs is decreed by an SER-norm in Typ e 3 while it is
decreed by an SFT-nonn in Type 4. Type 3 may include TV news and writing for a manual or an
instruction docwnent (e.g. the explanation of how to fill in a tax return form), and Type 4 may include a
boss 's speech to a newly employed subordinate and the Seller's speech to a Client at a less prestigious
type of finn/restaurant.
In Types 5 , 6 and 7, the use of Neutral and Plain components are decreed; by an SER-nom1 in
Type 5 , by an SER- and SFT-norrn, respectively, in Type 6, and an SFT-nonn in Type 7. An example of
Type 5 of honorific register may be writing for a newspaper article, and one for Type 6 may be a
conversation in a Personal setting without significant social distance between the participants . Type 7
can include Personal setting with extremely small social distance such as between lovers 8.
Based on the distinction between these seven honorific registers, it seems to be reasonable to
identify the following two points as possible characteristics of stylistic politeness nonns governing the
use of honorific components:
1 . St.-ylistic politeness nonns governing the use of honorific components can be either SFT- or SER-type.

Apart from these seven types, marginal uncommon types may need to be identified, which can be called Types 8,
9 and 1 0 , in all ofwhich Plain SMs together with Non-Neutral RSRCs are decreed. Type 8 includes formal writing for
unspecified general audience, in which the author discusses a figure s/he regards as socially higher than her/himself
( e.g. her/his personal "'hero'"). The use ofthese two types of honorific components is intuitively likely to communicate
SER-politeness in such a situation. Type 9 includes fonnal writing for a particular group of people, in which the author
discusses a figure s/he and the audience regard as socially higher than themselves ( e.g. their "hero"). The use of a Plain
SM seems likely to communicate SER-politeness, while that of a Non-Plain RSRC may communicate SFT-politeness.
Type I O includes Personal setting with very small social distance between participants who have acquired an
extremely conservative usage of honorific components.
8

216

2. An honorific register may be governed by only an SER-politeness norm, by both SER- and SFT-types
or by only an SIT-politeness norm.
These characteristics can be illustrated as shown in Figure 6.2, in which, as in Fig. 6. 1 , the type
of honorific component which is likely to convey SFT-politeness in the setting is indicated by Bold,
while others are shown in normal print. Honorific fonns are printed in Italic font, while Plain and
Neutral components are not.

TYPE 1

TYPEo2

Non-Neutral RSRC
Non-Plain SM
TYPEo3

Non-Neutral RSRC
Non-Plain SM
TYPEo4

Neutral RSRC
Non-Plain SM

TYPE S

Neutral RSRC
Non-Plain SM
TYPEo7
TYPEo6

Neutral RSRC
Plain SM

Neutral RSRC
Plain SM

Neutral RSRC
Plain SM

Fig. 6.2 Relationship between honorific and stylistic politeness norms

As Fig. 6.2 illustrates, SFT- and SER-politeness (HF) nom1s are a special range of stylistic
politeness norms, i.e. register rnles, which decree the use of particular types of honorific components.
Accordingly, honorific politeness is correctly regarded as the part of stylistic politeness which can be
communicated by the compliance with the stylistic politeness norms decreeing the use of particular part
of honorific components (as indicated as those printed in italics in Fig. 6 . 2). Obviously, however,
language users normally do not comply selectively with this part of stylistic politeness, but rather
comply with the whole system of nonns, simultaneously making various linguistic choices decreed by
the co-occurrence rnles . It is therefore more precise to describe honorific politeness as a notion of
politeness which people conceive when they focus selectively on language users' use of honorific fonns
they conduct when appropriately complying with the stylistic politeness nonn.
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Honorific politeness is often focused upon and has been widely discussed by Japanese linguists,
JSL teachers and other native speakers of Japanese. In contrast, the more general notion of stylistic
politeness has not. One may want to seek an explanation for this contrast. My discuss ion on native
speakers' evaluative attitudes in 6.3 may provide one.

6.3 Metalinguistic attitudes towards honolific forms
As indicated by the results from Sh1dy 3, the use of honorific fonns can communicate SFr- and SER
politeness in different situations. The results also illustrate that a Personal setting with horizontal/vertical
social distance is one of the situations in which use of such forms can communicate SFT-politeness, whereas a
Speaker-Audience setting is a situation in which use ofhonorific fonns can communicate SER-politeness.
The difference between the two types of situation seems to be reflected in native speakers'
perceptions of situations in which they think they are careful about their own language use. The results from
Study 1 indicate that a larger number of native speakers (including both university students and non-students)
think they are careful about the use of honorific forms in a Personal setting with social distance than in a
Speaker-Audience setting. This might lead one to conclude that the more serious the politeness consequences
of using a feature oflanguage, the more native speakers will think they are careful about using it.
However, it is obvious, from comparing the results from Studies 2 and 3 and those from Sh1dy 1, that
native speakers do not think they are careful about every type of language use that is likely to communicate a
more serious type of politeness. Quantitative and qualitative results from Study 3 clearly indicate that the use
of language for communicating the management of illocutionary force, for example, communicates IFT
politeness, which is no less crucial than SIT-politeness in tenns of the seriousness of the discomfiture a
breach might cause. Both quantitative and qualitative data results from Study 2 also provide evidence to
support a stronger perception of seriousness of Illocutionary discomfiture compared to Stylistic discomfiture
resulting from failure to use an honorific form appropriately. Nevertheless, quantitative and qualitative data
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results from Study 1 indicate that cons
iderably fewer native speak

ers think the"
1 are careful ab out

language use for the communication of
ITT-politeness than about the use of honorific
fonns
conveyance of SFf-politeness. The data in fact

therr

for the

indicates the majority of native speakers think

tha,.
, of a11 t ypes

of language use, they are most care:fol about the use of such forms.
11ms, there is no consistent tendency for native speakers to think that aspects of language use which
could cause serious discomfiture, if wrongly perfo1U1ed, are more important than other aspects. There is no
association between their evaluations of the importance of a type of language use for communicating
politeness and the seriousness of the discomfiture that is likely to result from failure to use such an aspect
appropriately.

w
In fact, such a connection is explicitly denied by native speakers. Comments from intervieees

suggest that, for a native speaker, being careful about their own language use is often nothing to do "-it:h the
values found in the avoidance of generating an offence to other participants.
It is important to note here that results from Study 1 do not necessarily indicate that the majority of
native speakers are actually more careful about the use of honorific folTils than other types of language use for
the commmucation of politeness. Rather they indicate that the majority of them think they are. It is possible.
and highly likely, as suggested by comments provided in PQD- 1 of my pilot study, that many native speakers

are, in fact, careful about their own language use in situations where they need to communicate illocutionary
politeness , while still remaining unaware of actually being careful about it. Comments from informants in
PQD� 1 provided a strong indication that people are more likely to mention the use of honorific fonns, when
they are also
asked to list language use which they think they would be careful about, while agreeing that
careful about the use of other forms for illocutionary politeness, when asked

whether they are careful in a

context in which management of illocutionary force is required.
·
·
· ·
u om Study 1
Therefore, 1t 1s appropnate to m.terpret the results c..
use
likely to be more aware of the use of honorific fonns than

as indicating that native speakers arc

of other forms for the communication of

be most
politeness. An explanation is required as to why they tend to

aware of the use of honorific fonns,

.
of liteness. In 6.3. I
cate equa11Y or more serious types po
while other types of language use can comrmuu
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discuss what seems to make native speakers more awar

e of the use of honorific fomis than any other t� pe of

language use for politeness. Among many factors that app

ear to make native speakers more aware of 1111 s

particular type of linguistic choice, the following fiour mterwoven

ones seem to be most influenti al : the

difficulties experienced by native speakers learning the traditional usage
of such forms (partly caused
recent historical change in the usage of honorific components), the treatment of honorific

by

components in

mother tongue education, the desirability of competence in use of such fiorms m
· the light of soc10· econcm.ic.·
aspirations, and the special values that many native speakers seem to associate with honorific forms.

