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ABSTRACT 

This thesis purports to introduce a cost and benefit 

theory of politeness which sheds light upon the politeness 

system in Japanese. This involves the assumption that a 

communicative act is a rational act, executed for a commu

nicative goal. Given so, politeness-bearing language use is 

strategic in nature. This implies that using a certain 

strategy appropriate in a given communicative situation is a 

consequence of rationalization. 

with effective utilization of the cost and benefit con

cept, broadly defined, linguistic politeness is viewed as a 

negotiation between the speaker and the hearer on the basis 

of the speaker's assessment of cost and/or benefit. In 

order to achieve a characterization of negotiation, the 

underlying principle, referred to as "Politeness Negotiation 

Principles," is proposed. 

The primary task in this thesis is to analyze the use 

of sentence particles within a framework of the cost and 

benefit theory. While the majority of studies of politeness 

phenomena in Japanese have centered around honorifics, which 

is widely known for its highly developed system, sentence 

particles have received little attention. In this regard, 



this study of sentence particles shows a much broader vista 

of politeness phenomena in Japanese than hitherto assumed. 

9 

The application of the cost and benefit concept goes 

beyond the sphere of politeness phenomena. By identifying a 

cost and/or a benefit involved in a context where the 

modality item desyoo/daroo and the anaphoric demonstratives 

§QllQ and EnQ are employed, the uses of these elements, which 

reveal interesting dynamics of interaction between the 

speaker and the hearer, can be explained. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Objectives of This Study 

This thesis approaches the linguistic behavior of 

sentence particles in Japanese from a different perspective 

in an attempt to gain insights into the workings of the 

politeness system in Japanese. The immediate motivation for 

the study consists of two aspects. 

First, the majority of studies of politeness phenomena 

in Japanese centers around honorifics. Japanese is widely 

known for its highly developed system of honorifics. This 

system is probably most conspicuous in terms of the relation 

of the Japanese social structure. The concept that Japanese 

society is a vertical society is advocated by Japanese an

thropologist Chie Nakane, and in-group/out-group configura

tion are often implemented in the delineation of the under

lying concept behind the use of honorifics. With respect to 

the formal features of honnrifics, the system of honorifics 

is associated with a rich morphological system. The socio

cultural aspect and the morphological aspect pertaining the 

system of honorifics have certainly received a great deal of 

attentions from the investigators. The study of honorifics 
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has been indeed a major factor in investigating politeness 

phenomena in Japanese. The system of honorifics, however, 

is only a segment of politeness phenomena in Japanese. The 

use of sentence particles which has a highly relevance to 

politeness phenomena has received virtually much less atten

tion. An attempt to characterize the politeness system in 

Japanese must depend on a wider range of phenomena, rather 

than a handful of phenomena. 

Second, an inadequacy is found in the approach to char

acterize a function of a the sentence particle ng. The 

characterization found in the literature is often based on 

the investigators' arbitrary judgement that this particle is 

a Japanese counterpart of a tag form in English. It is then 

carelessly concluded that a sentence particle ne shares the 

same function, which is defined as giving an option, with 

tag questions and tag imperatives in English. It must be 

emphasized not only that the characterization of ng is in

sufficient, but also that the superficial similarities can 

be derived from different underlying principles. Without 

the explicitly defined underlying principles of politeness, 

linguistic observations may be misled by the superficial 

similarities. In other words, any politeness element 

attributed to the use of ng should be examined along with 

the principles which underlie politeness phenomena in 

Japanese. 
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Assumptions ()f the Study 

Communication is a goal-directed behavior. We make the 

choice of our forms of utterances in such a way that we 

maximize our satisfaction of the goal. This way of viewing 

language usage is based on the assumption that people are 

rational and that they make rational choices in a given 

communicative situation. It does not mean that people 

always make rational choices, because people can be irra

tional, for instanca, when they are too emotional. From the 

assumption that a communicative act is a rational act, 

executed for a purpose (or a goal), we may infer that the 

speaker has a reason for choosing particular forms of utter

ance. 

Politeness is a precondition of human cooperation, and 

politeness behavior is viewed as a device to reduce friction 

in human social interaction. In this light, we can assume 

that language use bearing politeness is strategic in nature. 

Using a certain strategy appropriate in a given communica

tive situation is a consequence of rationalization. It is 

thus reasonable to question on what basis '''1e evaluate a 

communicative situation which controls our choice of stra

tegy (or our choice of linguistic~ politeness device). In 

this thesis, the theory is identified as the concept of 

cost/benefit. 
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To define precisely the nature of cost and benefit is, 

of course, difficult, since what the cost and the benefit 

are supposed to mean to the speaker and/or the hearer varies 

depending on the communicative situation and the individ

ual's concept of value. We refer to something unfavorable 

(or undesirable) to a member of society as a "cost," while a 

"benefit" is something favorable (or desirable) to a member 

of society. We often make a choice of the form of utterance 

based on an assumption that either, both, or neither of the 

participants in the communication receive a benefit or incur 

a cost. The concept of cost/benefit is reflected in lan

guage use in various ways, and it can be most useful in 

measuring politeness phenomena. 

This dissertation examines the extent to which this 

cost/benefit concept can contribute to the explication of 

the use of sentence particles. The use of sentence parti

cles in politeness-related situations will be explored, in 

conjunction with an investigation of the relevance of the 

cost and benefit concept to the language use and politeness. 

In this way, the politeness system in Japanese will be 

studied from a new angle. 

Investigating sentence particles has two ~portant 

consequences. First, the investigation of sentence parti

cles will show a much broader vista of politeness phenomena 

in Japanese than hitherto assumed. This attempt to identify 



some underlying principles on the basis of the concept of 

cost/benefit, which lie behind the use of sentence par

ticles, is meant to be an evaluation tool to gain insights 

into the politeness system in Japanese. Second, it will 

demonstrate effectively the relevance of the cost/benefit 

concept in politeness phenomena as an interesting way to 

approach human linguistic communication. 
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Numerous studies of politeness phenomena have been 

attributed a significant role to a number of issues and 

disciplines in the study of lan~uage. The analysis and 

characterization of any linguistic politeness phenomenon, 

however, should addressed not only the nature of relation of 

language use and politeness, but also should make a signifi

cant con~ribution to linguistic theory. 

Politeness and Linguistics 

Among diverse linguistic realizations of politeness, 

the indirect speech act is conspicuous in that "politeness" 

interacts with lan~uage use. An explication of mismatches 

between "what a speaker says" and "what he implicates" is of 

interest to linguistic investigations in pragmatics and 

disciplines which interact with pragmatics. Such mismatches 

stimulate investigators to construct a communicative model 

of indirect speech acts (e.g., Bach & Harnish 1979; Searle 

1975). Although the notion of "politeness" was not these 



investigators' immediate concern, John Searle (1975) 

declares that politeness is a primary motivation of 

performing an indirect speech act. 

Observed among resources for the realization of lin-

guistic politeness, there are deviations from the conver-

sational models (e.g., Gordon & G. l,akoff, 1975; Grice, 

1975). Geoffrey Leech (1983) advocates a complementary 

15 

relation of Gricians Cooperative Principle (CP) and Polite

ness Principle (PP) in developing his pragmatic theory: 

However, the CP in itself cannot explain (i) why people 
are often so indirect in conveying what they mean; and 
(ii) what the relation between sense and force when 
non-declarative types of sentence are being considered. 
Grice himself, and others who have invoked the CP, 
have understandably reflected the logician's tradition
al concern with truth, and hence with propositional 
meaning; whereas I shall be more interested in a 
broader, socially and psychologically oriented appli
cation of pragmatic principles. This is where polite
ness becomes important. (po 80) 

To illustrate these points, Leech (1983) presents the fol

lowing examples: 

(1) A: We'll all miss Bill and Agatha, won't we?" 

B: Well, we'll all miss Bill. 

Thus, according to Leech (1983): 

B apparently fails to observe the Maxim of Quantity: 
when A asks B to confirm A's opinion, B merely confirms 
part of it, and pointedly ignores the rest. From this 
\l1e derive an .implicature: "s is of the opinion that we 
will not all miss Agatha." But on what grounds is this 
implicature arrived at? Not solely on the basis of the 
CP, for B could have added "but not Agatha" without be
ing untruthful, irrelevant, or unclear. Our conclusion 
is that B could have been more informative, but only at 
the cost of being more impolite to a third party: that 
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B therefore suppressed the desired information in order 
to uphold the PP. (pp. 80-81) 

Leech (1983) views linguistic communication as a goal

directed behavior and characterizes his approach to prag-

matics as "rhetorical." He identifies two different 

rhetorics which govern such goal-directed linguistic 

behavior. They are a "textual rhetoric" and an "interper-

sonal rhetoric," and each rhetoric consists of a set of 

principles. Within "interpersonal rhetoric," he finds, 

among others, a Cooperative Principle and a Politeness 

Principle. The Politeness PrinCiple is constituted by a set 

of maxim: Maxim of Tact" Maxim of Generosity, Maxim of 

Approbation, Maxim of Modesty, Maxim of Agreement, and Maxim 

of Sympathy. In Leech's (1983) book, Chapt~rs 4 through 7 

are devoted to explicate the interaction of the Cooperative 

Principle and the Politeness Principle. 

Although her discussion is not focused on the notion of 

politeness, Robin Lakoff (1972) claims that English tag-

formation is a device indicating the relaxation of rules of 

conversation. Following H. Paul Grice (1975) and David 

Gordon and George Lakoff (1915), R. Lakoff formulates a set 

of five rules of conversation. According to R. Lakoff 

(1972), tag-form apposited to imperatives indicates a relax

ing of the rule that the speaker assumes a command will be 

obeyed; tag-form apposited to statements indicates a relaxa

tion of the rule that the speaker assumes the hearer will 
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believe what is said. R. Lakoff (1972) concludes that "both 

tag-types have the same function: to give the addressee an 

escape from what is normally an ironclad rule" (p. 918). It 

must be noted here that it has been acknowledged by lin

guists, including R. Lakoff in her later work, that a tag

form is a device to convey politeness. 

Among another resources for linguistic realization of 

politeness, besides the deviation from the conversational 

models as briefly illustrated above, sociocultural factors 

by their very nature play a significant role in constituting 

linguistic politeness behavior. Interaction of socio

cultural factors and language use has received a great deal 

attention from linguists in the areas of sociolinguistics 

and linguistics. Numerons studies with regard to this issue 

have been made, and their findings have had significant con

tributions to a theory of language in various ways. It is 

not of immediate concern here to illustrate studies which 

have been made; however, the rapid growth of interest and 

research on women's language since the mid-1970s is worthy 

of attention, since the arguments often revolve around the 

notion of politeness. 

A motive behind the analysis and/or characterization of 

women's language with a premise of potential theoretical 

implications may come from different directions. It often 

starts, however, fr~m a perception that appears to exist in 
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aLmost all societies. That is, that women speak more 

politely than men (or women are supposed to be more polite 

than men). Such an idea (or attitude) is stereotypical, but 

stereotyping often shows tendencies in behavior, both lin

guistic and non-linguistic. 

In her insightful observations on language use in 

English, R. Lakoff (1975) focuses on the relationship 

between women's language, language referring to women, and 

politeness. She then postulate three rules of politeness 

she claims are universal: (a) formality, i.e., keeping 

aloof; (b) deference, i.e., giving options; and (c) cama

raderie, i.e., showing sympathy. 

Penelope Brown and Stephen Levinson's (1978, 1987) 

model of politeness, intended to have cross-cultural appli

cability, is a most extensive investigation of politeness 

phenomena. They seek to describe a systematic way to 

account for the s.imi1ar ways people express themselves in 

unrelated languages and cultures. Their investigation 

extends to more than five different languages, with concen

tration on English, Tzeltal and South Indian Tamil. 

In their comprehensive theory, Brown and Levinson 

(1978, 1987) postulate principles of politeness and five 

categories of politeness strategy derived from the prin

ciples. Two of these, which are most extensively inves

tigated, are now widely known as positive politeness and 
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negative politeness. To account for some systematic aspects 

of language usage, they postulate a Model Person (MP), who 

is a "wilful fluent speaker of a natural language and is 

endowed with two special properties--rationality and face" 

(1978, p. 63). The politeness phenomena, they claim, can be 

explained by the interaction of rationality and face. They 

define rationality as "the availability to our MP of a pre

cisely definable mode of reasoning from ends to the means 

that will achieve those ends" (1987, p. 63). 

The idea of "face," the core concept of Brown and 

Levinson's (1978) theory, is derived from Goffman (1967) and 

from the English folk term. "Face" is defined as "the 

public self-image that every member wants to claim to him

self" (Bro~~ & Levinson, 1978, p. 66). Furthermore, face 

consists in two related aspects--negative face and positive 

face. They state that "negative face" is "the basic claim 

to territories, personal preserves, rights to non

distraction, i.e. to freedom of action and freedom from 

imposition," while "positive face" is "the positive con

sistent self-image or "personality" claimed by interactants" 

(1978, p. 66). They treat the two aspects of face as basic 

wants by defining negative face as "the want. of every compe

tent adult member that his actions be unimpeded by others," 

and by defining positive face as "the want of every member 

that his wants be desirable to at least some others" 
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(1978, p. 67). 

According to Bro~~ and Levinson (1978), almost all acts 

taking place in social interaction are face-threatening acts 

(FTAs), and some acts intrinsically threaten face, such as 

orders, requests, offers, promises, expression of criticism, 

disagreements, and so on. Unless the speaker wants to per

form an FTA with maximum efficiency, he avoids performing an 

FTA or performs an FTA with a redressive action. 

Brown and Levinson (1978) propose three factors essen

tial to the assessment of the seriousness of an FTA. These 

factors, which affect the choice of strategy, are (a) social 

distance between the speaker and the hearer~ (b) relative 

power of the speaker and the hearer; and (C) absolute rank

ing of impositions in the particular culture. Brown and 

Levinson consider these three factors sociological param

eters, and they claim that any cross-cultural difference and 

similarities in linguistic realizations of politeness can be 

accounted for by these parameters. 

The core concept of Brown and Levinson's (1978) theory 

of politeness is the notion of "face," which they claim to 

be universal. They state that "we are assuming that the 

mutual knowledge of members' public self-image or face, and 

the social necessity to orient oneself to it in interaction, 

are universal" (p. 67). It must be emphasized, however, 

that there is a crucial discrepancy between Bro~~ and 
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Levinson's notion of face and the sociocultural comprehen

sion of "self" or "individuality" in the Japanese culture. 

Conse~~ently, it must be concluded that the universality of 

their core concept is questionable. Furthermore, such dis

crepancy leads to incorrect predictions of the politeness 

phenomena in Japanese. This matte:.:- '\dll be discussed in 

some detail in Chapter II. 

Although the concepts presented here are not exhaus

tive, it is hoped that these selectively presented works 

help make it clear that the study of polit2ness phenomena is 

not a peripheral matter in the study of language. Whether 

the focus of study is on the characterization of nature of 

linguistic politeness, on the explication of its function to 

affect the form of speech, or on the interaction of external 

aspects (i.e., pragmatic and sociocultural aspects) and lan

guage use, all have a significant role in advancing our 

understanding of the nature of language, and, in addition, 

they have the potential to contribute to a theory of lin

guistics in many ways. Particularly in the sense that our 

linguistic communication is a form of social interaction, it 

may be no exaggeration to say that we cannot articulate the 

social function of language without s~udying linguistic 

politeness phenomena. 

As mentioned above, Leech (1983) stresses the impor

tance of "politeness," and implements the Politeness 
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Principle into the study of pragmatics. Brown and 

Levinson's (1978, 1987) extensive work on politeness phe

nomena addresses a number of theoretical and methodological 

issues relevant to current interests in both linguistics and 

sociolinguistics, as well as sociology. 

Regarding the recent t.rend in lin~~istic research, the 

importance of widening the scope of linguistics--which 

involves the integra~ion of extralinguistic factors with a 

theory of gram.~ar, as opposed to a generative grammar which 

has maintained the centrality of syntax--has been emphasized 

repeatedly. Thus, understanding politeness in relation to 

grammar has important theoretical implications in linguis

tics, if any constituent of politeness has significant 

relevance to a theory of grammar. 

Such investigation, of course, requires determination 

of which parts of linguistic politeness behavior (including 

those already observed and any new data yet to be dis

covered) are directly governed by grammatical rules, which 

parts are subject to the effects of external aspects of 

context where communicative interaction takes place, and in 

what manner these two independent parts interact. Another 

essential part of such investigation is to seek an underly

ing politeness principle (or principles) which control 

politeness-related linguistic behavior. Furthermore, any 

systematic mechanism to link the explicitly defined concept 
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of "politeness" to message form has to be substantiated. 

Serious attempts have been made to discover the rela

tion of language use to a theory of grammar. For instance, 

Gorden and G. Lakoff (1975) formulated Conversational Pos

tulates and incorporated it into a theory of generative 

semantics. Although the focus of their discussion are not 

directed to the relevance of politeness, other theorists in 

the area of pragmatics have developed the mechanism of com

munication under the influence of innovative works by Austin 

(1962), Searle (1969), and Grice (1971;. 

Recent development of research on women's language is 

notable, particularly in terms of the potential relevance of 

politeness to a grammatical theory. As Janet Shibamoto's 

(1985) work on Japanese women's language represents, atten

tion to research in the area of gender-differentiated lan

guage use has gone beyond lexicon, morphology, and phonol

ogy, and moved toward syntax. Shibamoto presents syntactic 

variations observed in the speech of Japanese women. Uti

lizing her valuable findings, it is of interest to research 

what causes syntactic variations. More specifically, if 

politeness has some relevance as a source of the cause, 

finding correlation between the constituents of politeness 

and the syntactic variations pertaining to the women's lan

guage would be valuable. 

The study of honorifics has been a major factor in the 



research of politeness phenomena in Japanese, and many 

studies have been done (e.g., Miller 1967, Harada 1976, 

Wenger 1982). Harada's (1976) work is epoch-making in the 

following aspect: he was the first to study the Japanese 

honorific system outside the research among Japanese 

traditional gramnlarians, and he postulated the grammatical 

system of honorifics within a generative framework. 1 
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In his study, Harada (1976) distinguishes between the 

grammatical properties of honorification processes and their 

stylistic effect, i.e., degree of politeness, and he demon

strates parallelism of the number of honorific morphemes and 

the degree of politeness. Harada's major contributions are 

identifying subject honorification and object honorifica-

tion, and formulating grammatical rules for each category in 

a generative framework. 2 However, it must be noted that 

Harada's grammatical rules suffer when examined in actual 

communicative situations. Thus, Atsushi Fukuda (1987) 

refutes Hanada's formulation of subject honorification. 

Since Japanese honorifics is not the main concern in 

this thesis, Hanara's analysis and Fukuda's alternative 

1Yutaka Miyaji (1979), a Japanese traditional gram
marian, discusses the issue regarding whether honorifics 
falls into a grammatical component or into a stylistic 
component. 

2Study of Japanese honorifics has attracted transfor
mational grammarians. Besides Harada's work, Masayoshi 
Shibatani (1978) investigates honorifics in order to iden
tify the category of subject. 



approach will not be examined further, other than to say 

that Fukuda's alternative approach in favor of pragmatics 

seems explanatory. Moreover, Fukuda's discussion is sug-

gestive of the issue of the boundary of grammar and prag-

matics, which is, to some extent, relevant to the research 

of politeness phenomena. 
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Among the few studies of pol.i..teness phenomena separate 

from honorifics in Japanese, McGloin (1981, 1984) made an 

interesting observation concerning the syntactic element nQ 

desu in Japanese. 3 Her observation concludes that the use 

of this element exemplifies a politeness strategy which 

falls into Brown and Levinson's (1978, 1987) category of 

positive politeness. There exists many cases of politeness 

behavior in Japanese which seem applicable to Brown and 

Levinson's politeness strategies. However, it must be 

emphasized that superficial similarities between unrelated 

languages can be derived from different underlying princi

ples which are culturally dependent. 

There exists politeness behavior in all known soci-

eties, and politeness is reflected in the language. How it 

3Similar to sentence particles in Japanese, no desu 
does not alter objective information content whether or not 
a sentence contains this element. Several investigators 
(Alfonso, 1966; Kuno, 1973; Kuroda, 1973, among others) have 
given accounts for the use of no desu. Contrary to their 
accounts, McGloin points out that no desu performs the 
politeness function by producing common ground for the 
hearer. 
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is reflected varies, depending upon a communicative situa-

tion in which the language use is embedded. What counts as 

being polite may be differerrt from society to society, from 

group to group, from individual to individual, and from 

situation to situation. There should be underlying prin-

ciples, however, which govern the politeness phenomena. 

Consequently, the delineation of such principles is an 

essential component of the study of linguistic politeness 

phenomena. These principles will be postulated in the next 

chapter. It is hoped that the findings in the analysis of 

the use of sentence particles, along with the principles, 

will be an important contribution to understanding the 

workings of the politeness system in Japanese. In addition, 

it is hoped that this study will be an important resource to 

evaluate the validity of the universal theory of politeness. 

Sentence Particle: 
Background 

An utterance in Japanese often ends with particles 

such as ~, ng, ~, and so on, as shown below. 

(2) Ana mise-wa taka-i ~. 
that store-Top. expensive-pres. SP 

'That store is expensive.' 

(3) Mazimena gakusei ja-nakat-ta ng 
serious student be-not-pst. SP 

'I was not a serious student.' 



(4) Sonna koto iwa-na-i~. 
such thing say-not-pres. SP 

'I won't say such a ~hing.' 
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Sentence particles are generally re3arded as one of the most 

intricate aspects of Japanese grammar. The following exam

ples illustrate the basic problem raised by these particles. 

Suppose that someone wants to know about the atmosphere of a 

restaurant. The information can be given by any of the 

forms of utterance below. 

(5) a. 

b. 

c. 

Fun'iki-wa 
atmosphere-Top 

i-i desu YQ. 
good-pres. POL SP 

'The atmosphere is good.' 

Fun'iki-wa 
atmosphere-Top 

i-i desu nee 
good-pres. POL SP 

'The atmosphere is good.' 

Fun'iki-wa 
atmosphere-Top 

i-i desu. 
good-pres. POL 

'The atmosphere is good.' 

Regardless of the difference in the ending of utterances in 

(Sa) through (Sc), there is no apparent difference in mean-

ing among these three utterances. Two questions can be 

~ediately raised: rlliat is the significance of the use of 

sentence particles? What governs the alternation of XQ and 

Several descriptions regarding sentence particles are 

found in linguistic literature, although there aLe some 

variations in terminology in reference to these elements. 
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For example, Yukiko Jolly (1971) describes the following: 

(Syuiosi or) terminal particle is the term which 
designates that group of particles used at the end of 
sentence. They appear ~ediately after the last word 
of the sentence, but they do not alter the syntactic or 
lexical content of the utterance. Rather, they add 
emotional or attitudinal status or feeling--"coloring" 
--by the speaker. (p. 118) 

In her analysis of Japanese, Kazuko Inoue (1969) 

states: "SP [Sentence Particle] is a class of morphemes 

which appear after the main sentence, and function as indi

cators of the speaker's attitude or mood; for example, 

assertion, question and doubt are expressed by them" (p. 

28). Nevertheless, none of these investigators attempt an 

extensive examination of sentence particles' behavior in 

conjunction with expressed attitudes. Furthermore, what has 

been inadequately explored is what is meant by "speaker's 

attitude." 

Sentence particles are rarely used in written context 

or formal spoken context, such as public speech, lectures, 

and the like. On the other hand, in interpersonal communi-

cations, sentence particles are used often and the use of 

these particles plays a significant role in the face-to-face 

interaction between the speaker and the hearer. In fact, 

the hearer often reacts more sensitively to the speaker's 

choice of sentence particle than to what is said. The fol

lowing talk-exchange exemplifies such case. 



(6) ABita gorufu si-na-i. 
tomorrow golf do-not-pres. 

'Why don't we play golf tomorrow?' 

(7) a. I-i desu ~. 
good-pres. POL SP 

'Good (idea), isn't it?' 

b. I-i desu XQ. 
good-pres. POL SP 

, (Tha'c' s) fine.' 

*c. I-i desu. 
good-pres. POL 

'Fine. ' 
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As a response to "the suggestion (or invi t.ation) in (6), (7 a) 

is probably most favorable. (7c) is pragmatically unaccept

able. Between (7a) and (7b), there is a subtle difference 

in nuance, but this difference can affect quite seriously 

the emotion of the hearer, depending upon the relation 

between the speaker and the hearer. 

Sentence particles are elusive in terms of their seman-

tic significance. Because of this, non-native speakers 

often find it difficult to learn how to use sentence par-

ticles in communicative context. In reply to the question 

from a non-native speaker, "What do XQ, ~, ~, ~, sa, and 

so on mean?" the common answer given is that it depends on 

the context. Does this statement really answer the ques

tion? Probably not, simply because the "context" contains 

various factors. 
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We often find that the nuance of the message that 

sentence particles convey are translated variously. For 

instance, a translator gives "I tell you," "I mean it:..," "You 

know," and the like as English equivalents to E. Besides 

being an issue of validity of reliability of equivalents, 

however, they already contain a translator's comprehension 

of the nuance of the message in a particular context. 

Moreover, the usage of some of the sentence particles are 

constrained by the identity of the speaker in terms of sex, 

the speaker and the hearer in terms of social status, and 

the relationship between the speaker and the hearer. For 

instance, a sentence particle ~ is used by a male speaker 

and it often provides a masculine tone. In dubbing for a 

foreign film, ze may be suit~ble to keep a masculine image 

of a character. Ze would probably be used for lines by John 

Wayne or Clint Eastwood, but probably not for Pee-Wee 

Herman. 

In concluding the background information about sentence 

particles, it must be emphasized that the difficulty of the 

use of sentence particles does not lie in grammatical 

systems, but rather in the formation of the concepts behind 

the use of them. 

Previous Stu.dies 

Japanese traditional grammarians are concerned 
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primarily with the categorical status of sentence particles 

in defining a sentence unit (Tokieda, 1941; Watanabe, 1953, 

1974),4 and with the classification of sentence particles 

(Saji, 1956, 1967; Watanabe, 1974, among others). Other 

than traditional grammarians, Tazuko Uyeno (1971) was the 

first linguist to present a detailed analysis of sentence 

particles. 

Uyeno (1971), who also claims that sentence particles 

express the speaker's attitude, proposed to analyze sentence 

particles utilizing the performative analysis within the 

framework of Generative Semantics. Investigating the sen-

tence particles ~, zo, ~, sa, ~( and ~, with variants 

nele), na, and nalal, Uyeno attempts to delineate a semantic 

basis for their syntactic behavior. She analyzes sentence 

particles in terms of trifold representations: a surface 

structure, a logical form, and a set of presuppositions. 

She presents a formulation of the logical structure of a 

sentence which contains a sentence particle ~ and a set of 

presuppositions, as shown in Figure 1. 

4Based on the assumption that there exists an objective 
dimension and subjective dimension in a linguistic act of 
expressing an idea, Tokieda introduces a si and zi 
dichotomy in his grammar. Si and zi correspond with the 
objective dimension and the subjective dimension 
respectively. According to Tokieda, a sentence is realized 
as a combination of si and zi. A sentence particle is 
classified as a member of zi. See George Bedell (1968) for 
his detailed study of Tokieda's grammar. 
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Logical Structure 

S 

v 

I 
{

STATE 1 ORDER 

~~EST 
x Y 

A 
NP V1 

Presuppositions 

X: male/female 

Y: 1st/2nd person 

X ~ Y, except the cases where X hold complete authority 
over Y and Y is in an obedient relationship with X, 
e.g., X is a commander and Y is a follower, and where X 
holds a highly official relationship with Y, e.g., X is 
a clerk and Y is the president of the company. 

V: STATE/ORDER/ASK/SUGGEST 
Sl may contain anyone of the verbs of judgment.The 

sentence particle ~ reflects X's insistence in stat
ing, ordering or asking Sl or Y so that Y's attention 
is called to the information. In the case of asking, 
however, the question is always a rhetorical one and 
never turns out to be a true question. Female speaker 
(i.e., X is female) seldom uses the particle ~ in 
asking a question. 

Figure 1. Formulation of the Logical Structure of a 
Sentence Containing a Sentence Particle Yo and a 
Set of Presuppositions. Source: Uyeno, 1971, p. 
110. 



33 

Uyeno (1971) claims that sentence particles are derived 

from the underlying performative verbs--STATE, ASK, ORDER, 

and SUGGEST--in the logical foxm with the interaction of 

presuppositions. For instance, yg in a declarative sentence 

"Iku yg" (I will go) is derived from the underlying perfor

mative verb STATE, with the interaction of presuppositions 

which satisfy conditions for this par.t. ,"cle to appear. 

With regard to semantic properties of sentence par

ticles, Uyeno (1971) states that "sentence particles are 

viewed as composed of a semantic property of their own, just 

as ordinary verbs carry their respective meanings" (p. 139). 

Then, on the basis of her claim stated earlier, she classi-

fies sentence particles into two groups: 

<i> those which express the speaker's insistence on 
forcing the given information on the addressee 

<ii> those which express a request for compliance with 
the given information leaving the option of confirma
tion to the addressee. (Uyeno, 1971, p. 141) 

According to Uyeno, the particles ~, ~, ~, ES, and yg 

belong to the former group, while ~, ne(e), na, and na(a) 

belong to the latter. 

Uyeno's (1971) study made two contributions. First, 

while the validity of the per formative analysis has been 

disputed and is currently taken to have been disproved,S 

Uyeno demonstrated the applicability of the performative 

SSee Bruce Fraser (1971) for his critical examination 
of the performative analysis. 
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analysis to a certain linguistic phenomenon in Japanese. 

In this sense, her study of sentence particles has value. 

Second, she explored the speaker's implication (or attitude) 

and the effects on the addressee, which are revealed by 

virtue of the use of sentence particles. However, the 

approach Uyeno employs stays within the relatively limited 

range of performance of speech acts, rather than moving 

outward into the exploration of linguistic communicative 

behavior. 

Following Uyeno (1971), R. Lakoff (1972) claims that 

the function of sentence particles ~ and ~ is "to indicate 

interference with the normal rules of conversation" (p. 

919). With respect to the rules, Lakoff describes that the 

speaker assumes: (a) that the hearer will believe what is 

said in the case of statements; (b) that there will be a 

reply in the case of questions; and (c) that a command will 

be obeyed in the case of orders. These rules seem to cor

respond to Searle's sincerity condition, essential condi

tion, and preparatory condition, respectively. Both ~ and 

~ may be appended to declaratives, imperatives, and inter

rogatives. The use of ~ suspends the ground-rules, accord

ing to Lakoff. By contrast, ~ with declaratives and imper

atives requires the ground-rules. 

While Uyeno (1971) took the formal approach to inves

tigating sentence particles, Toshio Oishi (1985) and Akio 
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Kamio (1986) take the functional approach. ~though their 

objectives and their frameworks of investigation of sentence 

particles are different, both Oishi and Kamio employ the 

idea of "territory of information," as proposed by Akio 

Kamio (1979). These works will be examined in more detail 

in Chapter V: this section, however, will present the out

lines of their approaches and some of their findings in 

their investigations. 

The basis of T. Oishi's (1985) study lies in "the lin

guistic particularity" advocated by Alton Becker in 1977. 

