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Drodzy Czytelnicy.

Zeszyt letni Silva laponicarum jest w catosci poswiecony
jezykoznawstwu. Zamieszczamy dwa teksty jezykoznawcze.
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Mickiewicza w Poznaniu. Odbedzie sie ona w Centrum Sztuki i
Techniki Japonskiej ,Manggha” w Krakowie w dniach 24-28
pazdziernika 2007. Silva takze bedzie tam obecna. Szczegbty
wydarzenia mozna znalez¢ w ponizszym serwisie internetowym:

http://www.filg.uj.edu.pl/ifo/japonistyka/conference/.

Z nadziejg na spotkanie w Krakowie jesienia.

Kolegium redakcyjne E-mail: silvajp@amu.edu.pl

Poznan-Warszawa-Kuki, czerwiec 2007



Dear Readers,

The summer fascicle of Silva laponicarum is wholy devoted to
linguistics. We publish two texts on lingiuistics.

Polish Japanology is preparing to the main event of the year — The
International Conference on Japanese Studies to celebrate the 20th
anniversary of Japanese Studies at the Jagiellonian University in
Cracow and at the Adam Mickiewicz University in Poznan. It will be
orfanized in the “Manggha” Centre of Japanese Art and Technology
on 24-28th of October 2007. Silva will also be there. Details of the
event can be found in the following Web service:

http://www.filg.uj.edu.pl/ifo/japonistyka/conference/.

Hoping to meet you in Cracow in autumn.

The editorial board E-mail: silvajp@amu.edu.pl

Poznan-Warsaw-Kuki, June 2007
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Arkadiusz Jabtonski
Modality, Honorifics, Meaning"

While modality and honorifics are commonly defined as concepts
belonging to different levels of linguistic analysis, they reveal many
similarities, which are too often overlooked. In this short theoretical paper,
I would like to focus on such properties of modality and honorifics as the
opposition between the propositional core and the modal or honorific
content of the message, and to examine whether and to what extent the two
concepts can be related to notion of psychological attitude of the speaker.
The concept of propositional core embodies the essence of binary approach
to linguistic facts. I am of the opinion that such approach should not be
used for the purpose of researching actual events related to acts of
communication. Linguistics should be and can be useful as an applied
science, examining not only binary oppositions regarding linguistic data
treated out of context, but also actual language activity used to achieve
certain goals. It is by no means my intention to undermine the concepts of
modality and honorifics. The basic assumption of this paper is that it is
possible and necessary, though it may require some effort, to use these
notions as elements of a more general theory of communication, provided
that they are defined by their qualitative features examined with regard to
the context of utterance, not used solely as quantitative and context-free
markers of “attitude of the speaker”, whatever the latter term is intended to
mean.

Words, Ideas and Actions

According to the scientific tradition, the difference between descriptive and
applied science is that they define their scope of interest differently.
Descriptive statements serve to “reproduce subsequent fragments of reality
(social language conscience)” (Banczerowski, Pogonowski, Zgotka 1982:
25-26), and may be basically based on the schema: “It is that »” Applied
statements are rooted in descriptive methodology but they can also be of
directive character and state: “If you want to achieve a goal g, perform the
action @” (ibid.). In the field of pragmatic studies the difference between
descriptive pragmatics and applied pragmatics could also be defined by the
fact that the former examines general relations of sings and their

* The paper was presented on June 25th, 2006 at the International Conference
»~Revisiting Japanese Modality” organized by The Department of Japan and Korea,
School of Oriental and African Studies in London.
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interpretations, and the latter observes actual relations of language
behavior and its result and thus may enable us to handle actual
communication situations better and achieve communication goals. For
this reason it is important to note that traditional concepts of modality and
honorifics may obscure more than they elucidate. Binary approach may be
misleading, since it tends to use quantitative terms to examine whether
“more” or “less” modality or honorifics is present in a context-free
sentence, often neglecting context parameters and requirements of a
communication environment. For the purposes of the applied approach it is
not enough to examine linguistic material. As such, linguistics has to
redefine its scope.

It is commonly acknowledged that the dichotomy between linguistic
conscience on the language community level and actual application of
utterances on the individual level is one of the most classic and basic
dilemmas of linguistics. It was solved elegantly by structural approach, by
de Saussure in his distinction of langue from parole and Chomsky in his
opposition between competence and performance. Cognitive approach did
not deny the elegance of the above distinctions but at the same time
criticized them as relying too much on the Aristotelian pattern of genus
proximum and differentia specifica, and developed instead the theories of
Idealized Cognitive Models, prototypes and metaphors in its attempts to
unify the usage with universal rules of categorization. It may be stated that
cognitive revolution made it possible to venture a step forward in
understanding pragmatic aspects of language usage defined as relations
between signs and interpretations in terms of classic semiotic triad
presented by Morris. The discussion to what extent the structural and
cognitive properties of objects should be included into the scope of modern
linguistic theory is in progress. As we can see from the following passage,
however, it still seems hard to define how the interpretations of certain
objective parameters of reality should be related to actual social actions.