Cd.l Recent changes in the usage of honorific components
The usage of honorific fonus, as well as that of many other forms of Japanese, has been undergoing
changes in recent times. In terms of morphological and semantic properties, the contemporary Japanese
honorific system consists largely of the same features as those used at the end of World War II. (As far as the
basic vocabulary is concerned, the present honorific system has not changed since the sixteenth century
(Terashimo l 98n1 and Tobita 1986)). However, the sociolinguistic rules concerning the usage ofeach fonn
has dramatically changed during the last fifty years (Watanabe 1986).
y

One of the major factors prompting the change has been the democratization of Japanese societ ,
exemplified by both the demotion of the Emperor in 1 946 (from the mysterious status of a
ordinary human being, \\�th only a symbolic function), and the abolition oflegal
aristocrats. Divided opinions concerning honorific forms and their use were

god to that of an

privileges for former

publicized during this period:

c forms inherited from the old social regime
some claimed that Japanese people need no longer use honorifi
mutual respect towards one another as the essence of
while others insisted that they were necessary to express
e
the Ministry of Education proposd guidelines entitled
a democratic society (Nishida 1 987: 1 7). In 1952 ,
ciples
new age") for the use of honorific fonns. Two prin
Korekara-no Keigo, (lit. ''Honorific forms in the

were suggested. Firstly, that the system of hon
ndly
excessively formal expressions, and seco

orific forms and their usage be simplified by

that the use ofthe fonns should be based on

abandoning

the egalitarian
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principle of mutual respect, rather than on hierarchical separation among people.
TI1e innovatioru; proposed by the Ministry seem to have basically been realized today. For example,
the part of honorific lexis prescribed by the Imperial House Acts or Koshitsu

Tenpan (the supplementary law

concerning the royal fanuly legislated in 1 8 8 9), and used until World War II to refer to the Emperor and other
members of the royal farn:ily, their possessions, actions, and other things related to them has gradually
vaiushed from the mass media, and certainly from people' s daily conversation. The honorific fom1s which are
generally used to refer to ordinary things, instead, arc now used regularly to refer to the royal family in the
mass media.
The abandonment of the special honorific vocabulary for the royal fanuly was not the only
simplification in the use of honorific system. Change also occurred in the use of a more central part of the
system, i.e. in that of Non-Neutral RSRCs. T11e distinction between Exalting and Lowering RSRC fonns has
become less clear. In part because the morphological difference bet\veen the t\vo versions of Non-Neutral
RSRCs is subtle, as in o-hanash-i-ni-nar- u ("gracefully speak", an Exalting RSRC) vs.

o-hanash-i-szmt

("humbly speak", a Lovvering RSRC), people have often been accused of "mixing them up". In other words,
a grov,i.ng number of the younger generation of speakers have used the LO\vering RSRC as an Exalting
RSRC of a verb. As a result, for a growing munber of speakers there is only one RSRC version (i.e. a fonner
Lowering RSRC), which has been adopted as both an Exalting and a Lowering RSRC.
Sin1pliiication has not only been achieved by abando1ung some components of honorific units, but
also by reducing the range of social situai"ions in which honorific forms are supposed to be used. For example,
it is common practice for present day school children and their teachers to mutually use Plain SMs in their
everyday communication, whereas, in earlier times, children would have used ( or, at least, be encouraged to
use) Fonnal SMs ·when addressing their teachers.

In utterances by university students towards their teachers,

the use of Fonnal SMs is more common, but not necessarily that of a Non-Neutral RSRC (witl1 exceptions
among students in an athletic club in schools and universities: see 4.3 2.4 ). To provide some illustration, the
majority of my native-speaking students use Formal SMs but do not use a Non-Neutral RSRC in front of me
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to refer either to me or to another teacher, although they say they do use an Exalting RSRC in front of some
other teachers to refer to them with whom, as one student described, "one feels as if one must speak in a more
proper way".
As described in Chapter 2, the use of a Non-Neutral RSRC to refer to an absent third party is
normally limited, in present usage, to speech where a Non-Plain SM is chosen (i.e. in speech in a formal
situation). In early times, by contrast, it used to be more common to use an Exalting RSRC to refer to a
s ocially higher person, regardless of his/her presence in the situation and regardless of the fonnality of the
situation. Today, it is rare to hear a university student ever use a Non-Neutral RSRC. They do not normally
use one to refer to their teacher, to their boss at their part-time job or to a royal event, unless on a formal
occasion such as giving a speech at graduation. The choice of a Neutral rather than an Exalting RSRC to refer
to an absent third party occurs not only in personal communication among general native speakers but also on
TV programmes such as chat-shows and in newspaper articles. To give a prototypical example, in newspaper
articles reporting the recent Japanese royal engagement, both Neutral and Exalting RSRCs were used to refer
to the prince in different syntactic and discoursal positions. In a briefreport on the prince,

The Asahi Shimbun

(the Asahi Newspaper,7 January 1 993) used the Exalting RSRC for the verb "studied" in "he studied
transportation on the River Thames in the eighteenth century", while it used the Neutral RSRC for "became"
in "he became a researcher at . . . ".
On the same occasion, Hiroshi Kume, a newscaster known for his liberal use oflanguage, used no
Exalting RSRC to refer to Masako, the then princess-to-be, on the night of the engagement. (Most other
newscasters began using mild versions of Exalting RSRCs to refer to her immediately after the
announcement. ) In response to the news item reported by his co-newscaster that Masako had announced she
could not meet the press that evening because she had a bad cold, Mr Kwne said:

Uchi-de

terebi

mite-n-ja-nai-ka-na

Home-at
watch-not-I-suspect
TV
'"I suspect she's watching TV at home now."
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Another newscaster might well have used some Exalting RSRC for the verb '"to watch", and, for that
matter, would probably have hesitated to make such a joking comment. It is remarkable that Mr Kmne' s
non-use of an Exalting RSRC to refer to royalty was perfectly acceptable, (But, as N akaoku ( 1 994)
describes, the use of honorific fom1s in reference to royal members is still flourishing in certain genres of the
press, such as women's magazines.)
However, the changes that have taken place in the use of honorific components since World War II
have not all been in the direction of simplificati.on and egalitarianism, as the government guidelines
anticipated in 1 95 2 . As different researchers have commented (e.g. Oishi 1 9 8 1 and Minami. 1 987), although
the usage of such forms has been simplified in personal encounters, it has become more complicated and
elaborate in commercial/business encounters (see also Nomoto 1 987). hi business circles, the use of honorific
fom1s as well as other formulaic expressions has become increasingly more elaborated (see 2.3.2.3). This
bipolar pattern of change in the use of honorific components has been charted by two studies by the National
Language Research Institute (Kokuritsu Kokugo Kenkyujo 1957, 1983; Minami 1 987) which were
conducted in 1952- 1 953 and 1972, respectively:

TI1e quantitative difference in the use of honorific forms between private and public situations in 1 972
was significantly more conspicuous than that in 1953s; in recent years, people seem to have reduced
their use of honorific fonns in informal situations and, simultaneously, increased their use in fom1al
situations.
Minami 1987: 156. My translation

The elaboration in the use of honorific forms among business people was so conspicuous that several
researchers have provided different terms to refer to such usage, Miyaji ( 1 971) referred to it as Jukei Keigo
(lit. ''honorific expressions used to commwricate benefactor/benefactee relationship") while Oishi ( 1 98 1 )
called it Shoogyoo Keigo

(lit. "honorific expressions used in the commercial world").
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6.3.2 Difficulty in learning to use honorific components
Tiris bipolar change in the usage of honorific components in recent years has affected the younger
generation' s acquisition of usage of such forms in three ways . Firstly, for the majority of this generation, the
use of honorific forms is no longer a part of everyday language use, and therefore is not acquired as naturally
as the use of other forms in verbal communication with their peers in school life and at home. Secondly, in
order to become competitive in business, yollllg speakers need to learn how to use the elaborate special
honorific expressions employed in the business world. Finally, since a large proportion of the older generation
do not accept the new (i. e. both the simplified and elaborated) usage on the whole, young people often have to
learn yet another type of usage, i.e. the traditional usage of honorific fonns. I discuss each of these three.
As Nomoto ( 1 98 7) describes, lllllike older generations of native speakers for whom formal
education functioned as an opportunity to learn the traditional choice of honorific components in everyday
life, younger generations have had fewer opportunities to pick up the knowledge of such usage at school, as
teachers have tried to eliminate the traditionally subordinate position of their pupils (1 987: 63-64)
It has, therefore, become necessary for the majority of y01mger native speakers to consciously learn
how to use the honorific system in the approved manner. For some, after leaving school or lll1iversity, learning
may take the fonn of language courses given in the work place as part of the training for new employees. It is
common for companies, banks, department stores, hotels, airline companies and other service industries to
provide new employees with a course of training in the use of honorific and other formulaic fonns (Nishida