Oishi quotes: "The linguistics of particularity views dis

course as particular in that 'it has a particular writer or 

a speaker, a particular reader or a hearer, a particular 

time, and a particular world'" (Becker, quoted in Oishi, 

1985). Oishi claims that the problem in the earlier studies 

of sentence particles was that they investigated sentences 

in isolation. Instead, Oishi (1985) places stress on the 

importance of studying sentence particles in a particular 

context, i.e., discourse. 

T. Oishi (1985) attempts to characterize the function 

of sentence particles ("final particles," in Oishi's ter

minology) along with detailed descriptions of actual con

versations, which he videotaped during interviews with 

participants of the conversations. He advocates the ~por

tance of the description of the conversation because it is a 
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context where sentence particles are used. In addition, he 

stresses the importance of the description of sentence 

particle uses because they delineate the constraints that 

the sentence particles are under. The participants of the 

videotaped conversation were a college professor in compara

tive religion and a licensed acupuncturist. Their conversa~ 

tion was about acupuncture in Japan. The college professor, 

who has studied theoretical acupuncture, attempts to acquire 

information about practical acupuncture from the licensed 

acupuncturist. 

In his interview with these two participants, Oishi 

takes into account the following six points: (a) the inter

personal relations; (b) the structural relations; (c) the 

medial relations--especia11y the auditory and visual aspects 

of the text; (d) the prior textual relations; (e) the refer

ential relations; and (f) the si1entia1 relations. 

There are two concepts utilized and examined in T. 

Oishi's (1985) analysis. One is the idea of speaker's 

territory of information, proposed by Kamio (1979); the 

other concerns pragmatic judgement, proposed by Givon 

(1982). Interviewing the participants with regard to their 

motives for choosing a particular particle in a particular 

time in the flow of their conversation, T. Oishi (1985) 

points out the significant relevance of sentence particles 

to the process of topic stage advancement in discourse: 



The uses of final particles based on territorial dis
tinction (speaker's territory, speaker and hearer's 
territory, and hearer's territory> function to: 
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(1) make conversation go ahead---by advancing from one 
topic to another; moreover, 

(2) not merely go ahead, but toward a speaker's goals, 
safely---through considering the constraint from 
behind, and flexibly,---by looking at a hearer's 
reactions. (p. 195; underline added) 

While Kamio originally made a binary distinction for terri-

tory of information--the speaker's territory versus non-

speaker's (i.e., hearer's) territory--T. Oishi (1985) makes 

a three-way distinction by adding the speaker and the 

hearer's territory. Along with interviewing the partici

pants about their choice of sentence particles, Oishi claims 

that the speaker judges a topic as the speaker's topic 

andlor the speaker's and the hearer's topic, and such judg-

ment is reflected in the speaker's choice of sentence par-

ticles. Oishi (1985, p. 197) states: 

Depending on how it is pronounced, ~ indicates terri
torial distinctions. 6 

6The convention used in Oishi's work is as follows: 
~ = An arrow curved toward the right indicates that the 

pitch of the final syllable of the word preceding the 
final particle nee is lower than the pitch of its first 
vowel leI and the pitch of this vowel is higher than 

f 

1 

the second leI. 
: ~~ arrow pointing upward indicates that the pitch of 
the final particle is higher than that of the final 
syllable of the preceding word in one syllable par-
ticle. 
: An arrow pointing downward indicates that the pitch 
of the final particle is lower than that of the final 
syllable of the preceding word in one syllable particle. 



· · · · · · 
speaker & hearer's territory 
speaker's milder version 
speaker's stronger version 
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In the flow of conversation, the speaker chose ~ to 

introduce a topic and to withdraw a topic, ~ to advance the 

topic, and ~ to reintroduce a topic. Then Oishi concludes 

that the sentence particles, based on the territorial dis- . 

tinction, function to structure the discourse. 

In the elaborated version of his original work on the 

theory of territory of information (Kamio, 1979), Kamio 

(1986) provides an analysis of the sentence particle ~, and 

recognizes two types of ~ which he characterizes in terms 

of their correspondence to territorial distinction. How he 

considers the relationship between certain sentence forms 

and their uses in speaking situations will be shown below, 

along with a demonstration of correspondence between sen

tence forms and the location of information. 

In his development of the theory of territory of infor

mation, Karoio (1979, 1986) focuses on the interrelationship 

between certain sentence forms and the character of the 

information conveyed by them. Kamio is concerned with two 

different types of sentence forms, which he refers to as 

"direct form" and "indirect form." A set of elements which 

constitutes the indirect form in Japanese consists of -te, 

sooda, rasii, mitai, yooda, desyoo, and daroo. The direct 

form of the sentence, therefore, does not contain any of 
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these elements. 

According to Kamio (1979, 1986), there are two dif-

ferent domains that a territory of information falls into-

Speaker's territory and Hearer's territory--and there are 

four logically possible cases where a given piece of infor

mation is located. When a given piece of information falls 

into the speaker's territory, the speaker conveys the in for-

mation in the direct form; when the information falls out

side the speaker's territory, the speaker conveys the infor-

mation in the indirect form. Furthermore, the information 

falls into the hearer's territory, the information is con-

veyed either in the direct form or in the indirect form, 

depending on whether or not the information is also located 

in the speaker's territory. 

Kamio (1986) provides a matrix which illustrates the 

relationship between sentence forms and distinction of ter

ritories of information in Japanese as follows: 

Hearer's 
Territory 

out 

in 

Speaker's Territory 

in 

A 
direct form 
(direct f. + ng) 

B 
direct-ng form 

out 

D 
indirect form 
(indirect f. + ng) 

C 
indirect-~ form 

Some of the examples Kamio provides are given in (8) through 

(11). 



(8) Watasi atama-ga ita-i. 

(9) 

(10) 

I head-Nom hurt-pres. 

'I have a headache.' 

Kyoo-wa 
today-Top 

~~ tenki des-u nee 
good weather be-pres. 

'It's fine today, isn't it?' 

Kimi-wa 
you-Top 

doitugo-ga 
German-Nom 

dekiru rasii nee 
can seem 
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'You seem to be able to speak Ger.man, don't you?' 

(11) Tokyo-wa bukka-ga kanari takait-te 
Tokyo-Top price-Nom very high I hear 

'In Tokyo, prices are very high, I hear.' 

Examples in (8) and (11) exemplify case A and case D, re

spectively. Neither e:l~ample contain ng, although they can. 

On the other hand, the examples in (9) and (10) contain ~, 

and they exemplify case B and case C, respectively. 

According to Karoio's classification, case B and case C indi-

cate that a given piece of information is held in the 

hearer's territory. In this case, a sentence must contain 

ne l as in (9) and (10). Therefore, Kamio classifies ne into 

two types, referring to them as "obligatory ne" and 

"optional ng." 

Both T. Oishi (1985) and Kamio (1979, 1986) put great 

emphasis on the importance of context in investigating the 

use of sentence particles, although each investigator 

highlights different aspects of context. Oishi examined the 

speaker's awareness of advancing a topic in a discourse and 
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considered sentence particles as a means of advancing the 

topic. Kamio's work derived from his interest in human 

linguistic cognition and communication. He investigated in 

detail how a given piece of information is located in the 

speaker's territory and the hearer's territory in speech 

context. Based on this investigation, he then demonstrated 

the correspondence between obligatory ng and optional ng, 

and the location of information. 

All three investigators presented here conducted a 

detailed examination of context where sentence particles are 

used, but from different angles. Uyeno (1971), along with 

examining several factors relevant to the context, described 

"how" the speaker intends to convey a message. However, her 

analysis did not explore "why" the speaker intends to convey 

a message in a certain way. T. Oishi (1985) showed how the 

speaker manipulates the use of sentence particles in order 

to advance a topic in a particular discourse context. Kamio 

(1979, 1986) classified a sentence par~icle ~ into optional 

ng and obligatory ng, based on the territorial distinctions. 

Each has expended considerable effort attempting to 

interpret the characterization of the way the speaker uses 

sentence particles. They have not, however, explored the 

relation of the uses of sentence particles to politeness 

phenomenon. 



42 

By examining the problem of the uses of sentence par

ticles in Japanese from a different perspective, this thesis 

goes beyond the questions posed in the previous studies. A 

cost and benefit concept is applied to the rational communi

cative behavior as a basis upon which a given communicative 

situation is evaluated. The cost and benefit concept is 

reflected in language in various ways, but it can be most 

useful in measuring politeness phenomena. The analysis of 

the use of sentence particles in politeness-related situa

tions is intended to be a substantiation of the main claim 

of this thesis that the cost and benefit concept is the most 

vital concept underlying the linguistic politeness phenomena 

in Japanese. 

Chapter II will examine politeness principles which 

govern a speaker's choice of forms of utterances on the 

basis of the speaker's assessment of cost and benefit in a 

given communicative situation. Brown and Levinson's (1978, 

1987) concept of "face" will also be explored. Chapter III 

presents the analysis of the use of sentence particles in 

politeness-related situations. Chapter IV discusses the 

consequence of the cost and benefit approach for the polite

ness phenomena in Japanese. Kamio's (1979, 1986) and T. 

Oishi's (1985) analyses will be explored in Chapter V in 

some detail. Chapter VI will examine the relevancy of the 

cost and benefit concept to the use of modality element, 
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desyoo/daroo, which is regarded as an element to constitute 

the indirect form in Japanese in Kamio's work, and the use 

of anaphoric demonstratives in Japanese. 
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CHAPTER II 

COST AND BENEFIT IN LANGUAGE USE 

Having described in the preceding chapter the back

ground and the approach taken for this study, the utiliza

tion of the concept of "cost and benefit," which is funda

mental to this analysis, must be justified. In this chap

ter, three resources to motivate the utilization of cost and 

benefit in this analysis will be presented, leading up to 

the postulation of politeness principles. Brown and Levin

son's (1978, 1987) notion of "face," which is the core of 

their theory of politeness, will then be examined. Why 

their notion of face is inadequate to apply to the polite

ness phenomena in Japanese will be discussed in some detail. 

Cost and Benefit 

Leech (1983) identifies three pragmatic scales to 

measure degrees of politeness. Among the three is the 

cost-benefit scale, which Leech defines as the scale "on 

which the cost or benefit of the proposed action A to the 

speaker or to the hearer" (p. 123). Leech refers to the 

other two scales as the optionality scale and the indirect

ness scale. Leech demonstrates the difference of the degree 



of politeness measured on the basis of the cost-benefit 

scale as follows (1983, p. 107): 

[1] Peel these potatoes. 
[2] Hand me the ~ewspaper. 
[3] Sit down. 
[4] Look at that. 
[5] Enjoy your holiday. 
[6] Have another sandwich. 

cost to H less polite 

benefit to H more polite 
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He then states that, "at some rather indeterminate point on 

this scale (depending on the context), the relevant value 

becomes 'benefit to H' rather than 'cost to H'; but clearly 

if we keep the imperative mood constant, there is a general 

increase in politeness (other factors being equal) between 

[ 1 ] and [6]" (pp • 107 -1 0 8) • 

Accordingly, Leech's (1983) argument clearly implicates 

that assessment of a future action in terms of cost and/or 

benefit to the hearer is intimately bound with politeness. 

Moreover, the concept of cost and benefit can be an effi-

cient device to measure the degree of politeness with which 

L~positives are associated. 

Leech (1983, p. 132) postulates six maxims of the 

politeness principle: 

(I) TACT MAXIM (in impositives and commisives) 
(a) Minimize cost to other 
(b) Maximize benefit to other 

(II) GENEROSITY MAXIM (in impositives and commisives) 
(a) Minimize benefit to self 
(b) Maximize cost to self 



(III) APPROBATION MAXIM (in expressives and assertives) 
(a) Minimize dispraise of other 
(b) Maximize praise of other 

(IV) MODESTY MAXIM (in expressives and assertives) 
(a) ~~nimize praise of self 
(b) maximize dispraise of self 

(V) AGREEMENT MAXIM (in assertives) 
(a) Minimize disagreement between self and other 
(b) Maximize agreement between self and other 

(VI) SYMPATHY MAXIM (in assertives) 
(a) Minimize antipathy between self and other 
(b) Maximize sympathy between self and other 
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~he first two maxims are characterized by virtue of cost and 

benefit. As shown in this characterization, the Tact Maxim 

is the other-centered maxim, while the Generosity Maxim is 

the self-centered maxim. Leech (1983) explains the 

asymmetry of the examples given below by virtue of the 

Generosity Maxim: 

[1] You can lend me your car. (impolite) 
[2] I can lend you my car. 
[3] You must come and have dinner with us. 
[4] We must come and have dinner with you. (impolite) 

The offer [2] and invitation [3] are presumed to be 
polite for two reasons: firstly, because they imply 
benefit to H, and secondly and less crucially, because 
they imply cost to S. But in [1] and [4], the relation 
Sand H on both scales is reversed. (pp. 133-134) 

Other resources are found in Osho's (1974, 1983) and 

Kageyama and Tamori's (1975-1976) studies in Japanese. 

Neither study directly addresses the issue of politeness; 

however, these studies are considered relevant to the justi

fication of the utilization of the concept of cost and 
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benefit in this study. ~though their aims of investigation 

are different, both the Osho and the Kageyama and Tamori 

studies take the notion of "beneficiary" into account in 

their investigations. 

Osho (1983) investigates three different sentence forms 

in Japanese which signify the speaker's attempt to make the 

hearer do something. These for.ms are, according to Osho, 

(i) Verb-te+kudasai, (ii) Verb-te+kudasaimaE~nka, and (iii) 

Q-Verb-stem+kudasai. The following examples in Osho's study 

correspond to the three for.ms respectively. 

(12) a. Haitte kudasai. 

b. Haitte kudasaimasen ka. 

c. Ohairi kudasai. 

What the speaker expects by saying (12a), (12b), and (12c) 

is that the hearer will come in (to the place). It has been 

claimed (e.g., Alfonso, 1966; Jorden, 1962) that the three 

forms convey a request, but they differ in their degree of 

politeness. 

Osho (1983), on the other hand, claims that these forms 

differ in their illocutionary forces. She identifies four 

different illocutionary forces associated with these three 

forms, which she calls "invitation," "polite order," "per

sonal request," and "begging." Two concepts are taken into 

account to characterize these illocutionary forces. One is 

the speaker's assumptions of the willingness of the hearer 
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to accede to his request~ the other is to identify who bene

fits by the act. 

Refuting ~fonso's (1966) claim that the first two 

forms cOInrey an ordinary polite request and the third con

veys a very polite request, Osho (1983) claims that "the 

illocutionary force of Q-Verb-stem+kudasai is not a request, 

but what I would rather like to call an invitation" (p. 

141). The criterion to distinguish a request from an 

invitation, Osho proposes, is the speaker's own benefit. 

According to Osho, "An invitation is different from a 

request in that it lacks the property that the action called 

for is for the speaker's benefit, which is essential for a 

real request" (p. 141). 

Osho (1983) claims that a personal request is associ

ated only with the "Verb-te+kudasaimasenka" form among the 

three investigated. A polite order is conveyed by the 

"Verb-te+kudasai" form, as well as the "Q-Verb-stem+kudasai" 

form. She characterizes the main difference between the 

polite order and the personal request by virtue of the 

speaker's assumption of the willingness of the hearer to 

comply with the request and the beneficiary of the act. She 

states: "In the case of the personal request, the speaker 

is apparently the one who benefits, if his request is 
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complied with. In the case of the polite order who benefits 

does not seem to be crucial." (1983, p. 144).1 

Kageyama and Tamori (1975-1976) investigate whimpera

tive in Japanese based on Sadock's (1974) framework. One of 

the issues addressed in their investigation concerns the 

pre-conditions pertaining to the successful fulfillment of 

indirect directives. They include information on the main 

beneficiary in the inventory of pre-conditions on Searle's 

directives. They investigate ten interrogative construc-

tions which can function as directives, such as request, 

suggestion, and invitation. According to Kageyama and 

Tamori, a swnmary of these constructions are: 

(13) a. Questions with verbs of giv'ing/getting 

b. Questions with conditionals 

c. simple questions 

d. Questions with "try" 

e. Questions with "can" 

f. Questions with "have" 

g. Questions with "know" 

h. Questions with "understand" 

i- S no desu ka 

j. "why" 

1According to Osho, the "Q-Verb-stem+kudasai" form is 
associated with invitation, polite order, and begging. The 
"Verb-te+kudasai" form also is associated with invitation, 
polite order, and begging. And the "Verb-te+ 
kudasaimasenka" form can convey only personal request. 
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Following Sadock's (1974) study, they ran six co-occurrence 

restriction tests, leading to the classification of the ten 

constructions into three groups. The first group consists 

of (a) through (d), the second group consists of (e) through 

(h), and the third group consists of (i) and (j).2 Among 

the six tests, the distributions of doozo "please" and dooka 

"please," and the distributions of yokattara "if you like" 

and sumimasenga "excuse me, but .•• " are also taken into 

account in order to distinguish dir~ctives. Kageyama and 

Tamori (1975-1976) state: 

Another important conclusion of our discussion is 
that the types of strength of directive force vary, 
depending on who derives primary benefit from the 
required act. This is seen from the distributions 
of doozo and dooka, on the one hand, and yokattara 
and sumimasenga, on the other, the first member of 
each pair signifying the addressee's advantage, and 
the second member the speaker's advantage. Moreover, 
yokattara can involve the speaker's benefit in addi
tion to the addressee's. (pp. 47-48) 

In a request, the speaker receives benefit, whereas the 

hearer receives benefit in an invitation. Consequently, co

occurrence of dooka and sumimasenga with the constructions 

signifying the request is allowed as expected. And doozo 

and yokattara can co-occur with the constructions signifying 

2Tamori and Kageyama's classification is based on the 
underlying representation with which sentence constructions 
of each group are associated. Since this is not the concern 
in this paper, it is not discussed further. See Tamori and 
Kageyama (1975-76) for details. Miyagawa (1982) presents 
interesting observations regarding Tamori and Kageyama's 
syntactic tests. 
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the invitation. In a suggestion, according to Kageyama and 

Tamori (1975-1976), benefit goes not only to the speaker, 

but also to the hearer. They then conclude that "since the 

information as to who receives benefit plays such an impor

tant role in distinguishing directives, it must be added to 

the repertoire of pre-conditions on directives" (po 48). 

Both the studies of Osho (1983) and Kageyama and Tamori 

(1975-1976) employed the concept of benefit (or beneficiary) 

in order to distinguish some indirect directives which cer-

tain sentence forms in Japanese may convey. Although they 

do not directly address the issue of politeness, their find

ings seemingly match Leech's (1983) pragmatic scale. That 

is, a request is less polite because the benefit as a result 

of the hearer's compliance to the speaker's request goes to 

the speaker. An invitation, on the other hand, is more 

polite because the hearer receives the benefit. Consider 

the examples given in (14) and (15), below. 

(14) Sw~ui kara, mado-o simete-kudasai. 
cold because window-ACC close-give 

'(Please) close the window because it is cold.' 

(15) Samukat-tara, mado-o simete-kudasai. 
cold if window-ACC close-give 

'(Please) close the window, if it is cold.' 

Examples (14) and (15) exemplify a request and an invita-

tion , respectively. Both a request and an invitation in

volve the hearer's performing a future action presented in 
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the propositional content. In (14), feeling warm is in the 

speaker's best interest and having the hearer close the win

dow will benefit the speaker. However, asking the hearer to 

close the window may cause some inconvenience to the hearer. 

Or the heare:. _ay feel reluctant to comply with the 

speaker's request. In other words, being requested is a 

cost on the part of the hearer. In (15), on the other hand, 

letting the hearer close the window to make himself feel 

warm will benefit the hearer. In a request, benefit and 

cost are sy.mmetrical~ the speaker benefits and the hearer 

incurs a cost. An invitation implies only benefit to the 

hearer, although it may imply cost to the speaker if he or 

she is unwillingly to let the hearer close the window. 

As is evident from the forgoing, the concept of cost/ 

benefit is a vital factor to identify certain illocutionary 

acts associated with sentence structures that the above

mentioned investigators examined. Furthermore, and more 

importantly, this concept can effectively measure linguistic 

politeness phenomena. 

Leech (1983) is seemingly concerned with the relevance 

of the cost/benefit concept only with respect to two cate

gories of illocutionary acts--directive and commissive-

which involve a future action performed by either the hearer 

or the speaker. Similarly, Osho (1983) and Kageyama and 

Tamori (1975-1976) consider the benefit concept as a crucial 
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factor to identify some directives conveyed by certain sen

tence forms which they investigated. However, the cost! 

benefit concept applies to a much wider range of language 

use. Consider the following examples: 

(16) a. Sumimasen. Kamera-o kowasi-ta n desu. 
sorry camera-Ace break-past 

'I am sorry. I broke (your) camera.' 

b. Sumimasen. Kamera-ga koware-ta n desu. 
sorry camera-Nom break-past 

'I am sorry. (Your) camera broke.' 

The difference between (16a) and (16b) is the type o~ verb; 

kowas in (16a) is transitive, while koware in (16b) is 

intransitive. However, what is implied by these verbs goes 

beyond a simple categorical difference. Suppose the speaker 

borrowed a camera from the hearer and something went wrong 

with it. In apologizing for the broken camera to the 

hearer, although the speaker did not break the camera, (16a) 

is appropriate and polite, but (16b) is not only inappro

priate but also impolite in this circumstance. 

The question to be raised here is: Why is using the 

transitive verb in (16a) polite? Subsequently, how can 

politeness be accounted for in (16a)? By using kowas, the 

speaker sounds as if he were taking the blame for the broken 

camera, although that incident is not his responsibility. 

Blaming someone for something for which he is not respon

sible is certainly not favorable to him, so, in (16a), 
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blaming himself implies a cost to the speaker. The use of 

kowas would maximize the speaker's cost: by doing so, he may 

succeed in conveying the feeling of contriteness to the 

hearer. 

By contrast, such a feeling cannot be conveyed by using 

the intransitive verb, koware, in (16b). Here the speaker 

is merely reporting what happened to the camera he borrowed 

from the hearer. By identifying the use of the transitive 

verb in (16a) as the maximization of the speaker's cost, 

which is one of the aspects of being polite, we can explain 

why (16a) is polite. 

A case like (16a) cannot be accounted for by Lakoff's 

(1972: 1975) politeness rules, i.e., for.mality (keeping 

aloof), deference (giving options), and camaraderie (showing 

sympathy). Being ready to take blame is highly regarded in 

Japanese society. Disregarding this kind of social value is 

considered impolite. Yet, utilizin.g the cost/benefit con

cept, politeness which lies behind the use of the transitive 

verb, as in (l6a), can be articulated. 

Example (17) presents another pair of intransitive and 

transitive verbs: 

(17) a. Ocha-ga 
tea-Nom 

hairimasi-ta yo. 
enter-past SP 

, Tea is ready.' 



b. Ocha-o iremasi-ta yo. 
tea-Acc put in-past SP 

'I made tea (for you).' 
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Hair (direct style of hairimas) in (17a) is intransitive and 

ire (direct style of iremas) in (17b) is transitive. When 

someone makes tea for someone else, he normally chooses 

(17a) to tell him that the tea is ready, because it sounds 

more polite. If he chooses (17b) instead, he sounds as if 

he made an effort to make tea for someone who had requested 

it. Therefore i by using an intransitive countarpart: the 

speaker can avoid (or at least minimize) the possibility of 

the hearer feeling that the speaker made an effort in making 

tea for him. Notice that it can be considered a cost on the 

part of the hearer if he is made to feel that he caused the 

speaker to serve tea for him. Why the use of the intran

sitive verb in (17a) conveys politeness is not surprising, 

because it implies minimization of the hearer's cost. 

Politeness Negotiation Principles 

Before politeness principles making crucial use of the 

notion of "cost and benefit" are postulated, the outline of 

the arguments of this study will be restated. It is claimed 

here that language use bearing politeness is strategic in 

nature. This way of viewing linguistic politeness behavior 

derives from the assumption that people are rational and 

that they make rational choices in order to maximize their 
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satisfaction of the communicative goal. Given this, their 

strategic use of particular for.m of utterance is a conse

quence of their rationalization. An underlying concept 

which triggers the strategic use of language is identified 

as the concept of cost/benefit. As is evident from several 

cases observed in the preceding section, however, what is 

counted as cost and benefit varies from situation to situa

tion. 

The diversity of the content of cost and benefit is too 

great to describe exhaustively. The concept of cost/benefit 

is defined here in a simple fashion so that the definition 

can apply to a wider range of situations. As mentioned in 

Chapter I, "cost" is defined as something unfavorable (or 

undesirable) to a member of society, and "benefit" as some

thing favorable (or desirable) to a member of society, 

respectively. 

As seen in the studies of Leech (1983), Osho (1974, 

1983), and Kageyama and Tamori (1975-1976), cost and/or 

benefit are inherently attributed to a request or an invi

tation (or an offer). However, as mentioned above, the 

concept of cost/benefit applies also to other types of 

illocutionary acts. For instance, expressing gratitude 

implies benefit to the hearer. In contrast, apologizing 

implies cost to the speaker. Expressing disagreement, 
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rejecting a request, and declining an offer incur a cost to 

the hearer. 

The view of this study is that the cost/benefit concept 

applies not only to what the speaker is doing, but also to 

what the speaker is saying. For instance, saying something 

nice to the hearer is certainly beneficial to the hearer. 

By saying something, if the hearer alters his state of mind 

from negative to positive, it may be considered a benefit on 

the part of the hearer. 

Depending upon how the speaker manipulates cost and 

benefit, he can imply politeness or impoliteness to the 

hearer. Therefore, politeness can be viewed as a product of 

negotiation between the speaker and the hearer based on the 

speaker's assessment of cost and benefit in a given communi

cative situation. On the basis of this view, the underlying 

principles of politeness are postulated, below. The 

underlying principles of politeness are referred to as 

"politeness negotiation principles." 

(18) Politeness Negotiation Principles 

I. The speaker maximizes benefit to the hearer. 

II. The speaker minimizes benefit to himself. 

III. The speaker minimizes cost to the hearer. 

IV. The speaker maximizes cost to himself. 

V. The speaker balances the cost/benefit ratio by 
minimizing cost to the hearer or maximizing cost 
to himself. 
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An ~portant point regarding this postulation in 

comparison to Leech's (1983) politeness principle should be 

noted. Among the six maxims of politeness principle pro

posed by Leech, the Tact Maxim and the Generosity Maxim are 

characterized in terms of cost and benefit. Taking into 

account different factors involved in given communicative 

situations, such as praise, dispraise, agreement, disagree-

ment, antipathy, and sympathy, Leech characterizes the other 

four max~s shown above. However, if various factors which 

are seemingly linked to the motive behind politeness behav-

ior are listed, eventually more than the six maxims that 

Leech describes are identified. The factors which Leech 

identifies in order to characterize the maxims essentially 

falls into the concept of cost and benefit. That is, by 

defining the concept of cost and benefit as broadly as 

possible, the underlying principles of politeness can be 

simplified. 

Brown and Levinson's Concept of 
Face and Japanese Culture 

Brown and Levinson (1978, 1987) claim that the notion 

of "face," which is the core of their theory of politeness, 

is universal. They claim that face is "the public self

~age that every member wants to claim to himself" (1978, p. 

66). Face consists of two aspects: negative face and 

positive face. "Negative face" is defined as "the basic 



clalln to territories, personal preserves, rights to non

distraction, i.e., to freedom of action and freedom from 

imposition" (p. 66). "Positive face" is defined as "the 
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positive consistent self-image or 'personality' claimed by 

interactants" (p. 66). Each face is then treated as a basic 

want. Brown and Levinson claim negative face as "the want· 

of every competent adult member that his actions be unim-

peded by others," and positive face as "the want of every 

member that his wants be desirable to at least some others" 

(p. 67), respectively. 

On the basis of these defined notions, Brown and 

Levinson (1978) propose "negative politeness" and "positive 

politeness." "Positive politeness is oriented toward the 

positive face of the addressee" (p. 75). Refining the 

content of positive politeness, they state: 

Positive politeness is redress directed to the 
addressee's positive face, his perennial desire that 
his wants (or actions/acquisitions/values resulting 
from them) should be thought of as desirable. Redress 
consists in partially satisfying that desire by com
municating that one's own wants (or some of them) are 
in some respects similar to the addressee's wants. 
(p. 106) 

"Negative politeness is oriented mainly toward partially 

satisfying the addressee's negative face, his basic want to 

maintain claims of territory and self-determination" (1978, 

p. 75). Furthermore, Brown and Levinson claims that "nega

tive politeness is redressive action addressed to the 
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addressee's negative face: his want to have his freedom of 

action unhindered and his attention unimpeded" (p. 134). 

Brown and Levinson's notion of face attributed to what 

they call "a model person" clearly gives priority to the 

idea of "an individual." In their theory, politeness behav

ior is considered as a redress action to satisfy an indi

vidual's claim to his own territory. an individual's right 

to non-distraction, and/or an individual's desire that his 

wants be desirable. 

It must be emphasized, however, that Western societies 

lay stress on individuality, whereas Japanese society places 

much less stress on individuality, as illustrated in the 

philosophy of Zen Buddhism, which emphasizes the idea of 

"non-self" or "selflessness." The concepts of an indi

vidual's claim and/or right are antagonistic to the Japanese 

culture, since acknowledging where an individual stands in 

relation to others in the society and acknowledging how an 

individual is related to others are given priority in social 

interactions in Japanese culture. As a consequence, the 

validity of universality of face, fundamental to Brown and 

Levinson's theory, is questionable. Given that there exists 

qualitative difference in attitude toward individuality 

between the Western and Japanese cultures, it is not sur

prising that Brown and Levinson's notion of face likely 

mislead the motive(s) of politeness in Japanese culture. 
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Several concepts offered by the researchers to char

acterize Japanese behavior in social interactions are illus

trated below: 

Anthropologist Chie Nakane (1964, 1986) introduces the 

notions of "frame" and "attribute" as criteria for group 

formation and group identity, with a special significance. 

According to Nakane, frame may be, for instance, a locality 

or an institution, such as a school or a company. Attri

bute, as distinct from frame, can seemingly articulate what 

an individual is. Nakane claims that "attribute may be 

acquired not only by birth but by achievement" (1986, p. 

172). She illustrates the distinction of frame and attri

bute by using industry as an example. "Lathe operator or 

executive refers to attribute, but the members of Y Company 

refers to frame. In the same way, professor, office clerk 

and student are attributes, whereas men of Z University is a 

frame II (p. 172). 

On the basis of these two distinct notions, Nakane 

(1986) characterizes Japanese society as frame oriented, 

whereas Western and Indian societies are attribute oriented. 

As Nakane points out, when a Japanese person introduces him

self, the tendency is to stress situational position in a 

particular frame, rather than individual attributes. That 

is, in the Japanese social interaction, a frame is of pri

mary importance and the attribute of the individual is 



considered secondary. Accordingly, exchanging a business 

card functions primarily to identify a frame to which an 

individual's situational position is bound. When someone 

meets a stranger on a business occasion, for example, he 

identifies himself by saying "I am from such-and-such com

pany," rather than "I am an engineer." 
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Similarly, Takie S. Lebra (1976) suggests that the 

notion of "belongingness" explains the normative patterns of 

Japanese behavior. She claims that the identity of indi

viduals is established by virtue of belongingness. Refer

ence for belonging varies widely and may include, for exam

ple, one's household, residential area, company, community, 

and/or nation. 

Japanese frame-oriented attitude as characterized by 

Nakane (1986) as well as the tendency to establish identity 

by belongingness claimed by Lebra (1976) provide a logical 

basis for the reason why stress on the individual is 

restrained in Japanese culture, as distinct from Western 

cultures. What concerns Japanese in social interaction is 

acknowledging an individual's position in relation to 

others, not his own right and/or territory, as Brown and 

Levinson's (1978, 1987) notion of negative face suggest. 