“Austin (1962) seems to be responsible for the view that
illocutionary acts are necessarily verbal acts. He has said (p.
119) that <<stating, informing (as distinct forms of showing),
arguing, giving estimates, reckoning, and finding (in the legal
sense)>> cannot be performed except by saying something. The
same is true, he says, of <<the great majority>> of
verdictiveness (I take it that you are saying..., I find for the
plaintiff) and expositives (I deny that I did it, swear that I didn t
do it, etc.). However, it does not follow from the fact that one
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might have to use language to perform some action that what is
most important about it is that it is performed verbally. One
cannot kiss another person without closing one’s lips together,
drawing air into one’s lungs, thereby creating a partial vacuum,
and then releasing the bilabial constriction, but if we follow the
suggested line of reasoning of Austin we will have to conclude
that kissing is primarily, and most importantly, a bilabial,
ingressive pulmonary act. It is a bilabial, ingressive pulmonary
act, but it is also, and more importantly, a social action, ranging
in significance from signaling sexual interest to showing
affection, to communicating a greeting (the kissing that is done
between celebrities on television shows), to communicating
respect (as when someone kisses the hand of some royal
woman). Kissing is, in short, a social action, even if it
necessarily requires performance of a physical action. Precisely
the same is true of requesting, offering, making threats, giving
warnings, conveying information, requesting information, or
uttering verdictives and expositives, etc. And, once one has
recognized that communicative actions are social actions and
that many types of communicative actions can be performed
non-verbally, the temptation to associate these actions with
particular linguistic forms diminishes greatly.” (Geis 1995: 14-
15)

The problem raised above is beyond reach of the autonomously defined
linguistics in the sense that the character of social actions is intrinsically
interdisciplinary. The need of interdisciplinary research is obvious
regarding both the complexity of reality we have gradually become able to
investigate due to the progress in natural sciences and vast amount of data
that can be researched as linguistic corpora and data banks. In our times it
is possible to get an extremely precise data on physical and mathematical
parameters of kissing, articulation and other pulmonary acts as well as
distance, frequency and speed of an object or an action. The speaker’s
attitude is slightly more difficult to investigate and control but progress is
being made in this area as well. At the same time, there seems to be
growing need to classify data into units relevant for a more general
research (semantics, categorization, intercultural communication, human
relations etc.). Linguists are also expected to provide data in the form
useful for other applied disciplines (artificial intelligence, theory and
practice of translation and interpretation including machine translation and
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interpretation etc.). From this point of view, this paper is not only about
relations between the concepts of modality and honorifics but also about
how linguistic facts should be mapped on social facts. I have a strong
conviction that contemporary linguistics can not only sustain the pressure
from other disciplines but that it can indeed provide innovative and
stimulating solutions. This would include both formulation of statements of
the type: “If you want to achieve a goal g, perform the action a” quoted
above and explaining communication behavior with the use of statements
of the type: “a was performed to achieve g”, where a and g serve as
cultural variables that may differ in heterogeneous communication
environments.

My personal view is neither structural nor cognitive. As a researcher in the
field of intercultural studies and pragmatics, I experience the inadequacy of
the classic structural approach. On the other hand it is clear, as pointed out
by Wierzbicka (1999), that both prototypes and invariants should be taken
into account in semantics. This applies in my opinion also to pragmatics.
There seems to be nothing more disappointing in pragmatic research than
the attempts to map the semantic and grammatical oppositions onto the
parameters of context objects. Reality tends to be more complex than
linguistic material in question. Moreover, if we have multicultural and
multilingual material at our disposal, it may prove that many instances
described in terms of modality and honorifics often cannot be mapped onto
the relevant instances of researcher’s native culture and language. This is
also one of the reasons why linguistics, as an applied science, should seek
explanations not based solely on linguistic material.

Dictum and Modus

The most basic definition of modality distinguishes the dictum (what is
said) from modus (how it is said). In Japanese linguistics, the key terms
concerning modality use the semantic unit genpyé = 2% meaning literally
‘what is said.” The term genpydjitai corresponding to dictum (and written
S #F B, where jitai means ‘situation’ or ‘state of affairs’) is opposed to
genpyétaido = FHEE — which can be equaled to speaker’s ‘attitude’
(Nitta 1991: 17). One has to note a significant shift in such approach from
“what is said” (dictum) to “the situation mentioned” (genpydjitai), the
former of which might well have been written as = 7% H {& ‘the statement
itself.” It is not the purpose of this paper to investigate the graphemic
peculiarities of modal terms in Japanese but this difference reveals a major
flaw of the classic dichotomy on which the very concept of modality is
based. The simplicity of the opposition between dictum and modus actually
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clarifies much less than could be expected, restricting the range of modal
research to the level of sentences deprived of context.

It is interesting to note that very similar distinction is made by Kikuchi
(1997: 33) for Japanese honorifics (keigo 4{7#) between kihonteki imi F&
AR IR ‘basic meaning’ and taigii imi 771575 1K, the latter of which can
be translated here as ‘meaning of attitude.” Mizutani (1993: 8) divides
Japanese sentences (bun 3() into go &5 ‘words’ and watai Ffi{A, the latter
of which may be loosely translated as ‘the conversational content’ of a
sentence. It should be mentioned here explicitly that these descriptions
may be seen as a significant step forward in that they seem to overcome the
limitations of the traditional normatively oriented definitions of Japanese
honorifics which treat keigo as kei’i o arawasu kotoba W{E. % & T 53
‘words expressing respect.” Still, similarly as in the case of modality, the
explanations of politeness related oppositions based solely on binary
distinctions may function only on the level of words and sentences, if not
provided with a tool for interpreting context parameters.

Linguistics and Communication

The issue whether abstract notions researched out of context should
constitute the core of linguistic research is not new. One of many
researchers to have raised it was Yngve (1975):

“Linguistics is usually defined as scientific study of language.
Language is defined as the relation between sound and meaning.
This relation is expressed in terms of grammar and lexicon,
which lay out the rules of the language, and implicitly or
explicitly specify what expressions belong in the language and
what expressions fall outside it. In linguistics, grammar and
lexicon play the role of a unifying theory that serves to relate
the phenomena to one another and explain them.” (ibid.)