1987: 23). For others, training may take place in sessions held by high-schools, colleges or universities for
students about to go on job interviews. These sessions are often called shuushoku seminaa ("job-lnmting
seminar"). Mock interviews, as well as lectures on honorific fonns, are commonly given in such preparatory
sessions, and students are likely to be given training in the use of honorific and other fonnal fom1s as well as
paralinguistic behaviour such as how to bow, how to make eye-contact with the interviewer, and so on,,
which is socially approved for use in formal settings.
Conscious learning may also take the form of self-study, and books are constantly being published
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for such an audience. At least sixty-two titles targeting native speakers wanting to learn "better" use of
honorific forms, as well as other features of fonnal language, were published between 1 980 and 1989
(Nichigai Asoshieitsu 1 993). The use ofhonorific forms and other stylistic choices of form have also been the
focus of both independent articles and special issues featuring such topics in various journals and magazines.
For example, Genga Seikatsu (a magazine for both academic and general audience) produced special issues
on honorific components in 1957, 1 96 1 , 1965, 1969, 1976, 1979, and 1982 (the magazine closed in 1 988),
and Gengo (another such magazine) in 1 979.
Other changes in the use of honorific components adds difficulty to any younger speaker learning to
use such forms. In most verbal communication younger people take part in prior to completing their
education, they hardly ever need to use any kind of honorific form. For many such young speakers, having just
finished their education and entered "adult life", they need to learn the usage of increasingly elaborate
fonnulaic honorific expressions, especially those who have been recruited by a large, prestigious business
firm. Consequently, young speakers are confronted with complicated linguistic forms which they have hardly
encountered before. One manual on language use for business, provided to new employees by an insurance
company, illuminates the ammmt and type of knowledge and skills a new employee is expected to acquire
during the initial training cmrrse. It includes a long list of expressions presented to illustrate the differences
between three speech styles: the style appropriate for addressing a junior/equal colleague, the style for
addressing a senior colleague or a customer, and the style which should be chosen exclusively for addressing
a customer (see Table 6.2). Although the three styles roughly correspond to those u.1 which Plain, Formal and
Super F omial Levels of SMs are likely to occur, the third style includes extremely elaborate fonns which are
normally used only by a Seller from an exclusively prestigious company in a Seller-Client.
Further adding to young people's difficulty of learning how to use honorific expressions are
prescriptive ideas prevailing in training sessions and self-training books on honorific forms. Apart from the
on-going usage of honorific components (i.e. simplified usage of them in infonnal Non-Personal settings and
increasingly elaborated usage of them in business settings), the traditional usage exists, at least as an idea,
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Table 6.2 Examples of the expressions a new employee needs to learn
MEANING

JUN./EQUAL COL.

The person
accompanying you
(We) cannot.

Jssho-no hito
Accompanying
person
Deki-nai
"Can't-PLAIN"
Uch;-Ja nai
Us COPULAPLA.Thl-NEGATIVE

That is not us
(i.e. the
company)

SENIOR COL./
CUSTOMER
Go-issho no kata
"Honorably accompanying
person"
Deki-masen
"Cannot-FORMAL"
Uchi-de-wa ari-masen
Us COPULA-FORMALNEGATIVE

CUSTOMER
O-tsure-sama
"Honorably acompanying honorable
person-SUPER FORMAL
Jtashi-kane-masu
Do-impossible-FORMAL
Watakushi-domo-no kaisha-dewa
gozai-masen
"Our humble company COPULASUPER FORMAL-NEGATIVE"

(Adopted from a manual for new employees of Mitsui Kaijo Kasai Hoken)

which offers a basis for various criticisms of on-going newer usage (i.e. both "over-simplified" and "over
elaborated" usage of honorific components). A letter to the magazine Genga Seikatsu, which welcomes
letters from readers, pointed to the newer usage of Lowering RSRC, go-riyoo shi-te, ("(hlll11bly) use") in a
flyer distributed by a fonner Japanese telecom company, in which it was used as an Exalting RSRC to refer to
a customer's action of using telephone:
Denwa-o
o-riyoo shi-te iru
minasama-e
everyone-to
Telephone-OBI using-HUMBLE is
"To everyone who is (humbly) using telephone."

Taniguchi in Gengo Seikatsu no. 213 ( 1 969): 54.

The writer states that he is uncomfortable with the use of the Lowering RSRC in this position of the sentence,
although he suspects that the use of such a fonn in a position where, according to the traditional rule an
Exalting RSRC ought to be used, has become common among younger speakers. (Many Japanese linguists
have also made sin:rilar prescriptive statements; see Nomoto (1987) and Kikuchi (1994), for example.)
Omission of honorific fonns in situations where, traditionaily, the use of one would be appropriate,
has also been criticized; for example, the non-use of an Exalting RSRC when the speaker should use one,
according to the traditional rule (Miyaji 1957), or the non-use of a Fonnal SM by school children when
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talking to their teacher (Ohashi 1 976).
"Over-elaborated" usage of honorific components has also been criticized. A dictionruy of
appropriate use of honorific forms edited by Muraishi ( 1992 ), for example, forbids readers to use an Exalting
RSRC in the structure of [a-STEM OF VERB-i-ni-nar-u] together with the suffix which also marks Exalting
RSRC, f-a-re-nt ], such as in o-komar-i-ni-nar-a-re-ru (very gracefully suffer), since it is redundant and
over-elaborate and therefore supposed to be incorrect. Controversy about such "over-elaborated" usage of
honorific c-0mponents seems to have annoyed people for a long time. As early as 1957, Yamashita, then

execulive at a broadcasting company, wrote an article in which he attempted to defend announcers from
ongoing criticism of the over-use of honorific components. He states, "Such misuses and exploitation of
honorific fonns by broadcasting announcers can also be seen as a reflection of the confusion over the use of
honorific fonns among Japanese in general" (Yamashita 1 957: 57. My translation). (For similar criticisms
made by Japanese linguists on the newer usage of honorific components commonly followed in business
world, see, for example, Minarni 1987, Oishi 1976, Unol985, and Bunkacho 1986.)
'I1ms, as a result of the historical change in the usage ofhonorific components, a younger generation
of native speakers are in a confusing situation, where they have considerably less chance to pick up the use of
such forms in their everyday life, but are nevertheless expected to learn increasingly more elaborate honorific
expressions, and, moreover, may be pressured to acquire the traditional usage which in fact is rarely used
nowadays. It is, therefore, not surprising that many ymmg people have been finding it difficult to use honorific
components. Tius was exemplified by one of my interviewees as I reported in 4.3 .2. 3 :

be quite honest, I don't care for honorific components, partly because I never feel confident about how
to use those fonns ....

TO

speakers feel insecure about
Quantitative data from different studies indicate that the majority of native

the

Nihon Hoso Kyokai , the Japanese
use of honorific fonns. For example, a 1979 survey by the NHK (or
t half ofthos
equivalent of the BBC) of 2,639 subjects, shows that abou

e who were born after 1 940 said

·
·• ·
a Kenkyujo and Hoso Seron Chosaj o 1 98 0) . More
hononhc iorm..<;were a nuisance (NHK Sogo Hoso Bunk
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recent research, in the fom1 of a questionnaire conducted by Kikuchi in 1 993 among university students and
other adult native speakers, revealed that only 9.2% of those who were then under age 5 0 felt confident in the
use ofhonorific forms, compared to 37.8 % among subj ects 5 0 and older (Kikuchi 1 994) . (These results seem
to explain the findings of Study 1 which suggest that university students are more likely to be aware of the use
of such forms than non-students are. Speakers who are less confident about the use of honorific forms are
probably more likely to be more aware of it, and to think that they are careful about them.) One of the
respondents to a questionnaire which I conducted at the end of my talk on honorific components (the
Lecture-end Questionnaire, henceforth, see below for the details of my talk) also described, accurately in
my view, the situation whereby the on-going change in the use of these forms affects the learning of the usage:
'"Although people often say 'younger people do not lmow how to use honorific components', I feel the usage
of those forms are too difficult to learn, which lead people not to use them, which in turn makes tl1e learning
even more difficult."
Thus, as a result of the dramatic changes in the use of honorific components after the war, the
younger generation of speakers are forced to learn increasingly complicated and elaborate usage (or, usages)
of honorific components in a conscious rather than a natural way. Tiie resulting difficulty that those speakers
ought to feel obviously makes them aware of the use of such fonns, while they learn and perfonn other
aspects of language use including linguistic choice for managing illocutionary force in a considerably more
automatic manner.

