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ABBREVIATIONS

ACC accusative

DAT dative

FN first name

FTA face-threatening act
GEN genitive

HON honorific verbal form
HONh humble form

HONTr respectful form

IMP imperative

LN last name

NOM nominative

POL polite verbal form

SUBJ subject

TOP topic marker

T informal pronominal variant
\% formal pronominal variant

ROMANIZATION SYSTEM USED FOR THE TRANSCRIPTION OF
JAPANESE

Japanese words in this thesis are transcribedwoltp the Hepburn
system. It is the romanization system based on Ehglish phonology,
following the English pronunciation.

For consistency, long vowels are indicated by arorgce.g. long is
transcribed ag. Syllabic ‘n’ is written ash before consonants, but as(with
an apostrophe) before vowels and ‘y’, in ordervtoié confusion between, e.g.
kinen(memory) andin’en (no smoking).



1. Introduction

This thesis deals with forms and functions of adslterms concerning
different concepts of politeness among culture$odtises mainly on address
terms in American English, Japanese and Czeche#isppposes that address
terms are rather conventionalized patterns refigcthe cultural factors of a
given speech community.

American and Japanese speech communities areailyltguite distant,
thus correspondence between the linguistic measg tise to communicate
may be expected to be relatively small. Czech isitmyher tongue and it can
function as a mediator for comparison of addressesys in these languages.

Americans are notable for their friendly first naaddressing and equal
usage of one pronominal form toward almost anyor@most every situation.
American culture in general is considered to benfilly and informal. Japanese
language, in contrast, has a prolific system ofdnific terms based on a
hierarchic structure of the society. Japanese rulgitraditionally considered
to be very strict and reserved.

Terms for addressing applied in these languagesigth equal in the
communicative function and reflecting the same tgpsocial relations, may
demand different linguistic behaviour to expreskt@oess of the speech act.

1.1 The method and the objectives of this thesis

The objective of this thesis is politeness in addslréerms, and its
linguistic representation as a part of grammasgatems of American English,
Japanese and Czech. In order to explore such aptegon the investigation
on two levels is necessary:

1) description of the address terms repertoire&merican English, Japanese
and Czech, including an analysis of address fornopguties given by the

morpho-grammatical characteristics of each lingusgstem;

2) study of politeness concepts and their appboatn addressing in given
languages and cultures.

The theoretical hypotheses will be verified or casted by the analysis
of address forms extracted from an American thgaag and a Japanese film.
The first text of analysis is a three-act payr Townby American playwright
Thornton Wilder.Our Townwas written in 1937 and first performed at the
McCarter Theater in Princeton, New Jersey on 22a3n1938.

Wilder uses the actions of the Stage Manager todote the town of
Grover's Corners to the audience. As Kohler (193%9s it, it is a homely
chronicle about an average New England town'setiizn the early twentieth
century depicted through their everyday lives, ipatarly George Gibbs, a
doctor's son, and Emily Webb, a daughter of thentewewspaper editor, and
George's future wifeOur Towns narrator, the Stage Manager, is obviously
aware of his relationship with the audience, leguim free to address them
directly. Due to the diversity of the town inhalits, connected by various
relations, we can assume a relatively rich repertomf address terms
expressing different degree of politeness.



The second text of analysis Tokyo Story(Tokyo monogatarj 1953),
film by Yasujiro Ozd and Kogo Noda. It is regarded as one of the finest
Japanese films ever made. As Desser (1997: 22)ieneniOzu is praised for
his traditional style and this is the reason wisdse his work for my study.

It tells a story of an aging couple visiting thehildren in Tokyo. We
can observe address behaviour among the family memhncluding
grandparents, their son with his wife and two dieitd their daughter and her
husband, and their daughter-in-law.

Our Town and Tokyo Storyare works of the same genre, domestic
drama, thus their analysis will supposedly leaddmparable results. It can be
argued, that these dramas have been made tooitd@@go and that language
and culture conventions have changed since thewekter, my study is not
intended to be a guide giving instructions whiaimtef address one should use
to be polite in nowadays communication. These swistare used as a sample
for the comparison of culture and tradition boumdilarrities and differences in
forms of address.

| work with the texts in their original languagedatheir translations,
English original of Our Townand its Japanese and Czech translation, and
Japanese text dfokyo Storytranslated into English and Czech respectively.
These two texts provide a relatively small partied address repertoires, but
they suit to my aim to compare the address ternagausn communicative
context.

The field of this study falls into linguistics andross-cultural
pragmatics, as it deals with terms of address asngratical and lexical
systems and move also beyond linguistic realisatitm pragmatics to capture
politeness concepts in culturally distinctive laagas. Considering various
approaches to politeness and terms of addressppteg methods govern the
direction of current research and are most recentfgested by e.g. Mayumi
Usami (2002), Miyuki Takenoya (2003), Toshihiko 8kiz(2007) and Ivona
BareSova (2008).

Usami (2002) critically observes theoretical backod of politeness
theories and studies of Japanese honorifics. Tthest dealing with politeness
as a linguistic etiquette, understood as cultuneéadonorm defining what is
appropriate in given situation, were primarily asated with contrasting the
languages with honorific system, such as Japarsese,the so called non-
honorific languages. Theories concerned with gratiala systems are
criticized for focusing on describing grammaticaatures of honorifics,
whereas the deviation from normative language reggrded as incorrect by
the theorists, may actually reflect the actual tsagge manipulation.

Terms of address have been often analysed by usecdadlinguistics.
The sociolinguistic approach, in contrast to thengmatical approach, has been
claimed to capture actual situations of honorifee.uHowever, most of the
sociolinguistic studies rely on the data obtainedimf questionnaires with

L The ordering of Japanese names is adapted to Eniisguage, given first name followed
by surname.



simplified hypothetical situations in which informta are asked, how they
would say given phrases to a variety of addressédes limitation of this kind
of studies is therefore in that they may reflectatvpeople think about the
correct use of address terms rather than theinhute.

Since the grammatical structure of English and dega differ from
each other, we cannot do just with the bare corspariof honorifics as
grammatical features. We have to go further andrekthe scope of the study
to the field of pragmatics and approach functiomalans of politeness. The
data for the present study are limited by the $ergé a theatrical play and a
film. However, in contrast to the questionnairesdrama should provide
coherent speech acts copying actual conversatimgrelore, we can suppose it
to be a suitable material for study of form andchion of address terms as a
verbal representation of politeness.

1.2. Brief characteristics of the languages studied

In this study, attention will be paid to a languaganifestation of
politeness, considering the language devices taabigarious degrees of
politeness. The result of the thesis should benapemison of linguistic devices
based on similarities and differences between thypelogically different
languages, English, Japanese and Czech respectively

The language classification follows the conceptadingrammatical
typology, which attempts to explain resemblances and éiffegs between the
grammars of various languages while seeking cororectamong the
phenomena of an individual language as Neustupfy8113) defines. The
Prague typology works with five types of languagefiection, agglutination,
isolation, polysynthetism, and introflexion. In eydanguage mixture of these
types can be found, but some of them can be caesidas prevalent and
decisive for the typological characteristics. Eslgltends to show the features
of isolating type, in Japanesagglutinative features prevail and Czech has
typically inflectional character.

Languages in which a word tends to consist of omg morpheme are
called isolating (or analytical). Highly isolatinrgnguages have no inflection,
and the most extreme ones make limited use of pseseof word formation.
Languages in which a word tends to consist of ntba®m one morpheme are
called synthetic. English is a mildly synthetic daage, while older Indo-
European languages, like Czech, are highly symthdthey have plenty of
inflection, derivation and compounding. Japanesaaytic in having no noun
inflection, but highly synthetic in having a comyplsystem of verb inflection.
An agglutinative language, in an ideal case is rh®tic or a polysynthetic
language where there is a one-to-one correspondegivgeen meaning and
form. In an ideal case agglutinative languageshaihll of the following three
properties (while inflectional languages exhibg tpposite properties):

1. Each morpheme expresses only one meaning elefeist is the
opposite of synthesis, where each morpheme expgresse than one meaning
element.



2. There is a clear-cut boundary between each rearphThe opposite
is known as fusion, where the verb root is combingth the suffix, the two
morphemes are fused together.

3. Grammatical processes are expressed throughxgmedr suffixes
and do not affect the form of the individual morptes. This is the opposite of
introflexion, as in the English pluradenof man

1.2.1. Japanese Honorifics (I ntroduction)

It was already mentioned above that theorists qmeckwith politeness
distinguish betweehonorific languagesandnon-honorific languages. Since
English and Czech, as other European or Westerguéyes, do not use
honorifics, a brief introduction of the Japanesedrdic system would be
necessary.