Lebra (1976) articulates this point by offering the 

concept of "bun," on which she bases her explication of 

proper-place occupancy: 



By proper-place occupancy I mean one's awareness of 
the place assigned to one in a social group, insti
tution, or society as a whole~ one's capacity and 
willingness to fulfill all obligation attached to 
that place~ and one's claim to recognition of that 
place by others. (p. 67) 

The Japanese word bun means "portion," "share," "part," or 
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"fraction." Lebra (1976) utilizes "bun" with three signifi

cant implications: 

First, the individual is conceived as a fraction. 
To the extent that he derives his self-identity 
from his bun he does not count as an integer but 
only as a part of fraction of the whole. 

Second, bun-holders are interdependent. The indi
vidual, as a bun-holder, cannot be self-reliant 
but must be dependent on other bun-holders. The 
awareness of one's self-insufficiency and inter
dependence with others is an essential concomitant 
of the bun concept. 

Third, every member of society is supposed to be 
a bun holder. While an individual counts only as 
a fraction and depends on other individuals, every 
individual is provided with such a fraction, which 
makes his life meaningful. (p. 68) 

It has been repeatedly acknowledged that Japanese behavior 

displays extraordinary social sensiti.vity. In this light, 

Lebra's concept of proper-place occupancy provides an expli

cit interpretation of Japanese social sensitivity. It is of 

interest that a Japanese expression "X rashiku furumau" 

(behave like that of X that he is) implicates the acknow

ledgment of one's bun in Lebra's sense, and his fulfillment 

of obligations. 

During many occasions of social interaction, being 

accepted by others rather than insisting on one's own 



individuality is promoted in Japanese society. This may 

explain why a moderate dependency cultivates a harmonious 

relationship between the dependent and the depended-upon. 
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By offering his widely known concept of "~," the psychi

atrist Takeo Doi (1971, 1986) sheds light on Japanese inter

personal relationship from a psychological point of view. 

~~ae is the noun form of verb amaeru, which means to depend 

and presume upon another's benevolence. In Doi's defini

tion, "amaeru has a distinct feeling of sweetness and is 

generally used to describe a child's attitude or behavior 

toward his parents, particularly his mother" (1986, po 121). 

However, as Doi's claims, such concept of amae can be used 

to describe the adults' relationship, and it can bind two 

mature adults. 

It is evident, therefore, that there is less emphasis 

on individuality in the Japanese culture than in western 

cultures. Such a posture, fostered in the Japanese culture, 

is reflected in the linguistic behavior of Japanese in a 

many ways. For instance, in his analysis of the speaker's 

use of terms for self-reference and for addressing others in 

Japanese, Takao Suzuki (1975, 1986) explicitly spells out 

how the Japanese concept of personal relations is imple

mented in the linguistic system of self-definition. Al

though the Japanese use personal pronouns, such as the 

Japanese counterpart of "I" and "you," Suzuki focuses on the 
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use of many other terms to refer to self and to others. He 

specifies a characteristic of linguistic self-definition 

among the Japaneee as an empathetic assimilation of oneself 

into the addressee's position. Among Japanese family mem

bers, for example, a kinship term is used to refer to them-

selves in speech. 

Suzuki refers to such a usage in speech as a fictive 

use of relational terminology. For instance, a wife will 

address her husband using a word such as otosan (father) or 

~. Suzuki (1986) states that "there is a consistent 

underlying structure in this phenomenon, in which the 

speaker views the addressee, not: from his own position, but 

by empathetic identification of himself with a third party" 

(pe 146). On the basis of such empathetic identification, 

Suzuki provides an explanation to the case above as follows: 

From the wife's position, of course, he can only 
be her husband, but she is empathetic ally iden
tifying with the position of her children. From 
the children's pOint of view her husband is their 
father. From the position of the wife, identify
ing with the children, she can call also her hus
band "papa." (p. 146) 

Suzuki's insightful analysis of the linguistic system of 

self-definition clearly manifests how little emphasis is 

placed on individuality in the Japanese culture. 

Matsumoto (1988) questions the validity of universality 

of "face," the core concept of Brown and Levinson's (1978, 

1987) theory of politeness, by examining several formulaic 
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expressions, honorifics, and verbs of giving and receiving 

in Japanese. Her main claim is that a notion of "face" or 

"socially given self-image" should be left as a variable. 

Her claim derives from the discrepancies between the consti-

tuents of face proposed by Brown and Lavinson and what she 

proposes as constituents of face iii Japanese culture. 

It is not surprising that there exists qualitative 

differences between Brown and Levinson's notion of face and 

the Japanese notion of face, given that "face" is a funda;" 

mental motive of a politeness system, as Matsumoto argues. 

It is because Brown and Levinson's notion of face apparently 

revolves around "personal autonomy" or "individuality," 

whereas the Japanese culture puts little emphasis on such a 

concept. 

Politeness is manifested in social interaction, and it 

is intimately bound with sociocultural values. Accordingly, 

what counts as being polite varies from culture to culture, 

or from society to SOCiety. Matsumoto (1988) claims that 

the Japanese notion of face consists of showing recognition 

of one's relative position in the communicative context and 

the maintenance of the social ranking order: 

A Japanese generally must understand where s/he 
stands in relation to other members of the group or 
society, and must acknowledge his/her dependence on 
the others. Acknowledgement and maintenance of the 
relative position of others, rather than preservation 
of an individual's proper territory, governs all 
social interaction. (p. 405) 
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In her examination of Brown and Levinson's notion of 

face, Matsumoto is concerned particularly with "give defer

ence," a strategy of negative politeness in Brown and 

Levinson's model. According to Brown and Levinson (1978, 

1987), this strategy gives redress to the negative face want 

of the address by indicating acknowledgment of the addres-

see's rights to relative jJ!I1I!Hnity from imposition. As evi

dence for discrepancies with Brown and Levinson's notion of 

negative face want, Matsumoto (1988) gives these examples: 

(19) Doozo yorosiku onegaisimasu. 

(Lit.) 'I ask you to please treat me well/take 
care of me.' 

(20) Musume 0 doozo yorosiku onegaisimasu. 

(Lit.) 'I ask you to please treat/take care of 
my daughter well.' 

The formulaic expression of (19) is commonly used when the 

speaker is introduced to someone. This expression corres-

ponds to the English expression, "Nice to meet you." The 

expression of (19) can be extended to an in-group member of 

the speaker; as in (20). Item (19\ as well as (20\ convey " , ,,,-

the speaker's desire that the relationship be good one. 

According to Matsumoto (1988), both (19) and (20) exemplify 

a typical deferential behavior, because the speaker in (19) 

and the speaker and his daughter in (20) put themselves in a 

lower position by being humble to the addressee. She 

claims, however, that a speech act in (19) and (20) is a 
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d~rect request, and thus an imposition. Therefore, if (19) 

and (20) are analyzed in terms of negative face, there seems 

to be a contradiction. Consequently, she argues that "if we 

abandon the universality of negative face (the desire for 

non-imposition based on individual rights) as a primary 

motivation for politeness, then the contradiction disap-

pears" (1988, p. 410). In reference to (19) and (20), 

Matsumoto (1988) continues: 

Deference impositions can enhance the good self
image (that is, the "face") of the addressee. 
Enhancing the addressee's face could, of course, 
be viewed as a positive politeness strategy. 
It is, however, not done straightforwardly, but 
by an imposition. It is also unlike positive 
politeness in that it is not a manifestation of 
intimacy. (p. 410) 

It is interesting to note that an imposition is bound with 

negative value in a society where individuality is given 

priority, while it is not necessarily the case in Japanese 

society, particularly when an imposition is made from the 

dependent to the depended-upon with a significant implica-

tion of interdependency. Moreover, in Japanese society, 

interdependency is promoted. Deference impositions implies 

that the depended-upon is expected to exercise his power in 

favor of the dependent, which fosters interdependency be

tween the two. Such a posture cannot be explicated ade

quately by Brown and Levinson's (1978, 1987) notion of nega

tive face want. 
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What can be concluded is that. the notion of "face" 

proposed by Brown and Levinson (1978, 1987) is questionable 

in terms of its cross-cultural applicability, as far as it 

concerns the Japanese culture. As implied in Matsumoto's 

(1988) observations, if universal politeness includes a 

general notion of face as the dynamic of politeness behav

ior, any potential constituents of face should be cultural 

dependent. Matsumoto specified what the constituents of 

face in Japanese culture are, but she leaves the general 

notion of face unspecified. 

On the other hand, the defined con.cept of cost and 

benefit in this study's model of politeness is meant to be 

free from cultural dependency. What triggers the speaker's 

assessment of communicative situation in terms of cost and/ 

or benefit is most likely culturally dependent. 

In this chapter, the concept of cost/benefit has been 

used to characterize the use of language in politeness

related situations. On the premise that the concept of 

cost/benefit allows us to identify that politeness is a 

product of negotiation between the speaker and the hearer, 

politeness negotiation principles have been postulated. It 

remains to be fully substantiated that the speaker's assess

ment of cost and benefit is an important factor in con

trolling his choice of forms of utterance. 



Chapter III will present an analysis of the use of 

sentence particles, along with poli~eness negotiation 

principles. 
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CHAPTER III 

SENTENCE PARTICLES 
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In the preceding chapter, the politeness phenomena was 

characterized in ter.ms of the cost/benefit concept. It was 

also claimed that politeness is a product of a negotiation 

between the speaker and the hearer, which is carried out on 

the basis of the speaker's assessment of cost and benefit in 

a given communicative situation. Language use bearing 

politeness is, by its nature, strategic. This assumption 

led to postulating politeness negotiation principles stated 

in the preceding chapter. 

In this chapter, the cost and benefit approach is 

applied to an explication of the use of sentence particles. 

An attempt will be made to show that the broad politeness 

phenomena in Japanese also involves the use of sentence 

particles, in conjunction with the specification of the 

significance of the use of the sentence particles them

selves. 

This study is primarily concerned with ~ (and its 

variants) and XQ. Compared to other sentence particles, 
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these sentence particles are free from constraints with 

respect to sex and relative social status. 1 

Before proceeding to the presentation of the analysis, 

two points need to be noted. First, regarding the sentence 

particle ng and its variants, for ease of presentation, the 

following conventions borrowed from Oishi (1985) will be 

used: 

nef indicates the pitch of the sentence particle is 
higher than that of the final syllable of the 
preceding word. 

ne~ indicates the pitch of the sentence particle is 
lower than that of the final syllable of the 
preceding word. 

~ nee indicates that the pitch of the final syllable 
of the word preceding the sentence particle is 
lower than the pitch of its first vowel and the 
pitch of this vowel is higher than the second 
vowel. 

~ 

nee indicates there is no pitch difference between 
the two vowels. 

Second, this analysis involves the assumption that the 

use of sentence particles is accompanied by the speaker's 

control of the psychological distance between himself and 

the hearer. There are four possible ways of controlling the 

distance, as shown below: 

lIn her analysis, Uyeno (1971) presents distribution of 
sentence particles in terms of sex of the speaker and the 
hearer, and relative social status of the speaker and the 
hearer. Kitagawa (1977) and McGloin (1986) present insight
ful observations on the use of ~ among female speakers. 



(21) [A] S---"H 

[B] S~"---H 

[C] ~E:--S H 

[0] S H--~~ 
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A and B indicate the reduction of the distance, whereas C 

and D indicate the increase of the distance. With regard to 

the reduction of the distance, in A, the speaker identifies 

his point of view with the hearer's, and he gets psychologi

cally close to the hearer: in B, the speaker makes the 

hearer feel close to the speaker's point of view, and he 

makes the hearer psychologically close to him. By contrast, 

when increasing distance, the speaker makes himself more 

remote from the hearer or makes the hearer more remote from 

himself. The former is the case in C: the latter is the 

case in o. 

The basic nature of being polite is to produce (or 

maintain) a cooperative and harmonious situation in inter

personal relations, and avoid (or reduce) friction. The 

execution of controlling the psychological distance as in A, 

B, and C is beneficial for both the speaker and the hearer, 

because these three mechanisms contribute to producing or 

maintaining cooperative and harmonious situations. The 

execution of controlling the distance in 0, on the other 

hand, is a cost to both the speaker and the hearer, because 

it likely causes an uncooperative and disharmonious situa

tion or jeopardizes a cooperative and harmonious situation 

(at least temporarily). Accordingly, the four mechanisms 
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shown in (21) are classified into two in terms of benefit 

and cost in interpersonal relations. 

(22) <Benefit> <Cost> 

[A] S--~"H rD] S H--~). 

[B] se H 

[C] ~(;--S H 

In the following sections, the speaker's assessment is 

examined in terms of cost and/or benefit in a given situa-

tion. How the speaker negotiates through his operation of 

the psychological distance on the basis of his assessment, 

following "Politeness Negotiation Principles" postulated in 

Chapter II, will be investigated. 

~ 

Net/Nee 

It can be assumed that the use of net/~ is associated 

with the speaker's operation of reducing psychological dis-

tance, namely case A given in (21). It will be shown that 
~ 

the use of ngf/nee along with such speaker's operation are 

controlled primarily by Politeness Negotiation Principles I, 

III, and V. 



The Use of Ne1/~ Under Politeness 
Negotiation Principle I 

Contexts where ne1/~ are appropriate to appear are 

that the speaker says something directly related to the 

hearer. 

(23) 

(24) 

The following examples are illustrative. 

Ii kuruma des-u neT. 
good car be-preS: sp 

'It's a nice car, isn't it.' 

Genki-soo des-u ne1/~. 
healthy-look be-preS: sP--

'You look fine, don't you.' 
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In (23), for instance, the speaker is sho\~ his friend's 

(the hearer) new car; he then makes a pleasant comment about 

the car. In (24), the speaker walks into the hospital room 

where his acquaintance is lying in bed and tells him that he 

looks fine. To cite more examples: 

(25) A: Hitobaniuu kaigi-no-siryoo-o tukutte-
all night long meeting-Gen-paper-Acc make-

ite, zenzen nete-i-nai n desu. 
ing at all sleep-ing-not 

'I was preparing papers for the meeting all 
night and I did not get any sleep.' 

B: Sore-wa taihen desi-ta net/~. 

(26) A: 

that-Top terrible be-past sp 

.,··'That's really hard':ln you.' (Lj.t, That was 
terrible.) 

Moo sigoto 
already job 

mitukari-masi-ta ka. 
find-POL- past Q 

'Did you find a job yet?' 



B: Rirekisyo-o okuttari 
resume-Acc send 

site-i-ru kedo •••• 
do-ing-pres. but ••.• 

siriai-ni tanondari 
acquaintance-to ask 

'I have been sending (my) resume and asking 
(my) acquaintances, but •••• ' 

A: Hayaku mituka-ru-to ii des-u ngt. 
soon find-pres.-if good be-pres.SP 

76 

'I hope you find (a job) soon.' (Lit. It would 
be good if you find [a job] soon.) 

In (25), speaker B extends his sympathy to speaker A, who 

was up all night preparing papers for the meeting. Simi

larly, speaker A in (26) is sympathetic to speaker B, who 

seems to be having a hard time finding a job. 

The important point is: if we assume the use of net 
,-; 

/ngg in (23) through (26) are related to politeness, how can 

we account for it? Notice that, from the hearer's point of 

view, the portions of the speaker's utterances without ner 

/~ in (23) through (26)--ii kuruma desu, genkisoo desu, 

sore wa taihendesita, and hayaku sigoto ga mitukaruto ii 

desu--are likely what he wants the speaker to notice. In 

(23), a nice car is what interests the hearer. In (24), 

being in a fine condition or appearing fine is what the 

hearer is concerned with under the circumstance of being 

sick in the hospital. In (25), the hearer is aware that 

staying up all night to prepare papers for the meeting was 

hard on him, and he expects sympathy from the speaker. And 

in (26), finding a job soon is what the hearer wants. But 
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how can the speaker satisfy what the hearer wants? No one 

can experience another's state of mind. 

Lebra's (1976) statement regarding "empathy (omoiyari)" 

is noteworthy here: 

Omoiyari refers to the ability and willingness to feel 
what others are feeling, to vicariously experience the 
pleasure or pain that they are undergoing, and to help 
them satisfy their wishes. Kindness or benevolence 
becomes omoiyari only if it is derived from such sen
sitivity to the recipients' feelings. The ideal in 
omoiyari is for Ego to enter into Alter's kokoro, 
"heart," and to absorb all information about Alter's 
feelings without being told verbally. (p. 38) 

On the basis of Lebra's description of empathy, the 

speaker's identifying himself with the hearer's state of 

mind (or entering into the hearer's feeling) is regarded as 

his expression of empathy to the hearer. Notice that this 

psychological processing is exactly case A in (21). 

Essentially, ne1/~ in (23) through (26) indicate that 

the speaker attends to the hearer's interest, concern, 

sense, and desire, respectively, and identifies himself with 

the hearer's state of mind. The speaker's identifying him

self with the hearer's state of mind is a benefit to the 

hearer because what the hearer wants is satisfied. If, on 

the other hand, no attention is paid to the hearer's inter-

est, concern, sense, or desire in (23) through (26), the 

hearer may feel ignored. Feeling ignored can be considered 

a cost to the hearer, since it is certainly not favorable to 

him. 
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By identifying what the hearer's benefit is, politeness 

involved in (23) through (26) can be naturally explained, 

because the use of ne1/~ signifies that the speaker maxi-

mizes (or gives) benefit to the hearer through identifying 

himself with the hearer's state of mind. And this is the 

case that the speaker follows politeness negotiation prin-

ciple I. 

An important piece of evidence to support this argument 

is found in the following examples. Suppose the speaker 

sees that his colleague is working on a job report; he then 

says: 

(27) Hookokusyo das~u ka. Atama-ga ita-i desu nero 
report be-pres. Q head-Nom ache-pres.POL SP 

'(You are working on) a report? It's (always) 
a headache, isn't it?' 

To cite more examples: 

(28) Sabisi-i nero 
lonely-pres. SP 

Kyoo-wa okaasan-ga odekakede ... 
today-Top mother-Nom being out 

'You must miss (her), don't you? (Because) your 
mother is not at home today •••• ' 

(29) Tanosi-i net. 
happy-pres. SP 

O-deeto de ••• 
prefix-date be 

'You are happy, aren't you? (Because) you have a 
date ••••• ' 

Predicates, ita, sabisi, and tanosi, above, express one's 

sensation and emotion (or feeling). These predicates (among 

others) reveal a certain constraint with regard to the sub-

ject. The examples in (30) through (32) are illustrative. 



(30) a. Watasi-wa atama-ga ita-i. 
I-Top head-Nom ache-pres. 

'I have a headache.' 

b. *Anata/kare-wa atama-ga ita-i. 
you/he-Top head-Nom ache-pres. 

'You/he have/has a headache.' 

c. Anata/Kare-wa atama-ga ita-i n da. 
you/he-Top head-Nom ache-pres. 

'(It's that) you/he have/has a headache.' 

(31) a. Watasi-wa sabisi-i. 
I-Top lonely-pres. 

'I am lonely.' 

b. *Anata/kare-wa sabisi-i. 
you/he-Top lonely-pres. 

'You/he are/is lonely.' 

c. Anata/kare-wa sabisi-i n da. 
you/he-Top lonely-pres. 

'(It's that) you/he are/is lonely.' 

(32) a. Watasi-wa tanosi-i. 
I-Top happy-pres. 

'I am happy.' 

b. *Anata/kare-wa tanosi-i. 
you/he-Top happy-pres. 

'You/he are/is happy.' 

c. Anata/kare-wa tanosi-i n da. 
you/he-Top happy-pres. 

'(It's that) you/he are/is happy.' 
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As shown, the second person and third person subjects cannot 

take the same form as the first person subject. In (30a), 

(31a), and (32a), the speaker's sensation and emotions are 
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expressed. As mentioned earlier, one's sensation, emotion, 

perception, desire and the like cannot be experienced by 

someone else. But one can judge how others feel, what 

others want, and what others perceive. When the speaker 

judges what the hearer or the third party feels (from his 

past experience, for instance), his assertion must be 

expressed with nCo) da, as shown above. 2 

Examples (27) though (29) demonstrate that the sensa-

tions and emotions expressed in the utterances are supposed 

to be the hearer's, not the speaker's. The speaker antici

pates what the hearer feels from the circumstances, and he 

enters into the hearer's feelings. The co-occurrence of ne 

with the predicates to express sensation and emotion in 

those examples substantiates the claim of this study that 

the use of net/~ is accompanied with the speaker's iden-

tifying himself with the hearer's state of mind (i.e., case 

A). Such control of psychological distance, signified by 
~ virtue of the use of ne1/~, is indeed beneficial to inter-

personal relation between the interlocutors. 

When one expresses an idea or opinion, he normally 

wants others to agree with him. The more strongly he 

desires this, the more he hurts if he is rejected: 

2Kuroda (1973) refers to a statement with nCo) da as 
"second order" assertion. An issue of semantic and/or 
pragmatic analysis of this element has been controversial. 
See, among others, Alfonso (1966), Kuno (1973), McGloin 
(1980, 1983), Inoue (1982), Iwasaki (1985). 



(33) Soo des-u neT./soo nei. 
so be-pre5:sp/so sP-

'That's right (isn't it)?' 
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The speaker is expressing his agreement to the interlocu

tor's idea. He could convey his agreement without nef, but, 

in (33), the speaker does more than merely express agree

ment. That is, the speaker anticipates the hearer's desire 

and satisfies it. Expressing agreement with ngt is, there

fore, more polite than that without nero 

Consider the following pair of examples: 

(34) a. Yoku kakete-i-ru net. 
well write-be-pres. SP 

'(It's) well written, you know.' 

h. Yoku kakete-i-ru ~. 
well write-be-pres. SP 

'(It's) well written.' 

Suppose a student submits a term paper to the professor. By 

saying either (34a) or (34b), the professor compliments the 

student on his term paper, which is a benefit to the stu

dent. However, the situations for (34a) and (34b) are 

slightly different. In the former, the student appears to 

be quite confident about his paper and is anxious to find 

out if the professor will admit that his paper is well 

written. The professor senses the student's state of mind. 

The use of nef in (34a) is a natural outcome under this 

situation. In the latter, it appears to the professor that 



the student thinks that his paper is not so good. Or, in 

submitting his ter.m paper, the student says, 

(35) Amari yoku kak-e-masendesi-ta. 
not quite well write-potential-not-past 

'I could not write (the paper) so well.' 

Despite what the student thinks about his term paper, the 

professor finds it well written and gives him a compliment 
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in saying (34b). The difference between (34a) and (34b) is 

linked to such differences in situations. Moreover, the 

professor's choice of a particular particle (i.e., ne1 or 

YQ) is easily explainable. 

To this point in the study, observations have been con-

fined to cases where the speaker says something directly 

related to the hearer only. Analysis will now be made where 

both the speaker and the hearer are involved. Suppose two 

language teachers, who are colleagues, taught a class 

together in the past. While they were teaching together, 

they both were concerned with a particular student who had 

not done well in the class. Later on, one of the teachers 

was told of this student's improvement: she then passes the 

good news to her colleague: 

(36) Ano gakusei zuibun nobite-ki-ta soo YQ. 
that student very improve-come-past I hear SP 

'I heard that student has improved a lot.' 

(37) and (38) are also possible responses to the utterance 

in (36). They present a sharp contrast, however. 



(37) Uresi-i 
glad-pres. 

'I am glad (to hear).' 

(38) Uresi-i ~t. 
glad-pres.SP 

'We are glad (to hear), aren't we.' 
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In (37), the speaker expresses that she is happy to hear 

good news about her (former) student. However, the way she 

responds is apparently impolite to the speaker of (36). 

What makes (36) impolite? Under the circumstance described 

above, in (37), the hearer will likely feel that the speaker 

is very inconsiderate because she sounds as if she disre

gards the hearer's relevance to th.e student. Causing such 

feelings to the hearer is not certainly favorable to the 

hearer. 

In contrast, (38) induces common ground between the 

speaker and the hearer. The speaker is happy with the good 

news about the student, and she can quite easily anticipate 

the hearer's mutual feeling. As discussed, when the speaker 

identifies herself with the hearer's (i.e., her collea~~e) 

feeling, ~f appears naturally. Moreover, the sharing of 

happy feelings is brought about by using ~f. 

The speaker's assessment of benefit to the hearer under 

certain circumstances has been shown. As is evident from 

the foregoing, the use of ngt/~ signifies that the speaker 



maximizes (or gives) benefit to the hearer. Accordingly, 
~ why the use of ne1/~ bears politeness can be explicated. 

The Use Of NefUnder Politeness 
Negotiation Principle III 

Consider a case where ~f is used when the speaker is 

concerned about the hearer's cost: 

(39) Rakuni site-kudasai. 
comfortable do-give 

'(Please) make yourself comfortable.' 

(40) Rakuni site-kudasai 
comfortable do-give 

net. 
SP 

'(Please) make yourself comfortable.' 

Both (39) and (40) exemplify an invitation in which the 
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speaker let the hearer do what is seemingly in the best 

interest of the hearer. As shown in Osho's (1983) work in 

Chapter II, for instance, an invitation is characterized in 

terms of the fact that the hearer is a beneficiary as a 

result of performing a future act described in a proposi-

tion. In (39) and (40), feeling comfortable implies a bene-

fit to the hearer. However, the concern regarding the dif-

ference between (39) and (40) goes beyond what an invitation 

signifies. 

As a natural context for the utterances in (39) and 

(40), suppose a guest sits straight on the tatami mat in a 

Japanese style room in the host's house. Sitting at ease in 

a formal situation is not considered polite, but continuing 
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to sit straight on a tatami mat for a long period of time is 

uncomfortable. If the guest wants to make hLuself comfort

able, he may, simply as a matter of courtesy, ask the host 

if it is all right for him to sit at ease, by saying some-

thing like "asi 0 kuzusitemo yorosii desu ka" (Is it all 

right to sit at ease?). Suppose the guest starts feeling 

uncomfortable from sitting straight on the tatami mat, but 

feels reluctant to ask the host if it is all right to sit at 

ease. When the host realizes that the guest feels uncom

fortable from sitting straight, he likely invites the guest 

to make himself comfortable by saying (39). By contrast, if 

the host is thoughtful, by anticipating the guest's concern 

at a particular moment, he would offer to let the guest sit 

at ease before the guest starts feeling uncomfortable. In 

such a case, the sentence particle ne naturally appears at 

the end of the utterance, as shown in (40). 

The use of net in (40) evidently indicates that the 

host enters into the guest's concern, that it might be 

discourteous to ask the host os: 
~.L it is all right to sit at 

ease soon after he was shown to the host's room. By saying 

(40), the guest does not have to venture to ask permission 

of the host in order to make himself comfortable. In other 

words, if the guest needs to ask permission, asking permis

sion itself is a cost on the part of the guest. On the 

other hand, by identifying himself with the guest's 
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concerns, the host can minimize such potential cost on the 

part of the guest. This is a display of the host's empathy 

toward the guest. Consider the example given below: 

(41) A: Kono isu tukatte 
this chair use 

i-i desu ka. 
good-pres.POL Q 

'Is it all right to use this chair?' 

B: a. Doozo tukatte-kudasai. 
please use-give 

'Please use (it).' 

b. *Doozo tukatte-kudasai nef. 
please use-give SP 

'Please use (it).' 

Similar to the situation observed above, in (41b), the 

utterance by B is ver~ odd when A has already asked per.mis-

sion to use the chair. However, when someone is obviously 

looking for a chair (for a particular purpose) and the 

speaker notices it, (41b) is perfectly all right. The 

observations on the use of ~f in an invitation strongly 

supports that the speaker's identifying himself with the 

hearer's state of mind (case A) benefits the hearer because 

the hearer's (potential) cost can be minimized. This is the 

case in which the speaker follows Politeness Negotiation 

Principle III. 



The Use Of Net Under Politeness 
Negotiation Principle V 

A characteristic inherent in a request is that the 
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speaker receive some benefit by the hearer's performance of 

some future action. From the hearer's standpoint, on the 

other hand, being imposed on to comply with a request is a 

cost to him. Consequently, mitigation of any imposition can 

be considered as minimization of cost. Giving an option in 

terms of his compliance to a request to the hearer is one 

device to minimize cost. It his widely accepted that the 

use of interrogative sentences to perform an indirect re

quest is a common device to indicate giving an option to the 

hearer in terms of his compliance with a request. 

The use of nef in a request is examined below. Con

sider the example in (42), in which the speaker's request is 

expressed straightforwardly. 

(42) Yamada-san, kopii onegaisima-su net. 
Yamada-Mr/Ms. copy request-pres. SP 

'Mr. Yamada, (please) make a copy, will you.' 

In using net, the speaker presumes that the hearer agrees 

with him to guarantee his compliance with the speaker's re

quest. If the hearer agrees to make a copy for the speaker, 

he likely does not feel imposed on to do it. Therefore, the 

cost on the part of the hearer is minimized. 
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Accordingly, the use of net as in (42) exemplifies 

another device to mitigate imposition. Consider the example 

in (43): 

(43) Biiru nomi-ta-i ~t. 
beer drink-want-pres. SP 

'(We) want to have beer, don't we.' 

(43) presents a case of indirect request. The speaker's 

primary intention is to get the hearer to bring him a beer. 

Instead of conveying his intention directly, the speaker 

gives the hearer a hint in (43). A natural context for the 

utterance in (43) would be as follows: A husband has just 

finished taking a bath and has a strong desire to have a 

nice, cold beer. Sitting in the living room, he says to his 

wife, who is washing dishes, "biiru nomitai ne." The person 

who wants to have the beer is obviously the husband, not his 

wife. But by saying this, the husband sounds as if he wants 

his wife to admit that she also wants to have a beer. 

In other words, the speaker (the husband) is calling 

upon a cooperative assumption by virtue of including the 

hearer in a certain state of affair (i.e., desire to have a 

beer). This is operated by ~t. If ~f is dropped, it 

means that the speaker is simply expressing that he wants to 

have a beer. By using net, the speaker can minimize the 

cost on the part of the hearer (i.e., imposition) in 

requesting the hearer to bring a beer on the premise that 

both the speaker and the hearer want to have a beer. 
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It is important to note that the use of nef in a 

request as in (42) and (43) contributes to balancing the 

cost/benefit ratio between the hearer and the speaker. The 

speaker's benefit and the hearer's cost are inherent in a 

request. If the speaker thinks of his benefit only and does 

not attempt to minimize the hearer's cost, a cooperative and 

harmonious relationship between the two will be jeopardized. 

It is confirmed that the negotiation between the speaker and 

the hearer in order to produce a cooperative and harmonious 
~ 

relationship is carried out through the use of net (and ~ 

as well). That is to say, the use of ngt in a request as in 

(42) and (43) signifies that the speaker's attempt to mini

mize the cost on the part of the hearer is made first. His 

attempt may then lead to balancing the cost/benefit ratio 

between the hearer and the speaker himself. 

The Use Of N§1/~e As a Mutual Benefit
Acknowledging Device 

In this final subsection, it will be shown that the use 

of net/~e in certain contexts can bring about mutual bene

fits between the hearer and the speaker. First, observa

tions of the use ner/~ in a request will be presented, 

where the speaker and the hearer are unequal in status or 

power, particularly where the hearer has a superiority over 

the speaker. Then, an attempt will be made to show that the 



use of ne1 (and ~e as well) in the discourse context is 

intimately linked with the cost/benefit concept. 
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(44) below exemplifies the case in which the speaker is 

requesting his/her superior to come (to, say, a party). The 

form of utterance indicates that it is a straightforward 

request. 