6.3.3 Teaching about honorific components in mother tongue education
Another factor which seems to reinforce native speakers higher awareness of the use of honorific forms is the
influence of mother tongue education.
The Ministry of Education's Course of Study (or, theMonbusho Gakushu Shido

Yoryo) sets

curriculum standards for all primary and secondary schools in Japan. According to the Course of Study, the
teaching of Kokugo (the National Language) in primary and lower secondary schools, deals with three
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interrelated aspects: Expression, Comprehension and Linguistic Matters. The third aspect, Linguistic Matters,
includes two segments: 1) pronunciation, characters and writing system, vocabulary, (sentence and discourse)
grannnar and kotob a-zukai (language/words use), and 2) calligraphy. The final part of the first segment,
kotoba-zukai (language/words use) includes learning about honorific components as well as ·written vs.

spoken styles and kyootsuu-go (the common language) vs. regional dialects. Thus, language use for the
communication of stylistic politeness is regarded by the Course of Study as one of the items that should be
taught to young native speakers of Japanese. On the other hand, the curriculwn for prim ary and (lower and
upper) secondary schools set forth by the Course of Study includes no section concerning language use for the
communication of illocutionary politeness.
TI1e standard curr:icuh.un decrees that children, who nonnally start speaking with only Plain SMs
and Neutral RSRCs, should start learning to use Fonnal SMs appropriately both in speech and writing in the
first year of primary school (ages six and seven). While the leam.i.ng about the choice between the Plain and
Fonnal styles is continually reinforced in the curriculum up to upper secondary school level, students are not
just taught the traditional (i.e. the "correct") usage of such fonns. For example, in a textbook entitled Kokugo
Chu 3 ("Japanese for the third year lower secondary school students") (published by Mitsumura Tosho

Publisher and approved for use in the academic year 1 993-1994), examples of so-called "incorrect' ' (i.e.
newer) usage of Lowering RSRCs are provided along with brief notes cautioning students to be careful not to
follow the us age. In addition to knowledge concerning the traditional usage ofhonorific components,
technical knowledge about honorific components is taught to students at three stages in their education: in the
fifth year of primary school (ages ten and eleven), in the third year of the lower secondary school (ages
fourteen and fifteen) and in the upper secondary school to those in the second course ofKokugo (the National
Language). Thus, young native speakers are taught about the distinction among the three types of
categorization of honorific fonns: a Non-Plain SM, an Exalting and Lowering RSRC, and the technical tenns
for each of these categories of fonns, teinei-go, sonkei-go and kenjoo-go.
A curriculum in which both the use of honorific fonns and technical knowledge about such fonns are
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repeatedly taught, while the use of other forms for the communication of other domains of politeness is not
naturally causes difference in the amount of knowledge students have at a conscious level of the two types of
language. Apart from the difficulties many younger generation native speakers experience in using honorific
fonns, the larger amount of knowledge they tend to acquire about the use of honorific forms is likely to make
them more aware of the use of such fonns than linguistic choice for illocutionary politeness.
It is remarkable that native speakers are better equipped with (prescriptive) rules for the usage of
honorific components and with semanticists' technical knowledge about such forms than they are for
language use for the communication of illocutionary and other domains of politeness. TI1e difference is clearly
reflected in the manner in which native speakers describe language use for different domains of politeness. As
is indicated by qualitative data results from Study 1 , native speakers describe different aspects of the use of
honorific forms for stylistic politeness in a considerably more mmonn and orderly manner than those of
language use for illocutionary politeness (See 4.3 .2.3 ). For example, many subjects and interviewees
employed the temis, teinei-go, sonkei-go and kenjoo-go to distinguish between a Non-Plain SM, an Exalting
RSRC and an Lowering RSRC in simple and concise sentences in a uniform manner. They also employed the
term meue ("socially higher") to refer to the situational feature relevant to the choice of honorific
components, although there are many other possible tenns, such as toshiue ("older"), erai and chii-ga-takai
(both ''of higher stahis"), to refer to the same notion. On the other hand, subjects and interviewees used a
much wider variety of terms and modes to refer to language use for illocutionary politeness, and many
provided a concrete example. What is interesting is that the term meue ("socially higher,,) is one which is
often used in school textbooks to refer to the situational feature in the explanation ofthe traditional usage of
honorific components (e.g. Kokugo 5, "Japanese for the fifth year primary school pupils").

6.3.4

Native speakers' evaluative attitudes towards honorific forms

hi terms of factors which seem to make native speakers more aware of the use of honorific fonns for the
communication of politeness than the use of other aspects oflanguage use, I have so far discussed difficulties
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that the young generation of native speakers tend to experience in using such forms, and the knowledge that a
school education tends to given them. Besides these, however, another set of factors seem to be involved
They seem to provide an explanation for why young native speakers are unlikely to give up trying to learn
how to use honorific components appropriately, despite the difficulties they experience. I discuss them based
on quantitative and qualitative data from several sources including my own studies.
The first factor relates to the desirability of linguistic competence in the use of such forms for young
native speakers. Prescriptive statements criticizing the newer usage of honorific components are obviously,
from a descriptive point of view, expressions of dissatisfaction or protest on the part of an older generation of
native speakers, and would seem to be sometlring one can do very little about, as Greenbaum suggests in
analyzi.ng the English case:

"People resist innovations .... We do not easily abandon life time practices. Our language is
personal to each of us, imprinted in our brains - the medium for our private thoughts as well
as the channel for communicating with others."
1988 [1984] : 13

If this is applicable to the Japanese case, it seems reasonable for the younger generation of Japanese native
speakers to accept and ny hard to master the prescriptive rules concerning the use of honorific components,
even if they had no other reason to do so. This, after all, is the usage which prevailed at the time that their
job-interviewers, bosses and some of their customers were learning to use those forms. For, if those people's
linguistic attitudes cannot be altered and they are socially in a position in which their feelings and judgements
are likely to affect the younger people's course of life, there would not be much point in the latter attempting
to resist those attitudes.
The ability to make a traditionally correct use among honorific components is a competence
likely to be considered as desirable in the process of gaining employment, most typically in seniice industries
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and more generally in companies and organizations of a certain size and prestige. Many university and high
school students prefer a place in one of such companies rather than less prestigious ones, as such
organizations usually guarantee greater job security as well as a higher salary. Therefore it is not surprising
that many such young people would aspire to acquire the knowledge and ability to deal with honorific
components, and the socio-economic reasoning is likely to motivate young speakers to strnggle on to learn the
traditional usage of honorific forms.
This reasoning was expressed by my students in the lecture-end questionnaire, which was
distributed after a lecture which I gave on honorific forms to 417 first-year students at a women' s university.
In my talk, I compared contemporary usage of honorific components vvith that prescribed in books on the
traditional usage of those forms, and forecast that the use of honorific fonns in infonnal situations would
become even simpler, and might even vanish, in the fairly near future. Part of the questionnaire asked the
students to make comments with regard to Japanese honorific fonns, including their own likes and dislikes
towards them. \1/hi.le a number stated that they did not care for honorific fonns, no single subjects stated that
they would stop learning the appropriate usage of honorific components, but the majority explicitly said that
they would continue learning. With regard to why they thought they should continue to struggle \\�th the
learning, 289 respondents stated that there was no way to avoid it, since most Japanese people would not stop
regarding the proper use of the forms as desirable iJ.1 the near future.
Thus, recognition of the value of linguistic competence as a means for the achievement of socio
economic goals is clearly one of the factors which encourages young native speakers to strive to acquire the
traditional usage of honorific components. However, few speakers seem motivated to learn for purely socio
economic reasons. If many decided to make the effort to acquire the competence only as a means for
achieving socio-economic goals, many would welcome rather than lament the future extinction of the
honorific system. However, as my data clearly indicates, many native speakers want the honorific system and
its usage to remain as it is. In a questionnaire conducted by the National Language Research Institute
(Kokuritsu Kokugo Kenkyujo 1964), over 39 % of subjects (479 samples) preferred the usage of honorific

232

components to remain unchanged rather than for it to become simplified, while about 27 % preferred it to
become simplified. The results are particularly significant when one considers that the question was worded
in such a way that subjects were encouraged to make particular choices:

Use of honorific forms tends to make our verbal communication take longer. Some people
consider we should reduce the use of honorific components, considering the pace of life
today, when we have been becoming busier and busier. \Vhich of the following is the closest
to your opinion with regard to this issue?

( 1 ) We should reduce the use of honorific fonns
(2) We need not reduce the use of honorific fom1s
(� ) Cannot say one or the other
(4) Other
(5) Don't know

6. 9 %

9.4 %
2.9%

9.8%
1e.4%
Cited in Tanaka 1 969: 26. My translation.

Unfortunately, responses by the younger generation were not given. The responses to another
question asked, however, seem to suggest that the younger generation (then thirty-year-old and yOLmger or,
roughly, born after 1 934) did not differ significantly from the older ones (then fifty-one-year-old and older or,
roughly, born before 1 9 1 3) in terms of their preference for the retention of the use of the existing system. The
question and the results are as follows:

Some people claim that a society requires order, and honorific forms reflect that order. It is
therefore indisputable that we should use them. Which of the following is closest to your
opinion on the issu.e?