With emphasis being put on grammar and lexicon, linguistics cannot
autonomously explain problems related to interaction. Modality and
politeness are within the scope of linguist interest only because certain
oppositions possible to be described on the level of grammar and lexicon
are related to them. It is outside the scope of classic linguistic research to
explain how these oppositions are related to the phenomena present and
relevant in the actual communication environment. What Yngve proposes
in his paper is a turn into a “broad linguistics” which he finally labels as
“human linguistics”, with its goal “to achieve a scientific understanding of
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how people communicate” (ibid.). It is overtly postulated that human
linguistics should include the elements of sociology, psychology and
anthropology. Yngve provides simple examples in order to prove that
communication between people is not a pure exchange of messages but
primarily serves to change the participants into “different persons” with
different “situational properties” (ibid.) than that before the act was
initiated and performed. Supporting Yngve’s view in this aspect, I will
attempt to prove that such approach embodies the ability of linguistics to
serve as an applied science, to make use of interdisciplinary knowledge
base and to share its findings with other disciplines.

Speaker’s Authority and Optional Content

According to Nitta’s definition, gempyotaido is influenced by modality
(modariti &4V 7 1) and politeness (feineisa ] % X) (Nitta 1991: 18).
Mizutani relates his watai directly to style (buntai SCIK; sutairu A % A

/V) . He also points out that the distinction between propositional and non-
propositional meaning of a sentence is similar to the opposition of koto =

I and miido .~— R, where the former is explicitly defined as kotogara
(551 with the English term proposition) and the latter as shintekitaido (:L»
FREEE) with the English term modality (Mizutani ibid.).

The overt use of the term taido HEE “attitude’ by Nitta and Mizutani and a
great deal of other definitions emphasizes conscious and free decision of
the speaker on what non-propositional meaning of an utterance, if any,
should be added to its core. Kikuchi mentions atsukai #2\>, ‘the [proper]
treatment’ of the partner (Kikuchi ibid.: 36), which is also under the
speaker’s authority.

It is the speaker who occupies central position in this distinction and it is
the speaker’s responsibility to control exchange parameters related to keigo.
At the same time, the propositional content of the utterance is viewed as
constant. Nitta points out that factors belonging to the area of attitude do
not influence the quality of the proposition (Nitta ibid.: 186). Kikuchi
states that the basic meaning of the utterance remains the same, despite the
changes in the meaning of attitude (Kikuchi ibid.). According to Mizutani,
words are entailed by watai in order to deliver the propositional core to the
hearer (Mizutani ibid.).

The general conviction constituting the foundation of the above theories
seems to be that some information may (or may not) be added by the
speaker to the part of the message regarded as its core. The message core
as such is not directly influenced by this additional content.
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Binary Oppositions

In their already-classic theory of politeness (Brown, Levinson 1978) the
basic oppositions in speaker’s behavior are defined in terms of “FTAs.”
The essential choice is binary, between “Do the FTA” and “Don’t do the
FTA.” When the former is chosen, it is the speaker who decides if the
partner should be provided with the sole dictum or whether some
redressive action is taken. The action is a clear addition to the dictum.
There is no explicit suggestion that it is actually “politeness” or “high level
of politeness” that should be regarded as a goal or a desired parameter of
communication activity, but expressing the sole dictum is generally not
recommended, as one can infer from the very wording of the following
passage:

“Doing the act baldly, without redress, involves doing it in the
most direct, clear, unambiguous and concise way possible (for
example, for a request, saying ‘Do X!”).” (ibid.)

A very similar distinction based on a binary opposition is made by Miyake
(1999), who examines the relation between Japanese modality and
politeness using the term feineisa no kuwawatta shitsumon 1 55 X D il
S 72'E [/ (lit.: ‘questions with added politeness’ although the content of
the paper indicates that the author’s concern are rather ‘questions with
increased politeness’). Miyake provides example 2. quoted below as “more
polite” than 1. Note that English translations provided below are contextual
rather than literal.

1. Dochirasama desu ka. £H LT3 72>, (‘What is your
name?’)

2. Dochirasama deshé ka. £H HELT L X 97, (‘May [ ask
your name?) (ibid.)

Miyake states that daré ka/deshd ka element (considered “modal” and
“indefinite””) may literally be added to an “ordinary” Japanese question in
order to make it more “polite.” Such explanation is based solely on
speaker’s judgment and the value of “politeness” (feinesa T B X)) is
measured quantitively. The actual opposition is also close to binary (“0”
for “less politeness” and “1” for “more politeness”).

There is no explanation from Miyake on why should a speaker wish to
make a message “more polite.” There is also no clarification on why
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should he ask hearer’s name or on social relations between them. One gets
an impression that “politeness” is related only to oppositions in Japanese
lexicon and functions as a part of tacit knowledge of communication act
participants on how the propositional core of the utterance should be
modified. The existence of propositional core of the utterance is taken for
granted. The remaining part of the utterance expresses speaker’s attitude
understood purely in terms of modality and politeness. In such approach
the goal of linguistic activity is not researched. The messages are “polite”
simply because “politeness” was added to them.