Florian Coulmas inLinguistic Etiquette in Japanese Soci€y092)
cited by Suzuki (2007) classifies Japanese howerds follows (1):

Addressee-related: teinei¢masu, desu, gozaimgsu
Polite form
Honorific expressions

Keigo sonkeigo ifassharu, o + V-stem+ni naju

Respectful form
Referent-related:

kenjogo (mairu, o + V-stem+suru
Humble form

(1): The basic model of the Japanese honorific system

The Japanese honorifickefgg represent the grammatical and lexical
system used to express respect. Japanese regppcade comprises not only
of lexical devices, such as respectful nouns aodquns, but is mainly based
on special verbal forms, introduced in (1). By neeah morphological and
syntactical devices polite, respectful and humbtenk of verbs are created.

‘Addressee-related expressions are used irrespective of the subject
matter referred to. They amolite and indicateformal situation, but do not
necessarily express respect to the person addressed

‘Referent-related expressions refer to the subject matter. Theywsho
deference and respect to the hearer or to the peatked aboutRespectful
forms express respect to the subjed¢timble forms indicate deference by
showing the speaker’s humility, and thus exprespeet to person addressed.

The examples below illustrate the difference betwkddressee-related
and Referent-related honorific verb forms. “Teathemot the hearer of the
sentences in 1, 2 and 3 and still the verbal fam and 3 express respect to
him. Whereas examples 1 and 3 express respect toetrer.

2 It should be noted, that even in English and Czlelments analogous to honorifics can be
found (see e.g. Neustupny 1978: 192). For exantpée auxiliary routines such aswould
you...” or “ may I...” fulfil the same function as honorifics.



1. Sensei ga kimasu
teacher NOM come-POL
The teacher comes.

2. Sensei ga irassharu
teacher NOM come-HONr
The teacher comes.

3. Sensei ga irasshaimasu
teacher NOM come-HONr-POL
The teacher comes.

In example 1, the speaker uses politeasuform and speaks formally
but does not express respect to the teacher, dsdsenot use respectful verbal
form. In example 2, the speaker shows respect ttswdne teacher by the use
of a respectful verbal form, but speaks informaltgcause of an informal
verbal ending. In example 3, the speaker again shmspect toward the
teacher by the use of a respectful verbal formaddition he speaks formally,
expressing respect to the hearer, because of tie jmoasuform.

Example 4 demonstrates the usage of a humble véobal which
shows respect to a hearer without being a sentsuigect, by lowering the
status of the subject.

4. Watashi ga mairimasu
I NOM come-HONh-POL
| come.

The honorific and humble variants of some Japanesbs, as the
examples signal, are lexically completely differémms. The verkkimasuin
example 1 is the polite form of the he vedbru (come - plain form). Its
respectful equivalent isassharu(example 2), while its humble form isairu.

By means of the suffixrmasuwe make the polite forms of the respectful and
humble forms, as in examples 3 andidgsharu - irasshaimasuy mairu -
mairimasy

However, the majority of verbs create honorifienis by means of
inflectional morphemes as indicated in (1). Forregke, the vertkaku (write)
makes use of periphrastic constructions: the régpgorm being o-kaki ni
naru, and the humble form-kaki suru Compare the examples A, B, C and D
below describing the same situation as in exanpl@s 3 and 4.

A. Sensei ga kakimasu
teacher NOM write-POL
The teacher writes.

B. Sensei ga o-kaki ni naru

teacher NOM write-HONTr
The teacher writes.
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C. Sensei ga o-kaki ni narimasu.
teacher NOM write-HONr-POL
The teacher writes.

D. Watashi ga 0-kaki shimasu
I NOM write-HONh-POL
| write.

2. Politeness theories

Politeness may be defined simply as a ‘proper behavand in this
common-sense meaning it is obviously not confinety do language, but
includes also non-verbal behaviour. Politenessbleas thus researched within
the fields of linguistics, sociolinguistics, andtlamopology but also sociology
and social psychology. In the age of increasindpgisation it is essential for
maintaining smooth communication and harmonious drumelations among
different cultures.

2.1 Various Concepts in Politeness Theory

The concept of politeness has become a major issliaguistics. It
started by publications by Brown and Levinstimiersals in language usage:
politeness phenomend978, revised asPoliteness: some universals in
language usag&987) followed by other crucial theories citediutatday.

The most influential politeness theories were sunsad by Gino
Eelen in 2001. He critically reviewed the existpmliteness theories and chose
nine representative theories by Robin Tolmach Liakeénelope Brown and
S.C. Levinson, Geoffrey N. Leech, Sachiko Ide, Stlama Blum-Kulka,
Yueguo Gu, Bruce Fraser and William Nolen, Horshdhiand R.W. Janney
and Richard Watts. Some of the theories are howeather isolated and this
chapter introduces only works related to the pretessis.

2.1.1. Robin T. Lakoff

Robin T. Lakoff has been concerned with the relation between
linguistic form and social and psychological conteand was one of the first
linguists to examine politeness from a pragmaticsjpective. She treats
communication as a social interaction rather thaerety information
interchange. Inrhe logic of politeness; or, minding your P's ang (Q973),
she developed a ‘politeness rule’, in which sheisdel/three maxims that are
usually followed in interaction (in Eelen 2001: 3):

)

Rule 1: ‘Don't impose’
Rule 2: ‘Give options’
Rule 3: ‘Make [Alter] feel good, be friendly’

Lakoff stated that these are principles of goocerauttion, but the
cultures differ in the emphasis on them. She sthtsEuropean cultures tend

11



to stress a strategy of Distance (rule 1) chariastieifor impersonality, Asian
cultures tend to adhere to a strategy of Deferdnde 2) characterised by
hesitancy, and American culture tends toward Cadesi@ (rule 3)

characterised by informality (in Eelen 2001: 3).

Furthermore, infalking power: the politics of languad&990), Lakoff
defined politeness asa“system of interpersonal relations designated to
facilitate interaction by minimizing the potentfak conflict and confrontation
inherent in all human interchangébid 2).

2.1.2. Brown & Levinson

Western studies of politeness primarily draw uplo@ $ociolinguistic
theory byPenelope BrownandStephen C. Levinson(1978, 1987, in Eelen
2001: 3). Like Lakoff, they see politeness in tewhgonflict avoidance at the
face-to-face level. Brown and Levinson describe aoynmunication as a
purposeful activity and a kind of a trade with andace, where either the
hearer’s or the speaker’s face-wants are threat€@mdmunicants as members
of a social community are supposed to have twoskofdace:

negative (the want to have one’s actions unimpeded, or toobe

imposed upon) and

positive (the want of appreciation and approval).

In other words, negative face is the desire toruesene’s individuality and
privacy, whereas positive face is the desire tadmepted by society.

In order not to lose the face, interlocutors ugatsgies of how to
diminish the impact offace threatening acts(FTA). Politeness thus serves to
minimize FTA and the amount of politeness applisddetermined by the
‘weightiness’ of three variables:

1. the perceived power difference between heartispaaker,

2. the perceived social distance between hearespeaker,

3. the culture ranking of the speech act - howater®ng or dangerous
it is perceived to be within a specific culture.

In a situation where FTA may have to be perforngmbakers select a
specific strategy resulting in one of five possil@emmunicative choices
(numbered 1 to 5in (3), p. 13) FTA can be perfatragher ‘on record’ or ‘off
record’. On record strategy is straight without any other intended
interpretation than their literal meaning. It atsam apply positive (friendly) or
negative (respectful) politeness strate@if record strategy is indirect,
hinting the intended meaning, and therefore safggRTA.

12



(3) Circumstances determining choice of strategy byawBrand Levinson (in Usami 2002:16).
The more an act threatens speaker’s or hearerts the more speaker will choose a higher-
numbered strategy.

Lesser
A / 1. without redressive action, baldly

2. positive politeness
on record P P

Do the FTA < \ with redressive action
< 4. off record

5. Don’t do the FTA

SS0| 90e} JO
XSl JO uonewns3

3. negative politeness

Greate

2.1.3. lde

Sachiko Idein Formal forms and discernment: two neglected aspects
of universals of linguistic politenegd989), analysed by Eelen (2001: 11),
focused her research on Japanese concept of maigeand contrasted it with
the major politeness theories, which she claimgddbased on English and
restricted only for Western cultures.

She posits that theories by Brown and Levinson,cheéakoff and
others are too much concerned with strategic iotena of the speaker and
‘Volition’. This kind of politeness allows the speaker axtighoice of
strategies in order to attain some personal goal.