(44) Zehi kite-kudasai 
please come-give 

'Please come.' 

~ 
nei/nee. -- ---SP 

As mentioned above, an imposition on the hearer by being 

requested on the behalf of the speaker incurs cost to the 

hearer; the hearer's compliance with the request benefits 

the speaker. In order to convey politeness, the speaker 

most likely attempts to minimize the cost to the hearer, as 

seen in the preceding subsection. Contrary to what has been 

discussed about the use of ngt in a request, ne1/~ in -- ---
(44) contributes to bringing about mutual benefit by maxi

mizing the benefit on the part of the hearer. 

It appears that there is a contradiction between what 
~ is claimed here regarding the use of ne1/~ in (44) and the 

characteristic nature of a request; that is,. the cost to the 

hearer. However, if attention is paid to what the deferent 

imposition as in (44) means in Japanese culture, it can be 

explained why the use of nef/~ signifies the maximization 

of the benefit to the hearer. 
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As discussed in Chapter II, the Japanese culture places 

little emphasis on individuality, while interdependency be

tween the dependent and the depended=upon is encouraged. It 

is important in social interaction in Japanese culture to 

acknowledge where an individual stands in relation to an

other and to maintain the acknowledged relationship. En-

couragement of the deferent imposition is premised on an 

individual's acknowledgment of his/her position in relation 

to the other(s). 

In other words, when two persons are unequal in status 

or power, the imposition from the inferior to the superior 

implies the former's dependency on the latter. In addition, 

the latter is expected to exercise his superiority (or 

power) on behalf of the dependent (i.e., the inferior). 

Acknowledging one's dependency on a superior is a sign 

of expressing what Doi calls "~" (solicitation of the 

other's indulgence), which uniquely characterizes Japanese 

interpersonal relation. Especially when the superior wishes 

the inferior to solicit indulgence from the former; good 

interpersonal relation can be established (or maintained). 

In other words, expressing ~ implicates one's acknow-

ledging his position in relation to the other, which is an 

important aspect of Japanese culture. 
~ In this light, the use of nef/ngg in (44) exemplifies 

the case where the speaker not only expresses ~ to the 
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hearer, but also identifies himself with the hearer's state 

of mind, i.e., the hearer's wish of being expected his in

dulgence. In being requested, the hearer feels honored. In 

this sense, the use of nef/~ in expressing the deferent 

imposition evidently maximizes the benefit to the hearer. 

The speaker himself, of course, also benefits from the 

hearer's compliance with his request. As a consequence, 

mutual benefit is achieved. 

Brown and Levinson (1978), following R. Lakoff (1972), 

describe that ~ suspends the preparatory condition of coer-

civeness on impositives and the use of ne is a negative 

politeness strategy. This is their definition of negative 

politeness: "Negative politeness is redressive action 

addressed to the addressee's negative face: his want to have 

his freedom of action unhindered and his attention unim-

peded" (1978, p. 134). However, as discussed in Chapter II, 

Brown and Levinson's (1978) model is likely misleading about 

Japanese politeness behavior, because the Japanese culture 

puts little emphasis en individuality. 

the evidence. Without understanding Japanese cultural con
,-; 

cepts, the significance of the use of net/~ in the case of 

the deferent imposition can be mistaken. 

It has been claimed and substantiated, therefore, that 

the use of neT/~ signifies the speaker's identifying him-

self with the hearer's state of mind. And, based on Lebra's 



(1976) definition of Japanese concept of empathy, the 

speaker's identifying himself with the hearer's state of 

mind is his expression of empathy to the hearer. 
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With regard to the difference between Western cultures 

and the Japanese culture v Lebra's (1976) statement is note-

worthy. According to Lebra, "In America, empathy is shown 

by giving Alter freedom to make up his mind, while Japanese 

empathy refers to anticipating and taking care of Alter's 

wants" (p. 40). 

Observation of the use of ng in discourse context will 

be examined next. Two actual conversations will be pre-

sented. One conversation is taken from a live television 

talk show. 3 The other is taken from a spontaneous recorded 

conversation between two Japanese women. The immediate 

concern is to show what the speaker assess as a cost and/or 

benefit in these contexts. Development of conversation is 

dynamic by nature. There are many factors which affect the 

development of the conversation. For instance, Szatrowski 

(1985) states: 

When a speaker relates a past experience, he or she 
does not simply present the hearer(s) with a pre
packaged unit of discourse, but rather enters a pro
cess which involves the reworking of a perspective 
on experience. This process is sensitive to dynamics 
of the speech situation. Thus, the impetus for talking 
about a past experience, the hearer's need for confir
.Illation or clarification r the hearer's display of inter
est, etc., vary with the speech situation and all the 

3The show is called Tetuko no heya. 
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development of the conversation. (p. 110; underline 
added) 

Investigation of potential factors which affect the develop-

ment of the conversation is not of immediate concern here. 

However, Szatrowski's statement provides some basis to illu-

minate the relevance of the cost/benefit concept to a flow 

of conversation. 

Two excerpts recorded from the live television talk 

show are discussed first. In both cases, one of the conver-

sation participants is talking about events with which he 

was directly involved. The first one, given below in (45), 

is part of his narrative. 

(45) Tatoeba, umi-o 
for example ocean-Acc 

byoosya-su-ru noni 
description-do-pres. to 

kameraman-ga 
cameraman-Nom 

motiron i-ru wake des-u net. 
of course exist-pres. be-pres.SP 

Kameraman-ga 
cameraman-Nom 

kamera-o byoosya-simas-u net. 
camera-Acc description-do-pres.SP 

De, onsei-no enjinia-wa 
then sound-Gen engineer-Top 

onsei-o 
sound-Acc 

tor-u wake des-u, 
take~pres. be=pres. 

nami-no-oto-o nee 
wave =C-en-s cund=Acc 

Boku-no-sigoto-wa, sore-o 
I-Gen-job-Top that-Acc 

kotoba-de 
word-in 

hyoogen-si-yoo to site-i-ru wake 
expression-do-volitional that do-ing-pres. 

des-u. 
be-pres. 

'For example, in describing the oceanv of course, 
there is a cameraman. The cameraman describes 
through the camera (Lit. the cameraman describes 



the camera.) Then, the sound engineer takes 
sound, the sound of the wave. My job is to try 
to express that in words.' 
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The second one given in (46) is the conversation between the 

same person (T) in (45) and the talk show hostess (K). 

(46) T: Soko-wa yo-joo-han-de hutari-de 
there-Top 4-tatami-half-in 2 people-with 

kurasite-ta n desu. 
live-past 

'There, I lived in a 4.5 tatami room with 
another person.' 

K: O-tomodati-to. 
prefix-friend~with 

'With your friend?' 

T: Soo des-u. Hitori ni-ten-ni-go-joo tte, 
so be-pres. 1 person 2-point-2-5 tatami that 

itte-ta n desu kedo .•••.•••• 

say-past but 

tada 
just 

mazusikat-ta. 
poor-past 

'That's right. We were saying that it's 
2.25 tatami per person •.••••••••.•••••• 
We were just poor.' 

K: Mokuzoo-no-apaato 
wooden-Gen-apartment 

T: 

'A wooden apartment?' 

Soo des-u. Anoo, huton 
so be-pres. Um huton 

mittu 
3 

hikimas-u net. 
spread-pres. SP 

De, tukue ya gasu 
then, desk and gas 

itioo 
stove 

mottemas-u 
have-pres. 

net. 
SP 

'That's right. Urn, I spread three futons. 
Then, well have a desk and a gas stove.' 



K: Ee. 
yes 

'Yes. ' 

T: Soosuto, atama ka asi-wa kanarazu 
so head or foot-Top for sure 

tukue-no-sita-ni 
desk-Gen-under-in 

ire-na-i to 
put-not-pres. if 

nemur-e-na-i yoona 
sleep-potential-not-pres. like 
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'So; unless we put our heads or feet under 
the desk for sure, we can't sleep, something 
like that •••• ' 

In (45), he describes what he tries to do for a news show on 

television in which he has been involved as a writer, pre-

senting the case of describing the ocean as an example. He 

explains in some detail the situation of the location site, 

including who is involved and what they do. The hearer is 

not, of course, at this site. However, his way of explain

ing the situation sounds as if such a situation is visible 

to the hearer. In (46), they are talking about his past 

experience, that is, his poor life (before his success as a 

writer). He tells of his living condition to indicate how 

poor he was. It is interesting to note that tense/aspect 

shift occurs when he starts talking about the sleeping 

situation. 4 Because what he talks about is his own past 

4See Szatrowski (1985) for the discussion of "vivid
ness" effect of the use of Japanese tense-aspect forms. 
Brown and Levinson (1978) point out that "vivid present," a 
tense shift from past to present, in English is a positive
politeness device. 
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experience, not the hearer's, there is no involvement for 

the hearer regarding the topic. However, he makes a certain 

scene sound visible to the hearer in explaining how he and 

his roommate used to sleep in such a tiny room. 

In both (45) and (46), the speaker explains his 

experience to the hearer as if the hearer were the speaker. 

In doing so, the speaker makes the hearer feel as if the 

hearer is at the location site and in the room with the 

speaker in (45) and (46) respectively. In other words, the 

speaker identifies his point of view with the hearer's. As 

one would expect, ng1 appears naturally in this particular 

moment in the flow of conversation. Net makes the speaker's 

experience seem as if it were a shared one between himself 

and the hearer. 

But what is the motive behind the use of nei? If we 

assume that the use of net is based on the speaker's assess

ment of benefit, the motive will be easily identified. That 

is, by making his experience seem a shared one, the speaker 

may succeed in inducing and/or maintaining the hearer's in

terest in the topic. In this regard, using nei is of mutual 

benefit to the speaker and the hearer. If the speaker does 

not use ngj, it sounds as if the speaker is excluding the 

presence of the hearer, and consequently it sounds as if the 

speaker is performing a soliloquy. 
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In daily conversation, we, as hearers, often encounter 

situations in which we have difficulty keeping track of what 

the speaker is talking about or understanding why the 

speaker is talking about a particular matter at a particular 

moment in the flow of a conversation. One of the potential 

causes for such a situation is that the speaker presents 

information in a disorderly manner. From the hearer's side, 

if there is any need to confirm or clarify what the speaker 

is talking about and why, such need will be the hearer's 

cost. In order to minimize the hearer's cost, the speaker 

tries to present information in an orderly way, particu-

larity when the information belongs only to the speaker. 

In order to illustrate this point more concretely and 

to show how the use of net is relevant to this pOint, two 

examples taken from the recorded spontaneous natural conver

sation between two Japanese women will be presented. The 

conversation is mainly about a woman in her late twenties, 

who is concerned with her future in regard to her career and 

marriage. This woman (A) asks her senior (D) for some ad

vice based on her life experiences. At the very beginning 

of the conversation, she says, 

(47) Yappari korekara watasi-ga, 
after all from now I-Nom 

koo jinsei-no 
this way life-Gen 

mokuhyoo tosite, yappari aruteido 
goal as after all to some extent 

gooru-o motte-ika-nakerebaikenai to 
goal-Ace have-go-must that 



omo-u n desu nero 
think-pres. SP 

'After all, I think that I must have a goal for 
my life to some extent.' 

After this statement, she talks about her worries if she 

pursues her career and has her family, and asks her senior 
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for some advice. Her statement in (47) implies the premise 

of the topic that she brings up afterwards. Consider the 

following excerpt: 

(48) D: Watasi-no-baai-wa ng, kekkon-si-ta toki-wa 
I-Gen-case-Top marriage-do-past time-Top 

mattaku kodomo-ni komitto-site-ta no ngj. 
completely child-to commitment-do-past SP 

'In my case, when I got married, I made my 
commitment to my child completely.' 

A: Aa, soo des-u ka. 
Uh so be-pres. Q 

'Umm, is that so?' 

D: Un, dakara, anoo, iti-nen-gurai tomobataraki 
Yes, so umm one-year-about both work 

sitemasi-ta kedo nero 
do-past but SP 

'Yes, so, umm, we both worked for about one 
year •••• ' 

A: Ee 
yes 

'Yes.' 



D: Kodomo-ga 
child-Nom 

umare-ru dan ni natte, 
born-pres. time to become 

yame-ru tte 
quit-pres.that 

it-tara, 
say-when 

sonotoki, 
that time 

tamatama amerikajin-no-sensei 
coincidence American-Gen-teacher 

dat-ta 
be-past 

n da keredomo, itu kaette-ku-ru ka tte 
but when return-come-pres.Q that 

iw-are-ta no net. 
say-passive-past SP 

'When the time to have the baby was getting 
close, I said that I would quit (the job). 
Then, I was asked by the American professor 
when I will be back (to work).' 
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A: Ee 
yes 

'Yes. ' 

D: De, watasi, zenz~n sono imi-ga 
then I at all that meaning-Nom 

waka-n-nakute, 'When will you come back?' tte 
understand-not that 

iw-are-temo, dooiu imi ka 
tell-passive even though how meaning Q 

waka-n-nakat-ta. 
understand-not-past 

Soositara, 
then 

akachan-ga 
baby-Nom 

umarete-kara itu kaette-ku-ru ka tte 
born-after when return-come-pres. Q that 

iw-arete, akkenitorare-ta no. 
tell-passive be amused-past 

'Then, I did not understand what he meant 
by that at all. Even though I was asked 
"When will you come back?", I did not under
stand it. Then, I was asked to come back 
(to work) after the baby was born. I was 
(totally) amused.' 
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In (48), by talking about an incident in the past, the woman 

(D) implies: She never even thought about continuing her 

job after her baby was born. Telling the fact she had a 

strong commitment to her child and the fact that her boss 

asked her when she would come back to her job (which she had 

never thought about), seems to be a way of giving the 

background for stating that she was amused by what she was 

asked, as well as the implications. 

By using ngj in (47) and (48), the speaker tries to 

make the background (metaphorically speaking) mutual, so 

that the hearer can follow more easily what the speaker is 

going to talk about. In other words, similar to the cases 

in (45) and (46), the speaker makes it sound as if the 

hearer's knowledge were equal to the speaker's knowledge. A 

piece of information which is known only to the speaker then 

becomes shared information between the speaker and the 

hearer. Consequently, it is not only that the speaker can 

minimize the hearer's cost, such as his need for confirma

tion or clarification, but also that minimizing the cost 

brings about mutual benefit with respect to a smooth flow of 

conversation between the participants. 

In sum, the use of nei/~ is associated with one of 

the operations of reducing the psychological distance 

between the speaker and the hearer; that is, the speaker 

identifies himself with the hearer's state of mind, or 
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identifies his point of view with the hearer's. Performing 

this operation itself is beneficial to both the speaker and 

the hearer in terms of producing (or maintaining) a coopera

tive and harmonious relationship. It has been pOinted out 

that, along with this operation, the speaker carries out 

negotiations on the basis of his assessment of the cost 

and/or benefit at a particular moment in a given situation, 

as follows: 
~ 

< Ne1' /Nee: S ---~~ H > 

(i) maximize (or give) benefit to the hearer.<PNP I> 

(ii) minimize (or avoid) cost to the hearer.<PNP III> 

(iii) balance the cost/benefit ratio by (ii).<PNP V> 

(iv) bring about mutual benefit by (i) and (ii). 

It is assumed that the use of ~ in certain contexts 

signifies that the speaker makes the hearer feel close to 

his point of view. Yo may appear when the speaker says 

something which is not known or is assumed to be unknown to 

the hearer. For instance, in (49), someone tell his friend 

about a new coffee shop not yet known to him: 

(49) Eki mae-ni atarasii kissaten-ga deki-ta ~. 
station front-in new coffee shop-Nom make-past.SP 

'A new coffee shop opened in front of the 
station. '5 
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Moreover, suppose a woman is shopping in a ladies' shop and 

finds a dress that appeals to her. She then asks a store 

clerk for a second opinion about the dress. The store clerk 

says, 

(50) Totemo o-niai des-u YQ. 
very prefix-suit be-pres. SP 

'(It) looks very nice on you.' 

If the store clerk expresses his/her opinion without YQ, the 

woman likely gets the impression that he/she is saying so 

bluntly or that he/she does not care. Interestingly enough, 

when the store clerk comments on the outfit which the woman 

is wearing, (50) is very inappropriate. Instead, he/she 

should say, 

(51) Totemo o-niai des-u net. 
very prefix-suit be-pres. SP 

'(Your outfit) looks very nice on you.' 

In the latter situation, the speaker's comment with YQ 

implicates that the hearer does not realize how nice the 

outfit looks on her. Usually people choose outfits based on 

their taste and they prefer that others respect their taste. 

Therefore, upon hearing the comment on her outfit with YQ, 

the hearer may think something like: "Of course I know that 

my outfit looks very nice on me. Do you think that I didn't 

know it?" In this regard, (50) is not only inappropriate, 

but also impolite to the hearer. The use of ~ as in (51) 
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is a natural consequence of what was discussed in the 

preceding section. 

What the foregoing observation suggests is that the use 

of ~ in an appropriate context brings the speaker and the 

hearer psychologically close, but not in the same way that 

nef/~e does. Yo is associated with the operation in which 

the speaker makes the hearer close to his point of view and 

makes the hearer feel close to him. This is case B, pre

sented in (21). In the following text, it will be shown in 

what manner negotiations take place through the uses of ~, 

assuming that the use of ~ also convey politeness in a 

particular context. The use of YQ bearing politeness is 

primarily controlled by Politeness Negotiation Principles I 

and III. Analysis begins with the use of ~ along with the 

second principle. 

The Use Of Yo Under Politeness 
Negotiation Principle III 

Since Politeness Negotiation Principle III concerns the 

cost to the hearer, the speaker's assessment with respect to 

the cost to the hearer in a given communicative context will 

be examined. Consider the following three examples of talk

exchanges. 

(52) A: Kore kari-temo i-i desu ka. 
this borrow-even if all right-pres.POL Q 

'May I borrow this?' 



B: I-i desu ~. 
all right-pres.POL SP 

'Sure.' (Lit. It is all right.) 

(53) A: Koohii katte-kite-kure-masen ka. 
coffee buy-come-give-not Q 

'Could you go and buy some coffee for me?' 

B: I-i desu ~. 
all right-pres.POL SP 

'Sure.' 

(54) A: Go-meiwaku-o kakete sumimasen. 
prefix-trouble-Acc cause sorry 

'I am sorry that I caused you trouble.' 

B: I-i n desu ~. 
all right-pres. SP 

'Don't mention it./No problem' 
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Speaker A is asking permission, requesting, and apologizing 

in (52), (53) and (54), respectively. What we can imagine 

to be common among these three acts is that the speaker 

feels sorry for causing some inconvenience and for having 

caused the hearer trouble. Speaker B is giving permission, 

expressing compliance of the request, and accepting A's 

apology. If ~ is dropped in (52) and (54), speaker B's 

responses sound very abrupt. Speaker B's response without 

~ in (53) is very odd. Then what is the significance of 

using ~ in (52) through (54)? Notice that speaker B's 

responses with ~ imply the following: the hearer (i.e., 

speaker A) is welcome to borrow B's item in (52), B does not 

mind at all going to get coffee for A in (53), and B 
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considers A's apology unnecessary in (54). Speaker B anti

cipates the hearer (i.e., speaker A) feeling sorry, which is 

considered a cost on the part of the hearer, and he attempts 

to minimize the cost by bringing the hearer close to his 

point of view. Therefore, A might not feel so sorLY for B 

for having asked permission, made a request, and for having 

caused B trouble in (52) through (54), respectively. Making 

A feel this way is certainly beneficial for him. 

The Use Of Yo Under Politeness 
Negotiation Principle I 

People often display their sensitivity to what they 

say, as well as how they say something to someone. It is 

because what they say and how they say it often is connected 

with cost and benefit, not only on the part of themselves, 

but also on the part of others. Depending on what they say 

and how they say it, an effect, either positive or negative, 

is evoked on another; they can comfort another's pain, or 

they can cause hurt feelings; they can encourage, or they 

can discourage. 

Judging the cost or benefit, and whose cost or benefit, 

is often subjective. A wide range of factors influence such 

judgement in interpersonal communication. Awareness of 

another's state of mind is certainly one of the potential 

factors. For instance, when the speaker realizes his 

interlocutor's negative state of mind, he may think that 
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altering his interlocutor's negative state of mind to a 

positive one would be a benefit to his interlocutor. One 

way of doing this is by bringing up a different perspective. 

That is, if the speaker can succeed in influencing the 

hearer in a positive way, e.g., by altering the other's 

attitude toward the current circumstance from negative to 

positive, the result will be of benefit to the hearer, 

although in what range one can influence the other is open. 

The following excerpt of a conversation between two 

Japanese men (S and W) exemplifies such a case. 5 The cir

cumstances behind their conversation will be examined first. 

S has been in show business as a singer since his early 

twenties, and he just turned forty. He was verx successful 

and popular as one of the top singers in Japanese show 

business for the first ten years of his career. Although he 

has continued his career, he admits that he is no longer a 

popular singer. 

(55) S: ••• kao-o kakusite-i-temo, sugu 
face-Ace hide-ing-even though immediately 

K. S.-da to wakatte-sima-u jiki-ga 
K. S.-be that find-end up-pres. time-Nom 

att-ta keredomo, 
exist-past but 

aru-ite, mazu 
walk-ing almost 

ima-wa 
now-Top 

machi-o 
town-through 

kigatuite-mora-e
notice-receive-potential 

5This conversation is taken from a writer (W's) inter
view with celebrities in various fields, which appeared in 
the December 1988 issue of the monthly magazine Gendai. 



na-i. Paasenteeji ni su-ru to, 
not-pres. percentage to do-pres. when 

kyuujuu-paasento ijoo-no-hito-wa 
90-percent above-Gen-people-Top 

kigatuka-na-i desu. 
notice-not-pres. 

natte-imas-u ~. 
become-ing-pres. 5P 

Kage-ga usuku-
shadow-Nom tenuous 
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'There was a time when people noticed me even 
though I hid my face, but now they don't 
notice me when I am walking in town. In 
percentages, more than 90% of the people do 
not notice me. I am becoming unnoticeable.' 

W: •••••• Kore made-ga ijoo dat-ta wake-de, 
this until-Nom abnormal be-past 

yooyaku seijyoo ni modot-ta n desu ~. 
finaly normal to come back-past 5P 

' ••• Up to now, it has been abnormal. 
Finally it became normal.' 

5: 500 kamosirenai desu nee 
so may POL 5P 

'It may be so, isn't it.' 

5 explains a certain change in people's reaction between the 

past and the present, which implies that he is no longer 

popular. Contrary to 5's interpretation of this situation 

(i.e., people's reaction to 5), W brings up a perspective 

different from 5's. W asserts that the way people had 

reacted in the past was abnormal, and the way people react 

at the present time is normal. It seems that what W implies 

is that 5 should not interpret the circumstances negatively. 

If 5 is persuaded to accept W's perspective, S will benefit. 



109 

In fact, it seems that S sees W's point as shown in his 

response, soo kamosiremasen nee What W says is his point of 

view. W wishes S to come close to his point of view, be-

cause W judges that it is beneficial for S to do so. This 

is why ~ appears naturally. 

Another situation similar to the one above is con-

sidered: There are two men, A and B in (56), talking to 

each other. A is depressed and tells B the reason. 

(56) A: Shigoto-de 
job-in 

misu-o site, kachoo-o 
mistake-Acc do chief-Acc 

okor-asete-simat-ta. 
get angry-causative-end up-past 

'I made a mistake in the job and made my boss 
angry. (And I feel awful.)' 

B: Dareni-demo sonna kato-wa ar-u~. 
anyone-even such thing-Top exist-pres. SP 

'Such thing can happen to anyone.' 

Making A's depressed state of mind worse by telling him that 

he is stupid for having made a mistake or that he should 

have been more careful would be the worst thing to do. This 

exemplifies the case where the speaker maximizes the cost on 

the part of the hearer, which is against being polite. By 

contrast, in (56), B tries to cheer A up by bringing up an 

idea that A most likely had not thought about. Here, again, 

B intends to persuade A to take B's viewpoint, using~. In 

other words, B wants to make A come close to B's viewpoint. 

To accept the idea that A is not the only one who make 
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mistakes on the job, which is the implication of B's 

utterance, is definitely beneficial to A. 

Various factors which influence the speaker's assess-

ment with respect to cost and benefit have.already been 

examined. Another potential factor is the hearer's involve-

ment in something related to the speaker. Consider the 

following question-answer pair. 

(57) 

(58) 

Doo des-u ka. 
how be-pres.Q 

Kanojo 
she 

yoku yarimas-u ka. 
well do-pres. Q 

'How is she? Does she do good work?' 

Yoku 
well 

yatte-kuremas-u YQ. 
do-give-pres. SP 

'(She) does.' 

A natural context for the pair in (57) and (58) would be as 

follows: An executive manager in a company recommended to 

his acquaintance in another company a woman to work as an 

office clerk. He inquires about her work, as in (57). The 

acquaintance owes the executive manager for recommending the 

woman as an office clerk. He informs the executive manager 

that she does good work, as in (58). The executive manager, 

although he is in another company, is involved to some ex

tent in hiring this woman. Normally, unless we find a fine 

quality in someone, we do not recommend them to someone 

else. Thexefore, in (58), what the acquaintance says im

plies that he intends to inform him that he is quite satis

fied with the recommendation by the executive manager. 
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Moreover, he indirectly acknowledges the executive manager's 

ability to evaluate the woman's ability as a fine office 

clerk. Suppose, however, that he is not satisfied with her 

work. Even so, he would not inform the executive manager of 

anything negative about her work. If he did, it would 

result in making the executive manager lose face. In other 

words, it would be a cost to the executive manager. 

It is of interest to note that the acquaintance uses 

yatte-kuremas instead of yarimas. Kuremas (distal style of 

kure) connotes that someone does something beneficial for 

someone else. In (58), the use of this element connotes 

that the woman's good work is beneficial to the acquaintance 

(or his office). However, this usage implies more. By 

using kuremas, the acquaintance implies that the executive 

manager did something beneficial for him (or for his 

office); i.e., recommending the woman. If he says simply 

yarimas, it sounds as if he disregards acknowledging the 

executive manager's involvement in hiring the woman. The 

use of ~ also contributes to giving the executive manager 

credit for his involvement in hiring the woman. 

Similar to the case above, the preference for using ~ 

is observed in acknowledging the positive aspect of a situa-

tion. For instance: 

(59) Ano onsen, totemo yokat-ta ~. 
that hot spring very good-past SP 

'That hot spring was very good.' 
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The speaker informs the hearer how good the hot spring was. 

Apparently the hearer knows the hot spring which the speaker 

mentions, because of the use of ano (that). A possible con

text is this: the hearer recommended the hot spring to the 

speaker, and, in visiting the hot spring, the speaker found 

it very good. Once again, there exists a certain implica

tion behind the use of~. By informing the hearer about 

how good the hot spring was, the speaker L~plicates his 

acknowledgement of the hearer's good choice. In other 

words, the speaker gives the hearer credit for his recom

mending the hot spring to the speaker. If the speaker uses 

ne instead in (59), it sounds as if the utterance is 

directed to the speaker himself. As a result, it implies 

not only that the speaker excludes the presence of the 

hearer, but also that the speaker disregards the fact that 

the hot spring which he enjoyed was actually recommended by 

the hearer. G 

GIn a different situation, exclusion of the presence of 
the hearer can produce politeness. Observe the following 
pair of utterances: 

A: Gogo-no-kaigi, 
afternoon-Gen-meeting 

yooji-ga dekite 
errand-Nom be made 

de-rare-na-i n desu kedo ••• 
attempt-potential-not-pres. but 

'I've got some errand (to do), so I cannot attend 
the afternoon meeting.' 

B: Komar-u nee 
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In both (58) and (59), what the speaker says benefits 

the hearer in the sense that he acknowledges his satisfac

tion with the woman and the hot spring which the hearer has 

recommended to him. And, bringing the hearer close to the 

speaker's point of viuw, which is signified by the use of 

~, the speaker maximizes (or intensifies) the benefit to 

the hearer. 

In sum, the use of ~ is associated with the speaker's 

control of the psychological distance between himself and 

the hearer; the speaker brings the hearer close to the 

speaker's point of view. Through the use of YQ, the nego

tiations between the speaker and the hearer take place, 

based on the speaker's assessment with respect to the cost 

and benefit. The negotiations are as follows: 

<Yo: S~ H> 

(i) minimize cost to the hearer. <PNP III> 

(ii) maximize (or give) benefit to the hearer. <PNP I> 

be in trouble-pres. SP 

'That is a problem.' (Lit. I am in trouble.) 

Suppose that it has been arranged that A will attend the 
afternoon meeting. However, it turns out that A cannot 
attend it. B is obviously in trouble because he may have to 
make some other arrangement for this matter. A is respon
sible for causing trouble to B. However, B's response to 
A's utterance sounds as if it is directed to B himself, 
which means that B excludes the presence of A. This implies 
that B tries not to blame A for causing trouble. 



---+ NeL/Nee 
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I~ is assumed that ~~/~ signifies that the speaker 

intends to keep distant from the hearer by making himself 

remote from the hearer (i.e., case C in [21]). The motive 

behind this attitude is basically to avoid any potential 

friction between the two. Therefore, the uses of ne~/ne~ 

are essentially beneficial to the interpersonal relationship 

between the speaker and the hearer, as is nej/net and ~, 

observed in the preceding sections. In what follows, situa

tions will be examined where ne~/nee is used to show in what 

manner the negotiation between the speaker and the hearer 

takes place. 

The Use Of Ne!/~ Under Politeness 
Negotiation Principle III 

The speaker's primary concern in using ne~/ne~ is a 

potential cost on the part of the hearer in a given commu

nicative context. The first four cases examined include an 

indirect request: advice: expressing disagreement, and a 

case where the speaker is saying something not preferable to 

the hearer and anticipating that what he is saying may have 

a negative impact on the hearer. Another case will be 

examined which also involves the speaker's assessment of the 

cost to the hearer. In addition, certain Japanese cultural 
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values which lie behind the use of ne~(and neg as well) will 

be examined. 

Observe first the following examples: 

(60) Narubeku 
possible 
~ desu ~. 

POL SP 

kinyoobi madeni 
friday by 

kaki-agete-hosi-i 
write-finish-want-pres. 

'I want you to finish writing by Friday, if 
possible.' 

(61) Keturon-o das-u maeni kare-ni 
conclusion-Ace make-pres. before he-Dat 

soodan si-ta-hoo-ga ~-~ ne~. 
consultation do-past-way-Nom good-pres. SP 

'You had better consult with him before you make 
a decision.' 

An indirect request in exemplified in (60), and (61) exem-

plifies advise (or a suggestion). Assume that the context 

for the utterance in (60) is such that the speaker was just 

told by his interlocutor that the article will not be fin

ished by the end of the week. The speaker, however, wants 

him to finish the article by Friday. The hearer prefers to 

not be imposed upon since imposition implies cost to him. 