( 1 ) We should use them.
(2) One crumot say we should use them.
(3) Cannot say one or the other
(4) Other
(5) Don't Know

OLDER
87.7e%
5 . 7%

2.8%

2 . 8 e%
0.9e%

YOUNGER
70. 1 %
1 5 .3 %
1 0.3 %
3 .4%
0 .9e%

Cited :in Tanaka 1 969: 26. My translation.
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People·s attitudes towards the maintenance of usage of honorific components has not decreased in recent
years during which the bipolar change in the usage ofhonorific components has occurred.. A recent
qucstiormaire conducted by Kikuchi ( I 994) found that over 94 % of his subjects (given as over 600 samples,
111cluding university students and older generations) chose "I want to be able to use the honorific
fonns correctly and appropriately". over the other option given in the questiomrnire : "I wish Japanese would
use no honorific fonns in the future''.
It 1s thus <.:vitlcnt that many university students and other young native speakers feel eager and
cntlmsiRstic. rather than merely obliged, to leam the traditional usage of honorific fonns. In other \:Vords,
many of I.he younger generation share. rather than decide to make use of, the evaluative attih1des towards
honorific fomt'i and thcir traditional usage which the older generation hold, finding certain value in them.
Such value seems to have two interrelated bases. One relates to the socio-economic class people tend to
assoc1ati.'.. with thc cmnpctence in the use of honorific forms, and the other to a myth of the uniqueness ofthe
J apancsc language.
/\s clearh mdicated by the statistical results from Study 3, a lack of ability in using honorific fom1S
can cause S ER-discomfiture and be perceived as vulgar, ill-bred, immature and untutored. This implies that
the ab1lity to use such fonns in the traditional manner as part of one·s Linguistic Repertoire (Gumperz
I %4 ) is associated with higher social class and/or a higher level of education. The reversed version of this
,tsso1..· 1at1on 'I.V as t.:xphddy comnK:nted upon hv one of the intervim.vccs: she claimed that the ability to use
hononfic components " properly·· m speech 1s an indicator of sophistication and higher professionalism, and
that she \Hshed h) ncqurrc II ! soo 4 l2 4)
c
in the use of honorific
Underlymg the lmk that native speakers seem to make between competene

fi:->nns a."ld social c:las� and/or levei ofeducation. there seem to be actual differences between socio-econo
cultW'ul groups ui ilie use of such forms. A swvey conducted by the National Language Research l11Stitute
1.ndlcuti.:5: that whik•cnllar
,,orkm m

tend ttJ make more elaborate use of honorific fonns than blue-collar

:,;rune fmn (Kolrnrium Kokuso Kcnkyujo 1 982) It is reasonable to assume that the perceived
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value of using honorific fonns is partly based on the favourable associations that native speakers have of
honorific fonns and their use.
The other aspect of the value, on the other hand, relates to the prevailing myths of the uniqueness of
the Japanese language. Ill.uminating statements were obtained from my lecture-end questionnaire. Of my 412
srudents, seventy-one ( 1 7.2 %) stated they felt they should try to improve their competence in use ofhonorific
fonns, because they b elieved that the existence of an honorific system was the characteristic beauty of the
Japanese language. One student stated, "It is very hard to use honorific forms appropriately, but I will do my
best to learn how to do so, because 1he existence of these forms, which are so complex and hard to master, is
one of 1he unique characteristics of the Japanese language." Another wrote, "It would be veiv sad if future
Japanese stopped using honorific fonns as you suggested in your talk, because they are the most beautiful part
of our language which we have inherited from our ancestors."
Native speakers of all ages generally believe that Japanese is the only l anguage that has
an honorific system. Thirty-eight (9.l1 %) of the respondents to my lecture-end questionnaire expressed
sw-prise upon hearing, in my talk, that languages other than Japanese also have an honorific system, and four
of them wrote that they were "disappointed to know that honorific forms are not unique to Japanese, as I had
been told." The idea that an honorific system is unique to Japanese has been so prevalent that several authors
have had to make a point of stating tl1at there are many other languages which also feature such forms (e.g.
Hayashi and Minami 1974, Minami 1987, Genga 1 6-& (1987) and Sugito 1 988).
Native speakers of Japanese tend to feel their language is mrique not only in tenns of its complex
honorific system but also in more general tenns. For example, in a survey conducted by NHK, 79 % ofnative
speakers indicated that they thought Japanese was more difficult to learn than other languages, a majority of
7 1 % felt that it was impossible to translate something said in Japanese, which is characterized by so many
delicate and sensitive nuances, into another language, while 8 1 % expressed the opinion that Japanese is a
beautiful language (NHK Hoso Bunka Kenkyujo 1991).
otherwise) is so different from that of
There is a view that Japanese behaviour (both linguistic and
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other nationalities that the theories which are applicable to other peoples are not applicable to them, and this
has often been labelled as "the myth of Japanese wuqueness" (or Nihon-jin-tokushu-ron in Japanese). Not
unlike claims ofJ apanese uniqueness in other fields such as anthropology ( e.g. Benedict 1946, and Nakane
1967), sociology (e.g. Vogel 1978), psychology (e.g. Doi 1 971) and other social sciences (see Sugimoto and
Mauer 1982 for details), claims concerning the uniqueness of the honorific system seem to date back before
World War II. One of the most influential researchers into honorific fom1S, Matsushita ( 1 923 , 1924 ), claimed
that Japanese people differed from other nationalities in tenns of the depth of their consideration for others'
feelings. He stated that the highly developed honorific system in the language "was the reflection of this
characteristic of Japanese people, and should be regarded as a valuable system" (Matsushita 1924: 339, cited
by Nishida 1 987: 247. My translation).
Such claims regarding the value of the Japanese honorific system have been introduced to orcfumry
native speakers through fomrnl education. The ofiicial Japanese language textbook for the sixth-graders
published in 1 942 states:

It is a remarkably unique characteristic of our language that we can delicately express
respect and modesty through the use of honorific components ....That the language has
developed the honorific system to such an extent is a manifestation of the nobility and
traditional beauty of our nation.
Kokutei Kyokasho "Shoto-ka kokugo" vol. 7, cited in Nishida 1987: 7. My translation.

111c myth about the uniqueness of the Japanese language does not seem to be presented to young
native speakers today in the same overtly direct manner as it was in pre-war days. Hm.vever, inculcation of
the concept of Japanese uniqueness in fOungcr generations has continued through various means. For
example, M. Oishi (personal communication 1 996} states that while she was a student (in 1970s and 1980s),
she wa-s cncour-.1:ged to believe that Jap.mcse was a language with a numbL>r of unique characteristics through
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vague statements in texts on the language presented in school textbooks for Kokugo (the National Language).
She also claims that similar misleading statements about the language are still easily found in current official
textbooks, providing the following examples:
"No equivalent to natsukashii (nostalgic) is found in another language" (Kokugo 3, I 992. My translation. )
''The beautiful Japanese linguistic sounds . . . . " (Gendai-no Kokugo 3, 1 992. My translation.)
"Japanese speakers (who can use Sentence-end particles) can express more subtle feelings and emotions
than speakers of other languages" (A tarashii Kokugo 3, 1 992. My translation.)

Oishi 's list of misleading statements about the Japanese language includes those concerning honorific
components and their use as in:

''Honorific forms are certainly complex, but on the other hand, proper use of such forms is
indescribably beautiful" (A tarashii Kokugo 3, 1 992. My translation.)

Thus, the teaching of and about honorific components clearly has not been done in a descriptive
ma1mcr9 , nor has it been done purely for the consideration of providing all children with the opportunity for
social mobility, although equipping all children with linguistic competence meritorious for their future social
and professional life is one of the purposes in teaching such forms

in school, as clearly stated in the Course of

Study 1 0 • Rather, it has been done in a prescriptive manner, so that the message transmitted to the younger
generations conveys both the particular aesthetic value that some people place on honorific fonns, and the
connection that some people perceive between such a value and the belief in Japanese uniqueness.
So far in 6.3, I have highlighted four external and internal factors which seem to make many native

1bis was manifested in a recent incident I witnessed at a con.thence organized by the Agency for Cultural Affa.irs ( or
Bzmkacho) and other (national and local) governmental organizations for education for primary and secondary s�hool teach�rs
te ching
in Kokugo in October 1 997. One teacher participant expressed the opinion that these days scho_ols are not e�e�tively �
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speakers be significantly more aware of the choices of honorific fonns associated with the communication of
stylistic politeness than those associated with the communication of illocutionary politeness. One external
factor relates to the difficulties native speakers are likely to encounter in acquiring the usage of honorific
forms. Another external factor, which leads people to make the effort to acquire the competence in the usage
despite these difficulties, is the socio-economic reasoning that such competence is use.fol in forthering career
goals. An internal factor which also encourages people to continue making the effort is the aesthetic value
which many native speakers place on honorific fonns. Finally, all three factors are transmitted and reinforced
by the remaining external factor, treatment of such forms in primary and secondary education.