In contrast, politeness in Japanese is not vohfitnt rests the use of
honorific forms and onDiscernment. According to Ide, the employment of
honorific forms in Japanese does not depend osibaker’s free will, but is
rooted in the socially obligatory grammatical systeAny statement in
Japanese always conveys information about the epéaarer relationship.
Since the speaker must always choose between fonand non-honorific
forms, there are no socially neutral forms in JaganIde (in Eelen 2001: 12)
explains Japanese politeness as follows:

“The speakers of honorific languages are bound taken choices
among linguistic forms of honorifics or plain fornfSince the choices
cover such parts of speech as copulas, verbs, nadjsctives, and
adverbs, the discernment aspect of linguistic poéss is a matter of
constant concern in the use of language. Sincestiseno neutral form,
the speaker of an honorific language has to be igeagso levels of

formality in verbalizing actions or things, just asnative speaker of
English, for example, must be sensitive to the tail@ and non-

countable property of things because of a grammahititstinction of

property of the singular and plural in English.”

13



Ide (1982) cited by Suzuki (2007) also makes airdison between
formality and politeness. Ide assumes three axfsrofiality : formal, neutral,
and informal. Formal speech is characterized bigh-level lexicon including
also honorific. Informal speech is colloquial sgeecharacterised by
contractions, slang and dialects. Neutral speechasacterised by the absence
of formal or informal speech.

The axis ofpolitenesshas two levels: polite and plain. Polite speech is
characterised chiefly by honorifics and high-lefeadicon of formal speech can
contribute to it. Plain speech is characterisethieyabsence of honorifics.

However, the distinction between these terms isveog clear and also
Ide admits that they are closely correlated. Thislys concerns politeness in a
broader sense including usage of honorifics, whatlows references to
different definitions and approaches to politeness.

2.2. Some principal studies on the theory of address

The basic theories generally cited by linguistslidgawith forms of
address are those by Albert Gilman, Roger BrownMadguerite Ford. Their
theories will be the basis for my further considierss; hence a summary of
their main arguments will be necessary.

Albert Gilman and Roger Brown in Who says ‘Tu’ to whom(Z1958,
in Braun 1988: 14) discussed the differentiatiopalite and familiar pronouns
of address in European languages. The differeatiastarted with the Latin
pronounvos reserved for addressing Roman emperor in the dtitucy A.D.
The plural address later began to spread anddiwmensions of pronominal
usagedeveloped:

1) thevertical status dimension - plural/polite pronoun used towa
superiors, and singular/familiar pronoun used tawaferiors.

2) thehorizontal status dimension - plural/polite pronoun used agnon
distant equals, and singular/familiar pronoun ws@ng intimate equals.

They observed that in recent times differences tatus are less
frequently expressed in address and the horizdintension, hence reciprocity
of address, has been dominant. They stressed ttetHat the loss of
differentiation in pronominal address in English edo not prevent
differentiation in nominal terms of address.

In The pronouns of power and solidari(¢960) Roger Brown and
Albert Gilman concentrated again on pronominal forms of addrasd
introduced the theory of T and V pronouns. Thelsyiit designatesamiliar
and intimate second person pronoun of address, while the syivbolarks
polite and distant pronoun of address, which is primarily a plurainfiobut in
singular it is used as an honorific.

3 The symbols T and V are derived from Latin prondurendvousand this differentiation is
valid especially for languages with a contrast wbtpronominal variants such as German
du/Sie Czechyl/vy etc.

14



The T/V pronouns usage is governeddmoyer semantic(i.e. a close
equivalent of Gilman/Brown vertical status dimemgiosuperiors receive V,
inferiors receive T. The variables which decide whamsymmetrical andon-
reciprocal relations are lower rank, social status, out-grpagition and age.

Another criterion for the selection @f or V is based orsolidarity
semantic (i.e. a close equivalent of Gilman/Brown horizontatatus
dimension). That is whether speakers have somethimpmmon (mutual T
pronoun) or not (mutual V pronoun). It leadsrexiprocity of address with
mutualT in case of intimacy or mutual V in case of dis&nc

Pronominal addresses thus reflect social strucBrm@wn/Gilman point
to the social background of the power semantic,clwhis a static and
hierarchical society, as opposed to the solidaséynantics produced in the
egalitarian society. There can be situations ohtpueous switching td as an
expression of anger or intimacy, and spontan&bas an expression of respect
or distance.

Roger Brown andMarguerite Ford in Address in American English
(1961, in Braun 1988: 16) examine nominal formsadfiress in American
English. Brown/Ford apply the same social varialdesBrown/Gilman and
analyse the usage of professional, academic, fumdttitles, and kinship and
family terms. They examine above all the contrdsthe use of first names
(FN) and titles + last names (TLN). Titles (T) dgwte the forms aslr/Mrs,
Dr, Senator Madam Sir etc. The system of address is further extended to
usage of multiple names (MN) as nicknames and aitiermal forms as sub-
stages of informality.

They found out that FN is reciprocated, while TLNused only at the
beginning of acquaintances. Thus intimacy and dcgtadetermine the
selection in symmetrical relationships. Non-recgity of FN and TLN is
caused by differences in age or status. They @ledsiominal variants ranging
from the mostespectful to the mostamiliar :

(4)
T-TLN -LN-FN - MN

FN/TLN dichotomy in American English is found to aeparallel to the
T/V pronouns differentiation in other languages.eTihtimate form is used
downwards, to status inferiors and the distant fapwards, to status superiors.
As the relationship between acquaintances growsrnrdl the progress of
address toward reciprocal intimate forms can bemiesl. The non-reciprocal
patterns can be the intermediate or final stagentdhacy. The maximum
progression ranges from T to M.

The address theories of Brown/Gilman and Brown/Foelmost cited,
but there are also critiques on them. Braun (1283 stresses the possibility of

“ | will deal with the usage of the above scale inptler 4.2.3.
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a situation, which Brown/Gilman (1960) mention buderestimate. There are
languages or dialects of languages, where instéqusba T/V dichotomy a
threefold or even multiple distinction is applisdich as Japanese. On the other
hand there are languages with just one pronoman@nt, such as English.

The existence of more V forms has important consege for the
guestion of reciprocity, when the more intimate etypf V enhances the
possibility of nonreciprocal pronoun usage. It Isoadifficult to determine,
whether the terms should be regarded as equivatehtferent, or which of the
terms should be assigned a higher degree of respect

Moreover, the problem comes when a special formadafress is used
for a special purpose. Braun (1988: 39) mentionspacial variant with
ambiguous respect degree in English. The prontwu was originally a
second person singular and served as T pronounctedtto intimate or low
status addresse&siowever, it has gone out of use in everyday sitnatand
nowadays occurs just in religious contexts, sucpragers, as address to God,
or in poetry. In view of application as a typicaldaess for God in high style
context,thou appears to have a high degree of respect. Ther#ierstatus of
thouis difficult to define in terms of hierarchy anddannot be placed into a
respect scale or in a dyad witbu

Finally, Friedrike Braun and Klaus Schubert (1986)Braun (1988)
reconsider their view on addressing and politenasd, give their definition
based on terms @dequacy It says that forms of address are consideredepoli
when they are adequate for the situation. Accolgjng form of address is
adequately polite, when it is appropriate to thitienship of speaker and
addressee, and which follows the rules of the comityuOn the other hand,
any form of address not corresponding to the xatatiip or breaking the rules
is likely to be considered as impolite.

It should be emphasized, that a violation of thealsddress norms
does not necessarily implicate impoliteness. Thaee also situations, when
address term is deliberately not used in the habitway. The address
interpretation as appreciating or as offensive tdepends on the context,
intonation, etc.

Another definition referred by Braun/Schubert cifiss forms of
address without regard to the context of situation, focuses on thaddress
variant’s place in the address systenof the respective language. Different
variants can be ascribed different degrees of guads within a system
according to their use toward superiors or infexidio distant or intimate
addressees. This classification however does nptyirthat the respective
variant should be regarded as polite in any sibuati

Braun/Schubert thus return to the initial definitithatpolitenessmay
simply meanadequate behaviour For example, address terms which are

5 English once used T and V pronouns address, whiatkad the relationship between
speakers. In Shakespear@smpestthere are evident the intimate th-forntbou, thee, thy,
thing and the respectful y-formse, you, your, your{McArthur: 1996). In early modern
Englishthou functioned as an appropriate term of address tardimate friend or a person of
a lower social status than the speaker; whengaswas the singular of reverence and of polite
distance, and also the invariable plural.
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usually considered to be polite, can be offensiben they are not in
agreement with the situation, and are for examgpézluronically.

2.3. Cross-cultural comparison of politeness

Considering the various concepts of politeness difficult to define
some universal law for all cultures. Some theortsdme with the question
‘Which language is most polite?’ (see Braun 1988) bBut did not give a
simple answer and had to reconsider it due toréiffieconventions, values and
norms in different cultures.

Takenoya (2003: 124) has also found different caltdependent
concepts of politeness. The English pattern of egkluseslosenesss a most
important factor; whereastatus is the most crucial factor for Japanese.
Therefore the difference of the patterns is appaireraddressing the status-
high individual who is in the close relationshipndlish tend to use more
familiar address, whereas Japanese keeps usinglftarms.