In a different set of examples provided by Miyake, the sentence 3. below is
qualified as a mere “expression of request” fulfilling “necessary conditions
for a request” by mentioning that “<<the speaker wants the hearer to be
quiet>> in an indirect way.” It is interesting to note that Miyake omits such

-

expressions of Japanese as: Shizuka ni ! #7>Z ! ‘Quiet!’ or Shizuka ni
shiro ! §MZ LA ! ‘Be quiet!’, although they might be considered to
embody even in a more direct way the wish of the speaker that the hearer,
whoever it may be, is quiet (One may note here jokingly that while in
terms of Brown and Levinson the meaning of Shizuka ni shiro! could
probably be defined as “Do X!”, the meaning of Shizuka ni! could be
expressed even shorter, as “X!” which makes it even more direct, clear,
unambiguous and concise than the authors of the “politeness” theory could
have imagined.). The reader is not informed about the reason of this
omission but it can be guessed that the expressions in question are
probably considered too “direct” and “impolite” to be researched. It is clear
that one cannot compare “impolite” and “bald” statements with no
redressive action taken against “polite” statements equipped with modality.
It should probably also be clear that the “impolite” statements contain “no
politeness” and correspond in their function to the propositional content of
the message defined according to the classic theory of modality.

The example 3. below is “indirect” and 4., also provided with
“indirectness,” “more polite” than 5. According to the classic terms of
Prague school 4. is considered “marked,” bringing the effect of
“politeness” which the “unmarked” sentences 3. and 5. lack.

3. Shizuka ni shite hoshii. F#7>Z L CTIZ LV, (‘I would like
you to be quiet’).

4. Shizuka ni shite kudasai. 72 L CT< 723V, (‘Please be
quiet’).

5. Shizuka ni shite moraemasenka. §F7MZ L TH H A EHA
73 (‘Could I receive a favor of you being quiet?”) (ibid.)
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One should note that it is possible to form a vast number of sentences with
the same dictum and compare any two of them regarding their “directness.”
A good example of such list may be almost hundred Japanese versions of a
sentence ““You have forgotten your umbrella” provided by Wlodarczyk
(1996: 251-255), any two of which, in a binary approach, may always be
compared as “more or less polite.” It is questionable, however, whether it
is possible to explain with the use of binary comparisons based on “level of
politeness” something really important about actual usage of selected
phrases examined out of context.

What is dictum?

In a binary approach, the part of utterance defined in terms of modality or
politeness depends solely on the definition of dictum. It may be convenient
for the theoretical purposes to distinguish between dictum and modus in a
context-free environment, but with the introduction of context it becomes
extremely difficult to uphold the view that the very dictum does not
express speaker’s attitude.

The dictum content present in all actual messages is not only related to
such notions as truth or validity of a statement. It inevitably influences also
the relevance of the message, the flow of exchange and the recognition of a
speech situation. In fact, not much can be explained with the traditional
approach to modality about how messages are used as tools of
communication. The expression of dictum must be regarded as a
demonstration of certain attitude. In cognitive approach the binary
distinction between dictum and modus/politeness would probably be
considered “elegant” but misleading. Be it modality or politeness, however,
cognitive approach is not necessary to assume that it is hard to find any
advantage in quantitative research of sentences placed out of context.
Should the “polite” sentences be considered “marked,” the ideal
“unmarked” sentence, containing only the basic propositional meaning,
could be described as representing information that “is always true”
(Minsky 1975). For the examples 1. and 2. above the “always true”
meaning would probably be deprived from honorific and modal
“additions” and include only the element dare 7241 ‘who,” while for the
examples 3., 4., and 5. it would be shizukani £ translated as ‘quiet.’
We get back here to the notion of the Japanese term genpydjitai = 7% B 1K,
where jitai is written with the ideograms H {4 standing for ‘the statement
itself.” Also in Minsky’s model, such meaning requires additional
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information to form a message. It is in this sense that modality is described
by Kiefer as:

“[...] the relativization of the validity of sentence meanings to a
set of possible worlds.” (Kiefer 1994)

Still, there remains a definition of the set of possible worlds and a question
whether the “pure meaning” can really be separated from the contextual
requirements. While possible worlds may be countless, every tangible
choice of a message parameter in an actual conversation narrows the range
of uncertainty, not only about the speaker’s attitude but also, and perhaps
first of all, about what goals can be achieved by means of conversation
viewed as of social behavior of concerned speakers.

One can describe honorifics on the basis of the the kind of speaker’s
attitude explained by Sugito (2004) with the use of the phrase: Konna
naiyo no koto, itte ii ka naa ZAIRNEDZ L F o TOWNRD. “Is
this really suitable to say such a thing?’ which is presented as a description
of phenomena related to A% & kei’i, lit. ‘respect,” B & hairyo,
‘consideration’ or even %X Y kibari, ‘tension.” These factors inevitably
affect both what is said and how it is said, not being restricted to the sole
modus. It still remains unclear why and how such factors are related to
grammatical and lexical oppositions. It is interesting that Sugito’s paper
starts with the following passage on a survey on honorifics:

“The objective of the survey was first of all to collect
participants’ answers as utterances containing honorific forms.
The question was: “A superior that you extremely respect is
reading a book. How would you ask them what they were
reading?” The National Institute for Japanese Language
performs such surveys in the town of Okazaki in Aichi
Prefecture periodically every 20 or 25 years since 1940s. There
is a set of standard questions used from the beginning and the
expected answers may contain various expressions of respect
and politeness similar to: Nani o oyomi desu ka? {i] % 355/ C
97> or Nani o yonde irassharu n desho ka? ‘What are you
reading?’.