Therefore, the speaker can mitigate ouch imposition to the 

hearer by using ne~, as shown in (60). As mentioned above, 

mitigation of imposition implicates minimization of the cost 

to the hearer. 
~ The same basic interpretation holds in the use of ~ 

in (61). An important point with regard to giving advice is 
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that, in giving advice to someone, we anticipate that the 

recipient of the advice will be the beneficiary. More spe

cifically, a speaker advises a hearer to do such-and-such 

and taking the speaker's advice will be beneficial to the 

hearer. However, determining who benefits and who incurs a 

cost is not quite as straightforward. For instance, advis

ing someone may indebt the hearer by putting h~ in a posi

tion to accept or decline the speaker's advice. Moreover, 

although the speaker believes that the content of the advice 

will be beneficial to the hearer, if the content is not in 

the hearer's best interest, advising turns out to be meddle

some. Furthermore, giving advice can be considered a case 

where the speaker is in a superior position by having some 

knowledge which the hearer lacks, and consequently advising 

can be not only a benefit, but also a cost to the hearer. 

In (61), the speaker anticipates that forcing the 

hearer to take his advice is a cost to the hearer. In order 

to min~ize the cost, the speaker leaves it up to the hearer 

whether to take the speaker's advice. This is signified in 

the speaker's choice of using ne~, which indicates that the 

speaker keeps a certain distance between himself and the 

hearer. Moreover, the expression, maa anata sidai da kedo 

(well, it is up to you), is likely to be used with the 

utterance in (61). It is easily predictable why this 

expression is used in the context for (61). 
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It must be emphasized that the speaker's assessment 

regarding what the cost or the benefit is in a given situ

ation crucially affects his choice of sentence particles. 

For instance, in case (61), if the speaker judges it bene

ficial for the hearer to take his advice and he strongly 

wants the hearer to do so, he would naturally use YQ. In 

sharp contrast, when the speaker realizes that the hearer 

has no interest in consulting with the person whom the 

speaker mentions, he may consider it as a cost to the hearer 

to force his advice. ~ He would then likely choose ~, as in 

(61). Otherwise, his advice turns out to be meddlesome. 

The first section, it was discussed how the use of net 

in expressing agreement with someone's idea or opinion sig-

nifies that the speaker identifies himself with the hearer's 

desire, i.e., the hearer wants to be agreed with. Satisfy-

ing the hearer's desire is a benefit on the part of the 

hearer. In this regard, to disapprove of someone's opinion 

incurs a cost to him. Consider the following talk-exchange 

between A and B: 

(62) A: Ano riron-wa subarasi-i YQ. 
that theory-Top excellent-pres.SP 

'That theo~J is excellent.' 

B: Watasi-wa soo omowa-na-i ~. 
I-Top so think-not-pres. SP 

'I don't think so.' 
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B obviously does not agree with A. Based on B's assessment 

of the cost to A, B makes himself psychologically remote 

from A because B can minimize the cost to A by doing so. 

This is why Buses ne~. If ne~ is dropped or substituted 

with YQ, A would likely sense that B is challenging him. 

Note that YQ in this case signifies that the speaker is psy

chologically pushing the hearer away (i.e., case D). This 

case will be discussed later. 

When the speaker is aware that what he says is not 

necessarily pleasing the hearer, he may make an attempt not 

to hurt the hearer's feeling, or he may attempt to minimize 

potential damage to the hearer. Suppose someone was asked 

by a colleague to write a proposal. It took him quite a 

long time to finish writing it. When he gives it to his 

colleague, he is asked how it went. He then says: 

(63) Kanari 
quite 

kakari-masi-ta ng~. 
take-POL-past SP 

'It took me quite a long time.' 

A certain consideration lies behind his use of ne~, as in 

(63). He takes into consideration how his collea~~e feels 

about being infor.med that he had to spend a long time 

writing the proposal. He might not have had to write the 

proposal, except that he was asked to do it as a favor. 

Nevertheless, being infor.med of the fact, the hearer (his 

colleague) might feel that he put out his colleague (the 

speaker in (63». He does not want to make the hearer (his 
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colleague) feel a sense of obligation, because making the 

hearer feel that way incurs a debt to the hearer. If under 

this circumstance he uses YQ instead, it sounds as if he is 

asking for recognition of the effort that he made only 

because of his colleague's request. Moreover, it sounds as 

if he is asking for thanks from his colleague. Therefore, 

by using ~~, he avoids any possible imposition (i.e., cost) 

on his colleague. 

Consider next the following question-answer pair by a 

student's parent and a teacher: 

(64) 

(65) 

Kokuritu 
national 

daigagu ni ire-ta-i n desu ga, 
university in put-want-pres. but 

doo desyoo ka. 
how presumbably Q. 

'I want to put (my son) in a national university. 
What do you think (of this possibility)?' 

Chotto 
little 

muzukasi-i desu nei. 
difficult-pres.POL SP 

'It is (kind of) difficult.' 

The answer from the teacher is certainly not favorable to 

the parent, who is concerned about his son's possibility for 

going to a national university, particularly since it is the 

parent's desire. The teacher anticipates that what he says 

will disappoint the parent. Taking such anticipation into 

consideration, he tries to mitigate the negative impact on 
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the parent by using chotto7 and ne~. That is to say, what 

the speaker attempts is to minimize the cost to the hearer 

(i.e., the parent). 

The next two situations are cases where the speaker 

provides information based on his knowledge and/or experi

ence. The conversation in (66) and a question-answer pair 

in (67) and (68), given below, illustrate such cases. In a 

sense, being the possessor of certain information means that 

one is in a position superior to the other, who does not 

have the information. Depending on the way the speaker 

presents the information, he might give the hearer an 

unpleasant impression by making the hearer feel as if he 

(i.e, the hearer) is merely a layman, or worse yet, ignor

ant. If he does this, the consequence seems to be a cost to 

the hearer. Instead, the speaker can repress such superior

ity by using ng~/~ in giving information to the hearer. 

Observe first the following conversation between a writer 

(W) and a singer (8), taken from a magazine. 8 

(66) W: Demo, toozen okyakusan-no-nori no 
but of course audience-Gen-enthusiams Gen 

7The word "chotto" means, literally, "a little." It is 
used to modify quantity, duration, and so on. Besides this 
semantic function, "chotto" is quite frequently used in 
daily communication to qualify a speech act. Matsumoto 
(1985) presents an interesting study of pragmatic functions 
of "chotto." 

8This exchange is taken from the December 1988 issue of 
Gendai. 
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i-i toki to waru-i toki-ga 
good-pres. time and bad-pres.time-Nom 

ar-u n desyoo nee Kantoo to Kansai-de-wa 
exist-pres probably SP Kanto and Kansai-in-Top 

chigaimas-u ka •• 
differ-pres. Q. 

'But, of course, I assume sometimes the 
audience gets excited and sometimes not. Is 
there any difference between Kanto (area) and 
Kansai (area)?' 

s: Yappari chigaimas-u ng~. Boku-wa Kyooto 
I-Top Kyoto 

W: 

as expected differ-pres. SP 

sodati de-su kara, hitoride syaberi-das-
growth be-pres. because myself talk-start-

u to 
pres. when 

Kansai-ben ni nar-u. 
Kansai dialect to become-pres. 

Kansai da to, komakai kotoba-no-nyuansu 
Kansai be when fine word-Gen-nuance 

made 
by 

wakatte-morai-yasui bubun-ga 
understand-receive-easy part-Nom 

ar-u mitai des-u. 
exist-pres. seem be-pres. 

'There is a difference, as (you) expect. 
I grew up in Kyoto, so when I start 
talking by myself, I speak Kansai dialect. 
In Kansai, it seems that (they) understand 
fine nuances in words (more easily).' 

Ja, docchi ka to i-u to, 
then which Q that say-pres.if 

hoo-ga 
way-Nom 

yari-yasu-i. 
do-easy-pres. 

Kansai-no 
Kansai-Gen 

'Then, you rather prefer to perform in 
Kansai area?' 

s: Okyakusan-no-hannoo to i-u 
audience-Gen-response that say-pres. 



koto dewa, soo 
thing in so 

narimas-u ng.t,. 
become-pres SP 

'As for the audience's response, it is 
(so) • ' 
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W has been asking S several things about SiS performance on 

stage prior to the conversation in (66). Then, as shown in 

(66), W asks S about the audience's response to his show and 

his own reaction to the audience in the Kansai area. In 

answering these questions, S uses ~~. In both cases, the 

content of information is based on S's experiences. W is a 

writer and, because of a difference in professions, he is 

not familiar with S's experience as a singer. A sentence 

particle ~ (in case D), instead of net, is pragmatically 

possible in both utterances. However, if S chooses ~, it 

sounds as if he stresses his superiority over W in terms of 

possessing information which apparently belongs to S only. 

From W's side, if S stressed his superiority over W , which 

is likely unpleasant, it would be considered a cost to W. 

Consequent;ly, by using ne.!" S can avoid this potential cost. 

Consider next the following question-answer pair. Sup

pose a language teacher seeks the opinion of his colleague, 

who has more linguistic background, as in (67): 

(67) Kore to kore-wa 
this and this-Top 

onaji 
same 

hair-u n desyoo ka. 
fall~pres. probably Q 

hantyuu ni 
category in 

'This (one) and this (one) fall under the same 
category, I wonder.' 
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His colleague can present his opinion based on his linguis-

tic knowledge, as in either (68a) or (68b): 

(68) a. 500 des-u net. 
so be-pres.SP 

b. 500 des-u ~. 
so be-pres.SP 

'That's right.' (Lit. [It] is so.) 

Example (68a), which contains net, and (68b), which contains 

~ (in case D), signify the difference in the speaker's psy

chological attitude toward the hearer. The former implies 

the speaker's modesty in having the knowledge to make the 

proper judgement about the problem presented by the hearer. 

Furthermore, the speaker maintains his respect for the 

hearer as a colleague by not putting him down. On the other 

hand, the latter sounds as if the speaker regards the hearer 

as a layman with regard to linguistic problems. Therefore, 

the speaker would likely prefer (68a), but not (68b), if he 

takes the relationship between himself and the hearer into 

consideration. If the participants of the talk-exchange of 

(67) and (68b) are a student and a teacher, however, (68b) 

given by the teacher would be perfectly all right. 

What is important is the observation that, in (67) as 

well as in (68b), a certain cultural value lies behind the 

speaker's motive for making him remote from the hearer 

(i.e., keeping his distance). Japanese society places a 

great social value on the idea of "being modest," which is 
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one of the aspects of being polite. Being modest is, 

generally speaking, a self-directed attitude. One shows 

modesty toward what he possesses; what he can offer, what he 

can do, and the like. The pay-off for disregarding any cUl-

tural value in one's interpersonal relations is losing face 

in society. Observing (67) and (68) suggests that using ne~ 

in certain situations produces mutual benefit to the speaker 

and the hearer; that is, the speaker not only preserves 

face, but also avoids any cost to the hearer. 

The following two examples are strong evidence to sup

port the relevance of modesty to the choice of ng!J~. In 

these examples, the speaker expresses events in which he is 

directly involved and something the in-group member does. 

Consider first the following excerpt given in (69).9 

(69) Dakara watasi-wa narubeku ika-n 
so I-Top as much as possible go-not 

koto-ni-site-i-ru ga, jikan-o mite ne, 
thing-to-do-ing-pres. but time-Ace watch 

soko-no-osoosiki-no 
there-Gen-funeral-Gen 

zengo-ni 
before and after-at 

izoku-no-uti-ni itte, 
survivor-Gen-house-to go 

izokusantati to 
survivors with 

yukkuri hanasi-o su-ru to, hizyooni 
leisurely talk-Ace do-pres. when very 

yorokonde-kuremas-u ng~. 
be pleased-give-pres. SP 

9This example is taken from the spontaneous natural 
conversation between two commentators, from the book 
entitled Dammatte oreru ka (1981). 
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'So, I have been trying as much as possible not 
to attend the funeral, but instead to find the 
right time to visit the family (survivor) in 
their house, either before or after the funeral. 
I spend the time talking with them and they 
really appreciate it.' 

The person who mentions what he does, in (69), is a well

known commentator. Prior to his discourse in (69), he 

mentions that he tries not to be bound by obligations in 

order to remain healthy. For example, although he is asked 

the favor of attending someone's funeral, he does not put 

himself in a situation where he is obligated to do so. How-

ever, he mentions his way of offering condolences to the 

family and expressing his concern for them. Furthermore, he 

mentions that the family appreciates his effort to visit 

them and show that he cares. However, he seems very modest 

about being appreciated by someone for what he does. This 

is indicated by the use of ~ in hizyooni yorokonde 

kuremasu ne in (69). If he were to use YQ (in case D), it 

would sound as if he were asking for recognition of what he 

did for the family as well as recognition of the fact that 

he was appreciated by them. 10 

10When one of the so-called g~v~ng verbs in Japanese, 
kure, is attached to another verb, as shown below, it sig
nifies that someone receives benefit from someone else. 

Tomodati-ga kuruma-o 
friend-Nom car-Acc 

naosite-kure-ta. 
fix-give-past 

'(My) friend fixed (my) car (for me).' 



Next, consider the following example. 

(70) A: Onna-no-okosan dakara, kaji nanka 
woman-Gen-child because housework like 

tetudatte-mora-e-ru desyoo. 
help-receive-potential-pres. probably" 
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'Because you have a daughter, I assume you can 
get some help with your housework.' 

B: Tukarete-i-ru toki, yoku syokuji-no 
tired-ing-pres when often meal-Gen 

atokatazuke-o 
clean up-Ace 

site-kure-mas-u ~~. 
do-give-POL-pres. SP 

'When (I am) tired, she often cleans 
up after the meal (for me).' 

In (70), B mentions her daughter and (probably) how proud 

she is of her thoughtful daughter. However, B mentions the 

help that she gets from her daughter very modestly by using 

~~. If B uses ~ instead, the connotations would be dif

ferent and sound as if she was boasting. 

As mentioned earlier, since Japanese society places a 

high value on modesty, any indication of being immodest 

(even unintentionally) may result in incurring some cost to 

the hearer and the speaker as well. As seen in (69) and 

That is, the speaker (I) received benefit from his friend by 
having him fix his car. Furthermore, the sentence above 
signifies that the speaker is grateful to his friend. In 
(69), the speaker receives benefit from being appreciated by 
the family who he visits. If he were to use YQ instead of 
~, it sounds as if he intensifies his benefit. 

Tokunaga (1986) made a most insightful observation of 
directionary verbs, including kure, in Japanese with regard 
to the speaker's personal or emotional relationship with a 
particular participant in a certain event. See Tokunaga's 
(1986, 1988) work for details. 
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(70), the lack of modesty may cause a negative impact on the 

hearer. However, by being modest, such negative impact on 

the hearer, i.e., cost to the hearer, can be avoided or 

minimized. Evidently, the use of ~! is one device to sig

nify the speaker's modesty. Asking for recognition of what 

one does and boasting about in-group members (including him

self) has a low value, since such behavior seems to go 

against the social value of being modest, as observed. 

In reference to cultural values which are reflected 

upon politeness, what must be taken into consideration is a 

preference of "self-restraint," which is intimately linked 

with little emphasis on individuality in the Japanese cul

ture. Preference of self-restraint also has a high value in 

Japanese society. This cultural attitude can be observed in 

a variety of situations. Expressing one's concern for an

other before expressing one's own condition seems to be one 

of the ways of showing a preference for self-restraint. For 

instance, a typical formal letter in Japanese begins with a 

seasonal greeting and an inquiry of the condition of the 

other (i.e., a person who receives the letter) such as 

health, family, job, and the like. Then one's own condition 

is written about. Condon (1984, pp. 47-48) presents an 

interesting episode which illustrates a difference in atti

tude between an American and a Japanese. 



"There is one habit of Americans I still have not 
gotten used to," she said, "and it bothers me most 
when I come back here from being in Japan. The 
difference is so obvious: Japanese talk about each 
other, and Americans love to talk about themselves." 
She explained, "If I tell a Japanese friend that I 
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was in Los Angeles, my friend will ask me what I saw, 
how I liked it, and so on. But if I tell an American 
the same thing, he will say, "Oh, Los Angeles? I've 
got a cousin who lives in Long Beach, I've never been 
there, I really like L.A., and when I went shopping 
there last year •••• 11 It's really irritating the way 
Americans feel they can just turn the conversation to 
talk about themselves if they want to. (p. 47) 

Condon continues; 

This sort of exchange does not always happen, but it 
seems far more common, and acceptable, among Americans 
than among Japanese. The Japanese consciousness of the 
other person-the interdependent concern-stands in sharp 
contrast to the more independent or individualistic 
American focus. (p. 48) 

Although there is some difference among individuals, if a 

Japanese person starts talking about his own experiences 

related to the topic which the other has already started, as 

in a situation like the one above, he may be considered a 

bad listener, or even egocentric, because he disregards the 

concerns of the other. 

Needless to say, self-restraint, like modesty, is 

reflected upon Japanese communicative behavior in a variety 

of ways.11 The example in (71) demonstrates that self

restraint lies behind the speaker's choice of using ne • 

11Tokunaga (1988) presents several examples that the 
speaker does not explicitly mention "self" (i.e., the 
speaker himself) in describing his actions and decisions. 
In her discussion of the examples, she points out that it is 
based on the cultural preference of IIse1f-repression." 



(71) A: Kyooikuseido-ni mondai-ga 

B: 

education system-in problem-Nom 

ar-u to watasi-wa 
exist-pres. that I-Top 

omoi-mas-u. 
think-POL-pres. 

'I think that there is a problem with the 
educational system.' 

Soo des-u ng~. Demo, 
so be-pres.SP But 

Watasi-wa 
I-Top 

kateimondai-no-eikyoo-ga 
family problem-Gen-influence-Nom 

tuyo-i to omoi-mas-u kedo ••• 
strong-pres. that think-POL-pres. but 

'(I guess) so. But I think that family 
problems have a strong influence.' 
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Assume~ context for the talk-exchange above is such that A 

and B have been talking about child behavior. A then ex

presses her opinion in (71). It seems that B does not quite 

agree with A's opinion. This can be noticed in B's second 

utterance, which begins with demo (but). It should be 

noticed that B tries to minimize the friction between her-

self and A, which is caused by B's disagreement. Instead of 

expressing her disagreement with A right away, B says, "Soo 

desu ne." This can be considered an indication of showing 

her respect for A's opinion. B's attitude is essentially a 

manifestation of "self-restraint." Needless to say, if B 

says soo desu (yo) (That's right), there will be a contra

diction between what she says and her second statement. It 

is because soo desu (yo) means her total agreement with A. 

In any event, the use of ~~plays a significant role in 
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min~izing any potential friction between the participants 

in conversation, especially in a situation where disagree

ment exists. Example (71) exemplifies this point. 

Several situations have been observed where ne~/ne~ are 

used. The foregoing observations suggest that the speaker 

chooses ne~/~, when (i) he is aware that what he says is 

unfavorable to the hearer or may have a negative ~pact on 

the hearer, (ii) he is aware that he may be doing something 

superfluous to the hearer, and (iii) he talks about some

thing he could be proud of. Notice YQ (in case B) and ne~ 

/ne~ reveal a sharp contrast in one respect. That is, as 

seen in the preceding section, when the speaker is aware 

that what he says is favorable to the hearer or he believes 

that what he says has a positive ~pact on the hearer, YQ is 

used. 

At the beginning of the chapter, the speaker's opera

tion of the psychological distance between the speaker and 

the hearer was postulated. Assumptions regarding associa

tion of this operation with the uses of sentence particles 

were also made. It has been shown that n~/~ is asso

ciated with the speaker's operation of reducing the distance 

by identifying himself with the hearer's state of mind 

and/or identifying his point of view with the hearer's 

(i.e., case A). Yo is also associated with the speaker's 

operation of reducing the distance, but by making the hearer 
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close to the speaker's point of view (i.e., case B). And ne~ 

/ne~ is associated with the speaker's operation of increas

ing distance by making h~ more remote from the hearer; 

i.e., keeping distant from the hearer (i.e., case C). It 

has been demonstrated that carrying out these three opera

tions is beneficial to both the speaker and the hearer 

because it produces (or maintains) a cooperative and har

monious relationship. The fourth operation also increases 

the psychological distance by making the hearer removed from 

the speaker (i.e.: case D). This operation is reflected in 

the use of ~ in certain contexts. 

In this section, the effect of the use of ~ in case D, 

in contrast with ne~/~, has been touched upon on several 

occasions. It has been pointed out in the foregoing discus

sion that if the speaker uses ~ instead of ng~/~ under 

certain circumstances, the speaker sounds as if he is treat

ing the hearer as a layman, challenging the hearer, asking 

for gratitude from the hearer, asking fer the recognition of 

what he could be proud of, or boasting. Or the speaker 

could actually be doing several of these things. In either 

case, the use of ~ can incur a cost (or maximize cost) to 

the hearer because what the speaker ~plies and/or what the 

speaker does are certainly not preferable to the hearer. 

Consequently, using ~ under the circumstance which the use 

of ng~/~ is pragmatically appropriate will be a cost to 
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the interpersonal relationship between the speaker and the 

hearer. 

In sum, the use of ng~/ne~ signifies that the speaker 

makes himself more remote from the hearer. Along with this 

psychological operation, the speaker negotiates with the 

hearer on the basis of his assessment with respect to cost 

and benefit as follows: 

<ne~/ne~:( S H> 

(i) minimize (or avoid) cost to the hearer <PNP III> 

(ii) bring about mutual benefit by (i) 

If the speaker uses YQ (in case D) instead, the pay-off of 

the use of YQ will be a cost to the interpersonal relation

ship between himself and the hearer. The use of YQ in this 

case signifies that the speaker is making the hearer remote 

from him. And the speaker does: 

<yo: S H~> 

(i) give (or maximize) cost to the hearer 

Summary 

The cost/benefit approach to an analysis of the use of 

sentence particles clearly indicates that sentence particles 

are highly relevant to politeness phenomena in Japanese. It 

is claimed here that the use of sentence particles in 

politeness-related situations is a negotiation between the 

speaker and the hearer. It was then shown that the speaker 
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carries out a negotiation on the basis of his assessment of 

the cost and benefit. Assessment of what the cost and/or 

benefit is, and whose cost it is and/or whose benefit it is, 

is dependent on what the speaker says in speaking, as well 

as what the speaker says in a given communicative situation. 

Certain cultural values are relevant to the speaker's 

assessment, as has been touched upon in this discussion. 

The uses of sentence particles are associated with the 

speaker's operation of reducing and increasing the psycho

logical distance between himself and the hearer. There are 

two ways of reducing the distance: one is that the speaker 

identifies himself with the hearer's state of mind or iden-

tifies his point of view with the hearer's; the other is 

that the speaker brings the hearer closer to his pOint of 

view. There are also two ways of increasing the distance: 

one is that the speaker makes himself more remote from the 

hearer; the other is that the speaker makes the hearer more 

remote from him. Along with these operations, the speaker's 

negotiation with the hearer on the basis of his assessment 

with respect to the cost and benefit takes place. The 

manner of negotiation is restated below. 
---,. 

Net/Nee: S }H (Beneficial) 

(i) maximize (or give) benefit to the hearer 

(ii) minimize (or avoid) cost to the hearer 

(iii) balance the cost/benefit ratio by (ii) 



(iv) bring about mutual benefit by (i) and (ii) 

Yo: S~(------H (Beneficial) 

(i) minimize cost to the hearer 

(ii) maximize (or give) benefit to the hearer 

Net /Ne~: <: S H (Beneficial) 

(i) minimize (or avoid) cost to the hearer 

(ii) bring about mutual benefit by (i) 

Yo: S 

(i) 

H > (Cost) 

give (or maximize) cost to the hearer 

Final Remarks 
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As seen in Chapter I, Uyeno (1971) claims that sentence 

particles convey the speaker's attitude. With regard to 

semantic properties of yQ and ng (and its variants), Uyeno 

claims that the former expresses the speaker's insistence on 

forcing the given information on the addressee, and the lat

ter expresses a request for compliance with the given infor

mation, leaving the option of confirmation to the addressee. 

R. Lakoff (1972, 1975) characterizes the function of yQ and 

ng with reference to basic conversational rules. For in

stance, yQ in a declarative sentence indicates the speaker 

explicitly demands the addressee's observance of the sin

cerity condition. Ne suspends the obligatory rules of con

versation. Akamajian and Kitagawa (1981) render a similar 
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statement concerning~: "Yo indicates that the speaker 

wishes the addressee to pay close attention to the content 

of the utterance" (p. 111). As a broad characterization of 

~ and ng, what these linguists suggest seems correct. How

ever, these characterizations do not lead us to determine 

under what kind of circumstances the speaker manipulates the 

use of sentence particles. 

This current study suggests that we must pay close 

attention to the context in which sentence particles are 

used, and that we should investigate the concept behind the 

use of the sentence particles. To this end, the use of sen~ 

tence particles in politeness-related situations was anal

yzed. Along with the specification of the speaker's psycho

logical operation signified by the use of sentence parti

cles, the speaker's manipulation of the use of sentence 

particles bearing politeness was examined. Of course, sen

tence particles are used in politeness-unrelated situations. 

Whether sentence particles are used in politeness-related or 

politeness-unrelated situations, the significance of the use 

of sentence particles is to indicate the speaker's overture 

to the addressee. Because the nature of sentence particles 

is dynamic, the significance of the use of sentence par

ticles rests upon the interaction between the speaker and 

the addressee. 



CHAPTER IV 

CONSEQUENCE FOR POLITENESS 

PHENOMENA IN JAPANESE 
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Chapter III showed that politeness conveyed by the use 

of sentence particles is effectively explicated by virtue of 

the cost/benefit concept. The analysis explicitly suggested 

that the cost/benefit concept is an effective measurement of 

politeness phenomena in Japanese. 

This chapter presents further examination of politeness 

phenomena in Japanese in order to substantiate the applica

bility of the cost/benefit concept. In the first section, 

examination of the language use in Japanese bearing polite

ness other than the use of sentence particles will be 

explored. PrLffiarily, the potential cost involved in com

municative situations will be examined. Consequently, Prin

ciples III, IV, and V are relevant to the cases which will 

be examined. In the second section, the difference between 

sentence particles and honorifics in terms of the ways of 

conveying politeness, in an attempt to make an approximate 

characterization of the politeness phenomena in Japanese, 

will be delineated. 



Politeness-Bearing Language Use 

Under Politeness Negotiation 
Principle III 

Request and Offer 
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(72a) and (72b) below exemplify a direct request and an 

indirect request respectively. 

(72) a. Mado-o akete-kudasai. 
window-ACC open-give 

'(Please) open the window.' 

b. Mado-o akete-kudasai masen ka. 
window-ACC open-give not Q 

'Would you mind opening the window?' 

A request, as mentioned above, implies benefit to the 

speaker and cost to the hearer. By using an interrogative 

form in (72b), the speaker gives the hearer the option to 

comply with his request. By doing so, an imposition on the 

hearer can be mitigated. In other words, on the basis of 

the speaker's assessment of cost to the hearer, he attempts 

to min~ize it. 

Contrary to a request, an offer implies benefit to the 

hearer and cost to the speaker. However, sometimes the 

hearer might feel imposed upon to accept the speaker's of-

fer. Moreover, if the hearer wants to decline the speaker's 

offer, the act of declining will be a cost on the part of 

the hearer. Therefore, by giving the hearer the option to 
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accept or decline, there will be an increase in the degree 

of politeness. In other words, the speaker minimizes the 

hearer's cost of being imposed on in accepting an offer 

and/or declining an offer. (73) is illustrative of this 

point. 

(73) a. Tetudatte age-mas-u yo. 
help give-POL-pres. SP 

'I'll help (you).' 

b. Tetudatte age-masyoo ka. 

c. 

help give-volitional Q 

'Shall I help (you)?' 

Tetudai 
help 

masyoo ka. 
volitional Q 

'Shall I help (you)?' 

(73b) and (73c) are presumed to be polite because the 

speaker offers to help the hearer in the form of an inter

rogative, which implies that the speaker gives the hearer 

the option in terms of accepting or declining such an offer. 

Note that (73c), compared to (73b), increases the degree of 

politeness. Age, which is attached to a main verb tetudau 

in (73a) and (73b), is one of so-called giving verbs, and it 

connotates that an actor does some favor for someone by 

doing something. In (73), for instance, the speaker will do 

a favor for the hearer by helping him. It must be noted, 

powever, that the use of age in a case of offer can some-

times cause the recipient feel like being intruded to be 

offered a favor. Such intrusion is certainly a cost on the 
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part of the recipient. Accordingly, this can be avoided by 

not using age as in (73c).1 

Another potential cost to the hearer which one can 

imagine in an offer is that the hearer may feel like he 

caused the speaker trouble in offering to do something for 

him (i.e., the hearer). Consider the following example: 

(74) Tetudatte-agete kamawa-na-i yo. 
help-give mind-not-pres. SP 

'I don't mind helping (you).' 

When the speaker strongly presumes that the hearer may feel 

as though he caused the speaker trouble in offering help, he 

can minimize the hearer's cost by using "kamawanai," which 

signifies that he does not.mind helping the hearer at all. 

Formulaic Expression 

There are several expressions often used in occasions 

of giving a gift or offering a meal to someone. For in-

stance, when one presents a gift, he says "tumaranai mono 

desu ga" (It's a trifling thing, but ••• ) regardless of the 

value of the gift. In offering a meal to someone, "nanimo 

gozaimasen ga" (This is nothing, but •• ) or "taisita mono ja 

lIt is of interest to note that a relation between 
interlocutors has some relevance to determine the appro
priateness of using age. It seems that the speaker hardly 
uses age when he makes an offer to do something for the 
favor of the recipient who has a higher rank than him or who 
is not his acquaintance. Taking the connotation associated 
with age into account, this is quite understandable. 
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gozaimasen ga" (It is nothing special, but ••• ) are often 

used. Furthermore, the expression "ohitotu doozo," which 

means literally "Please have one," is often used in offering 

something to eat. However, one never means to offer just 

one of, say, cookies to someone. These formulaic expres

sions are an indication of modesty (or humbling one's pos

session which are just about to be offered/given to some

one). Literal meaning of these expressions often sounds 

peculiar to English speakers, particularly when they are not 

well versed to "cultural meaning" of these expressions. It 

is widely known that Japanese culture places value of 

modesty high. An important point to be noted here is that 

the use of these expressions is a manifestation of the 

minimization of the cost on the part of the recipient of a 

gift, a meal, or the like. That is to say, by using these 

expressions in such occasions, the speaker may succeed in 

making the hearer accept an offer without feeling sorry for 

having caused trouble to the speaker. 

Another Way Of Saying "No" 

There is an abundance of examples in Japanese to illus

trate that the speaker is reluctant to say a flat "No" to a 

request made by his interlocutor. For instance, "itioo 

kangaete okimasu," which means literally "I/We will think 

about it," but often means "No, (I/We will not consider your 
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request)," is a conunon execution in business interaction in 

Japan. It seems that the motive behind the use of such 

expressions, instead of a flat "No," has to do with the 

speaker's assessment of the cost on the part of the hearer. 

Rejection is certainly not desirable to the hearer. It is 

obvious why the use of certain expressions, which convey 

rejection more indirectly, is polite. "Yes" and "No" in 

Japanese are often considered mysterious in western soci

eties. 2 The expression above might be the best candidate 

for mysterious "No's." 

Hinting 

Consider the following talk-exchange between Speakers A 

and B. 

(75) A: Kare paatii-ni kite-kure-ru kasira. 
he party-to come-give-Pres. I wonder 

'I wonder if he will come to (my) party.' 

B: Isogasi-i ras~~ yo. 
busy-pres. seem SP 

, (He) seems busy.' 