BareSova (2008: 29), referring to major theorisee(Reischauer 1989,
Goldman 1989, Wierzbicka 1992, 1997), lists commoatiural stereotypes
among which there are also characteristics correipg to Takenoya’s results.
These areequality and friendliness generally quoted as American values;
whereashierarchy and formal respect are considered to be conventional
Japanese values.

This pattern corresponds also to the concepts ofwvBiGilman and
Gilman/Brown. Accordingly, we can assume that the@efican concept of
equality and friendliness relies mainly on the dality semanticand the
horizontal status dimension, whereas the Japamaseept ofhierarchy and
formal respect is based mainly on the power semantd the vertical status
dimension.

The positive and negative politeness strategieg l@en criticised by
non-Western theorists for not being applicable mss-cultural level (e.g. Ide,
1989) mainly because of the difference betweenuaggs with and without
honorifics.

Usami (2002: 15) takes the view that in languagéih wlaborate
honorific systems the normative use of honorifies dunction as a form of
negative politeness. Thus deviating from the noweaise of honorifics can be
intrinsically face-threatening. According to thisebry, Japanese speakers have
to preserve rules of honorifics in every utteraraze] if honorific use is defined
merely as negative politeness, then negative pel#e in Japanese becomes
more like an obligation rather than a strategy.sTdoncept eventually allows
comparing politeness among languages with and withonorifics.

BareSova (2008: 33) points out that since for AoaaTs politeness is
more closely associated witfriendliness, they usually employ informal
positive politenesgdefined by Brown and Levinson, 1987). Americansl fit
polite to convey friendly attitude, which in addsesy can be demonstrated by
first name terms and equal pronominal form. Ondtieer hand, the Japanese
speakers keegistance from others employingegative politenessand show
respect to hearers by using formal honorific terms.
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3.  Transferring politeness in translation

Politeness is one aspect of language use thatggroeflects different
cultural perspectives. Polite expressions andegji@s in the first language
may not be directly translated in the second lagguaEvery speech
community has its peculiar social rules and normhkijch determine also
application and repertoire of forms of address.

Due to the different linguistic rules in differelanguages, there is lack
of one-to-one correspondence among address pattéongever, address terms
have become an objective of translation theoriesamby because of their
formation. Translators’ concern is also to trandfee address terms while
preserving the social and cultural concept.

Dagmar Knittlova irK teorii i praxi pekladu(2000) discusess historic
and more recent styles of translation. She poiotshmat the modern methods
of translation focus on pragmatic aspect. The nesk of a modern translator
is to overcome intercultural barriers when transferring various
communicative strategiesin source language (i.e. the language in which the
text requiring translation is expressed) and talgeguage (i.e. the language
into which a given text is to be translated). Ttatisg process comprises of
various methods, operations and means.

There is no unified terminology, but one of the mted terminologies
comes from Canadian translation theorists Vinay d&mtbelnet (1958).
Knittlova (2000: 14) gives a list of theanslation techniquesordered from
the simplest to the most complex ones.

1. transcription (transcript more or less adapted to conventionsagjet
language; includingtransliteration, i.e. the use of target language
orthographic conventions for the written represegmtaof source language
expressions involving phonetic changes, e.g. Jagam@me&mily : Emirz,
George: Joji),

2. calque (literal translation, a form of cultural transpio@sn whereby a target
text expression is modelled on the grammatical caire of the
corresponding source text expression, e.g. EkgscraperCz.mrakodrap,

3. substitution (replacing of one language function by anotheg, Boun by
pronoun),

4. transposition (necessary grammatical changes taken becausdferfedi
linguistic system of source and target languages),

5. modulation (change of point of view, e.g. Enangle-joint of the pipeCz.
koleno potruby,

6. equivalence(usage of stylistic and structural devices, whach different
from source language e.g. in degree of expressieity. Eng.my sweet
girl : Cz.dévenka,

7. adaptation (substitution of a situation described in sourmeguage by a
different but adequate situation, e.g. sayings).

Translation depends on the similarities or diffeesnin the source and

target language. Translators have to deal with hmigrammatical differences
in language systems. Problems are caused by déswigs in grammatical
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categories such as number, gender, person, temsaspect, which can be
more developed in one language and limited in arotkor example, in
contrast to English, Czech translator cannot aegtessing gender and has to
decide whether to use male or female for gendetraleEnglish term (e.g.
cook : kuch&kuchaka, lawyer : advokat/advokatka

Another problem comes with person and number, [ssc&mglish does
not make difference in T/V verbal and pronominainis as Czech does.
Informal or friendly relationship in English requig T forms is usually
indicated by first name address term, but therenas clear rule for it.
Translators have to work with wider context, comioative situation and
convention.

Furthermore, translators have to cope with pragmaspect, such as
expressivity and emotionality of the text. Applicat of expressive variant
influences the communicative value of the speedh Kugittlova (ibid 62)
mentions addressing as one of the communicativeceewvhich influence
expressivity of the speech act. Flattering addre=sns indicate good
relationship between speaker and hearer: e.g. &ally sweetheart darling
Cz. Sallynko, miléku, pusinko Colloquial expressions in addressing provide
various emotional connotations:

1. intimate Kid : broucku)
2. ironic(Let’s go, chief : Tak jdem, S¢feimplied from context
3. pejorative $o long, crumb-bum : Nashledanou, lazare!

Swear words in direct address are often strengthdme second person
pronoun (Engyou bastard :Cz.ty zvi€). Target language equivalents depend
again on the context and translator’s intuition.

This chapter aimed to briefly summarise the methaddsanslation and
to remind that translations deal not only with ligiic equivalence but also
with cultural differences. Since this study compgaceiginal texts with their
translations, the translation techniques shouldaken into account for better
understanding of linguistic and communicative desim specific languages.

4.  Addressing

Friedrike Braun inTerms of Address: Problems of Patterns and Usage
in Various Languages and Culturg4988: 12) states that theystem of
addresscomprises the totality of available forms and ttheterrelations in one
language. The set of selectable pronominal and mainforms for a given
context is restricted, and the variants in quesbtien exclude one another.
Individual languages differ in their repertory afdress and in the number of
variants.

As Braun (1988: 7) posits, addressaispeaker’s linguistic reference
to their collocutor. | follow this definition and do not include thmduistic
means serving for opening of interaction or foabkshing first contact.

® These are various verbal means, such as Englishy'Helapanese “Hora!”, Czech
“Poslouchej!, as well as non-verbal greetings, whiare also excluded from this study.
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Direct address discussed in the present study must be clearly
distinguished fromreference This distinction is important especially for
kinship terms, where rules of address and ruleeefgrence may differ. For
example the English kinship temnandsonis a common form of reference, but
the usual variant for addressing onglendsonwould be his first name (cf.
chapter 4.2.3.2.1)

4.1. Bound Forms and Free Forms of Address

Braun (1988: 11) makes a distinction betwesymtactically bound
forms and syntactically free forms of addrddsund forms are integrated parts
of sentences, such gsuin “Do you like it?”

On the other handree forms are forms standing ‘outside’ the sentence
construction and can occur in initial, central ioaf position of utterance, such
as Mr. Brown in “Do you like it, Mr. Brown?” In English, and many other
languages, pronouns of address tend to appearuasl lforms, while nouns of
address occur as free forms. However, also theagewaccurrence is possible
(ibid):

)

Free form “You, may | have your bicycle?”

Bound form “Does the ladyhave another order?”

Braun claims that the English pronoun of addngss does not give much
social information when used in a bound form, buay acquire unfavourable
connotations as a free form.

Moreover, not only pronouns, but also nominal va@sacan imply
different emotional expressivity as bound forms dnek forms. Lubecka
(1993: 42) points out that in contrast to free feynthe bound nominal
structures are determined by the verbal componénthe sentence. In
languages with the distinctive endings for eachmgnatical case, such as
Czech, the nominal forms of address can take tdangs of the nominative or
vocative case. The free forms take the ending efvibcative case, while the
bound forms are expressed by the nominative casbedka (ibid) cites
findings by Tokarski (1973) who observed a greatgressivity in the forms
with the nominative case.

(6)

Vocative case Mohl byste to dokafit do zitka, PANE?

Nominative case Mohl by toPAN dokorit do zitka?

The sentences in (6) address the same persom botative case the hearer is
marked as a ‘hearer’ (i.e. the 2nd person singuwn)le in nominative case a
hearer is taken for ‘the other’ (i.e. the 3rd persmgular).

4.2. Politeness in address terms of English, Japaneseda@zech

The studies dealing with addressing (Braun 1988hecka 1993,
Takenoya 2003) agree that as far as the morphorgadicel aspect is
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concerned, the forms of addresses in the lingursfpertoires of most world
languages belong to three categories of parts eédp pronouns, nouns or
adjectives respectively.