But there was a middle-aged man who thought very seriously
over the answer. He was thinking quietly. Such surveys are
performed according to a manual which prohibits the
investigator to ask unnecessary questions and the change in the
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question could affect the answer of the respondent. It is only
permitted to ask considerately “What do you think?”’[...] And
then, finally, there came the answer. The respondent said: “You
cannot ask such question a superior that you respect.” (ibid.)

In order to explain why a Japanese question like Nani o oyomi desu ka?
considered fairly neutral cannot be regarded “always true” and asked to “a
superior that one respects” it is necessary to go beyond bare linguistic facts.
It seems very promising to turn to the repertoire of situations and schema
of context element interpretations considered typical in a given culture and
setting. There is much more in the context of utterance than can be judged
by examining only the attitude of the speaker, be it related to “respect” or
not.

There is no doubt that from the purely theoretical and quantitative point of
view it is “more polite” to ask partner’s identity using the sentence 2. than
1. quoted above. At the same time, it is clear that when situational
constraints enable the speaker to ask the question, there may be no need to
make it “more polite.” There are also many situations when it is virtually
impossible to ask any question with the propositional content expressed in
1. and 2. And, quite apart from this, there seem to exist much more
situations when one can ask someone’s identity than, to give the simplest
example, someone’s age, as in the examples 6. in 7. below.

6. Otoshi wa oikutsu desu ka. 31TV D TT 7, (‘How
old are you?’)

7. Otoshi wa oikutsu deshé ka. BHITIBN DTL X 9D,
(‘May I ask how old you are?)

Both example 6. and 7. may hypothetically be assigned to a situation in
which a bank clerk talks to a customer applying for a loan, but they are
almost unthinkable in most of situations in which 1. or 2. may be
considered valid. Note that, while it does not undermine the very concept
of modal opposition existing between the forms desu ka and deshé ka, it
becomes extremely inconvenient to explain the differences in their actual
usage on the basis of sole notion of modality, for the very dicta to which
these modal markers are applied do not seem to constitute a homogeneous
collection of semantic instances that are ‘“always true.” A dictum
considered “neutral” out of context may reveal very diverse constraints in
actual speech situations. As Brown and Gilman (1960) put it:
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“Not every personal attribute counts [...] However, extreme
distinctive values on almost any dimension may become
significant.”

The notion of dictum, however it is defined, does not abolish contextual
limitations. Theories based on binary notion of dictum opposed to modal or
polite content of an utterance may explain how sentence contents are
modified but the issue how they are used as communication tools in an
actual environment is beyond their reach.

Layered Model and Procedures

As could be seen in the above examples, it is hard to deny en bloc the very
existence of dictum and it is by no means my intention. A very similar
distinction of informative and non-informative content of an utterance can
be found in the description of honorific modification (HM) by Jabtonski
(2003, 2004, 2005) on the basis of a layered model of communication.
Since the range of HM is wider than that of modality and politeness, this
distinction applies not to the opposition between “what is said” and “how it
is said” but rather to the one between “what applies to the informative
properties of the message” and “what validates a message in a
communication environment.” It is important to note that HM content of
every message is two-fold: speech situation participants have to take into
account both the “global” code vocabulary properties and the “local”
message properties related to its functioning in the environment. Hence the
opposition exists between protocol (surface modification) and procedure
(context parameter management). The procedure content may not be
directly manageable for the speaker in the way the protocol content is
usually considered to be managed but it is the procedure modification that
is primarily responsible for the adequacy of language behavior. It is in this
sense that the protocol layer of the layered model of communication relies
on the procedure layer. The adequacy of an utterance cannot be verified
when procedure layer parameters are not defined.

In the examples 1. and 2. above, the protocol HM layer enables the speaker
of Japanese to choose between such values as dochira (optionally equipped
with suffix —sama) and dare and to decide whether the sentence style
should be desu/-masu (polite). In the examples 3. through 5., the protocol
layer is responsible for sentence style and for the use of benefactive
constructions with hoshii, kudasaru (kureru) and itadaku (morau). One
may call these oppositions “polite,” but it should be remembered that
“polite” or ,,modal” content is rather a result of speaker’s decision on how
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certain situational properties should be interpreted than a matter of an
attitude. Similarly, the modal and polite value of a message is not to be
regarded as “marked” or “unmarked” but rather as “regarded appropriate”
or “inappropriate” in a given setting, quite apart from their quantity which
may well equal zero. Since this choice influences the validity of a speech
situation, it can hardly be considered “optional.” The dictum is not neutral.
Also the zero value of some parameters in an actual message requires
speaker’s decision. This constitutes a significant difference from the binary
approach.

In Japanese communication environment many issues described
traditionally as expressing the attitude of the speaker may be defined on the
procedure level, due to recognition of certain fixed roles of situation
participants. Such phenomena as vertical opposition between senpai &7
‘senior’ and kohai % ‘junior’ is important primarily not in terms of
vocabulary and grammar but on the level of social behavior.

The decision on HM is made on the level of protocol but it originates from
the procedure layer. The very term “procedure” is borrowed from Austin
(1962) and applies to existing entities with certain preliminary conditions
that have to be met and a number of steps to be executed properly and
completely in order to reach certain effects. Procedures are sequences of
behavior functioning as tools for achieving goals. They are linked to
contextual parameters of communication environment and as such should
be treated as units of communication activity regarded as an important part
of social activity.