Suppose that Speaker A invites a friend to her party and she 

really hopes that he will show up. A few days before this 

conversation takes place, A's friend told B that he is not 

coming to the party because he will be busy. Under such 

2Kitagawa (1980) presents an extensive study on the 
characterization of Japanese response forms hai and ee, 
which correspond to "yes" in English. 
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circumstances, in reply to A's utterance, B can say most 

directly "Isogasii kara. konai tte itteta yo" (He was saying 

that he would not come (to the party) because he would be 

busy). A modality element, rasii, has to do with the reli

ability of a given piece of information. In spite of the 

fact that B knows that h£ (i.e., A's friend) is busy, why 

does B prefer to make it sound imprecise? B's utterance 

contains several implications. B is aware that A is anxious 

to have her "special" friend come to her party. Telling her 

the fact that he is not coming will disappoint her. B is 

reluctant to inform her of this fact. Consequently, B 

chooses the most indirect way to hint that he will not be 

coming to A's party. 

B's choice of hinting indirectly over telling the bald 

fact is presumed to be polite under this circumstance. A's 

friend is not coming to her party, which will be a disap-

pointment; such a situation is not favorable to A. Being 

aware of that, B intends to be indirect so that she may suc

ceed in not hurting A's feelings. In other words, what B 

attempts to do is to minimize the cost to A.3 

30ther potential motive to trigger B's utterance in 
this circumstance is that B does not want to be involved in 
the personal relation between Speaker A and her friend. 
Particularly in a case that B anticipates A's feeling toward 
her friend, B does not want to put himself in the position 
to tell something against what A hopes. 



Under Politeness Negotiation 
Principle IV 
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Contrary to politeness negotiation Principle III, which 

signifies the speaker's minLmization of a cost on the part 

of the hearer, politeness negotiation Principle IV involves 

a cost on the part of the speaker, and it signifies the 

speaker's maxLmization of his cost. Earlier, a case where 

the degree of politeness increases in an offer by minimizing 

the hearer's cost was demonstrated. In the act of offering, 

the speaker commits himself to perform some future action 

for the hearer, and performing some future action is the 

speaker's cost. What concerns us here is imposition. With 

respect to imposition, politeness is conveyed by mitigating 

imposition to the hearer; this often takes place in a 

request. We must be aware also that, by virtue of the 

speaker's imposition to himself, politeness is born out. 

Such a case is found in an offer. The following example is 

illustrative of this point. 

(76) Sewaninat-ta kara tikaiutini 
be indebted-past because in near future 

yuusyoki-o 
dinner-Acc 

gotisoosur-u yo. 
treat-pres. SP 

'Because I ~~ indebted to you, I will treat 
you to dinner in near future.' 

(77) Sewaninat-ta kara tikaiutini 
be indebted-past because in near future 

yuusyoku-o 
dinner-Acc 

gotisoosi-nakutewaikena-i nee 
treat-must-pres. SF 



'Because I am indebted to you, I have to treat 
you to dinner in near future, don't I?' 
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(77), which contains nakutewaikenai, is marginally more 

polite than (76). The use of this element signifies the 

imposition to the speaker himself. By not only being in the 

posi.tion to offer to do something for the hearer, but also 

by emphasizing imposition to the speaker himself, the 

speaker's cost is maximized. 

Under Politeness Negotiation 
Principle V 

Finally, the case of balancing the cost/benefit ratio 

by maximizing the cost to the speaker is shown. Recall that 

a request implies benefit to the speaker and cost to the 

hearer. As seen above, a typ5.'.;:al case of increasing the 

degree of politeness in a request is the minimization of 

cost to the hearer by giving the hearer an option to comply 

with the speaker's request. Now, consider the following 

expressions which are often used in a request. 

(78) a. Sumimasen ga •••• 

b. 

sorry but 

, I am sorry ••• ' 

Gomeiwaku-o 
trouble-Acc 

okakesi-mas-u ga ••• 
give-POL-pres. but 

'I am sorry to trouble you ••• (Lit. I give you 
a trouble.)' 

c. Oisogasi-i tokoro osore~r~-mas-u ga •• 
busy-pres. occasion sorry-POL-pres. but 



'I am sorry (to trouble you) when you are 
busy ••• ' 

d. Konna koto-o onegai deki-ru tatiba 
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like this thing-Acc favor can-pres. position 

ja na-i n desu ga ••• 
be not-pres. but 

'I am not in a position to ask you this kind 
of favor ••• ' 

(78a) is an expression to signify an apology. Expressions 

in (78b) through (78d) signify that the speaker is extremely 

reluctant to ask a favor of the hearer. When the speaker is 

aware that he is asking a big favor, he tends to express a 

sense of reluctance to do that, using expressions in (78b) 

through (78d). Apologizing and expressing a sense of reluc

tance imply cost to the speaker. By using these expres

sions, the speaker attempts to balance the ratio of the 

hearer's cost and his benefit by maximizing the cost to him

self. If the speaker counts only his benefit and disregards 

minimizing the hearer's cost or maximizing his cost, the 

degree of politeness naturally decreases. 

Since the concept of politeness varies from individual 

to individual, determining whose cost and whose benefit can 

often be most subjective. For instance, in giving advice 

(or suggestions) to someone, we anticipate that the recipi

ent of the advice (or suggestion) will be the beneficiary. 

However, what we advise (or suggest) to someone is not 

always in the recipient's best interest. In such cases, 
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being advised (or receiving suggestions) can be regarded as 

a cost to the recipient. Consider the following example. 

(79) Yokeina koto da kedo, 
unneccessary thing be but 

hoo-ga i-i yo. 
way-Nom good-pres. SP 

kare-to tukiawa-nai 
he-with associate-not 

'I hate to say (Lit. it is an unneccessary thing 
to say), but you had better not associate with 
him. ' 

Similar to the case immediately above, the speaker's sense 

of reluctance to give advice to the hearer is signified by 

yoke ina koto da kedo. The use of this expression is reflec

tive of the speaker's strong presumption that the hearer 

most likely will not like what he hears. What then is the 

significance of using this expression? The speaker antici-

pates a cost to the hearer; then, by maximizing his cost, he 

can maintain the balance. 

The foregoing observations have provided evidence to 

support the claim that the cost/benefit concept allows us to 

identify that politeness is a product of a negotiation 

between the speaker and the hearer. Furthermore, the utili

zation of the cost/benefit concept provides a systematic 

account for diverse politeness-bearing usage of language in 

Japanese. The cost/benefit concept is indeed an effective 

way of measuring politeness phenomena. What the speaker 

considers as cost and benefit depends upon a given communi-

cative situation, as seen above. Yet, the speaker's 



assessment of cost and benefit is an important factor in 

controlling his choice of forms of utterance. 

Implication for Politeness 
Phenomena in Japanese 
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The highly developed system of honorifics in Japanese 

is widely known, and it is an indispensable segment of 

politeness phenomena. 4 However, the way of conveying 

politeness in honorifics is not the same as that of sentence 

particles. Before the difference is delineated, some of the 

aspects of honorifics are discussed. 

A choice of an appropriate form of predicate in commu

nicative contexts is determined by social factors, such as 

the relation between the interlocutors, referents, by-

standers, and the setting. A deliberate choice with the 

speaker's knowledge of Japanese language use gives certain 

effects to the interlocutors, particularly because the 

4Among traditional grammarians, keigo (honorifics) is 
classified into four categories--sonkeigo (respect forms), 
kenzyoogo (humble forms), teineigo (polite forms) and bikago 
(beautification forms). Criticizing such traditional gram
marians' terms being too semantically oriented, Harada 
(1975) classifies honorifics into three categories--subject 
honorifics, object honorifics, and performative honorifics. 
The first two constitute a single category: which he refers 
to as propositional honorifics. He distinguishes proposi
tional honorifics from performative honorifics in terms of a 
number of syntactic constraints (see Harada for details). 
Claiming that it is most appropriate for cross-linguistic 
study, Wenger (1982) utilizes the terminology--actor forms, 
non-actor forms, addressee forms, and beatification for.ms, 
which correspond to sonkeigo, kenzyoogo, teineigo, and 
bikago, respectively. 
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honorific forms encode power difference and social distance. 

They involve giving deference or respect to the other(s), 

creating friendliness and unfriendliness, irony, one's 

dignity, and so on. Deference can be expressed by conveying 

an asymmetrical social rank and conveying mutual respect 

with the maintenance of distance as well; morphological and 

lexical honorific forms signify the speaker's exalting 

other(s), humbling him/herself, and expressing respect to 

the addressee(s). 

As mentioned earlier, it is important to acknowledge 

and maintain one's relative position to other(s) in inter

personal relation in the Japanese culture; the use of honor-

ifics reflects most prominently this important Japanese 

sociocultural aspect. S The examples in (80) and (81) below 

are illustrative of this point. Suppose the speaker wants 

to inform the addressee that it is raining. 

(80) a. Arne (da) yo. 
rain-be SP 

'It is raining.' 

SMatsumoto (1988) refers to honorifics as "relation
acknowledging devices" (see Matsumoto for details). It is 
noteworthy to point out that there have been significant 
change in honorific forms and the usage of honorifics, and 
variations in the usage. These have been noted in the 
literature. There are numerous factors to be taken into 
account for such change and variations. See Wenger (1982) 
and Oishi (1984) for details. In addition, there is sig
nificant change in the consciousness of honorific value 
among the younger generation of Japanese. 



b. Arne des-u yo. 
rain be-pres. SP 

'It is raining.' 

c. Arne degozai-mas-u yo. 
rain be-POL-pres. SP 

'It is raining.' 
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There is no difference in the propositional content in (SOa) 

through (80c), regardless of the difference in the forms of 

predicate. Des in (80b) and degozaimas in (80c), which are 

honorific counterparts of copula da, exemplify the addressee 

honorifics. The form in (80a) would be chosen when a rela

tion between the speaker and the addressee is recognized to 

be intimate such as a friend or when the addressee holds a 

status inferior to the speaker's.6 The choice of (BOb), 

would be appropriate when the addressee is superior to the 

speaker. (80b) is used also when the speaker and the ad-

dressee are not acquainted with each other. The super-

polite form, degozaimas, in (80c) signifies that the addres

see holds a higher rank than the speaker. 

Likewise, in a talk-exchange between Speakers A and B 

in (81) below, B's choice of form reflects his or her rela-

tive position to A and his or her consideration of the 

setting as well. The situation in where the talk-exchange 

takes place is that A inquires B if he/she is going to, say, 

a party, and B informs A his/her intention to go. 

6A female speaker tends to drop the copula da. 



(81) A: Irrasyai-mas-u ka. 
gO-POL-pres • Q 

'Are you going?' 

B: a. Iki-mas-u. 
go-POL-pres. 

'Yes, I am. (Lit. I am going.)' 

b. Mairi-mas-u. 
go-POL-pres. 

'Yes, I am. (Lit. I am going.)' 

c. Mair-asete-itadaki-mas-u. 
go-causative-receive-POL-pres. 

'Yes, I am. (Lit. I am going.)' 

d. Ik-u yo. 
go-pres. SP 

'Yes, I am. (Lit. I am going.)' 
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The utterances in (81) contain the honorific lexical forms 

of a verb "ik" (go)--irrasyar and mair. 7 The morpheme mas, 

which is the counterpart of copula des as in (80), encodes 

the speaker's expressing respect to the addressee. 

The speaker's consciousness of his or her relative 

position to the addressee and his or her consideration of 

the setting determine the choice of the forms. A's use of 

irrasyaimasu under the relatively formal setting indicates 

that A and B are at least in an equal position in terms of 

7The honorific morphological forms of a verb "ik" are 
oikininar, and ikare, which contains the discontinuous 
morpheme Q-(Verb)-ni nar and the passive morpheme (r)are, 
respectively. The three honorific forms of ik, that is, 
irrasyar, oikininar, and ikare~ fall into the category which 
Wenger (1982) calls "Actor honorifics." 
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their social status, yet they are not in a close relation-

ship, such as a friend. In this case, B would respond to A 

with either (a) or (b). If there is no actual power differ

ence between A and B, A treats B as if B were in the higher 

rank by using irrasya~asu which signifies that A exalts B, 

and B treats A in the same way by using mair~asu which 

signifies that B humbles h~/herself. The deference to each 

other is conveyed. In a case where B chooses (d) as his 

response to A's inquiry, B must be in a superior position to 

A. Thus, as expected, A uses the honorific form and Buses 

the non-honorific form ik. With respect to (b) and (c), 

which both contain the humble form mair, (c) conveys a 

greater power difference. This apparently has to do with 

semantic ~plications of the causative morpheme ~ and 

itadaku, which is the humble form of morau (receive). The 

former ~plies that A allows B to go (to a party) and the 

latter implies that B receives some benefit from being 

allowed to go by A.8 Because of these ~plications, the 

8When someone, for instance, is invited to dinner at 
the house of his superior at work, he would most likely 
expresses his acceptance of the invitation using the form 
shown below. 

A: Uti-e syokuji-ni ko-na-i ka. 
house-to meal-for come-not-pres. Q 

B: 

'Why won't you come to my house for dinner?' 

Yorokonde, 
be glad 

ukagaw-asete-itadaki-mas-u. 
visit-causative-receive-POL-pres. 
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power difference between A and B conveyed by (c) will result 

in being much greater than the one conveyed by (b). 

As evident from the foregoing, the honorific forms 

encode the social factors in the communicative event. In 

addition, the appropriate usage of the honorifics requires 

the speaker's knowledge of the social factors. The semantic 

properties of the honorific forms can now be examined. As 

mentioned earlier, the honorific forms involve the speaker 

giving deference to other(s), and deference is conveyed 

either by exalting the other(s) or by humbling the speaker 

himself, e.g., irrasyar exemplifies the former case and mair 

exemplifies the latter, respectively. Moreover, irrasyar 

requires that the subject must not be the speaker himself 

nor an in-group member. In the case of mair, the subject 

must be marked as an in-group member, including the speaker 

himself. 

(82) *Watasi/titi-ga irrasyai-mas-u. 
I/(my) father-Nom go-POL-pres. 

'I/My father will go.' 

(83) Watasi/titi-ga mairi-mas-u. 
I/(my) father-Nom go-POL-pres. 

'I/(my) father will go.' 

'I would be happy to attend.' 
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(84) Buchoo-ga ma~r~-mas-u. 
division chief-Nom go-POL-pres. 

'(Our company) division chief will go.' 

unacceptability in (82) is due to the conflict between the 

subject and the semantic property of irrasyar. There is no 

such conflict in (83) on the other. As shown in (84), even 

though the referent's (i.e., buchoo) rank is higher than 

that of the speaker, the humble form should be used when the 

addressee is someone outside of their company, since the 

referent is regarded as an in-group member in this circum

stance. However, when the addressee is someone in their 

company, the choice of mair would be pragmatically unac

ceptable, as could be easily expected. 

What must be stressed are not only that the honorific 

forms are encoding of social factors, but also that polite

ness conveyed by the honorific forms is derived from their 

semantic properties. The analysis of sentence particles 

presented in Chapter III delineated the nature of politeness 

conveyed by the use of sentence particles. That is, 

politeness is derived from the interaction between the 

speaker and the hearer. Given this, it can be suggested 

that politeness in Japanese has at least two categories: 

one is derived from semantic properties of lexical items; 

the other is derived from the interaction between the 

interlocutors. Moreover, the cost/benefit concept is 

crucially relevant to the latter. In other words, the 
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utilization of the cost/benefit concept implicates that it 

more effectively explicates politeness-bearing use of sen

tence particles, but also that it suggests a different 

approach to the characterization of broad politeness phe

nomena in Japanese. Of course, further research is needed 

to obtain fully specified characterization. 
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CHAPTER V 

KAMIO'S AND OISHI'S ANALYSES 

Kamio's Analysis 

Kamio (1986) develops what he calls Ita theory of terri

tory of information" along with his comparative study of 

English and Japanese. His work is intended to be a func

tional syntactic analysis of sentence forms. Regarding the 

characteristic of functional syntax, Kamio (1986) states: 

"The major targets of analysis in functional syntax is (i) 

sentence forms, (ii) the characters of information they 

express, (iii) the types of contexts in which certain sen

tences can or cannot be used, and (iv) the interactions 

between these three" (p. 10). The precise delineation of 

the interrelationship between certain sentence forms and the 

characters of information conveyed by them is one of his 

major concerns. He attempts to locate a source that may 

motivate syntactic constraints (i.e., constraints on sen

tence forms) in the principles of cognitive processing 

(i.e., information processing in his work). 

In this section, Kamio's (1986) analysis of the 

Japanese part will be examined, since it involves the sen

tence particle~. His analysis of the English part will 
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not be presented; it is outside of the concern of the 

present study. His analysis, briefly mentioned in Chapter 

I, will be presented in more detail below. 

Kamio's (1986) analysis is permeated with interesting 

arguments to justify the characters of information in terms 

of the locations of territory, and the behavior of the sen-

tence particle~. In what follows, along with examination 

of his analysis, the validity of some of his arguments will 

be questioned. 

As shown in Chapter I, Kamio (1986) is concerned with 

two different types of sentence forms, which he refers to as 

"direct form" and "indirect form," respectively. He recog-

nizes also two types of ng, the obligatory ne and the op

tional nee The matrix which Kamio (1986) formulates for the 

sake of convenience is presented again. 

Hearer's 
Territory 

Speaker's Territory 

in 

out A 

in 

direct form 
(direct f. + ng) 

B 
direct-ne form 

out 

D 
indirect form 

(indirect f. + ng) 

C 
indirect-ne form 

With regard to the relation between the sentence forms 

illustrated above and the distinction of territories of 

information, Kamio (1986) claims that the direct form marks 
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the presence of information in the speaker's territory, the 

indirect form marks the absence of information in the 

speaker's territory, and ng (i.e., the obligatory ng in B 

and C) marks the presence of information in the hearer's 

territory. That is to say, in case B, the portion of the 

direct form corresponds to the location of information in 

the speaker's territory and the ng corresponds to the loca-

tion of information in the hearer's territory. In other 

words, a given piece of information falls into both the 

speaker's and the hearer's territories. If a given piece of 

information falls only into the hearer's territory, the 

information is conveyed in the form as in case C. Recall 

that ngs in A and D above are optional. 

Examples below illustrate the points Kamio (1986) 

makes: 

(85) 

(86) 

Kyoo-wa samu-i nee 
today-Top cold-pres. SP 

'Today is cold, isn't it.' 

Kare atarasii kuruma-o kat-ta sooda nee 
he new car-Acc buy-past I hear-SP 

'I hear he bought a new car, didn't he?' 

(87) Kare-wa yame-ru ng. 
he-Top quit-pres.SP 

'He will quit (his job).' 

(88) Kare-wa yame-ru rasii ng. 
he-Top quit-pres. seem SP 

'It saems that he will quit (his job).' 
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(8S) and (86) exemplify case B and case C respectively. Ne 

in each example is obligatory. Kamio (1986) explains that 

if ng is dropped, (85) will turn out to be case A and (86) 

will turn out to be case O. In (87) and (88), which exem-

plify case A and case 0, however, ngs are optional. Thus, 

there will be no effect on territorial distinctions, even if 

ng is dropped in either example. 

Kamio (1986) does not investigate 'the use of ~, but 

offers some examples which contain this particle, as in case 

A and case 0 in the matrix above. That means yQ cannot be 

used when a given piece of information falls into the 

hearer's territory. 

Kamio (1986) lists six (major) factors to determine 

the location of information. 

<i> the speaker or the hearer's direct experience 
<ii> the personal nature of information 

<iii> the psychological character of information 
<iv> closeness in personal relation between the 

speaker or the hearer and a given piece of 
information 

<v> occupational or professional relation 
<vi> geographical relation 

Observe the following examples: 

(89) Kyonen Amerika-e it-ta yQ. 
last year America-to go-past Sp 

'(I) went to America last year.' 

(90) Kyonen Amerika-e it-ta soodesu ng. 
last year America-to go-past I hear SP 

'I hear (you) went to America last year, didn't 
you?' 
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According to Kamio's (1986) classification, (89) exemplifies 

the direct form in A and (90) exemplifies the indirect-ng 

form in C, respectively. Recall that -te (I hear), sooda (I 

hear), rasii (seem), mitai (seem), yooda (seem), desyoo 

(presumably) and daroo (presumably) constitute the indirect 

form in Japanese in Kamio's classification. The information 

conveyed in (89) is about the speaker's own experience, 

while the information conveyed in (90) is about the hearer's 

experience. The first factor; i.e, the speaker or the 

hearer's direct experience, is involved in the examples in 

(85) and (86). The speaker's own experience naturally falls 

into his own territory. Accordingly, such information is 

associated with the direct form. As shown in (90), the 

hearer's own experience is located in the hearer's territory 

and it is expressed in the indirect-ng form. If the 

hearer's experience is expressed in the direct form as in 

(91), 

(91) Kyonen anata-wa Amerika-e iki-masi-ta. 
last year you-Top America-to go-POL-past. 

'You went to America last year.' 

it is very odd under the normal circumstance, unless the 

hearer has amnesia and the speaker is telling him what the 

hearer did last year. According to Kamio (1986), the 

speaker's direct experience is close to his own territory, 

whereas the hearer's direct experience is close to the 

hearer's territory. Therefore, the latter cannot be 
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expressed in the direct form which signifies that a given 

piece of information is located in the speaker's territory, 

unless there is some reason to explain why the hearer cannot 

hold information about his own experience in his territory, 

as seen above. 1 

In an appropriate context, the omitted agent in (91) 

can be construed to be someone other than the speaker, such 

as the speaker's sibling. In that case, the relevant factor 

is the personal nature of the information (i.e., the second 

factor listed above) according to Kamio (1986). Kamio 

offers the examples below to justify the relevance of this 

factor: 

lKamio gives the following pair of examples. 

(a) Boku no tanzyoobi-wa 1942-nen no 9-gatu 29-niti desu 
I Gen birthday-Top year month day be 

yo. 
SF 

'My birth date is September 29, 1942.' 

(b) Boku no tanzyoobi-wa 1980-nen no 8-gatu 8-ka dat-te. 
I Gen birthday-Top year month day is 

'My birth date is August 8, 1980, I hear.' 

The information is about the speaker's birthdate, and it 
naturally falls into the speaker's territory. As a conse
quence, it is expressed in the direct form, as shown in (a). 
The same type of information is expressed in the indirect 
form in (b). A young child was told by his mother that his 
birth date was August 8, 1980. According to Kamio, if he is 
too young to hold this information in his own territory of 
information, he would use the indirect form as in (b). 



(92) Uti-no-imooto-ga Toodai-ni gookakusi-masi-ta. 
our-Gen-sister-Nom Tokyo Univ.-at pass-POL-past 
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'My sister has been admitted to Tokyo University.' 

(93) Otaku-no-okusan-wa haiyuu da soodesu nee 
you-Gen-wife-Top actress be I hear sP-

'I hear your wife is an actress, isn't she?' 

In (92), which corresponds to A, the information is about 

the speaker's sister. On the other hand, in (93), which 

corresponds to C, the information is about the hearer's 

wife. Kamio (1986) regards the nature of the information in 

both (92) and (93) as personal. If a given piece of in for-

mation is about the speaker's or the hearer's personal 

affairs, it would be expressed in the direct form (in A) or 

the indirect-ng form (in e), respectively. It must be 

noted, however, that the speaker's or the hearer's own 

experience also can be personal. Therefore, an exact 

dividing line between these two factors as they stand in 

Kamio's analysis remains unclear, particularly since Kamio 

(1986) does not specify explicitly what he means by "the 

personal nature of information." 

With regard to the fourth factor, closeness in personal 

relation between the speaker or the hearer and a given piece 

of information, Kamio (1986) offers the interesting evidence 

given below: 

(94) Taroo-ga sin-da. 
Taro-Nom die-past 

, Taro died.' 
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(95) ??Taroo-ga sin-dat-te. 
Taro-Nom die-past-I hear 

'Taro died, I hear.' 

The speaker in (94) and (95) is a parent of Taroo, who has a 

certain personal relation to the referent of Taroo. In such 

context, Kamio (1986) claims that (95), which exemplifies 

the indirect form (i.e., case D), is very odd. He gives an 

account for the difference between (94) and (95) by stating: 

Even when Taroo's father obtained the information 
through communication by hearsay, he must adopt the 
direct forms as in (94) «102a) in Kamio) when he 
conveys it to his colleagues, for instance. His 
colleagues, in contrast, can use the indirect form as 
in (95) «103a) in Kamio) in conveying the information 
among them. Clearly, the decisive factor that 
differentiates uses of the direct and the indirect 
forms is the fact that the information, that Taroo is 
dead, and his father are very close to each other 
because of the personal relation between the two. 
Thus, (94) represents case A in which information 
about a person close to the speaker is itself close 
to the speaker himself by the transitivity of close
ness. (Kamio, 1986, p. 118) 

Three factors (the first, second, and fourth) which 

Kamio claims to be relevant to determine the location of 

information have been examined so far. They seem to be 

justified. However, in a case like (94), all three of these 

factors seem applicable. That is, the speaker directly 

experienced his own son's death. This is very personal. 

The relevance of the third one has just been observed. This 

point raises the question: Given six (major) factors, as 
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Kamio (1986) claims, how are they weighted if they conflict 

in a given situation?2 

Next, with respect to the third factor, the psycholog

ical character of information, Kamio (1986) gives the fol

lowing examples which contain information about the psycho

logical process (according to Kamio) of the speaker and the 

hearer. 

(96) 

(97) 

Watasi 
I 

atama-ga ita-i. 
head-Nom ache-pres. 

'I have a headache.' 

Kimi 
you 

sabisi-i yooda ne. 
lonely-pres. look SP 

'You look lonely, don't you.' 

In (96), the information is about a psychological process 

experienced by the speaker and the information is naturally 

held in his territory. That is why, Kamio (1986) explains, 

the information is expressed in the direct form. Recall 

that Kamio claims that the direct ferm is the marker of the 

presence of information in the speaker's territory. In 

(97), the information is expressed in the indirect-ne form. 

According to Kamio, the portion of the indirect form, kimi 

sabisii yooda, indicates the absence of information in the 

speaker's territory and ~ marks the presence of the infor-

mation in the hearer's territory. The information is about 

2Dick Oehrle pointed this out to me (personal communi
cation). 
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a psychological process experienced by the hearer not by the 

speaker; therefore, it falls into the former's territory. 

Neither the direct form (case A) nor the indirect form (case 

D) can be used to express information about a psychological 

process experienced by the hearer. Case A indicates that a 

given piece of information is held in the speaker's terri

tory and case D indicates that it is held neither in the 

speaker's territory nor in the hearer's territory. 

The direct-ng form (case B) in Kamio's (1986) example 

indicates that information falls into both the speaker's and 

the hearer's territories. Therefore, Kamio claims, the in

formation about the psychological process of the hearer is 

extremely difficult to express in the direct-~ form. How-

ever, it is not necessarily difficult to find a counter-

example. Chapter III examined the examples, repeated below: 

(98) Hookokusyo des-u ka. 
report be-pres. Q 

Atama-ga ita-i desu ~. 
head-Nom ache-pres. POL SP 

'(You are working on) a report? It's (always) 
a headache, isn't it?' 

(99) Sabisi-i~. Kyoo-wa okaasan-ga odekakede •• 

(100) 

lonely-pres. SP today-Top mother-Nom being out 

'You must miss (her), don't you. (Because) your 
mother it not at home today ••• ' 

Tanosi-i ~. 
happy-pres. SP 

O-deeto de ••• 
prefix-date be 

'You are happy, aren't you. (Because) you have a 
date •••• ' 
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The examples in (98) through (100) show that the information 

about the hearer's psychological process are expressed in 

the direct-~ form. According to Ramio's (1986) generaliza

tion, this information in (98) through (100) is supposed to 

be expressed in the indirect-~ form instead. Or these 

examples should be ruled out. As far the interrelationship 

between the territorial distinction and the sentence forms 

are concerned, the examples as in (98) through (100) are 

problematic for Kamio's generalization to be completely jus

tified. But in the cost and benefit approach, as seen in 

Chapter III, the speaker of (98) through (100) anticipates 

the hearer's state of mind and identifies himself with the 

hearer's state of mind. That is why ne naturally appears at 

the end of each utterance. 

An examination of Kamio's (1986) argument regarding the 

necessary condition for the use of the direct-n§ form (case 

B) follows. He investigates further the crucial relevance 

of the direct experience of the speaker and the hearer to 

the use of this form. As seen earlier, when the information 

is about the speaker's own experience, it is expressed in 

the direct form. When the information is about the hearer's 

own experience, it is expressed in the indirect-n§ form. 

According to Ramio (1986), the direct-n§ form corresponds to 

the case where a given piece of information is "equally" 

close to the speaker and the hearer. In other words, the 
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information is held in both the speaker's and the hearer's 

territories. For instance: 

(101) Kyoo-wa ii tenki des-u ne. 
today-Top nice weather be-pres. SP 

'It is a nice day today, isn't it?' 

An appropriate situation for the utterance in (101) is that 

both the speaker and the hearer are under a clear, blue sky. 

The information about nice weather is equally accessible to 

both. So Kamio's claim sustains. 

In order to justify the prominence of a direct exper-

ience and equal closeness to a given piece of information 

derived from the direct experience of the speaker and the 

hearer, Kamio (1986) offers the following example: Three 

college students, A, B, and C, are engaged in physical 

l~or. While A and B are moving heavy desks from one place 

to another, C is just looking at them. The student, C, has 

moved one of the desks on a different occasion and knows how 

heavy they are. Under this circumstance, 

(102) Kono tukue omo-i ne. 
this desk heavy-pres. SP 

'These desks are heavy, aren't they.' 

can be use (i) when A or B address each other, or (ii) when 

A or B address C, but not when C addresses either A or B, or 

both A and B, in spite of the fact that all A, B, and Care 

supposed to hold the information about the desks through 



their experiences. Instead of the direct-ng form as in 

(102), C must use the indirect-ng form as in (103). 

(103) Sono tukue omoi-i daroo/desyoo. 
that desk heavy-pres. 

'Aren't those desks heavy?' 
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It must be noted that Kamio considers the sentence form in 

(103), which ends with daroo/desyoo, one of the elements to 

constitute the indirect form, as the indirect-ne form, al-

though ng is not explicit in it. Kamio (1986) explains why 

C cannot use the direct-ng form in (102) in addressing A 

or/and B while the latter can use th~s form in addressing C 

as follows: A and B can assume that C holds the same infor-

mation in his territory because they know that C had the 

experience of moving desks in the past, but C, who is just 

looking at A and B moving the desks, is less close to the 

information than A and B. Kamio (1986) concludes: 

A necessary condition for the use of ne, i.e., the 
obligatory ng in case B, is that between the speaker 
and the hearer, it is the one who is closer to the 
information that can address the hearer with the 
direct-ng form, if the distance between the speaker 
and the information and that between the hearer and 
the information are not strictly equal. (p. 147) 

Recall that Kamio claims that, in the indirect-ng form of a 

sentence, the portion of the indirect form indicates the 

absence of information in the speaker's territory and ng 

marks the presence of information in the hearer's territory. 

However, in the case Kamio offers, C holds the information 

about the desks through his direct experience in the past. 
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There is obviously an inconsistency between this fact and 

what the indirect-~ form implies. Kamio (1986) claims that 

"he (the speaker C) must be considered not to have the 

information in his own territory" (p. 150). But why and 

how? 

For example, suppose that the speaker and the hearer 

are looking at a flower together~ then the speaker says, 

or, 

(104) Kono hana kirei desyoo. 
this flower pretty 

(105) 

'Isn't this flower pretty?/This flower is pretty 
isn't it?' 