The characteristic properties of each part of dpestermine the rules
of their formation and their combination into lomggyntactic units, which are
simple and compound forms of address. There ishdurta syntactic
relationship between the form of verb and the fofmraddress. Standing in the
position of subject, the form of address is symtatly dependent on the verb.

4.2.1. Verbforms of address

According to the definition by Braun (1988: 8), bdbrms of address
are verbs in which reference to the collocutorxpressed, e.g. by means of
inflectional suffixes. The usage of such a verb may be redundant, wien t
are accompanied by a pronoun of address. Howeavdgnguages where the
use of subject pronoun is not obligatory, the veah be the main bearer of
collocutor reference. Let us consider the followaample and compare the
forms of collocutor reference in English, Japaras® Czech’

(7) a. Only likeyou said, it always tells me when it's going to rajf)

b. Dakedo,SENSEIga itta mitai ni ne, ame no furu mae wa chanto
but, teacher SUBJ said like, rain GEN fall befo@P regularly
aizu ga arundes(l9)
signal SUBJ is-POL

C. Akorat vzdycky poznadm, Ze bude prset, zrovnatekiial. (6)

In the example (7), the Czech vegdte rikal constitutes a form of address,
because the subject pronoun is omitted and thecindihal suffix-te (second
person plural) is the only element expressing egfee to the collocutor.

Czech is a full pro-drop language, which means itha@zech subject
can be omitted not only in orders, like in Engliak,well as in affirmative and
interrogative sentence. A Czech verb then functiooisonly as a marker of
verbal grammatical characteristics (tense, aspaaot) subject agreement
(number, gender), but also as a bearer of sociohgdygical dimension.

Given the obligatory agreement of a subject anerd wn Czech, the
verb takes distinctive endings, one reserved ferftHorm and another for the
V form of the pronoun (terms by Brown/Gilman). Therbal form in second
person singular corresponds to the personal protyo{in) and the verbal form
in second person plural is a counterpart to thesqmaxl pronounvy (V).
Pronoun and verb also carry the same informatiooutabcollocutors
relationship. In case of the reciprocal usage tkb&gnd for symmetrical
relationships between the collocutors. In poweatreh, V form is used toward

" The pronominal, nominal and attributive addressnfer discussed in examples are
highlighted by means of capital letters; verb formsconcern are underlined. Language
variations are given: a. original versiorO(r Town - English, Tokyo Story- Japanese), b.
translation into JapaneseOUr Towr) or English Tokyo Story, c. Czech translation. The
numbers in brackets indicate pages for referencethia scripts ofOur Town and its
translations, or time of the speech act as it wisrad and recorded in the filflokyo Story
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the superior and T form toward the inferior. Geligrspeaking, the semantics
of the verbal forms is the same as of the prondhey combine with (cf.
chapter 4.2.2.).

Similarly as Czech, Japanese can omit the subjeabpn, though it is
expressed in (7). It is worth noting that the prointal address form is replaced
by the nominal form in Japanese to indicate respectn be anticipated that
pronoun cannot be applied in power relation towarduperior, for further
discussion see chapter 4.2.2.

However, the Japanese verb can also serve as aachdiess form, as
the following utterance signals.

(8)
a. But those other thingsyoure right, MA’Am, there ain’t much(26)
b. Shikashi sono hoka no koto to naru to - ossharri de -
but  that other things become when - say-HGfdpading to -
roku na chishikiwa  na(39)
good knowledge TOP is-not.
C. MusimvAwm dat plre za pravduMADAM, tech mame poskrovn(ld6)

In (8b.) there is no nominal address form in thead&se translation equivalent
to the English and Czech titles. The respectfubakform in Japanese is a
sufficient indicator of respect toward superior,iethproves the importance of
verbal forms in addressing.

Since the verbal forms in Japanese and Czech skouléspond to the
politeness degree of subject, we will considerrtfeims and functions also in
the following chapters.

4.2.2. Pronominal forms of address

According to the Braun’s (1988: 7) definition, pouns of address are
pronouns referring to the collocutor. These ar@sdgerson pronoun such as
Englishyou. Other grammatical persons can also act as pronafusxddress, if
they refer to the partner in communication, e.gdtperson singular or plural,
such as Germa8ie

Let us have a look at the pronominal address foamglied in the
observed plays.

(9) a. No, go awayyou. Go away(17)

b. DamedameoMAE wa acchi.(28)
no way. you TOP there.

C. JedeSTy POTVORQjedeS(10)
The only pronominal form used for direct referemtenodern English
is you Example (9) a. presents the pronogsu serving as a main form of

address. Since modern English does not have thesystem of pronouns
introduced by Brown/Gilman, the power and solidaof the speaker-hearer
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relation cannot be analyzed by the pronoun it§éleé meaning of the pronoun
youis context bound, not explicitly marked with ararficular characteristics.

In contrast to English, the Japanese prommmaein (9b.) immediately
informs us about the power semantics in the retah@. Miyuki Takenoya in
Terms of Address in Japane@®03: 8) lists the pronominal forms which are
most commonly used for addressing in decreasinguuieical ordet:

a. | anata standard and polite
Kimi chiefly used by men to refer to men|of
equal or lower social status
informal and colloquial, somewhat
C. | omae

pejorative

(10) Japanese second person pronouns

Pejorative connotation of the Japanese pronoomaein (9) is even
more explicitly expressed in the Czech translatiginere the pronominal form
ty (you sg.) is accompanied by a derogatory nomarah potvoro(bastard).

The Czech pronominal address repertoire compriges personal
pronoungy andvy, which stand in T/V opposition to each other. Failg the
theory by Brown/Gilman, the pronouty (you sg.) denotes familiar and
intimate relation. However, if it is used non-reoigally, the relation is then
defined by the asymmetrical, superior vs. infertyad.

To sum it up, although it is not obvious in Englis$ in Japanese and
Czech, the pronoun of address in example (9) imitkdfy T pronoun, marking
informality of the situation. This address term main serve as a polite
reference, and though pejorative, it is adequatéhéosituation, since it is
applied to refer to chicken in the observed textud the Czech/Japanese T
pronounsty/omaereflect power semantics here, since they are bhgeiperior
to inferior.

The following examples further illustrate other iaats of pronominal
address forms and their usage. Modern English t@pers limited by the only
pronominal form, Czech has two forms, and thus ame ltave a look how the
nuances expressed by various Japanese pronomins tge expressed in
English.

(11) a. CHARLEZ Everybody’s waitin’(23)

b. ANATA Minasan ga omachikaney(36)
you! everybody SUBJ HON-wait impatiently

c. CHARLES| Ceka se uz jen reese (14)

8 Takenoya (2003: 8) claims that there are approxehatl3 second person pronouns in
Japanese. It can be noted that besides the comrealy pronouns there are other terms, such
askisamaor temae These are very rough terms, showing speaker'slitypsoward addressee
and they are therefore out of consideration in ®ohpoliteness.
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(12) a. EMILY, YOUumake me tired(32)

b. ANATANI wa heilk da wa, BIRI. (46)
you  TOP annoyed is, Emily.

C. UZ neotravuj, BiLIE. (19)

(13) a. So, ifyou get stuck, GORGE You whistle to me(29)

b. Moshi komattaraaNTA kuchibue fuite yo(43)
if  be-at-a-loss, you, whistle give.

C. Takze, kdyzZ si nebudefiét rady, GEORG|, piskni na ra. (18)

(14) a. Why, RRANK it ain’t any later’n usual (40)

b. Ara ANATA itsumo to onnaji yo(56)
why you, always and same

C. O nic pozdji nez jindy, RANKU. (25)

The examples (11), (12), (13) and (14) illustratewh English
substitutes the lack of distinctive pronominal terny employment of nominal
forms. The Japanese pronominal teanstaandanta as well as English first
name terms correspond to the informal situatiotha examples above. The
context is given by a close relationship betweaoaple in (14), parents and
their children in (11) and (12), and a friendlyaten between friends in (13).

A power factor on the usage of pronouns in Japamesk gender
variable were tested in the empirical studiescond person pronouns in
Japanesdq1981) by H. Russell. The results are cited byehalya (2003: 21)
and summarized in (15).