Variation in Quality — the Territory of Information

Kamio’s (1997) theory of “the territory of information™ constitutes a very
good example of how procedural parameters of the environment can be
related to utterance modification performed on the level of protocol.
Kamio (ibid.: 13-15) presents an interaction between three persons: a
company president P, his acquaintance Q (not from the same company) and
the secretary R. R utters sentence 8. below to notify P on the meeting at
3PM. The same sentence, however, cannot be used by Q, who may only
utter 9. or 10.

8. R : Senmu, sanji kara kaigi de gozaimasu. 555, 3 )05

2HETITEWET, (‘[Boss,] you have a meeting at 3
o’clock.)
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9. Q : Senmu wa sanji kara kaigi ga aru yo desu ne. HH51% 3
FEN DN H D L5 TT 42, (‘[Boss,] you have a meeting
at 3 o’clock, don’t you?)

10. Q : Senmu wa sanji kara kaigi ga arunjanai desu ka. %5
X3RN DLRENHDHAL272WNTT D, (‘[Boss,] don’t
you have a meeting at 3 o’clock?’) (ibid.)

Kamio describes the sentence 8. as “direct” and the 9. and 10. as “indirect.”
It is not the sentence surface, however, which is considered crucial. The
“direct” or “indirect” form of a sentence may be chosen according to
whether the relation between its informational content I and the
speaker/hearer X may be defined as “I is related to X or not related to X”
and whether “X may regard I as belonging to X or not belonging to X”
(ibid.).

The notion of “territory” in the meaning used by Kamio may be considered
universal but it should be noted that its impact differs across cultures. It is
because the procedural constraints are different. In Poland, for example,
the territorial relation of acquaintanceship between P and R could in many
cases be valued more than the fact that R is not from the same company as
P. A proper explanation of Kamio’s “territory” for a Pole may require the
introduction of a fourth person — a pizza delivery man — who is excluded
from the interaction territory and may only use the “indirect” form, if any.
Note that in Japanese environment such a person is not entitled to engage
in the conversation even at the level of dictum. It is beyond the scope of
this paper to determine whether there is no procedure in Japanese
environment for a stranger to engage in an in-group conversation like the
above or the Poles are simply more flexible than the Japanese when it
comes to recognition of procedural restrictions.

Procedure constraints may more or less strictly prohibit some dictum
variants in certain contexts. Japanese imikotoba =5 % (‘taboo words’)
are one of the examples. It is for procedural reasons that a word like rikon
BiERS (‘divorce’) is not likely to appear in any context related to wedding
ceremony, no matter how strong alethic negation is introduced. As can be
seen, on the procedure level also the dictum content may be “marked.” It is
an important feature of Japanese communication competence to treat
certain elements as far from being “always true”. As one of exoteric
sources on imikotoba in Japanese environment puts it:
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,,There is no need to be too nervous [about imikotoba] but it is
better to get acquainted with them in advance, as a part of
common sense.” (Itd: 31)

Apart from the above mentioned rule prohibiting the appearence of words
like rikon in speech situations related to wedding, probably the best
examples of imikotoba provided by Itd for special consideration in contexts
related to business environment would be taoreru 715 ‘fall, collapse’,
owaru #1>% ‘end’ or kubi ni naru ‘get fired.” According to Ito (ibid.) the
use of these words should be avoided in official messages related to a
referent’s employment which may include congratulations on finding a
new job. In such situations, the propositional content cannot be separated
from the attitude of the speaker.

Analysis

Different languages reveal different modification techniques on the
protocol level. This inevitably leads to gain or loss of information. The
notion of territory functions as a very effective tool making it possible to
explain the protocol modification of messages on the procedure level
without referring directly to whether all speeaker’s choices on the level of
protocol can be rendered in a given language.

Suppose that the A(ction) of ,,getting to know H(earer)’s name” is the
propositional core of sentences 1. and 2. provided by Miyake and belongs
to the S(peaker)’s territory. The information in question belongs to H’s
territory. In order to ask H’s name the S has to assume first that there is a
procedure to demand the information belonging to H’s territory that H can
accept and that the procedure can be evoked in a given setting. The
territorial meanings of sentences 1. and 2. can be described as follows:

1. — A is introduced as a question belonging purely to the S’s territory. The
information is literally demanded from H. This form can be regarded
appropriate in some fixed situations, for example when S acts as H’s
vertical senior. The H’s territory is then incorporated by S and H is obliged
to provide the demanded information. There may exist other procedures
when asking the H’s name can be accepted. Should no valid procedure be
recognized, H may interpret the utterance as invasive.

2. — A belongs to the S’s territory but the desho ka modification marks an
important difference on the procedure level. The choice whether the
information is provided for S or not is interpreted as belonging to the H’s
territory and autonomous. Vertical positions of S and H can be regarded
equal or H’s position may be interpreted as S’s senior.
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The above descriptions apply also, respectively, to the examples 6. and 7.
above. For example, there is no need to make the utterance 6. “more
polite” when a clerk and a customer applying for a loan recognize that the
information on the latter’s age is necessary to proceed with the interaction.
For the reasons mentioned above, it is not adequate to treat such decision
on the level of protocol as unilateral expression of speaker’s attitude.
Should one consider the A(ction) of “the H(earer) being quiet” (belonging
to H’s territory) the propositional core of the messages 3. through 5. and
should the S(peaker) assume that there is a procedure for A to be accepted
by H, the territorial meanings of 3., 4. and 5. can be described as follows:

3. — A is introduced as a subject of direct wish belonging purely to the S’s
territory — this information exclusive to S, often not transferable to H who
may ignore it. There is an overt opposition between what S wishes and
what H does. 3. may be perfectly appropriate when procedural constraints
(such as vertical dependence) incorporate the H’s territory into the S’s
domain of influence. Should this condition not be fulfilled, the request 3.,
more than “inappropriate,” will sound ridiculous. Note that it is not the
attitude that is expressed here. A certain procedure negotiation that has to
be performed in order for an interaction to happen. The same is true in the
case of choice between 4. and 5., which is primarily territorial and
procedural and only secondarily related to politeness and protocol:

4. — A is requested as a favor done explicitly by H (this is marked by the
choice of auxiliary benefactive verb kudasaru with H as its subject) to S.
Although the procedure of asking favor effectively reduces the opposition
between S’s wishes and H’s actions, S may lack procedural rights to evoke
it.