Kono hana kirei nee 
this flower pretty SP 

'This flower is pretty, (isn't it?)' 

According to Kamio's (1986) classification, (104) is the 

indirect-~ form (although ~ is not explicit in it) and 

(105) iE the direct-ne form. Interestingly enough, the 

appropriateness of these utterances is different depending 

on to whom the flower belongs. In (104), the speaker is 

talking about his/her flower. If the speaker utters (105) 

looking at the hearer's flower, it will be very odd. In 

(105), on the other hand, the speaker is talking about the 

hearer's flower. In (104) and (105), both the speaker and 

the hearer are engaged in looking at a flower. Unlike 

Kamio's case, observed in (104), the distance between the 

speaker and the information and that between the hearer and 
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the information are equal. Consequently, the speaker should 

'be able to use the direct-~ form as in (105); however, he 

cannot. Furthermore, since the information is about the 

speaker's flower, it is supposed to be held in his own ter

ritory. According to Kamio (1986), however, the speaker 

must be considered not to have the information in his own 

teLritory because of the use of the indirect-ng form. The 

examples in (104) and (105), therefore, cast some doubt on 

the effectiveness of K~~io's (1986) theory which suggests 

that the distance between the speaker and/or the hearer, and 

a given piece of information in a particular communicative 

situation, is determinable (or measurable). Moreover, it 

remains unclear on what basis the absence of information in 

the speaker's territory in cases such as (103) and (104) is 

justified. 

The exa.."r,i:ilai;.hui. of :naiu:!.o'S (1986) work by examining his 

characterization of the function of ng continues. Kamio 

(1986) lists two conditions which must be satisfied for the 

use of ng to be appropriate: 

Given two speakers, A and B, who are exchanging 
utterances, if (i) B's response contains information 
that involves mental processing. and if (ii) A makes 
his concern or focus of attention known to B by, for 
example, posing a question, then ne can appear very 
naturally at the end of B's response. 
(p. 142; emphasis added) 

Kamio's (1986) example, given below, illustrates these two 

conditions: 
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(106) Speaker A: 000 desyoo, kono seiseki de 
how this record with 

daigakuin ni hair-e-ru 
graduate school to enter-can-pres. 

desyoo ka. 
Q 

'How do you feel? Will I be admitted 
to the graduate school with this 
record?' 

Speaker B: Iya, tyotto muzukasi-i desu nee 
no, a little difficult-pres.POL SP 

'No, it will be difficult.' 

In (106), Speaker A is a college student and Speaker B is a 

professor. Speaker B's response to Speaker A's inquiry is 

in the direct form with ng (case A). Speaker B's response 

can be given without nee Or ne can be replaced with ~. 

Why does ng appear, then? Karoio (1986) claims that B's sym-

pathy towards A, based on his mental processing, is invoked 

and ng is a marker for expressing the speaker's sympathy. 

He defines the notion of sympathy as "a mental act on the 

part of the speaker in an attempt to coordinate with the 

hearer, i.e., respond or give information to the hearer in 

favor of him." As for the speaker's mental processing 

involved in his response in (106), according to Kamio 

(1986), it is an act of thinking about the possibility that 

Speaker A may be admitted to the graduate school while 

looking at his academic records. 
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Kamio's argument seems plausible to some extent. How-

ever, when the following situation is considered, his argu-

ment seems inconclusive at best. Suppose that Speaker A 

visits his friend (Speaker B) who has been in the hospital. 

He asks his friend how he feels: 

(107) A: Kibun-wa doo des-u ka. 
feeling-Top how be-pres. Q 

'How do you feel?' 

B: Kyoo-wa kibun-ga ~-~ desu yo. 
today-Top feeling-Nom good-pres.POL SP 

'I feel fine today.' 

Speaker B responds as in (107), thinking about his condition 

today and comparing that feeling to how he felt before. 

Similar to the case in (106), his response involves what 

Kamio (1986) calls "mental processing." Moreover, two con

ditions pOinted out by Kamio seem satisfied in the case in 

(107). It must be noted that the notion of s}~pathy defined 

in Kamio (1986) also applies to ~ in this case. Then, a 

question to be raised is: given these conditions, how 

should ng as in (106) and ~ as in (107) be differentiated 

in Kamio's fr~~ework? 

As shown in Chapter III, the difference between ng in 

(106) and ~ in (107) is straightforward in the current 

approach. In (106), the speaker anticipates that what he 

says will be a cost to the hearer; he then uses ne in order 

to minimize the cost. In (107), on the other hand, the 
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speaker gives benefit to the hearer, and the use of ~ is 

reflective of such negotiation. Imagine that B says "Kyoo 

wa kibun ga ii desu yo" simply because he does not want to 

make A worry about him, although he actually does not feel 

so good. In a case like this, the speaker's assessment with 

respect to what benefits the hearer is easily predictable. 

To sum up, by virtue of the notions of the speaker's 

territory and the hearer's territory, Kamio (1986) makes an 

attempt to explicate the relationship between certain sen

tence for.ms and their uses in speech situations. He con

siders the direct form, the indirect for.m, and the obliga

tory ne as markers of the presence of infor.mation in the 

speaker's territory, the absence of infor.mation in the 

speaker's territory, and the presence of infor.mation in the 

hearer's territory, respectively. In conjunction with six 

(major) factors to determine the location of information, 

Kamio (1986) specifies the nature of the character of 

infor.mation in ter.ms of its presence and/or absence in the 

speaker's and/or the hearer's territories. He then shows 

the correspondence between the sentence for.ms and the char

acters of infor.mation. Kamio's (1986) investigation impli

cates that character of infor.mation (i.e., context in a 

broad sense) constrains the uses of sentence for.ms, but, in 

a particular case as seen in (92) and (93), the use of cer

tain sentence for.m deter.mines the character of infor.mation. 
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However, the observation of the examples in (104) and (105) 

suggests that Kamio's (1986) argument is inconclusive. 

Moreover, Kamio's argument with respect to characterization 

of the function of ~ remains questionable. 

The foregoing discussion strongly suggests that the 

linguistic behavior of sentence particles cannot be expli

cated sufficiently on the basis of territorial distinction. 

Instead, an analysis of sentence particles should be made 

through a detailed examination of the interaction of the 

speaker and the hearer in a given communicative situation. 

This is because the nature of the lexical property of sen

tence particles is dynamic. Th.'e nature of territory (of 

information) itself, on the other hand, is static. There

fore, to analyze the linguistic behavior of sentence par

ticles by virtue of territorial distinction is misleading. 

As seen in both Chapter III and in the discussion in this 

section, the significance of the use of sentence particles 

in a particular communicative situation is that the speaker 

negotiates with sentence p.'3.rticles. The speaker's assess

ment of cost and/or benefit is an important criterion that 

he utilizes in the negotiation. 

In Kamio's (1986~ analysis, desyoo/daroo is regarded as 

one of the elements which constitutes an indirect form of 

sentence. An indirect form is the marker of the absence of 

information in the speaker's territory. However, it is 
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observed in (103) and (104) that there is an inconsistency 

in terms of territorial distinctions. The use of desyoo/ 

daroo will be discussed in some detail in Chapter VI. 

Oishi's Analysis 

Following the concept of "Linguistics of Particularity" 

advocated by A. Becker, Oishi (1985) explicates discourse 

functions of sentence particles (they are referred to as 

"final particles" in Oishi's work) by delineating multiple 

aspects involved in a particular discourse context. Oishi 

(1985) stresses that the detail description of the actual 

videotaped conversations (i.e., a particular context ac

cording to Oishi) provides a base for investigating the 

functions of sentence particles. His investigation is con

ducted by interviewing the participants of the actual con

versation, Ue and Aki, regarding their conver~ation a~d 

their choices of particular sentence particle at a particu

lar moment in the conversation. 

Based on his interview with the participants, Oishi 

(1985) provides a detailed description of the conversation. 

The description includes the speaker's concern for his 

interlocutor's personality and tendency in his attitude, his 

interlocutor's reaction, the speaker's interpretation of his 

interlocutor's movement, the speaker's assessment on whether 

or not his interlocutor knows something he is going to talk 



about (or whether or not he knows more about it than his 

interlocutor), what the speaker wants to hear from his 

interlocutor, and so forth. Oishi (1985) regards these 

various aspects involved in the conversation as constraints 

which affects the speaker's choice of a particular sentence 

particle. 

As mentioned in Chapter I, two notions are integrated 

into Oishi's (1985) analysis. One is the notion of the 

speaker's territory of information proposed by Kamio (1979); 

the other is the notion of pragmatic judgment proposed by 

Givon (1982). Examining the applicability of these notions 

in the uses of sentence particles in ths particular dis-

course context, Oishi (1985) cla~ns that sentence particles 

are not merely means of identifying the correspondence 

between a formal distinction (i.e., sentence form) and a 

functional distinction (i.e., territorial distinction), but 

rather they are means of moving the conversation ahead. 

In his interview, Oishi (1985) finds that one parti-

cipant, namely Ue, is consistently concerned with how to 

manipulate the advancement of the conversation toward his 

goals. This is the pOint where, Oishi (1985) claims, sen

tence particles are crucially relevant. The following 
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portion of the conversation, which Oishi (1985) inves

tigates, presents Ue's utterances. 3 

(108) 

Ue(2): Boku-wa anoo hari-de ichiban ••• imamade 

Ue(4): 

I-P amm acup.-among most till now 

yon-da-naka-de ichiban sugoina-to 
read-PST among-p most wonderful-P 

omot-ta hito-wa Manaka Yoshio-san. 
wonderful-P person-P Manaka Yoshio-Mr. 

Ano-hito-no-kaku-mono-wa ii-desu-~. 
that-person-P-write-thing-p good-POL-FP 

'I thought that the greatest writer (on the 
subject of acupuncture) that I have ever 
read is Mr. Yoshio Manaka. I think his work 
is good, isn't it?' 

Sore-to ••••• nihon-de ano ••• tooyoo
besides ••••• Japan-in amm .•. Orient-

igaku-o saguru-tte-iu hon-ga de-te-
medicine-P search-P-say book-P come out-GER 

n-desu-net ••••••..• 
P-POL-FP ••••• 

'Besides, a book has appeared in Japan, 
called In Search of Eastern Medicine .••••• ' 

3Some portions of Ue's utterances in each turn are 
omitted. Transcription of data in Oishi's work is presented 
as is. Abbreviations used in his work are as follows: 

FP: final particle 
P: other particle 

POL: polite 
PST: past 
GER: gerundive 
PSV: passive 
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Ue(6): •••• anoo Manaka-san-te-no-wa miryoku 
••••• ehm Manaka-Ms.-P-person-P attraction 

aru-to-omoi-masu-ng! •••••••••••••••• 
exist-p-think-POL-FP ••••••••••••••• 

' ••• ehm ••• Mr. Manaka •••• I think }~. Manaka 

is fascinating ••••••••••••.•••• ' 

Ue(8): Hon yomu-to hontooni skeeru-no ookisa-ni 
book read-if really scale-P large-P 

a'ttoo-sare-masu-kedo-he?e. 
overwhelm-PSV-POL-but-FP 

'When I read those books, I am overwhelmed 
by their scope, though.' 

Several points which seem to be relevant to Oishi's (1985) 

argument regarding the construction of the conversation need 

to be presented here. As mentioned in Chapter I, Ue is a 

college professor in comparative religion and has studied 

theoretical acupuncture. The other participant, Aki, is a 

licensed acupuncturist. Their conversation was about acu-

puncture in Japan. Ue mentioned in the interview that he 

wanted to know more about practical acupuncture from Aki and 

hear from his experience in his field in relation to what 

Manaka wrote in the book. Through his conversation with 

Aki, Ue was concerned with Aki's tendency to show off his 

knowledge, which he had discovered in the previous stage 

(i.e., before his turn (2) in (108». In contrast, Aki felt 

somehow inferior because of the difference in the background 

between himself and Ue. 
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Concerning the advancement of the conversation, on the 

basis of his interview with Ue, Oishi (1985) regards each of 

Ue's turns in (108) above as introduction, advancement, 

reintroduction, and withdrawal in sequence, which he charac-

terizes as "topic stage." Oishi (1985) argues that one 

topic stage advances to another through switches in the 

speaker's choice of sentence particles. His arguments are 

summarized as shown in the Figure 2.4 

topic stage 
advancement 

Ue(2) 
~ 

~: speaker & hearer's (introduction) 

1 
territory 

1 
Ue(4) net :: speaker's territory (advancement) 

I 
<mild version> 

1 v 
Ue( 6) ne.J-: speaker's territory (reintroduction) 

1 
<strong version> 1 ~ 

Ue(8) ~: speaker & hearer's (withdrawal) 
territory 

Figure 2. Topic Stage Advancement. Source: Oishi, 
1985, p. 170. 

4This is simplified for the sake of convenience to pre
sent a portion of Oishi's summary, which is relevant to this 
examination of his work. 
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Oishi's (1985) observation on Ue's choice of a 

particular sentence particle in his each turn is now 

examined. First, in Ue's (2), introduction of Manaka's 

work, he chose ~. Oishi (1985) points out that Ue took 

into consideration the following points: (i) not to let Aki 

have the impression that Ue assumed he had no knowledge 

about Manaka's work and other related area; and (ii) to get 

Aki ready to listen to Ue's topic, because he wanted to talk 

about positive aspects of acupuncture in relation to 

Manaka's work. The following sequence of Oishi's (1985, p. 

159) questions and Ue's answers has a relevance to the first 

point: 

Q: Did you think that Aki had also read it 
(Manaka's work)? 

Ue: He mayor may not have read it. I felt 
either case was possible. 

Q: Did you think that, if he had read it, you 
know Manaka's work better than Aki? 

Ue: I thought he might know as much as I did. 

Based on this question and answer, Oishi (1985, p. 159) 

states: 

It is clear that the speaker, Ue, had no idea about 
whom the infor.mation belonged to. Even so, Ue chose 
ile?e, which according to him, he would use when he 
assesses the hearer also has knowledge. This indi
cates that territorial distinction is not solely 
based on a speaker's assessment about "belongingness." 

~ In the int.erview, Ue explained the reason he chose ngg was 

to take care of two possibilities; one is the possibility 

that Aki had read Manaka'S work, and the other is the pos

sibility that Aki had not read it. He could have chosen ~ 
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because of the second possibility. However, according to 

Ue, he did not chose YQ because he wanted to avoid letting 

Aki have the impression that he assumed that Aki had no 

knowledge about Manaka's work. Ue gave more a further 

explanation about his choice of ~: 

I thought with ~ I could show him I was feeling 
something like, "I am assuming that you surely find 
the work good as well, and thus we are sharing this 
basic feeling about it. So how about talking about 
our favorite topic?" In other words, on one hand I 
wanted to emphasize that we were sharing the same 
evaluation of the work, and on the other, wanted to 
pick up the topic as our topic, rather that my topic. 
That is, if the topic were ours, I thought he might 
not feel I was taking the initiative. (po 106) 

Next, in Ue(4), where Ue is getting into the topic 

about the specific book of Manaka, he chooses net. He men

tioned that he did not assume that Aki knew this particular 

book, although he thought that there was a slight ~ossibil

ity that Aki might have known it. Ue gave several reasons 

why he chose net over YQ; both correspond to the speaker's 

territory according to Oishi (1985). He wanted to avoid a 

chance to touch off Aki's tendency to show off. Also he 

wanted to enter the details that Manaka wrote about without 

being interrupted. He worried about losing the momentum to 

fur.ther talk about the book if he had chose ne?e as in Ue(2). 

Oishi's (1985) interview with Aki revealed an interest

ing discrepancy between what Ue thought and what Aki actual

ly had in mind. After Ue introduced the topic concerning 

Manaka's work, Aki was very anxious to get out of the topic 
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because he did not know much about Manaka's work. Aki's 

nice response to Ue encouraged Ue to continue talking about 

Manaka's work. But Aki mentioned that he showed that he was 

simply following what Ue was saying, but that his mind was 

occupie~ to find out a way of getting out of the topic. 

After his second turn (i.e., Ue(4», he was momentarily 

interrupted by Aki, who offered him a cigarette. Then, Ue 

tries to reintroduce the topic in his third turn (i.e., 

Ue(6». In Ue(6), he chose net. Based on his interview 

with Ue regarding Ue's choice of ne~, Oishi (1985) states: 

In reintroducing the topic Ue chose ne~ to enable him 
to talk about the topic in his own way. He felt he 
didn't have to deal with the topic as their common 
topic any more by making the statement in speaker and 
hearer's territory with ~. He made it in speaker's 
territory. (p. 167) 

Finally, in Ue(8), Ue ends his utterance with ~ , 

again. Between Ue(6) and Ue(8), there was a substantially 

long stretch of talk by Aki, during which Ue recognized that 

Aki was contradicting what Ue had said. He explains in the 

interview: 

I didn't have any intention to continue my topic. 
I was sort of summing up his long utterance by 
implying I assumed he was right. Thus, by showing 
a basic agreement to him with ~, I was finishing up 
my topic because I was indicating that I was no longer 
keeping the position where I could continue to talk 
about the good things about acupuncture, in relation 
to Manaka. (p. 126) 

Based on Ue's explanation, Oishi (1985) states: 
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In withdrawing the topic, the speaker utilized ~ as 
speaker and hearer's territory to show his agreement 
with the hearer to indicate that the speaker had lost 
ground for his topic. This appears to be the end of 
Ue's topic. (p. 169) 

Oishi's (1985) substantially detailed observation through 

the interview with the two participants of the conversation 

led him to conclude the discourse functions of sentence par

ticles, as stated below: 

1. Final particles, based on their territorial 
distinctions, function as the means of topic 
stage advancement. 

Under constraints from behind the current stage 
of conversation as well as from ahead of the 
stage, a speaker determines to which constraint 
to give priority and thus which final particle to 
choose based on his or her observation of a 
hearer's preceding reaction, thereby leading one 
topic stage to another through the final particle 
choice. 

2. Final particles, based on their territorial 
distinctions, function as the means with which 
a speaker moves the focus of conversation toward a 
territory he or sh£ chooses. (p. 196). 

In the following section, Oishi's (1985) argument on 

the notion of the spea~:er' s terri tory of information pro-

posed by Ramie (1979) and his characterization of the dis-

course functions of sentence particles will be discussed. 

Then an alternative analysis utilizing the cost/benefit 

concept will be present-ed. 

In Ramio's (1979) work, it was shown that the use of 

sentence particles is based on the speaker's assessment of 

whom a given piece of information belongs to or whom a given 
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piece of information is close to. On the other hand, as 

seen in Oishi's (1985) earlier statement, he argued that the 

territorial distinction is not solely based on the speaker's 

assessment about "belongingness." For instance, when Ue 

mentioned Manaka's book, he was not sure whether Aki had or 

had not read that book. This means that the speaker (i.e., 

Ue) could not determine whether the information is located 

in the hearer's territory or in the speaker's territory. 

Contrary to his uncertainty, Ue chose ~, which implies 

that both Ue and Aki know the book. Likewise, Ue's choice 

of net and ngJ in Ue(4) and Ue(6) presents a conflict. Both 

net and ne~ indicate the speaker's territory according to 

Oishi (1985), yet Ue mentioned that he was not completely 

sure that Aki might have known about or read the book men

tioned in their conversation. As for Ue's choice of ~ 

again in his turn Ue(8), contrary to Oishi's assumption that 

Ue came to assume that Aki had read Manaka's books because 

of the use of ~, Ue mentioned that he vaguely came to 

think that Aki might not have read them. Such contradic-

tions between the speaker's presumption about the hearer and 

what these sentence particles indicate in terms of their 

territorial distinctions support Oishi's (1985) counter

argument to Kamio's (1979) speaker's assessment about 

belongingness. 
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Oishi's (1985) claim can be further supported by the 

following examples: 

(109) Yamada-no-nibanme-no-sakuhin-wa 
Yamada-Gen-second-Gen work-Top 

kakusinteki 
innovative 

desi-ta ~. 
be-past SP 

tokuni 
particularly 

'Particularly Yamada's second film was 
innovative, wasn't it.' 

Suppose the speaker and his interlocutors as well are in the 

field of a film critic, and they are supposed to be well 

versed in Yamada's film production. When both the speaker 

and the hearer know about such evaluation of Yamada's second 

film, ~ as in (109) would be used as easily expected. 
~ However, ~ could be deliberately chosen even though the 

speaker knows for sure that the hearer is not aware of such 

evaluation concerning Yamada's second film. In other words, 

the location of the information is the speaker's territory. 

It is neither the hearer's territory nor the speaker and 

hearer's territory. The contradiction between the former 

situati1)IlL and the latter ceases when the speaker's certain 
~ intentions behind his choice of ~ are taken into consider-

ation. One possibility is that the speaker intends to save 

his hearer's face in front of a third party. In spite of 

the fact that the speaker knows that the hearer is not 

familiar with Yamada's second film, he treats the hearer as 
~ 

if he knew that the film was innovative by using nee. 

Therefore, the hearer could save his face in front of the 
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third party, who would expect that the hearer should know 

about the film. Another possibility is that the speaker 

intends to make the hearer lose his face. That is to say, 

the speaker attempts to disclose the fact that the hearer is 

not familiar with the film in front of the third party. 

Since all three expected each other to be well versed to 

Yamada's film, not knowing the film would make the hearer 

lose his face. 

It must be noted that there are two implications 

derived from the discussion above. First, even if it is 

that sentence particles indeed indicate the territory of 

information, the criteria to determine the territorial dis

tinction in Kamio's (1979) theory remains unclear. More

over, what the conflict between an actual territory and a 

territory which a sentence particle indicates implies 

requires an adequate explanation. Second, what does such 

conflict mean to the speaker in a strategic sense? 

In relation to the second point, Oishi (1985) claims 

that the speaker manipulates territorial distinction by 

choosing a particular sentence particle at a particular 

moment so that he or she can advance the conversation in a 

way that he or she wishes. As seen in his statement ear

lier, he concludes that sentence particles are the means to 

make topic stage advancement and to move the focus of con

versation toward a territory he or she chooses. However, 
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Oishi's (1985) regarding sentence particles as the means to 

move the focus of conversation toward a territory he or she 

chooses is quite misleading. It is not sentence particles 

that move the focus of conversation toward a territory he or 

she chooses. The focus move is the result of choosing a 

particular particle because sentence particles themselves 

indicate the territory, regardless of where information 

actually belongs to. 

Although Oishi (1985) analyzes how the speaker manipu

lates the use of sentence particles in order to advance 

conversation toward his or her goals, what is not explored 

in his work is a principle which controls the speaker's 

choices of sentence particles. If the cost/benefit concept 

is applied to this particular phenomenon, what triggers the 

sentence particle choice can be identified simply. 

Ue's goal in this particular conversation with Aki is 

to obtain practical information of acupuncture. Ue is 

consistently concerned with how he advances from one topic 

stage to another in order to meet this goal. His choice of 

sentence particle is reflective of this concern. By choos

ing a particular sentence particle at a particular time, Ue 

makes the situation more favorable to himself so that he can 

lead the conversation in a way that he wishes. As Oishi 

(1985) points out on the basis of the interview with Ue, Ue 
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takes multiple constraints into consideration to determine 

which sentence particle should be used in his each turn. 

What this suggests is that the speaker constantly 

weighs his assessment regarding what is beneficial and what 

is non-beneficial for him to do under the each circumstance 

in order to succeed at his goal. In this sense, then, the 

speaker's assessment of cost and benefit plays a significant 

role in his decision of the use of sentence particles. Ue's 

choices of sentence particles is now reexamined. 

Ue gave several explanations for his choosing a par

ticular sentence particle over other possible choices in the 

interview. For instance, in Ue(2), he explained the reason 

for not using ~ was to take care of the following things: 

(a) not sounding as if he were showing off his knowledge and 

starting to compete with Aki; (b) not making Aki think Ue 

was not a layman in acupuncture; and (c) not making Aki wary 

and reluctant to Ue's entering his topic (p. 162). If he 

fail,~d in not letting these things happen, he might not be 

able to advance the conversation in a way that he wishes. 

In other words, the choice of ~ may trigger a situation 

unfavorable to himself, which means a cost to him. Aki 

might feel that he does not want to talk about the positive 

aspects of acupuncture in relation to Manaka's work. But 

this is the topic which Ue wants to discuss. Therefore, he 

chooses ~ instead. In using ~, Ue can make it as if Aki 
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knew Manaka's work and Aki had the same evaluation about the 

book as his, and consequently he can bring about sharedness. 

It is because the use of ~ signifies that the speaker 

identifies his point of view with the hearer's, as shown in 

Chapter III. Ue may then succeed in advancing the conversa

tion in a way he wishes. Choosing ~ in this particular 

moment is evidently triggered by Ue's assessment of benefit 

on the part of himself. 

With respect to nef in Ue(4), Ue explained that the 

reason he chose this particle is that he did not want to 

lose the momentum to get into the topic on Manaka's specific 

book so that he might be able to hear some information about 

the practice of acupuncture from Aki in relation to the 

book. If he had made another choice, he might have lost the 

momentum. Again, Ue made his assessment with regard to what 

would be a cost and what would be a benefit. Needless to 

say, he chose nef for the sake of his own benefit. Like

wise, Ue's choice of a particular sentence particle in Ue(6) 

and Ue(8) is based on his assessment regarding what is bene

ficial for him to do. 

While analyzing the use of sentence particles on the 

basis of the territorial distinction (or th~ manipulation of 

the territorial distinction) as in Oishi's (1985) work and 

Kamio's (1986) as well remains questionable, particularly 

since how to determine the territorial distinction is not 
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concept may offer a more satisfactory expl&nation. 
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CHAPTER VI 

APPLICATION 

In this chapter, the use of desyoo/daroo (polite pre

sumptive mood/plain presumptive mood, in Nakau's (1973) 

terminology) and the use of the anaphoric demonstratives 

22nQ and anQ will be discussed. Kamio's (1986) treatment of 

desyoo/daroo and the basis of Kuno's (1973) argument con-

cerning 22nQ and anQ will be reviewed briefly. Countar

examples against Kamio's treatment and Kuno's generalization 

will be presented. The cost/benefit approach will then be 

shown to apply successfully to the explication of the use of 

these elements, which reveals interesting dynamics of inter-

action between the speaker and the hearer. 

Desyoo/Daroo 

As seen in Chapter V, desyoo/daroo, in Kamio's (1986) 

work, is regarded as an element which constitutes the in-

direct form. Recall that the indirect form marks the 

absence of information in the speaker's territory. 

(110) Zyuu-nen saki-wa kono mati-mo kawar-u desyoo. 
10-year ahead-Top this town-also change-Pres. 

'This town will be changed 10 years from now, I 
suppose.' 
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(111) Yamada-san, konsyuu-wa isogasi-i desyoo. 
Yamada-Mr. this week-Top busy-pres. 

'Mr. Yamada, you are busy this week, aren't you?' 

Information exp~essed in the indirect form in (110) and 

(111) is inference-based information. The speaker of (110) 

makes a presumption about the future of the town. The 

speaker of (111) confirms his presumption that the hearer is 

busy this week. The examples seem indeed to substantiate 

Kamio's (1986) claim. However, the following examples cast 

some doubt on Kamio's (1986) generalization. 

(112) Watasi, sodat-ta no-ga Hiroshima desyoo. 
I grow up-past one-Nom Hiroshima 

Dakara, tokidoki Hirosimaben-ga 
therefore sometimes Hiroshima dialect-Nom 

de-mas-u ~. 
come out-POL-pres. SP 

'I grew up in Hiroshima (Lit. The place where I 
grew up is Hiroshima); you know. So I someti~es 
use Hiroshima dialect (Lit. Hiroshima dialect 
comes out sometimes).' 

Information expressed in the first utterance with desyoo is 

about the speaker's personal information. It therefore 

naturally falls into the speaker's territory, contrary to 

Kamio's (1986) generalization. 

(113) A: Has ami doko? 
scissors where 

'Where are the scissors?' 

B: Me-no-mae-ni ar-u daroo. 
eye Gen front-at exist-pres. 

'They are right in front of you.' 
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Since Speaker B knows where the scissors are, which Speaker 

A is looking for, information is supposed to be in B's (i.e, 

the speaker's) territory. Besides the point regarding a 

location of territory, notice that information conveyed with 

desyoo/daroo in (112) and (113) is not seemingly inference

based inforll.ation, such as the cases observed in (110) and 

(111). 

As is evident from the foregoing, desyoo/daroo cannot 

be generalized s~ply by territorial distinction. It can be 

assumed, however, that since the nature of desyoo/daroo is 

s~ilar to that of sentence particles, the significance of 

the use of desyoo/daroo should be identifiable. That is to 

say, the ~peaker's assessment of cost and/or benefit also 

lies behind the use of this modality element. Consider the 

example in (114): 

(114) Anata-kara itadai-ta e soko-ni kakete
you-from receive-past picture there-at hang 

mi-ta n da kedo, 
see-past but 

i-i desyoo. 
nice-pres. 

'I hung the picture you gave to me there. It 
looks nice, doesn't it? (Lit. It is nice, isn't 
it?) 

The context for (114) is as follows: The speaker and the 

hearer are looking at a picture in the speaker's house. The 

picture was painted by the hearer and given to the speaker. 

Compare (114) to (115) in the same context. 



(115) Anata-kara itadai-ta e soko-ni kakete
you-from receive-past picture there-at hang 

mi-ta n da kedo, 
see-past but 

i-i desu ~. 
nice-pres.POL SF 

, I hung the picture you gav'e to me there. It 
looks nice. (Lit. It is nice.)' 
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What the speaker says in (115) is favorcwle to the hearer. 

Therefore, the hearer will most likely l:'espond as in (116). 

(116) Kiniitte-itadaite kooei des-\1.. 
be pleased-receive honor be-pres. 

, I am glad that you like (the pic·cure).' 

In (114), on the other hand, what the speaker f"ays gives an 

unfavorable impression on the part of tlh':! heE:rer. With 

regard to the form of utterance, (114) ends with desyoo and 

(115) ends with ng. Why then is (114) unfavorable to the 

hearer while (115) is favorable to the hearer? There are 

two interesting aspects which should be taken into account. 

Notice that the picture was painted by the hearer, but 

it belongs to the speaker, si,::-:'~ it was given to her. What 

must be noted, however, is that there is a differenC(~ in the 

speaker's attitude toward the pictu:",:,~,. In (114): tirle 

speaker is showing off the picture as "hers" to the hearer. 

There is no concern expressed of the fact that the hearer is 

the painter of the picture. In other words, the speaker 

disregards the relevance of the hearer to the picture. In 

(115), on the other hand, the speaker talks about the pic-

ture as the "hearer's," although it belongs to her, and she 
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expresses her ~pression of the picture that the hearer 

painted. Furthermore, there is an indication of a sense of 

appreciation of the hearer's work in the speaker's utter

ance. 

Besides the difference in the speaker's attitude 

observed above, there seems be another difference in terms 

of the speaker's focus of attention in (114) and (115). In 

(114), it is not only on "her" picture, but also on what she 

did. The speaker thinks that she chose a good place to hang 

the picture and the picture looks nice because of the place 

she chose. She also sounds as if she is showing off through 

her choice of a place to hang the picture and asking for 

recognition of her taste. In (115), on the other hand, the 

focus of attention is on the "hearer's" picture. In other 

words, the speaker's focus of attention is on something in 

her side in (114), but on something in the hearer's side in 

(115). It is assumed that such difference triggers the dif

ference in the forms of (114) and (115). 