Address Speaker’s Usage
Term Gender
a. | anata | women under any circumstances to almost anyone
men only with very intimate friends or to create a
distance as when speaking with strangers
b. | kimi women only with intimates or those of inferiortsta
men when speaking to strangers and in any situation
C. | omae | women only with intimates or those of inferior st&tor
when joking or quarrelling
men any time and even with strangers

(15) Japanese second person pronouns and their usage

The following examples consider the other Japanasmouns of
address found in the observed plays. The examg@sand (17) show the
usage ofkimi by men. As suggested in (15b.), it denotes inforrefation
between good friends as in (16) and even intimgegionship of a newly wed
couple as in (17).
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(16) a. EMILY, YOUTe just naturally bright, | guesg29)

b. EMIR/, KIMI tte kitto umaretsuki atama ga iin d@3)
Emily, you surely by-birth  head NOM good is
C. Ty jsi od prirody nadana, vis. Aspanre se to tak jevi(18)
(17)
a. KiMI no mimi mo sono kuchi mo minna boku no d#oyo.(54:12)
you GEN ears also that mouth also all QEN thing is
b. You belong to me.
C. Patsis jen mr.

Examples (18), (19) and (20) demonstrate anothageusof omae
different from the use in (9). This tinemaeis applied by a father toward his
son in (18) and by a husband to his wife in (19) &0). As it is suggested in
(15c.), omaeis not a pejorative term, when it is used by midowever, it
should be noted that these relationships are nohleand the terms are not
reciprocal.

(18) a. GEORGE how old arerou? (37)

JoJi,  OMAE, ikutsu ni  natta(®d1)
George, you, how-many into became?

C. Kolik je TI, GEORG? (23)

(19)

a. MYRTLE | guessrou don’t know about that older superstitiof2)

b. MATORU, OMAEWa furui i no meishin  wa shiranai to mieru.n@&21)
Myrtle, you TOP older superstition T&Row-not it-seems.

C. Tak se mi zda, MRTLE Ze neznas tu druhou, starSi pawv (37)

(20) a. OMAE da yo,0oMAEga  kaeritain ja yo(54:45)
you is you SUBJ want-to-go-home

b. You're the one who'’s homesick. Right
C. SpiS se styskeoeE.

These examples correspond to the stereotypes ofridane and
Japanese cultures. American equality and friensinare reflected in
addressing of husband and wife, where both adéads other by the pronoun
you On the other hand, Japanese hierarchy and foresgect affect the
nonreciprocal address behaviour. Husband addresteby the pronourmmae
and first name, or kinship title mother, and wifses also first name and
kinship title father, but the pronoun foramatg as example (14) illustrated,
which is claimed to be standard and more polite tmaaein (10).
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However, as example (18) prove, the hierarchy betwgarents and
children is preserved even in American addresssesiooth American and
Japanese parents use pronominal forms and firsesdoward children, but
children can use only kinship titles mother/fathereply.® (Kinship titles will
be further discussed in chapter 4.2.3.2.1.)

Pronominal address terms can be employed also fgroap of
addressees. Let us compare the pronominal formpl@mwal in the languages
observed.

(21) a. | declare. - How dorou Boydeel about that?8)
He, & kai- sored&IMITACHI do omotteru no%19)
why, so is-it - so you what anéking?
C. Tomurikdm novina. - A coy na toMLADENCP? (5)

In English, the opposition between the singular ahé plural
pronominal form is not explicit angou is commonly used in most everyday
situations to designate both one and many perdapsnese creates the plural
form by means of suffixtachi, simply attached to the singular forms in (10):
anatatachj kimitachiandomaetachi

In Czech the pronouwny (you pl.) denotes a group of individuals,
standing in opposition tty (you sg.) denoting one individual. Singular and
plural reference is their primary meanimgd if they preserve their first
differentiating featurety indicating a singular referent amgla plural one, they
mark equality of status and social roles as Lubgd@93: 33) notes. The
setting of encounter is thus presented as infoemdlits participants as friends
or acquaintances knowing each other for quite g tone and who are more or
less of the same age. The pronouns are used reallyrand it is not necessary
to express higher degree of politeness to one peeioin the speech act.

However, when the Czech pronowy is applied to one referent, it
correlates to the formal power semantic addresgenpatwhich makes it a
bearer of such features as: formality of settirifjexence of age, formality of
an encounter, or lack of previous acquaintanceklaiahe formal addressing
in the example below.

(22) a. But..youbelieve in it, don’t you, K WEBB? (60)

Demo...lEBU SANwWa sore 0 mitomete irun desuiiésd)
but... Webb HON TOP this ACC approve-POL

C. Ale vy...svatby uznavateANEWEBB, nebo snad ne(B6)
As we can see in (22) the Czech second personl|ghoaoun vy

corresponds to the formal address form, which bdsetexpressed by nominal
terms - title plus last name, in English and Japane

%t should be mentioned that some American childrety call their parents, and especially
their step-parents, by their first names. But itisecent tendency, which cannot be traced in
the observed texts.
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It should be stressed that the Japanese pronoaddatss terms are not
employed in many situations, since they cannotesexs a polite address.
Althoughanatais stated to be a polite term, it cannot be used eeference to
a superior. Japanese actually lacks a second pprenaun that can be applied
as a V pronoun.

Eventually, only Czech out of the three languagesapply pronominal
form to express politeness. The Japanese pronoansotl stand in T/V
opposition and their plural forms do not desigraikte form as was suggested
by Gilman/Brown. English makes use of only one pron English cannot
apply pronominal term by itself in formal situat®to indicate respect to the
hearer. The existence of one folyou attributes an important role to the
linguistic and para-linguistic context of the speext. Consequently, ajlou
address forms meaning and interpretations are xiobteind. Consequently,
the T/V dyad of singular/familiar pronoun versusirgl/polite pronoun can be
found only in Czech.

English pronouns are semantically neutral, notieiiyl marked with
any particular characteristics, as it is in theeca§ Czech and Japanese
pronouns. Brown/Ford (1961: 384) investigated asklreerm avoiding and
suggests that:

“When someone is in region of uncertainty, we fingt he avoids the
use of any sort of personal name and makes dothétluncommitted omnibus
you.” (in Lubecka 1993: 32)

Lubecka further suggests that the existence of omlg pronominal
form of address answers the Americans’ communieati@mands. It suits the
American stereotypical standard of friendliness angdality. Eventually, the
Japanese pronominal forms with specified usagetisaihierarchical character
of the Japanese.

Apart from personal pronouns, indefinite pronouns also a part of
pronominal address repertoire. The examples belmw gheir application in
direct addresses which appeared in the observésl tex

(23) a. Good morningevERYBODY Only five more hours to livé56)

Ohayp, MINNA. ato gojikan no inochi d&4)
Good morning, everybody. rest five-hours of life is.

C. Dobré jitro VE sPOLEK Tak uz mi zbyva jerephodin Zivota(34)

(24) a. Now look heregvERYBODY (34)

Chotto,MINASAN iideska. (49)
a little, everybody-HON, is-it-good-POL?

C. Takhle nePRATELE (21)

As examples (23) and (24) illustrate, indefiniteorpruns commonly
occur in rather informal settings. Lubecka (1998) 8uggests that they are
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usually used reciprocally among persons sharingdmee status, age and who
have known each other for some time.

Indeed, the English indefinite pronoawerybodyin example (23) imply
informality of situation. In the play, George acqmmies his speech by the
gesture of cutting his throat, being childish. Beatence in (24) is uttered by a
choir director to choir members, people from theginleourhood, knowing one
another for a long time.

The English term is the same as in (23), but tipadase term is more
polite indicating rather formal situation. The poom minnais accompanied by
the honorific suffix -san, and the verb is in its polite form, sharing the
communicative value with the pronoun.

The Czech translation replaced the neutral pronamierms by
semantically more explicit nominal terms, which hoavever equally informal
in their meaning.

Compared with the nominal and attributive systerhsaddress, the
pronominal systems are rather poor since pronoel®b to a close category,
which does not grow and these linguistic formsraseproductive, as Lubecka
(1993: 30) points out.

Nevertheless, due to various context modificatiprominal address
forms are able to convey a wide range of differaptinings, and carry various
socio-psychological factors. They can express amstof the interlocutors, of
both positive and negative character. If they aeduogether with nasty words,
they acquire negative meaning as it is in the Czeam in example (9). In
Czech botty andvy are able to appear in such clusters but stilettpressions
with the T formty are stronger. An opposite result is achieved when a
pronominal form is accompanied by a term of endeatror hypocoristics.

The chart in (25) demonstrates the informal charactf English
pronominal forms of address. In situations reqggirpolite address formal
nominal terms, such adadameor Sir or last name plus title, are employed as
indicators of power (cf. chapter 4.2.3).

Japanese has comparatively rich repertoire of pnomal address forms,
but they cannot be usually applied in formal pdditieiations as can be seen in
(25). Similarly to English, for addressing a superialso Japanese applies
nominal address term, mostly name plus honorifie. ti

The Czech pronominal system is based on the T/"rpioppositiorty
vs. vy, wherevy accompanied by plural verbal form can serve aslisepterm
of address.
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(25)

English Czech Japanese
you non-V |ty | T anata | non-V
everybodyl neutral Singular/Familiar kimi
omae
+ singular verbal| minna| + plain verbal
form form
vy |V mina- | Respectful
Plural/Polite san
+ plural verbal | mina- | +
form sama | polite/respectfu
verbal form

Pronominal forms are often used with other addpsgterns, nominal
or attributive, and thus we can observe their foand functions also in the
following chapters.