5 — A s linked to a potential favor done by H to S with the emphasis on the
non-invasive possibility of receiving it (marked by the auxiliary
benefactive verb morau in its potential and interrogative form, with S as
subject) — the H’s territory is hardly mentioned explicitly (the decision
whether H takes A belonging to H’s territory is utterly on H’s part).

There is one more reason to state that it is the situational parameters that
primarily influence the way messages are generated and exchanged in a
human communication oriented environment. Let us go back to the
Miyake’s sentences 3., 4. and 5. and examine whether one can equip them
with even more modality and politeness. The results are as presented in the
examples 11. and 12. below.
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11. Shizuka ni shite itadakemasen ka. §7)>Z L CW =720 £
B A7, (‘Could T humbly receive a favor of you being
quiet?”)

12. Shizuka ni shite itadakemasen desho ka. §)>Z L TNz
T EHATL X 9D (‘Would it be possible that I could
humbly receive a favor of you being quiet?’)

Utterances 11. and 12. have been derived from utterance 5. but the
suppletive humble form itadaku of the auxiliary benefactive verb morau in
its polite, potential and interrogatory negative form itadakemasenka was
used in sentence 11. in order to make it sound more sophisticated. The
difference between the sentences 11. and 12 is exactly the same as between
1. and 2. — some modality was “added”. Sentence 12. is hence recognized
as more elaborate and polite than sentence 11, since there is more modality
in it. These sentences may again be compared against 3., 4. and 5. and the
obvious conclusion may be that the more elaborate the modal content of a
sentence, the more polite it gets. It can even be argued that the very length
of a sentence in Japanese influences directly its politeness in a simple and
effective way.

There are numerous arguments to support such view and only one that
makes this dispute utterly futile. The description of the itadaku form as
more polite than morau in purely binary terms emerges from the fact that
its humble benefactive meaning (emphasizing the fact that the subject of
benefactive auxiliary verb is a beneficiary of the subject of main verb) is
combined with humble honorific meaning (emphasizing a vertical distance
between the subject of benefactive auxiliary verb and the subject of main
verb). In purely mathematical terms it all adds up: the sentence is more
elaborate. Within the inventory of protocol layer which enables a fluent
speaker of Japanese to choose a “modal” dard ka/desho ka element it is
possible to increase the level of sentence politeness with a pinch of
modality. On the other hand, since itadaku is reserved for vertical seniors,
procedure layer requirements will either force S to interpret the distance in
vertical position between S and H as shorter — and not use itadaku — or not
permit S to invade the territory of H, once H’s vertical position as a vertical
senior is approved. It is very doubtful that sentences like 11. and 12. will
appear in an actual conversation. It is more likely that S will say nothing
and endure than demand the A of “H being quiet.” Otherwise, there is a
danger that the situation will evolve into unpredictable and this is surely
not how the individuals interacting in Japanese communication
environment tend to change the “situational properties” of interaction.
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Conclusion

The contepts of dictum and “the most clear, unambiguous and concise way
possible” in which things are said are intrinsically quantitative criteria of
linguistic research. While there is no reason to restrict the free choice of
research methodology, it should be explained what is lost due to the binary
approach to linguistic facts.

Although the binary notions may serve as convenient generalizations of
certain oppositions between linguistic data in question, they do not explain
how actual utterances are used as communication tools in a thoroughly
defined human communication environment. The concept of attitude
cannot serve as a useful tool for utterance analysis, for it is separated from
the contextual constraints of human communication.

Brown and Levinson (ibid.) built their theory of politeness on the notion of
face borrowed from Goffman and others (1967). It should be noted that for
Goffman it was not the face which was considered most important but the
definition of a situation projected by its participants. This is how sociology
solved the dilemma between speaker’s individual actions and the need to
satisfy the requirements of the outside world. In the approach of human
linguistics postulated by Yngve (ibid.) the situational properties of the
interaction participants are of dynamic character and can be interpreted as
tangible results of certain social behavior.

It is the parameters of a speech situation that primarily influence the
modification of utterance elements, not the face or attitude. In the actual
communication environment it is possible, to say the least, that the actions
are utterly different from the attitude. Still, they have to fit a certain
procedure frame recognized by the participants. It is in this important sense
that it is not enough to be polite or use sophisticated modal forms in order
to communicate effectively.

Where no definition of situation is provided, not much can be explained. In
terms of the layered model of communication both modality and politeness
depend on protocol, procedure and context. In an actual communication
environment the propositional core of an utterance is always verified
against context, often before the actual communication can be initiated. It
takes a considerable effort to analyze procedure parameters, make protocol
decisions, communicate and achieve conversational goals. Speech activity
inevitably influences the external world including both the hearer’s verbal
behavior and the actual results of communication activity in question.
There are more similarities than differences between politeness and
modality in this aspect.
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STRESZCZENIA/ SUMMARIES / %5
Arkadiusz Jabtonski
Modality, Honorifics, Meaning

While modality is recognized as expressing speaker’s attitude, honorifics
are described with reference to social norms. Both modal and honorific
content of an utterance may be perceived as distinct from its propositional
core. Kikuchi and Mizutani overtly separate the actual meaning of an
utterance from its honorific content. Mizutani describes Japanese
honorifics in terms of proposition and modality.