What the speaker is doing in (114) is certainly not 

favorable to the hearer, particularly since the hearer 

painted the picture for the speaker. Comparing (114) and 

(115) clearly demonstrates that the use of desyoo(/daroo) in 

a particular situation incurs a cost (i.e., something unde

sirable) on the part of the hearer. 
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It is assumed that the use of desyoo/daroo has to do 

with the locus of the speaker's focus of attention. This 

assumption can be supported fuxther by the following exam

ples: 

(117) 

(118) 

(119) 

Watasi-no-tukur-u pai 
I-Gen-make-pres. pie 

oisi-i desyoo. 
delicious-pres. 

'A pie I make is delicious, isn't it. '" 

Ore-no-kurmna 
I-Gen-car 

sugo-i daroo. 
fantastic-pres. 

'My car is fantastic, isn't it.' 

Yasumi-wa yooroppa-e ik-u no yo. 
vacation-Top Europe-to go-pres.SP 

I-i desyoo. 
good-pres. 

'I am going to Europe for vacation. It's great, 
isn't it.' 

(120) Musuko-ga kurasu-de ichiben-ni nat-ta n da. 
son-Nom class-in top-to become-past 

Aitu nakana yar-u daroo. 
he quite do-pres. 

'My son is now the top of the class (Lh:;. My son 
became the top ••• ). He is doing pr~tty good, you 
know. ' 

In (117) through (120), ~tna speaker boasts of what he/she 

has, what he/she does, and what his/her family lli9mber does. 

In (117) through (120), the speaker also excites envy in the 

hearer. It is quite obvious that the speaker's focus of 

attention is on something in his side. 

A pair of examples, previously given in (104) and (105) 

in Chapter V, are now presented: 



(121) a. Kono hana kirei desvoo. 
this flower pretty 

'Isn~t this flower pretty?/This flower is 
pretty, isn't it?' 

b. Kono hana kirei nef. 
this flcwer pretty SP 

'This flower is pretty, {isn't it.)' 
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It was mentioned earlier that the speaker is talking about 

his/her flower in (121a), but, in (121b), th~ speaker is 

talking about the hearer's flower. Under the same context, 

desvoo cannot be used in referring to the hearer's flower 

and ng cannot be used in referring to the speaker's flower. 

Notice that the speaker is showing off his/her pretty flower 

to the hearer in (121a), like the cases observed above. 

Thus, the speaker's focus of attention is placed naturally 

on his/her own flower. By assuming that desvoo/daroo indi

cates that the speaker's focus of attention is in his side, 

why desyoo cannot be used in referring to the hearer's 

flower can be explained naturally. 

In (121b), the speaker is complimenting the hearer's 

flower. Obviously, the speaker's focus of attention is on 

the hearer's flower. Since ~ signifies that the speaker 

identifies his point-of-view with the hearer's or identifies 

himself with the hearer's state of mind, ~ cannot be used 

when the speaker talks about his/her own flower because 

there is conflict between the location of his/her focus of 

attention and what nef signifies. 



The discussion in this section intended to suggest a 

new angle on the problem of the use of desyoo/daroo. 

Sono and Ano 
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Japanese has three se' .es of demonstratives i ko-, §Q-, 

and g-i they are morphologically realized as kore (t~is,) 

kono (of this), koko (here), ~ (that), 2QnQ (of that), 

soko (there), ~ (that one over there), EnQ (of that one 

over there), asoko (over there), and so on. There have been 

numerous studies of demonstratives (e.g., Hinds, 1973; 

Kitagawa, 1979; Kuno, 1973; Kuroda, 1979). The discussion 

here is by no means intended to be comprehensive, but the 

relevance of the cost/benefit concept to the use of demon

stratives should be recognized, and a possible direction of 

inquiry is suggested. Of concern are the anaphoric demon

stratives, §QDQ and ~, relying heavily on Kitagawa's 

(1979) treatment of demonstratives. Kitagawa's observations 

question the adequacy of Kuno's (1973) characterization of 

anaphoric §QDQ and EnQ. 

Kuno's Arguments 

Claiming that "when they are used anaphorically, the 

.§.Q-series and g-series lose their original meaning" (p. 

288), Kuno (1973) presents the following characterization of 

the anaphoric use of demonstratives: 
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The §Q-series is used fer referring to something that 
is not known personally to either the speaker or the 
hearer or has not been a shared experience between 
them. • • • The A-series is used for referring to 
something (at a distance either in time or space) that 
the speaker knows both he and the hearer know person
ally or have shared experience in. (p. 290) 

The original meaning of §Q-series and A-series as non-

anaphoric demonstratives are stated as follows: 

The §Q-series is used for indicating something closer 
tc the heare~ than to the speaker. (p. 282) 

The A-series is used for referring to something at a 
distance from both the speaker and the hearer. (p. 
282) 

Kuno's (1973) characterization of the anaphoric use of 

demonstratives seems to work in the following examples: 

(122) A: Sakki Yamada tte i-u hito-ga kite, 
a while ago Yamada say-pres.person-Nom come 

§QnQ(*BnQ) hito, anata-no-koto 
person you-Gen-thing, 

i-ta wayo. 
ing-past SP 

kiite
ask-

'A while ago, a man by the name of Yamada 
came and he was asking about you.' 

B: §QnQ(*Ano) hito, donna hi to dat-ta. 
person what kind person be-past 

'What was he like?' 

In (122), A's choice of §QnQ is reflective of her assumption 

that B does not know the man. B responds with §2nQ because 

she has no idea who the man would be. 



(123) A: Sengetu Tanaka-sensei-ni at-ta keko, 
last month Tanaka-prof.-Dat meet-past but 

snQ(*2QnQ) sensei 
prof. 

kono sungatu-ni 
this March-in 

taisyoku sare-ta n desu tte. 
retirement do-p2st I hear 
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'I met Prof. Tanaka last month. He said that 
he retired this March (Lit. He retired this 
March, I hear.).' 

B: Ano(*2QnQ) sensei zuibun kibisikat-ta wane. 
prof. very strict-past SP 

'He was very strict, wasn't he.' 

In (123), on the other hand, both A and B know professor 

Tanaka because he was their professor in college. Accord

ingly, both A and B use EnQ. The inappropriateness of ana 

in (122) and 2QDQ in (123) are accounted for by Kuno's 

(1973~ characterization. 

Consider next the example in (124): 

( 124) A: Are motteki-ta yo. 
bring-past SP 

'I brought th'lt.' 

B: Aa, ~1 Ari\latoo. 
oh thank you 

'Oh, that. Thank you.' 

The referent. is not explicit in A's utterance. The use of 

~, however, is reflective of A's assumption that both A 

and B understand the reference. Several days before this 

conversation takes place, B asked A to bring the book. When 

A brought the book B requested, he mentioned to Busing are 
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to refer to the book because he strongly assumed that B knew 

what ~ refers to. As shown in (122) through (124), it 

seems that familiarity/knowledge and experience are crucial 

factors controlling the use of §2nQ and gnQ, as Kuno (1973) 

claims. That is, unless knowledge and/or experience are 

mutual to the speaker and the hearer, ~ cannot be used. 

Kitagawa's Arguments 

Refuting Kuno's (1973) generalization, Kitagawa (1979) 

proposes to regard the uses of §2nQ and gnQ as an extension 

of the uses of their non-anaphoric counterparts. A counter-

example to Kuno's characterization of ~-series occurs when 

£mQ is used in the situation where the notion of "mutual 

knowledge and experience" does not seem to be hold. 

Kitagawa (1979) presents the following examples: 

(125) A: Sumisu to yu-u hito-o sitte-i-mas-u ka. 
Smith say-pres. man-Ace know-be-POL-pres.Q 

Boku-wa namae-o ima tyotto kii-ta dake de 
I-Top name-Ace now just hear-past only and 

nanimo sira-na-i no desu gao 
nothing know-not-pres. but 

'Do you know a man named Smith? I have just 
heard the name, and know nothing about him.' 

B: Aa, .5mQ.(.2QnQ) hito-wa tondemonai hito 
ah man-Top no-good man 

des-u yo. 
be-pres. SP 

'Ab, he is a bad sort!' 
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The way A phrases his statement makes it hardly imaginable 

that B assumes that they both personally know the man by the 

name of Smith. Nevertheless, the use of SDQ in B's 

utterance is perfectly acceptable. 

Likewise, the following examples also indicate that the 

notion of mutual knowledge and experience does not apply to 

the use of !mQ:: 

(126) A: Kinoo uti-no-mise-ni amerikazin-no 
yesterday my-Gen-store-to American-Gen 

kyaku-ga ki-ta n da kedo, gnQ(§QnQ) hito-no 
customer-Nom come-past but man-Gen 

nihongo-wa sugokat-ta wa. 
Japanese-Top wonderful-past Sp 

'An american came to my store yesterday. His 
Japanese was very good.' 

B: Hee, §QnQ(*EnQ) hito-no~hihongo sonnani 
humm man-Gen-Japanese such 

sugokat-ta no. 
wonderful-past 

'Hummm, his Japanese was that good?' 

A knows that B does not know the American who came to her 

store because B was not there. And, as one might expect, B 

responds with §QnQ. The unacceptability of gnQ in B's 

utterance indicates that B does not know the referent. Yet, 

similar to the case in (125), the use of gnQ in A's utter

ance is perfectly acceptable. 



(127) Tabisaki-de at-ta hito nan da kedo, SDQ hito, 
trip-in meet-past man but man 

doo site-i-ru kasira. 
how do-ing-pres. I wonder 

'I met a man on my trip. I wonder how he is 
doing.' 
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The referent in (127) is the man whom the speaker met on his 

trip. Thus, the referent is not known to the hearer. There 

is no involvement of mutual knowledge and experience. 

With respect to the use of 2QnQ, Kitagawa (1979) gives 

the following example, which raises a problem for Kuno's 

(1973) generalization to be substantiated. Between the two 

housewives, one starts with the following comment: 

(128) A: Sendatte otaku-no-gosyuzin-no-buka-no-kata 
while-ago you-Gen-husband-Gen-subordinate 

de otaku-de sanzan yoppartte 
being your house-at exceedingly drunk 

okomori ni nat-ta kata-ga irassyai-masi-ta 
trouble become-past man-Nom be-POL-past 

wane. 
SP 

'You remember one of your husband's 
subordinates, the one who got stone drunk the 
other day at your house and caused you a lot 
of problems?' 

This statement by A develops in the following way: 

(129) A: Ano(?Sono) kata-ga mata otaku-ni 
man-Nom again your house-at 

irassyatte-i-ru yoo yo. 
come-be-pres. seem SP 

'It seems that that man is at your house 
again.' 



B: Hontoo!? 
really 

Sorede §QDQ(?BnQ) hito itu-goro 
and-then man when about 

yatteki-masi-ta no. 
come-POL-past 

'Really!? And when did he come?' 
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The appropriateness of snQ in A's utterance in (129) indi

cates that both A and B know the referent personally. Quite 

contrary to what one would expect, B responds to A with §QDQ 

which is supposed to be used for referring to someone who is 

not known to either the speaker or the hearer, according to 

Kuno's (1973) generalization. 

Kitagawa (1979) gives an account for the uses of EnQ as 

in (125), claiming that the anaphoric use of g-series share 

essentially the same characteristics with its non-anaphoric 

counterpart. With regard to B's use of snQ in (125), 

Kitagawa (1979) explains, "B, in using ~ here, conceives 

the locus of the referent to be away from the speaker-hearer 

sphere" (p. 239). It seems that the same interpretation 

holds in (126) and (127). With respect to the anophoric 

§QnQ, Kitagawa (1979) claims that the basic function of ana

phoric EQnQ is to put the identity locus of the referent in 

the hearer's sphere, or, at least, away from the speaker's. 

Given this, the use of §2nQ in B's utterance in (129) can be 

accounted for. Kitagawa's (1979) account gives a more sat

isfactory explanation for anaphoric demonstratives. 



Cost and Benefit in the 
Uses of Sono and Ano 

In the preceding subsections, the characteristics of 
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anaphoric demonstratives were examined. What is of concern 

here is the speaker's manipulation of the uses of §QnQ and 

gnQ, which is left untouched in both Kuno's (1973) and 

Kitagawa's (1979) analyses. Why does the speaker choose 

2QBQ over snQ, or vice verse, in a particular communicative 

situation? It is assumed that the speaker's manipulation of 

the use of EQnQ and snQ has to do with his concern about how 

the hearer may feel about the relation between him (i.e, the 

speaker) and the referent. The speaker may want the hearer 

not to think that he has a close relationship with the 

referent. Or the speaker may want to indicate to the hearer 

that he has a close relationship with the referent, or that 

his relation with the referent is closer than the hearer's. 

The f(.(otive behind the speaker's state of mind can be most 

effectively measured by cost and benefit. In the following, 

how the speaker's assessment of cost and/or benefit in a 

given communicative situation and how it controls his choice 

of anaphoric demonstratives will be shown. 

Kitagawa (1979) made an insightful observation of the 

example given in (128) and (129). (129) is repeated below, 

for the sake of convenience: 



(130) 
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A: Ano(?Sono) kata-ga mata otaku-ni 
man-Nom again your house-at 

B: 

irassyatte-i-ru yoo yo. 
come-be-pres. seem SP 

'It seems that that man is at your house 
again. ' 

Hontool? 
really 

Sorede £QnQ(?snQ) hi to itu-goro 
a,nd-then man when about 

yatteki-masi-ta no. 
come-POL-past 

'Reallyl? And when did he come?' 

Despite the fact that mutual acquaintanceship is involved, B 

responds with ggnQ. The referent is one of B's husband's 

subordinates. He got drunk and caused B a lot of trouble at 

her house the other day. A mentions to B that he is at B's 

house again. According to Kitagawa (1979), if Buses EnQ 

instead, she would run the risk of identifying herself too 

closely with this man. With respect to B's use of §QDQ, 

Kitagawa (1979) explains: "The use of §QDQ, on the other 

hand, has the effect of throwing back the issue [concerning 

the referent] to A; it is as though B is saying to A: 'the 

person you are concerned about • 

jus't mentioned ••• '" (p. 236). 

, or 'the person you 

An interesting point which should be considered emerges 

from Kitagawa's (1979) observation. Why does B avoid iden

tifying herself too closely with the referent? Considering 

the circumstance mentioned above, B seems to be concerned 

about how A thinks about the relationship between B (or B 
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and her husband) and the referent, particularly since he is 

an undesirable drunkard. B most likely does not want to let 

A have the impression that B (and her husband as well) 

closely associate with the referent. Letting A have such an 

impression, which may happen in choosing ~, implies cost 

to B. Therefore, using §2nQ is beneficial for B, since §2nQ 

in (130) implies, at least, that B does not associate 

closely with the referent. 

Compare the case in (131) to (130), just observed: 

(131) A: Senzitu otaku-de oaisi-ta goshuzin
other day your house-at meet-past husband 

no-buka no Yamamoto-san, totemo kanzi-ga 
Gen-subordinate Mr. very impression-Nom 

i.i kata, 
good man 

ru wayo. 
pres.SP 

EnQ kata ima otaku-ni miete
man now your house-at show up 

'Mr. Yamamoto, your husband's subordinate, 
whom I met at your house the other day-that 

nice man-he is at your house now.' 

B: Soo. Ano(*sono) hito nanzi goro ki-masi-ta.' 
so man what time about come-POL-past 

'Is that so? Around what t~ne did he come?' 

Unlike the case in (130), B does not have to worry abont how 

A thinks about B's association with the referent, particu-

larly since A seems to have a positive impression about the 

referent. There is no risk of feeling embarrassed by the 

fact that A knows B's association with the referent. As one 
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might expect, B does not use .2Q!!Q.. And the use of §2!!Q is 

inappropriate as shown in (131). Comparing the choice of 

EQnQ in (130) with the choice of snQ in (131) suggests that 

the speaker's assessment of cost and benefit on the part of 

himself plays an important role for the choices of these 

anaphoric demonstratives. 

The example in (132) below further supports these 

assumptions: 

(132) A: Ishida kensetu-no-Hashimoto-san 
construction-Gen Mr. 

'Mr. Hashimoto from Ishida construction 
Co., , 

B: Aa, Ano hito. Sono hito-ga nani ka. 
man-Nom what Q 

A: 

ah man 

'Ah, him. What about him?' 

Ano hito no koto-ga 
man Gen thing-Nom 

dete-masi-ta yo. 
appear-POL-past SP 

kyoo-no-sinbun-ni 
today-Gen-newspaper-in 

Rei-no-oshoku-ziken-ni 
that-Gen-bribery case-in 

kankei site-i-ru rasii. 
relation do-be-pres.seem 

Uti-no-kaisy 
we-Gen-company-in 

mo kankei site-i-ru ningen-ga 
also relation do-be-pres. people-Nom 

i-ru rasii desu yo. 
be-pres.seem POL SP 

'There was an article about him in today's 
newspaper. He seems be involved in that 
bribery case. It seems that someone in our 
company is also involved (in that case).' 



B: Sono hito-ga itte-i-ru no. 
man-Nom say-ing-pres. 

'Is he saying (that)?' 
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An assumed context for (132) is that B as well as the refer

ent have been involved in the bribery case revealed in the 

newspaper. B's involvement in the case is not known yet. 

When A mentions Hashimoto's name, B responds with SDQ. 

Notice that B sounds as if his name occurs to his mind in 

saying ano hito, although he knows the referent personally. 

B then switches to sono and continues using §2nQ, although 

SDQ is perfectly acceptable in this context. It must be 

emphasized, however, that what each choice implies has a 

difference. B's use of §QnQ involves an interesting mental 

process. Although it seems that A leaves no doubt about B's 

involvement in the bribery case, B has a guilty conscience, 

and B's use of §QnQ is reflective of his guilty conscience. 

Moreover, B's use of §QnQ implicates to the hearer that he 

is not connected personally to the referent. Not only hav

ing a guilty conscience but also hoping that his connection 

to the bribery will not be revealed seemingly affects on the 

use of §QnQ. In other words, switching to EQnQ intention-

ally is a natural consequence of B's judgment on what is 

beneficial for him to do under this circumstance. 

The foregoing observations suggest that the speaker 

puts the locus of referent away from him by using EQnQ when 

he strongly presumes that the hearer may get a negative 
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impression of the speaker's relation to the referent. It is 

most likely undesirable for the speaker to have the hearer 

think that he has some close relationship with the referent 

or that he has some involvement with the hearer. In other 

words, the speaker regards his relation with the referent as 

a cost on the part of himself. Therefore, when the speaker 

does not want the hearer to think (or assume) that there is 

some close relation between him and the referent, he uses 

.§,Q!!Q. 

It is interesting to observe that certain cultural 

aspects are involved in the use of ~ (and EnQ as well). 

As shown, the speaker's concern about how the hearer may 

feel about the relation between him (i.e., the speaker) and 

the referent lies behind the manipulation of the use of 

§Qng. Furthermore, it has been shown that the concept of 

cost/benefit effectively explains why the speaker chooses 

.§,Q!!Q under certain circumstances. What is counted as cost 

and/or benefit varies from situation to situation; it can 

also be culturally dependent. 

Three notions, that is, frame and attribute proposed by 

Nakane, and belongingness proposed by Lebra, were introduced 

in Chapter II. These notions extensively explain a norma

tive pattern of Japanese behavior. It is of interest to 

note that these anthropological notions have an interesting 

relevance to the use of anaphoric demonstratives. Japanese 



210 

people tend to show their sensitivity with whom they associ

ate or to whom they are related. This tendency coincide 

with the Japanese characteristic behavior of giving "frame" 

priority over "attribute." By extending the notion of frame 

(or belongingness) to personal association with someone, tha 

linking between a Japanese sociocultural aspect and the use 

of anaphoric demonstratives become clear. 

In the cases observed above, f:or instance, the choice 

of sono is an indication of the speaker's sensitivity to his 

association (or relation) with the reference, rather than 

who he himself is. Furthermore, the speaker is concerned 

about what the hearer's reaction would be to his close rela

tion to the referent. The speaker's assessment of a cost on 

the part of himself indeed involves this concern. 

The use of 2!!Q. is now examined. While.§.Q!!.Q can induce 

distance between the speaker and the referent; ano can in

duce closeness between the two. Before showing this, the 

interesting characteristics of ano hito (that person) and 

ano ko (that child) should be noted. Ano hito and ~ ko 

connote a certain kind of relationship between the speaker 

and the referent, besides the cases observed earlier. That 

is, the referent is related to the speaker either by mar

riage or by blood. The following examples are illustrative: 



(133) A: Gosyu.zin saikin mikake-na-i kedo ••• 
husband lately see-not-pres. but 

'I haven't seen your husband lately.' 

211 

B: Ano hito sengetu-kara sigoto-de rosu-ni 
last month-from business-with L.A.-to 

itte-ru no yo. 
go-pres. SP 

'My husband has been to L.A. on business 
since last month.' 

(134) A: Otaku-no-musuko ikutu-ni na-ru no. 
you-Gen-son how old-to become-pres. 

'How old will your son be?' 

B: Raigetu-de go-sai yo, ano ko. 
next month-in five-years old SP 

'My son will be five years old next month.' 

Ano hito in (133) refers to the speaker's husband and ano ko 

in (134) refers to the speaker's son. It must be stressed 

again that the notion of mutual knowledge as a criterion for 

the use of snQ cannot be justified in this special case of 

ano hito and ano ko. Although A knows the referent in both 

(133) and (134), gnQ can be used when the referent is not 

known to the hearer, as shown in (135) below. 

(135) Anata uti-no-titi-ni at-ta koto-ga na-i 
you I-Gen-father-Dat meet-past Nom not-pres. 

kedo, ano hito ganko yo. 
but stubborn SP 

'You have never met my father. My father is 
stubborn. ' 

The first portion of the utterance clearly indicates that 

the referent is not known to the hearer. 
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When ano hito and ano ko are used to refer to someone 

related to the speaker by marriage or ~Y blood, the speaker 

often has a sense of emotional attachment to the referent. 

In other words, there is a sense of closeness involved in 

the use of EnQ. As the first speculation, it may have to do 

with the lexical proper:ty of ano hito and ano ko. Earlier, 

it was shown that EnQ :functions to put the locus of the 

referent away from the speaker-hearer sphere. However, if 

it is assumed that, beside this function, EnQ can bring the 

locus of referent closer to the speaker's sphere than to the 

hearer's; a sense of emotional attachment to the referent or 

closeness associated with the uses of ano hitu and ano ko 

can be explained naturally. 

As further supporting evidence, the case is presented 

in which ano hito is used to refer to someone to whom the 

speaker is emotionally (or romantically) attached, other 

than by marriage or blood. Suppose two women have the same 

emotional attachment to a particular man. When ano hito is 

intentionally used, instead of using the proper name or per

sonal pronoun "kare" (he), to refer to the man, the speaker 

implies that she is much closer to the referent than the 

hearer (i.e., the other woman). This is where the speaker's 

assessment of benefit on the part of herself acts on the use 

of~. Her intention behind the use of ano hito is to 

emphasize that the hearer is excluded from an anticipated 
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relationship with the man, and she implies that a romantic 

relationship is going on between her and the referent. It 

must be emphasized that, in this use of snQ, there is an 

important factor which overrides the fact of mutual acquain

tanceship: the speaker's desire to change the state of 

affairs in a way she wishes. Satisfying such a desire is 

certainly a benefit to her. 

The following examples, furthermore, shows that the use 

of EnQ is affected by the speaker's assessment of a benefit 

to him/herself. 

(136) A: Senzitu Sanwa-ginkoo-no-Tanaka tte i-u 
other day bank-Gen say-pres. 

hito-ni 
man-Dat 

at-ta kedo, ~ hito seikai-ni 
meet-past but man political world-in 

kanari kao-ga kik-u rasii. 
quite influence-pres. seem 

Boku nanka 
I like 

heibon'na sarariiman dakara tukiatte-
ordinary salaried man because associate 

mora-e-na-i dareD kedo ••• 
receive-potential-not-pres. 

'I met a man by the name of Tanaka from Sanwa 
Bank. It seems that he is quite influential 
in the political world. He won't associate 
with an ordinary salaried man like 'me, I 
suppose. ' 

B: Ano(?Sono) hito-ni wa musume~no
man-Dat Top daughter-Gen 

miai-de sewa ni nat-ta n da. 
arrangement-with be indebted to-past 

'I am indebted to hL~ for my daughter's 
arranged date (for marriage).' 



A: Nanil? 
oh 

Siriai dat-ta no. 
acquaintance be-past 

'Ohl? You are acquainted with him?' 
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A's use of §QDQ is reflective of his strong assumption that 

B has no connection to the referent. But it turns out that 

B has become acquainted to the referent. Low acceptability 

of §QDQ may be due to mutual knowledge/familiarity with the 

referent between A and B. However, B's use of gnQ is not 

merely triggered by this mutual knowledge/familiarity, but 

it is rather triggered by his intention to insinuate close-

ness to the referent. B's response to A reveals an inter-

esting game (metaphorically speaking) which he is playing. 

Presuming what A implies in his statements, B seems to have 

a sense of super.~ority over A. A wishes to have some per

sonal connection with Mr. Tanaka because it is beneficial, 

by realizing Mr. Tanaka's business background. However, A 

obviously secs no possibility for him to become acquainted 

with Mr. Tanaka. Then, B tells A about his involvement with 

Mr. Tanaka. The significance of using ano hito to refer to 

Mr. Tanaka is as follows: B has a personal connection with 

Mr. Tanaka which A wishes to have, and with the use of gnQ, 

B emphasizes such a connection because he wants to enhance 

his sense of superiority over A. B considers satisfying 

such a desire as a benefit to himself. In addition, as dis-

cussed earlier, B's use of ano exemplifies Japanese sensi

tivity to the "frame." It seems that the speaker takes an 
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advantage of the positive side of sensitivity to the frame 

in the use of EnQ, whereas the use of sono involves the 

negative side of sensitivity to the frame. 

Observation reveals that the speaker's motive behind 

the choice of gnQ is to indicate a close connection between 

the speaker and the referent. Such motive derives from the 

speaker's assessment of benefit to him/herself. 

It was the intention of this study to show that the 

cost and benefit factors must take into consideration to 

explicate the use of anaphoric §QDQ and gnQ. This observa

tion has been based on a rather limited number of cases. 

However, it has been shown that the speaker's assessment of 

cost and benefit on the part of himself is indeed an impor

tant factor in controlling choice of §QDQ and 2nQ. In this 

study, the use of kano was not examined. This is left for 

further research. 
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CHAPTER VII 

CONCLUDING REMARKS 

This dissertation has sought to identify the adequacy 

of the cost/benefit concept with which linguistic politeness 

phenomena in Japanese can be effectively measured. The 

immediate purpose of the study was to analyze the use of 

sentence phrticles by virtue of the utilization of the cost/ 

benefit concept on the premise that sentence particles con

vey politeness. This involves the assumption that a commu

nicative act is a rational act, executed for a purpose (or a 

goal), and that the speaker has a reason for choosing par

ticular forms of utterance. In this sense, it can then be 

assumed that language use bearing politeness is strategic in 

nature. 

Cost/benefit-based analysis of sentence particles per

mitted the identification of strategies. That is, the con

cept of the cost/benefit approach to language use allowed 

politeness to be viewed as a product of a negotiation be

tween the speaker and the hearer, and this negotiation is 

based on the speaker's assessmenT of cost and benefit in a 

given communicative situation. On the basis of this view, 

the set of underlying principles of linguistic politeness 



was postulated. The set is referred to as "Politeness 

Negotiation Principles," which includes the followings: 

I. The speaker maximizes benefit to the hearer. 

II. Tbe speaker minimizes benefit to himself. 

III. The speaker minimizes cost to the hearer. 

IV. The speaker maximizes cost to himself. 

V. The speaker balances the cost/benefit ratio by 
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minimizing cost to the hearer or maximizing cost to 

himself. 

There would be numerous factors influencing the speaker's 

assessment of cost and benefit, and, obviously, cultural 

values have high relevance in the assessment of cost and 

benefit. 

In the present study, the use of sentence particles ne 

(and its phonological variants) and ~ were analyzed, along 

with the underlying principles. It has been shown that the 

uses of these sentence particles are associated with the 

speaker's operation of reducing and increasing the psycho

logical distance between himself and th·e hearer. Reducing 

the psychological distance is accomplished in two ways: 

either the speaker identifies himself with the hearer's 

state of mind or identifies his point-of-view with the 

hearer's, or the speaker brings the hearer closer to his 

point of view. Nef/~ reflects the former operation; ~ 

reflects the latter. Increasing the psychological distance 
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also is accomplished in two ways: one is that the speaker 

makes himself more remote from thG hearer; the other is that 

the speaker makes the hearer more remote from him. The use 

of ~/ne~ is associated with the former operation, while 

the use of YQ is associated also with the increasing dis

tance operation. Contrary to ne~/~, ~ implies that the 

speaker makes the hearer more remote from him. Through 

these operations, a negotiation based on the speaker's 

assessment of cost and benefit takes place. 

The investigation concludes that the use of sentence 

particles is a negotiation between the speaker and hearer. 

Thus, the significance of the use of sentence particles 

rests upon the interaction of the speaker and the hearer. 

Politeness is reflected in the Japanese language in a vari

ety of ways, like most other languages. The highly complex 

system of honorifics in Japanese is widely known; howsver, 

the system of honorifics is only one segment of broad 

politeness phenomena in Japanese. The use of sentence par

ticles in relation to politeness has received little atten

tion. In this regard, this study showed a much broader 

vista of politeness phenomena in Japanese than hitherto 

assumed. Furthermore, the cost/benefit approach to language 

use suggested a different perspective to the interpretabil

ity of politeness. 
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This investigative study was confined to a l~ited 

number of sentence particles. Japanese sentence particles 

also include ~, ~, ~, §B. Yo and ~ can occur in con

junction with~, such as wayo,~. Yo and ~ themselves 

can also co-occur, such as yone. For further substantiation 

or modification of the results of this present study, fur

ther research is needed into the investigation of these sen

tence particles and a wider range of politeness-bearing lan

guage use in Japanese. In addition, since the issue con

cerning Japanese woman's language involves the use of sen

tence particles, the prospects are good that further re

search of sentence particles in relation to politeness 

should yield interesting insights with reapect to sex

related politeness. 

Although the present study of sentence particles is 

limited, this study reveals that the use of sentence par

ticles has a significant role in communication in Japanese. 

Since sentence particles do not alter the content of the 

conveyed message, they may appear trivial to non-native 

learners of Japanese. On the contrary, Japanese people 

often react more sensitively to sentence particles than to 

the content of message. It is indicative of the great 

"power" of sentence particles that they can reveal inter

personal relations. In this regard, the importance of a 

clear understanding of sentence particles must be 



emphasized. The findings of the present study can also 

contribute to the teaching of Japanese. 
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Finally, it was shown that the application of the cost! 

benefit concept goes beyond the sphere of politeness phe

nomena. A few examples were discussed of the uses of a 

modality item, desyoo!daroo, and anaphoric demonst);:'atives, 

.§..Q!lQ and 1mQ, which reveal interesting dynamics of inter

action between the speaker and the hearer. This discussion 

was in no way comprehensive. The discussion did suggest, 

however, that an adequate explanation of the use of desyoo! 

daroo, §QllQ, and snQ requires the recognition of the cost 

and benefit involved in the context they are used; such con

cepts, discussed in Chapter VI, are left for future expan

sion. 

Although the present study is restricted in scope, the 

findings reveal to a great extent that the costlbenefit 

approach is adequate to account for a broader spectrum of 

the complexities of the language phenomena in question. 
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