4.2.3. Nominal forms of address

Braun (1988:. 9) defines nouns of address as suthata which
designate collocutors or refer to them in somerotveey. The nominal system
of address is the richest and the most productivalladhe lexical means of
addressing. Lubecka (1993: 42) mentions the preselsw their numerous
stylistic variants are created:

(26)

1) morphological derivation - diminution, augmentation

2) stylistic modifications - borrowings either from foreign languages
(e.g. Cz.madam or from professional jargons, slang and collobuia
variants (e.g. Engmurf, kid

3) lexical and phraseological procedures metaphors, euphemisms,
hypocoristics (e.g. Endnoney

4) speaker’'smagination and inventiveness

The meaning and level of politeness of the nomimahs of address are
usually explicitly stated and do not depend as maohthe para-linguistic
context, as it is in the case of the pronominalreskl pattern. Especially
English, which cannot express the power relationtle collocutors by
pronominal address, relies rather on nominal addexsns (cf. chapter 4.2.2).

The category of nominal forms of address compridiesrse types,
which are names, kinship terms, titles, occupatidgeans, terms for some
types of relationships, terms of endearment, etn. & scale of respect
according to Brown/Ford (1961) in chapter 2.2.egaty of nouns consist of
first name (FN), last name (LN), full name (FLN)daall of these with titles
(T), namely honorific titles (HT) and professiondles (PT), with the degree
of respect growing from the least to the most. Tdilewing subchapters deal
with these classes separately.
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4.2.3.1. Names

The category of names comprises first names, lastes, pet names,
nicknames and pseudonyms, and each denote sepabgt®up with their own
characteristic properties and politeness implicatio

Let us begin with the analysis of first names whoclkecurred as address
terms in the observed text&xample (27) shows the reciprocal usage in
symmetrical relationship between friends. Exam@& and (29) illustrate the
usage in asymmetrical relationship marked by difiee in status and age,
where the younger and those of less power are sskettewith their first names,
i.e. child by his parent in (28) and younger brottne older sister (29).

(27) a. EMILY...would you like an ice-cream soda, or somethirafore
you go home®66)
b. EMIRI...chotto kaerimichi de, kimu $da ka nanka, @?(88)
Emily a little way-back on, cream soda or sikehhow?
C. Nedame si ¢ro, BuiLie °, ne? @jdeS domi? Treba

zmrzlinu740)

(28) a. Put away your book, LY. (15)

Uor,, hon o shimai nasgR5b)
Wally, book ACC close IMP.

C. WALLY, nech tu knihu(8)

(29) a. KEIzo, oboeteruq1:12:54)
Keizo, remember?

b. Do you remember, #z0?

C. KEIzo, pamatujeS?

The examples (27), (28) and (29) prove the thegrtown/Ford, that
FN is intimate form of address used in informauaiions comparable to T
pronominal address form. They act as markers armdlity, affectivity and
intimacy.

It is important to notice that Japanese is sersitty hierarchy even
among siblings. FN address without any honorifitfiswas in (29) is possible

19 As Knappova (1989: 15-26) explains, Czech firshes, like all the Czech nouns, belong to
declension paradigm of the same word ending vammtiThe names of foreign origin, which
appear in Czech speech, are adapted to the Czeténsyand undergo the form changes. Both
Czech and foreign male names are assigned to ndmaradigms ofpan (Michal, Ivo), muz
(Tomas, Matj), piredsedgOta, Lara), or the pronominal declension paradigRené, Tony.
The female names are declined according to the malnparadigmszena(Jana, Andreaand
rize (Alice, Marie), or according to the adjectival paradigjawrni (Maii). Some foreign names
do not undergo the declension changes: female namgisg with -| Rache), -es Mercedes,
Doloreg, -v (Ljubov) and some otherMaud, Karmel The declension changes are not
sometimes applied also for names ending with -{Ngemi, Bety and names with endings
untypical for Czech such as -0, -é, Hdikd, Niké, Enikd.
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only as address form toward a younger siblingamublder sibling is addressed
by FN with the honorifiesanor by a kinship term (cf. chapter 4.2.3.2.1).

Informality is the essential property of first names, esplgcial
conspicuous if they function aBminutives, as Lubecka (1993: 47) suggests.
The procedure of diminutives formation consistgither adding some suffixes
or cutting out the initial or final syllable whichesults in a kind of a
hypocoristic root. Diminutives are most often usid name children or
youngsters, the following examples illustrate sammainutive forms used in
the analysed texts.

(30) a. Giddap, EssiE (49)

Sora ike, BSH. (67)
So go, Bessie.

C. Tak jedem, Bssik (31)

(31) a Chirakashi wa dame y@sAMUCHAN (07:42)
messup TOP don’'t Isamu-HON

b. Don’t mess up the roonsAMU
C. Necdilej tu nepdadek, samU

Bessieis a diminutive form of the nantelizabethor BessandraWally
can be the short form divalter or Wallace However, there are also some
instances of diminutives, which are used as offigigen names, e.gdowie
can be a diminutive form doward or Howell but is used as a common name
for an adult in our text as example (32) demonss$tdt is not obvious from the
English version (32a.), but in Japanese (32b.) edspoward Howie is
expressed by the titlesan and in Czech (32c.) by the formal plural verbal
form.

(32)
a. Good morning, lwie Do you think it's going to rain again(®1)

b. Ohayy, HauisaNn  Mata furidasu kashirazn(69)
morning, Howie-HON. again begin-to-rain I-wonder.

C. Dobré rano, bwie. Co myslitebude zas prset(32)

Japanese creates diminutives of first names, andshim general, by
means of the suffixchan as example (31) signals. Czech is even more
productive in diminutives creation and the numbegrt® diminutives made
from the same basic form is larger, due to morpdiiold property of synthetic
language. The variations differ in the intensityfeé¢lings, e.gJii — Jirka —
Jirik — Jiricek **

1 The diminutives formed by cutting out the suffie Joaded with emotions because to
contract the term of address seems to endear tdeeasee. Apart from morphology, English,
being more analytic, makes use of the adjectitle lib create diminutives. The adjective little

31



First names and especially diminutives expressouaristages of
intimacy and as such can be applied as device sitiy® politeness. This
property can be observed also in orders, which wudhe presence of
diminutive lose a formal character and become @odt even polite request as
in (30) and (31) above.

Last names in contrast to first names, are classifiedasal means
of addressindf. Lubecka (1993: 45) suggests that it is becausg thay
indicate such social characteristics as social arital status of their bearers,
which belong to the formal category of social fasto

At present, last names are only symbolic labels,asu_ubecka (1993:
44) mentions, they reflected a social status, éepstonal background, a place
of origin or a nationality of their holders in tpast. In English the social status
can be explicitly defined e.g. by the presix (e.g.sir Winston Churchi)l.

The following examples present some of the lastesraaddress forms
used in the observed texts.

(33) a Yes, MRSELLIS. What can | do forou? (68)

Irasshai, RISUSAN Nani_sashiagemash(90)
Welcome, Ellis-HON. what give-HONh.

. Dobry denpaNiELLISOVA®, hned jsem wAs (41)
(34)
a. Oh, MR. StiMsoN | should have listened to the(i09)
b. SUCHIMUSON sANyappari minna noaikoto o kikeba yokattawé138)
Stimson-HON, after-all everybody GEN slaing ACC if-listened good
C. PANE STIMSONHE Meéla jsemvAsposlechnout(69)

The examples (33) and (34) above signal that lastes address forms do not
occur on their own but in combination with othedssks forms. The semantic
value and degree of formality implied by last nargescoloured by the forms
of address with which they combine or create compdorms of address.

The most typical and widespread is the combinadiolast names with
the formal titleMr. and its feminine counterparkdrs., Miss, Msin English.
Japanese employs the formal titkan for both sexes. Czech has one male

then implies the hypocoristic value due to the idesmallness associated with something nice,
pleasant and dear to us.

12 The social convention of first name and surnameoid Czech and English is first name
followed by surname in usual unmarked situatiore @pposite order is marked and used when
calling persons with the same surname in situasach as participation list and so on as
Knappova (1989: 16) posits. In Japanese, surnareedidering is a convention.

In Czech, the sex-related differences of last naares signalled. The Czech female
surnames have theova endings, with a few exceptions. According to thike, female
surnames of foreign origin have to incorporate ¢émeling-ovaas well. For exampl®irs. Ellis
in (33a.)becomepani Ellisovéin (33c.)as Knappova (1989: 29) claims. However, there is a
tendency to preserve the original forms of forefgames in recent years, especially if their
format resists inflection.
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variantpaneand two female variantgani for married women andlecno for
young unmarried women (for further discussion despter 4.2.3.2.2).