6.3.5 Honorific components and diglossia
In 6.2, my exploration of the function which honorific components perform as a type of linguistic device for
enacting politeness leads one to conclude that such forms are one of many register markers. It also shows that
Plain and/or Neutral components are no less important than Non-Plain and/or Non-Neutral ones in terms of
the fimction they perfonn as a register marker. However, my investigation in 6.3 above reveals that Non
Plain and Non-Neutral honorific components are distinct from other honorific components, from other types
of register markers and from all other types of linguistic device utilized for the communication of politeness.
Non-Plain and Non-Neutral honorific components are a unique category of linguistic device in that native
speakers find special value in such forms which they do not find in any other type offonns.

It is clear now that this value is distinct from and unrelated to the value people place on avoiding
causing discomfiture in verbal interaction with other participants. Instead, they are characterized by the

follo'-'mg four aspects. Firstly,

native speakers seem to find special value in the use of these forms in

situations which they perceive to be "formal". It seems, therefore, that native speakers tend to find the value
not only in the linguistic forms themselves, but also in the use of such forms in appropriate situations, without
making a clear distinction between them. Secondly, native speakers tend to feel that the fonns and their usage
are beautiful. and arc therefore a valuable part of the language system. Consequently, the value can be
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described as aesthetic in nature. 111irdly, this aesthetic value is connected to social prestige. Speakers who are
competent in the traditional use of such fonns often belong to, and epitomize, a high socio-economic group
vvith better education. Finally, in the maj ority of cases, acquisition of the usage of these fonus is done through
formal education rather than as part of a vernacular speech.
As I discussed in Chapter 3, politeness theorists have mainly dealt ·with the scope of illocutionary
politeness, and focused their attention on politeness norms. It is not surprising, then, that native
speakers' evaluative attitudes towards the language and its use have not been a topic for discussions \\�thin
politeness theory. However, among sociolinguists who study linguistic choice for the realization of registers,
some have focused their attention on native speakers' metalinguistic evaluations of particular register
markers . For example, Blom and Gumperz ( 1972) highlight the social identity value which native speakers
tend to find in (the use of) a dialect in Norway, which is a code in opposition to the standard national code.
Among various notions employed in discussions of stylistic choice, Diglossia, put forward by
Ferguson ( 1 959), is unique in that it explicitly refers to native speakers' metalinguistic evaluative attitudes
towards a particular category of linguistic device utilized as a register marker. I argue that the tendency for
J apanese native speakers to place special value on Non-Plain and Non-Neutral honorific components is one

fonn of the evaluative linguistic attitudes discovered among speakers of communities discussed under the
notion of d.iglossia.
First of all, however, I need to clarify my use of the term "d.iglossia". It was originally used to refer
to a situation in which two or more varieties of the same language are used as register markers and one of the
varieties is valued by native speakers as higher than tl1e other(s). The variety regarded as higher is referred to
as High Language (H) and the other(s), Low Language (L). In Ferguson' s

( 1959) original discussion, H is

a standardized linguistic code, whereas L is a genetically related vernacular code. Four examples of his

Diglossic Communities are:
Cairo:

Zurich:
Port-au-Prince:
Modern Greek:

H: Classical Arabic
H: Standard Gennan

H: French

H: Literary Greek

L:
L:
L:
L:

Egyptian Arabic
Swiss Gennan
Haitian Creole
Greek
23 9

Later researchers have reported various linguistic communities in which different types of devices can be
regarded as functioning as H. For example, Fishman (1967) reports a situation where higher and lower
evaluations of two unrelated language are made by native speakers of two unrelated languages in a bilingual
community. (See also Valdman 1987, 1 989 for related discussions.)
It is also clear that the distinction between H and L can be gradual (and therefore H can be a vague
rather than clearly definable concept). Saleh ( 1997), for example, argues that Egyptian Arabic features a
gradation of registers from the highest to the lowest, rather than two clear-cut H and L, as Ferguson (1959)
suggests. Haugen ( 1 962) also refers to similar continuous H-L registers in certain languages and refers to the
phenomenon as ""Schizo-glossia".
Consequently, the term has been used to refer to situations which vary in terms ofthe linguistic
aspects of the codes functioning as H and L and the relationship between them. For the purpose of my present
discussion, in which I deal with the relevance of diglossia to the Japanese native speakers' metalinguistic
attitudes towards honorific components, I focus exclusively on native speakers' evaluation of register markers
in a diglossic community. I ·d1erefore ignore all the linguistic properties ofH in each of such communities, e.g.
whether H is an independent language and whether H and L are clearly distinct sets of register markers. h1
doing so, I adopt the following view of diglossia by Fishman (1967):

diglossia exists not only in multilingual societies which officially recognize several
"'languages" but, also, in societies which are multilingual in the sense that they employ
separate dialects, registers or functionally differentiated language varieties of whatever
kind.
Fishman 1967: 30.

native speaker
Adopting Fishman" s notion, it is appropriate to regard the value that many
Non-Plain and Non-Neutral honorific components as a fonn of digloss

s place on

ic value, by which I refer to the
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value speakers place on their H in a diglossic community. Of the four characteristics I identified in relation to
the Japanese case, all of them are clearly found in the evaluation of the H in diglossic communities 1 1 _
Firstly, in a diglossic community, the situations in which it is appropriate to use H (such as in a
sermon in a church or mosque, a speech in parliament or a political speech, a university lecture or news
broadcast) are regarded as being distinguished from those in which it is appropriate to use L (such as in a
conversation at home, an1ong family and close friends and during informal activities such as shopping).
Furthermore, the former situations are perceived as more formal, serious and significant situations than the
latter (Ferguson 1959).
Secondly, H is believed to be more beautiful, more formal and more valuable than L. Thus, H in the
Tamil community is regarded as the language of '"purity and correctness" (Britto 1 99 1 : 64), while H in the
Chinese diglossia of the pre-Christian era was viewed as the "supreme" variety (Peyraube 1991 ). What
seems particularly interesting is that such beliefs are also likely to be held by speakers whose command of H
is quite limited (Ferguson 1 959: 33 1 ). This is very similar to the view likely to be held by young speakers of
Japanese towards the use of Japanese honorific forms, as was shown in my lecture-end questionnaire (see
6.3 .4).
Thirdly, H is the code perceived as the language of prestige. It is characteristically con11ected to a
higher social class and/or the better educated in society; for example, this is the case \,ith Sanskrit, H, in the
lndo-European speaking parts of India, which is closely associated \\ith the male Brahm.ins (Deshpande

1 99 1 ).
Finally, H is the code which native speakers acquire by conscious learning through formal
education, and accordingly, while the grammatical structure of L is learned without explicit discussion of
grammatical concepts, the grammar of H is learned in telUlS of "rules and norms to be imitated" (Ferguson
1959:239).

11
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T11e rdevmice of diglossia to the written vs. spoken registers of Japanese is discussed by Coulmas (] 9 1 ) �utno one (tol
:
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knowh:1.h,;) point, to that to honorific registers. It is unfortunate, m my Vli�W, that some researchers ( e.,,. E gto 1 99 1
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� �denving tl').e applicability of the notion to the Japanese stylistic polit�ness, �ail to r�co�e the Ulllq_ueness o e no ion, w (;
tak� into acco1.1nt native spt::akers, linguistic attitudes towards particular l111gu1st1c devices.
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As discussed so far in this section, each of these four characteristics are applicable to native speakers
of Japanese and Non-Plain and Non-Neutral honorific components. It is therefore appropriate to regard such
honorific components (or, more precisely, the registers in which they are used appropriately) as H in
Japanese, and, accordingly, to regard as diglossic, the value native speakers find in such forms .