The answers to the following questions will be attempted in my
theoretically oriented paper:

1. What are contextual limitations of modality and honorifics?

2. Is the honorific and modal meaning of an utterance marked?

3. To what extent may the speaker’s behavior related to modal of honorific
modification be considered free?

4. Are there common grounds for modality and honorifics description?

My suggestion is neither to treat honorifics as modality nor modality as
honorifics. It is rather meant to point at the low-level context parameters
which are crucial for both phenomena. I would especially like to focus on
Kamio's notion of territory of information which is deeply rooted in the
context parameters although it does not address directly the modality or
honorifics. Most definitions found in dictionaries define modality as
“expressing attitude.” On the other hand, a brief summary of Kamio's
approach would probably be that it is not enough to assume that something
is/may be/must be true to express it; it is necessary to have sufficient rights
to the piece of information.

The speaker’s choice of a modal or honorific form is based on what
situation is recognized in a given environment. It is also in this sense that
modality can be defined as similar to projecting a definition of the situation
mentioned by Goffman. On this level of abstraction the distinction between
the semantic character of modality and the pragmatic character of
politeness no longer obscures the relation of both.
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Jarostaw Pietrow

The Grammatical Category of Gender and the Japanese Classifier
System. The Problem of Universal Grammar of Categorization

The present study is aimed at comparison of basic properties of
grammatical and natural gender (of the Indo-European type) and so-called
classifier system of the Japanese type. The latter type of linguistic
categorization is further confronted with some parallel phenomena seen in
Suahili and in East-Asian languages. It can be seen that on the most
general level of language typology, there are universal criteria of object
classification which are reflected in both category of gender and classifier
system. The former is based on natural gender enlarged and somehow
particularly changed and transposed on metalinguistic level, while the
latter is based on multidimensional geometry of properties. The foundation
of this geometry stems from quantitative way of thinking applied in
counting objects from various perspectives. On the morphological level
both types of categorization can be seen as a more abstract category of
nominal classes, which are marked with gender endings in Indo-European
languages and with adnumeral suffixes in Japanese and other East-Asian
languages. There are only two possible ways of distinction within Indo-
European type of gender: a semantic and primary one (based on criterion
of natural gender: MASC. : FEM. and sometimes also NEUTR.) and a formal
and secondary one (based on criterion of noun ending, like in Slavic and
Romance languages). In Japanese we have a multilevel and
multidimensional categorization which shows a complex structure of
object enumeration based on distinct nature, features, substantial properties,
shape, utility and perspective. Therefore, the essence of linguistic gender
and object classification proves some universal mechanisms in human
cognitive experience.
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PRACE NADSYLANE / FOR CONTRIBUTORS / #f#

1. Przyjmujemy niepublikowane
gdzie indziej dokumenty w
formacie MS Word, w objetosci
do ok. 40 000 znakow z
wilaczeniem spacji. Wymagany
jezyk dokumentoéw do publikacji
to angielski lub japonski. W
innych jezykach przyjmowane sa
wylacznie ttumaczenia japonskich
tekstow.

2. Prosimy dostosowaé
transkrypcj¢ wyrazow japonskich
do standardu Hepburna lub
Kunrei, przy uzyciu dostgpnych
czcionek. Transkrypcja wyrazéw
niejaponskich powinna by¢
zgodna ze standardem de facto dla
danego jezyka. Redakcja moze
zasugerowac zmiang systemu
transkrypcji tekstu.

3. Przypisy powinny znajdowac
si¢ na dole strony.

4. Do tekstu gtéwnego powinno
zostaé zataczone krotkie
streszczenie oraz informacja o
autorze w jezyku angielskim i
japonskim.

5. Komitet redakcyjny decyduje o
dopuszczeniu tekstu do publikacji
i powiadamia o tym fakcie autora.
6. Nadestanie tekstu oznacza
zgodg na jego publikacje drukiem
i na wprowadzenie do tekstu
niezbgdnych zmian edytorskich.
7. Teksty prosimy nadsytaé
jednoczes$nie pocztg elektroniczng
(wersja elektroniczna) oraz poczta
klasyczna (w formie drukowanej)
na nastgpujace adresy:

1. We accept documents
unpublished elsewhere in
MS Word format, not longer
than 40 000 characters
including spaces.
Documents should be in
English or Japanese. Only
translations from Japanese
may be accepted in other
languages.

2. Use available fonts to
adjust the romanization of
to the Hepburn or Kunrei
standard. Words other than
Japanese should be
romanized according to the
de facto standard for a given
language. We may
recommend the change of
romanization system.

3. Footnotes should be
included on the bottom of
the page.

4. Main text should come
with short summary and
information on the
contributor in English and
Japanese.

5. The editorial board
qualifies a text for
publication and notifies the
author of this fact.

6. It is understood that by
submitting the text the
contributors give their
consent to its publication in
print and to making
necessary editorial changes.
7. We await both your e-
mail (computer file) and
snail mail (printed version)
contributions at:

Silva laponicarum

Instytut Orientalistyczny
ul. Miedzychodzka 5
60-371 Poznan, Poland

E-mail: silvajp@amu.edu.pl
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