I wish to make a final note as to whether diglossic value is likely to be connected with native
speakers' chauvinistic attitudes towards their own language as a whole, which, in the case of Japanese, is the
myth of its uniqueness. No discussion of diglossia (to my knowledge) makes explicit mention ofit. However,
it is reasonable to assume that people, if they perceive any type of superiority of their own language over
another, are more likely to find an exemplary manifestation of the superiority in whatever they regard as H
(e.g. a written register) rather than in L (e.g. a spoken register and a stigmatized social dialect) in the
language. For example, as a survey indicates (Nishihara 1 988), Japanese high school students are likely to
regard written registers such as "language used in the novels" as more beautiful than spoken ones such as
--Japanese used in TV and radio). TI1e similar tendency can be found in English. In Pygmalion, Professor
t
patriotism drove him to regard literary work in English as an H, while he regarded so
Higgins' linguisic

called Cockney accent as an L, notable in his criticism of Eliza Doolittle's pronunciation:

Listen to this, Pickering. This is what we pay for as elementary education. This unfortunate animal
has been locked up for nine years in school at our expense to teach her to speak and read the
language of Shakespeare and Milton. And the result is Ahyee, Buyee, Ceyee ...
Shaw 1916, Pygmalion, Act II

if chauvinistic attitudes towards the value of a language are common among native speakers, they will most
likely be connected with H rather than L. However, speakers in some societies may not attribute such values
to their language, and diglossia in such a linguistic society \vi.11 obviously have no corresponding equivalent to
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the Japanese uniqueness myth.

6.4 Summary of this chapter
Tius chapter has discussed honorific politeness nom1S and native speakers' attitudes towards Non-Plain and
Non-Neutral honorific components. I first clarified that Japanese honorific politeness can be either SFT- or
SER-politeness depending on the type of situation in which it operates, but that it is regarded as a special part
of the observance of register co-occurrence rules, wmch decree different types of language use appropriate for
difterent situations. I also argued that honorific components are one of many types of register markers.
Next, I analyzed the backgroll.11d of native speakers' greater degree of awareness in using Non-Plain
and Non-Neutral honorific components compared with their use of other aspects relating to politeness. I
suggested that, apart from external factors (i.e. difficulties in learning the usage, socio-economic incentives to
learn the usage, and treatment of such forms in school education), there is an internal motivation (i.e special
values that native speakers are likely to find in using such honorific components) that seems to play a role in
making native speakers more aware of the use of honorific fom1s. I finally argued that the value native
speakers tend to find in honorific fonns is diglossic in nature.
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Chapter 7: Implications and Concluding Comments

This chapter discusses the implications of my research findings and suggests some areas for further
research.

7. 1

Implications for JSL teaching

7.1 . 1

The need t o teach politeness other than honorific 1>0Iiteness

My research findings indicate that, in terms of the seriousness of discomfiture that a breach can cause,
illocutionary politeness i s no less crucial in Japanese than stylistic politeness. So

if a JSL syllabus aims

at helping learners use language appropriately, so that they do not inadvertently cause discomfiture, it is
essential th at the syllabus covers linguistic choices for the management of illocutionary force.
However, as I briefly mentioned in Chapter 1 , many current mainstream JSL textbooks are ·not
sufficiently helpful for such learners, as such textbooks only teach the stylistic choice of honorific forms
as a means for communicating politeness, and neglect choices among other forms that convey
illocutionary politeness. For example, mainstream JSL textbooks introduce a number of expressions
that are appropriate to use when making a request (for instance -te ku dasai and -te-kudasai-masen-ka,
occur in many), but learners are only taught to choose among them on basis of situational features,
namely, the social distance between the speaker and the addressee. Such textbooks fail to provide
learners with sufficient knowledge about how to mitigate the cost they are imposing in making the
request. It would be more helpful if textbooks presented the range of expressions that native speakers of
Japanese can use in requests, depending on both situational features and the size of the imposition of the
requestd1 •

1
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Meanwhile, although this is beyond the main scope of my research, my results also suggest that
other domains of politeness, apart from stylistic and illocutionary politeness, can be crucial. The
findings imply that it is not sufficient for a JSL learner only to acquire knowledge about how to
communicate stylistic and illocutionary politeness appropriately, and hence how to avoid inadvertently
using 1mco111:fortable Japanese in these domains. A JSL syllabus, therefore, needs to pay attention to the
ways in which all aspects of language use and linguistic behaviour affect all types of politeness.

7.1 .2

The teaching of honorific forms as a means of preventing serious discomfiture

My research findings also indicate that the use of honorific fonns can convey both SFT-politeness and
SER-politeness. SFT-politeness can be conveyed when a Fonnal SM is used either in a Personal setting
with horizontal and/or vertical social distance, or in a Seller-Client setting. SER-politeness is likely to
be communicated \vhen a Fonnal SM is used in a Speaker-Audience setting, and when a Non-Neutral
RSRC is used in all types of fonnal situations.
This implies that the two types of usage of honorific forms have different degrees of importance
for learners who wish to avoid generating SFT-discomfiturc. It is reasonable to presume that the
majority of learners will want lo avoid unintentionally causing serious discomfiture, and that therefore it
will be more important for them to learn about communicating SFT-politeness than SER-politeness.
So in order to develop learners ' competence in appropriate language use, and to help them
avoid causing serious discomfihire, it is necessary for a J SL syllabus to treat the t\vo types of usage of
honorific fonns differently. The use of honorific fonns to communicate SFT-politeness should be made
an obligatory component of the syllabus, whereas the use of the forms to convey SER-politeness should
be made optional . W11ether or not the latter should be taught can be determined on the basis of factors
such as the learners ' purpose in learning Japanese, their interests, and their level of proficiency, rather
than simply asstm1ing it to be necessary for all learners, as is the case with the mainstream syllabus for
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elementary JSL teaching. It is part-i cularly inappropriate, in my opinion, to assume that every learner
needs to acquire the traditional usage of Non-Neutral RSRCs, which is unlikely to convey SFT
politeness, especially when the great maj ority of native speakers do not the111Selves feel confident in
using these forms.
Further, if it is decided to teach both types of usage, it is essential, in my view, to explain to
learners that the use of honorific forms does not necessarily communicate SFT-politeness . Then they can
decide for themselves whether or not they want to learn both types of usage presented in the syJl abus

7.1 .3

The teaching of honorific forms as a means of conveying 'elegance'

As has b een explained, native speakers of Japanese are highly likely to find diglossic value both in
honorific fonns and in the ability to use such fom1s in the traditional manner, which is unrelated to the
value of using thes e forms to avoid FT-discomfiture. This implies that acquiring such an ability tends to
be advantageous for learners, quite independently of whether or not it helps them to avoid producing
seriously w1comfortable utterances, when they do not intend to. It may, therefore, be a reasonable choice
for a J SL syllabus to teach all the traditional us age of both Non-Plain and N on-Neutral types of
honorific forms, regardless of the seriousnes s of the politeness they can convey.
This may seem to suggest that the prevailing treatment of honorific forms in mainstream J SL
textbooks is fill adequate one. However, there is what seems to me to be a serious problem with the way
in which the traditional us age of such fom1s is taught in these textbooks. None of these mainstream
textbooks, as far as I know, presents the traditional usage of honorific fom1s with an explanation that
only a limited group of native speakers adopt the usage being taught, and that it is perceived as diglossic
H by the majority of contemporary native speakers . Instead, it is invariably presented as if it were the
actual us age of honorific fonns employed by the majority. By doing this, such textbooks deprive
learners of the chance to decide for themselves whetl1er or not they wish to learn to be fluent in the
usage.
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Further, such textbooks fail to provide them with the infonnation necessary to make an
adequate choice concerning this. It is, in my view, a disservice to teach the usage of a diglossically High
code in such a way that learners do not discover that it is a diglossic H. As in the case of linguistic fonns
which are cmmected ,vith sexism, racism and other ideologically biased language uses, as well as those
which seek to combat this (i.e. politically correct tem1s), and the learning of linguistic fonns which are
regarded as diglossic H in a language, which are often connected with a prestigious social class, these
fom1s may or may not be a priority for different learners. The decision whether to learn to b e fluent in
such a code should be made, in my view, by the learners rather than the teacher, and, they should
therefore be provided with the infonnation they need to make an adequate decision.

7.1.4

The need for awareness of one's own diglossic views

It seems likely that one factor underlying the inadequate presentation of the traditional usage of
honorific fom1s in JSL textbooks is the lack of awareness on the part of JSL teachers and textbook
writers of the actual usage of honorific forms by the majority of contemporary native speakers. Such
lack of awareness itself constitutes a characteristic of the phenomenon of diglossia. As is generally
observed in a diglossic society, native speakers tend to regard language use which is outside of Henot
only as unimportant; as Ferguson points out, ''H alone is regarded as real and L is reported 'not to
exist'" ( 1 95 9 : 330); see also Caton ( 1 99 1).
A similar blindness is often displayed by native speakers of Japanese towards registers in
which Plain and Neutral honorific components are decreed. Such registers are not only regarded as
wrong (warui), unacceptable (ikenai) or as a regrettable slip of the tongue (tsui tsuka-c-cha-u) (all
chosen by my students to refer to their own infomial speech), but they are also often invisible. Many of
my students and other native speakers, including JSL teachers, do not realize that registers in which the
use of Plain and N eutral honorific components is appropriate, e.g. the registers I presented as lnfonnal
Speech in Table 6. 1 , exist. Further, it seems equally easy for a pedagogy-oriented grammari an to

247

asswne that, in a milder case, only the diglossically High code is worth writing a grammar of, or that in
an extreme case, only such a code has a grammar at all.
Such blindness is undesirable in JSL teaching, since it will hinder teaching from being
sufficiently helpful for learners, and JSL teaching needs to be free from it. In order for JSL teachers and
textbook writers to free themselves from such blindness, it should be useful to raise their consciousness
of the fact that Non-Plain and Non-Neutral honorific components and their use constitute diglossic H
and that, therefore, native speakers tend characteristically to be relatively unaware of the Plain and
Neutral honorific components and unable to notice the use of such components.

7.2

Implications for politeness theory

7.2.1

The need to acknowledge differing domains of politeness

As discussed earlier, linguistic politeness is not a single entity but rather comprises different domains,
which operate differently, which are affected by different types of social features, which are enacted by
different types of linguistic behaviour, and which cause different types of comfort.
However, the distinction between such domains is not necessarily acknowledged as a premise
in politeness theory, and that seems to be a cause of unnecessary confusion in discussions in the field. It
is important, therefore, for linguists to clarify the distinction between the various domains of politeness.
It is also important in comparative studies of politeness to clearly distinguish between the various
domains, in order to avoid making inadvertent comparisons across domains.
With regard to the stylistic domain, it has been shown that Japanese honorific politeness
operates according to register rules, in which the use of diglossically High honorific components is
illuminated. This type of Japanese linguistic politeness, therefore, can be compared with register and
digloss ia in various other languages .
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7.2.2

The need to define terminology

Related to the need for making clearer distinctions between domains of politeness is the importance of
using terminology more precisely. As discussed in Chapter 3 , the terms "polite(ness)" as well as teinei
have the potential to refer to a wide range of notions, and to use them as technical tenns without a clear
definition can cause confusion in a discussion of politeness.
Further, it has been shown that these terms can also be problematic ones to select as evaluative
expressions in research into people' s perceptions of linguistic politeness. Since different types of
politeness are perceived as different types of comfortable feeling, it is best, in research into a particular
type of politeness, to select a term which specifically refers to the particular type of comfort the
politeness is felt to be. If the tem1 '·polite", or teinei, is used as the evaluative expression in such
research, it will be impossible to guarantee that it is the specific type of politeness that is being
investigated in the research, as the tenn inevitably neutralizes the diverse nature of the kinds of comfort
that native speakers may perceive with various types of politeness.

7.2.3

The need to distinguish between politeness and the semantic property of tbe linguistic
device

As has been explained, stylistic politeness is not a semantic phenomenon, in which a linguistic device
invariably conveys a s emantic (either propositional or expressive) meaning; rather, stylistic politeness
is communicated through conveying that semantic meaning in a particular situation. This domain of
politeness, therefore is a pragmatic phenomenon, as is the illocutionary domain of politeness.
However, this fact does not seem to be properly acknowledged in the study of stylistic
politeness. Stylistic politeness has not been clearly distinguished from the semantic property of the
device utilized for its communication ' and this seems to have caused confusions. It is therefore
necessary for linguists to tmderstand the process by which stylistic politeness is communicated and to
distinguish between the semantic and pragmatic levels of meaning involved in the process.
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7.2.4

The place of dis comfiture and speakers' evaluative attitudes in politeness studies

The observation and analysis of the discomfiture that native speakers experience when faced \>vith
inappropriate linguistic b ehaviour plays an essential role both in the distinguishing of different domains
of politeness and in the identification of politeness norms. This vital notion of discomfiture should
therefore b e incorporated as an important feature of a framework for studying linguistic politeness.
Discomfiture, which is closely related to p oliteness, has obviously been discussed in research into
politeness (having been referred to as offence, discourtesy, emb arrassment, and so on in p ast literature)
However, its role has been discuss ed s omewhat implicitly rather than fully explicitly. Since the notion is
so vital for the analysis of the characteristics of politeness, linguists need to develop a clearer
framework for handling it.
Moreover, it has also b ecome clear that some aspects of politeness cannot be fully explained by
avoidance or mitigation of discomfiture, and that native speakers ' evaluative attitudes towards language
are also important. It is also necessary, therefore, in order to obtain a fuller !lllderstanding of politeness,
to incorporate native speaker evaluations in a framework for the sh1dy of politeness.

7.3

Implications for further research

7.3.1

Confirmatory research

As I pointed out in Chapters 4 and 5, my questionnaires had the following two weaknesses:
1) Weakness in the Questio1111aire for Studies 1 and 2
In Study 1 , I attempted to compare native speakers' evaluations of the importance of appropriate use of
honorific fonns with other types of appropriate language use for the cmmnunication of politeness. In Study 2,
I tried to compare their assessment of the degree ofthe seriousness of discomfiture resulting from the
inappropriate use of such fonns with that resulting from other types of inappropriate language use.
My questio1111aire for these studies failed to obtain data on whether native speakers regard
appropriate (or u.1appropriate) use of honorific fom1s exclusively as a means of (or deviation from) st listic
y
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politeness (see 4.3 . 1 .4 and 44. 1 .4). As a result, I was unable to obtain quantitative data on this point,
although I obtained clear qualitative results from my small-scale interviews.
Consequently, my argument in 6. 1 that honorific fonns are intrinsically related to the
communication of stylistic politeness. which was based on my qualitative results, has to be a tentative one. In
order to confirm this argument of mine, it is necessary to conduct research into the validity of these two issues
for the maj ority of native speakers.
2) Weakness in the Questi01maire for Study 3
In the description of some items of inappropriate linguistic behaviour presented in the questionnaire for Study
3 , I failed to make it clear from whose viewpoint the discomfiture should be described. Due to this
shortcoming, it was not clear vvith some items whose perception ofdiscomfiture is reflected in the results from
the questiol1llaire.
Consequently, my interpretation of the second axis ( i.e. the y-axis) of the statistical results from
Study 3 as indicating personal offensiveness has to be a tentative one, as it rests on two assw11ptions: that the
discomfiture resulting from items of behaviour were described from the addressee's viewpoint, and that
behaviour offensive to a specific participant or participants can not be perceived as personally offensive to
other participants. h1 order to confim1 this interpretation, therefore, research is necessary into the validity of
boili these assumptions.

7.3.2

Towards the study of politeness communicated by the use of all types of honorific
components

My research aimed to explore the politeness communicated by the use of a non-Plain and/or non-Neutral
honorific component within the range of the usage that university students as well as non-students nonnally
follow (or at least strive to follow), and it led to the significant insight that the use of honorific components
fonn one part of the observance of register rnles. Although I have not explored the pol1teness related to tl1e
usage of Non-Neutral RSRC prompted by the social distance between the speaker and a bystander in my
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theses, for the reasons I stated in 2. 3 .3, it is an area worthy of investigation.
My research also produced fmdings about Plain and Neutral components : that these components
play no less significant roles than non-Plain and non-Neutral components as register markers. As briefly
mentioned in 6.2. 3 , the use of Plain and/or Neutral honorific components, as that of Non-Plain and/or Non
Neutral ones, seem to communicate both SIT- and SER-politeness in different registers. This implies the
need for research into the details of SFT- and SER-politeness nom1S governing the use of these components .
Findings from such research \-Vill be no less helpful for JSL learners than those about SIT- and SER
politeness (HF) norms. Further, they will als o contribute to the study of politeness theories, providing
knowledge about the politeness communicated by every type of honorific components. Such knowledge
will offer not only a more comprehensive but also a more neutral description of the relationship b etween
J apanese stylistic politeness and honorific units than the present one does, which deals only with the
ra11ge of components associated with diglossic value, i.e. honorific fonns.

7.3.3

Concluding comments

Clearly, it i s a challenging task to undertake research in all these areas, but it is one that is necessary
both for JSL teaching and for the development of politeness theory.
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Appendix A: Questions for Studies 1 and 2
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AppendixB: Question for Study 3
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Appendix C : The crossing data from the questionnaire for Study 3
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Appendix D : Interview notes
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