Another class of forms of address which can combirtie last names is
a class ofprofessional titles It gives the address term a feature of formality
and then the whole address cluster becomes a nwrketh a social role and a
status.

Important feature of formality is also the appragei verbal and
pronominal form accompanying last name. In Czecis ihe second person
plural form of the verb and plural form of the poom vas referring to the
hearer as in (33) and (34). The Japanese verb4nig3n its plain form and
politeness is expressed only by the honorific tilen For expressing respect
to the collocutor the verb is in its polite or evespectful form as in (33),
where the shop assistant addresses a customeconvantional and highly
polite way.

Since last name and full name address correspintse V pronoun
address indicating formality and distance, it isially applied in official
communication motivated by the social position ofliferent hierarchical
scale. However, there are instances in English evitiee last name address
does not define the relationship between the spgsaketerms of power and
respect but take a different function. Comparefotiewing examples.

(35 a. GEORGEGIBBS, where are you going36)

Kore, HJi, doko e iku no76)
hey George where go

C. Kam utikas, GorGI*? (34)

(36) a. Why, iLIA HERSEY- French toast(54)

b. Oioi JURIA - furenchi bsuto ja nai ka(72)
Why, Julia - French toast is not?

C. Topinka! No ne, ULIE! (33)

The pattern in (35a.) and (36a.) corresponds to cibrecept of American

addressing, where first name form represents irdbtynand intimacy, while

last name form stands for formality and distancecadkdingly, mother

addresses her son in this way in order to sounce rfmal and to express
power by means of this structure in (35). In (3&juaband thanks his wife for
making his favourite meal, and full name addregse lseunds formal but also
somehow ceremonious so as to express apprecidtios. structure may be
even loaded with some negative expressivity, ssdihrat. However, the final
effect depends on the context.

14 As Strakova (1994: 174) mentions, first names tiaei parallel forms in many languages.
Accordingly, also the English nant@eorgehas its Czech varianiiii. But as our example
signals, they are often preserved in their origiffiatm, just adapted to the phonetic and
grammatical rules of the target language.
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Between the informal first name address and folastl name address
forms, there ardalf-formal ways of address in Japanese and Czech. See the
following examples for the half-formal forms.

(37) a NORIKO SAN Mo honi ni kamawande kudasgo. (65:18)
Noriko-HON, any-longer really don’t bother IMP-RO
b. Don't go to any trouble, BRIKO.
C. NORIKO, nedtlejte si s nami starosti.

The half-formal address in the Japanese (37a.) Hemsm achieved by a
juxtaposition of two opposed concepts: the inforfirat name address and the
formal honorific prefix-sanwith the polite verbal form.

Due to the formal verbal form, the half-formalitgrcbe traced also in
Czech (37c.). The first name address in Czech lyseaimbines with the
informal verbal form in the second person singuldre half-formal address in
Czech in (37c.) is an exception taking the verlih@ second person plural
normally reserved for formal occasions. SimilarsyJapanese, Czech can also
combine the titlgpan/paniand first name, as e.gane Josefe, pani Marie

Lubecka (1993: 48) notes that in American Englitiere can be also
observed this form, as e.Mliss Daisy,but mainly as a remnant from the old
American South. In (37b.) in fact, there is no imiplmarker of a half-formal
way of address.

To the category of names, Brown/Ford (1961) inatlidsomultiple
names(MN), which is an informal address terms group paBsing various pet
names, nicknames and pseudonyms.

Let us consider the nominal forms of address wilucburred in the
observed texts. The examples (38) and (39) prestarmal forms of address
indicating friendliness and solidarity between ride and as such they can be
considered as devices of positive politeness. lexpressed by informal
nominal terms in English and Czech and by informesbal forms in Japanese.

(38) a. Don't disgrace the teans|G BOY. (77)

Chimu no na o] kega suna {100)
team GEN name ACC hurt do not-IMP.

C. A ne abys nam uéthl ostudu KAMARADE (49)

(39) a. Look at himfFELLAS- he looks scared to deafif1.7)

Mite miro yo. Ano kao - bikubiku shite massaéjan (100)
Look-IMP. that face - scared being completaiye-is-not-it?

C. KdyzZ ti to nepjde, zavolej kamaraddy. My uZ si budedudt
rady, cOHOSP? (49)

The address terms in (40) are rather insulting,dvewvas Fraser (1981
436) claims, whether a particular phrase is takearansult depends on the
perceptions of the hearer. The effect of an utas influenced not only by
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the content of address form, but also by the walatiip between the speaker
and the hearer, their relative status, the contéxthe interaction, and the
cultural values of the society.

(40) a. GEORGE don’t look so innocent,0u OLD GEEZER(77)

JoJi,  kamatoto burun ja neezo, KONO BAKAtare.(100)
George, innocent pretend do-not-IMP, this fool.

C. Netva se jak svatej, BORG| TY CHLAPE MIZERNA(49)

In our example (40), a groom is addressed by hidr@nds. The usual
context of a wedding is formal and this very infatraddress term is intended
to cheer him up. The example thus supports Fraskis that it is possible to
use a conventional insulting term without conveyihg slightest sense of
insult.

To sum up the observations about names as teriaddoéss, formality
seems to be the dominating feature of last andnfathes. Informality on the
other hand is realised by first names and nicknarfiesvever, politeness
would be the property not only of last and full resvas it was assumed.

This conclusion implies that last name and full raaddress is most
formal and presumably most polite between two pzojplshould be stressed
that it does not, however, inherently mean that abieer polarity form of
address, first name and nickname respectivelgaistipolite. This is a question
of reciprocity, because the reciprocal informal redding, as a sign of
solidarity and friendliness, can serve as a meapssitive politeness as well.

Furthermore, the half-formal terms of address damg first name and
a title should be added on the scale of hierarghBitown/Ford (1961) in (4)
between informal first name address terms and forenans of last names with
titles.

4.2.3.2. Titles

The category of titles includes series of formsrde§ family relations,
professional and functional position or academatust of the interlocutors.
This chapter comprises three subchapters dealmsgyfiwith family titles,
secondly with professional, functional and acadetities and finally with a
group of terms containing the form of address sagi¥ir/Mrs.

4.2.3.2.1 Family titles

Family titles identify a given person among thenilg members and
assign a place in the family hierarchy to themlalsecka (1993: 53) puts it.
Since the family bounds can be created either bgdtelation or by marriage,
there are kinship titles and consanguineal fantilgst

Family titles express the concept of the relatigmsiwithin a family,
which are usually based on affection and inforngali Lubecka (1993: 37, 56)
suggests. This idea would apply especially for Agazer concept of
friendliness and intimacy. However, the family talas involve also the
dimension of age difference, which may be essefurathe Japanese concept,
usually based on hierarchy and respect.
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The dialogues from observed plays provide us amcldel of kinship
terms usage. Let us start the analysis with the lzakiress terms applied in a
nuclear family. The following examples illustratddaessing among parents
and their children.

(41) a. MAMA, wereYou pretty?(32)

Ja,MAMA wa kirei datta?(45)
So, mama TOP pretty was?

C. MawmI, Tysbyla taky hezka®19)

42) a. Ok4sAN ara mata sukoslakiku nattan ja nai kashira. (15:32)
mother-HON, oh again a bit big became do nebhder

b. MAMA, Youve become taller.
C. Mawml, vy jstesnad vyrostla.

The situations in examples (41) and (42) are rath&armal and
English terms in both of them reflect this fact imyjormal address term.
Japanese is similarly informal in (41b.), applyirgher informal term of
address and plain verbal form. However, in (42ae) plain verbal form still
preserves informality of situation but the standaddress term expresses more
respect toward mother. Czech signals this diffezdncapplication of informal
second person singular pronotinwith informal verbal form in (41c.) and
formal plural pronounvy with formal verbal form in (42c.). Japanese and
Czech terms thus again differ from English termsjces their socio-
psychological dimension accounts for the verbahferhich they take.

The Japanese patterns of address is unique, asdieespecial terms of
address usethside the family to one’s family members and yet anotieems
used in speaking outside one’s family and abousidet’'s family members.
This study is concerned only with terms of diredtl@@ss and does not discuss
the indirect references used for speaking aboativekoutside one’s family,
which comprises completely different set of lexitains.

The family titles in Czech combine usually with tinéormal verb and
T pronounty. Usage of the V pronouvy denotes a user of older generation,
since it is not used by youngsters toward theirifamembers nowadays. The
pronounvy functions as an honorific, therefore it denote$y dhose family
members whose age, important family role, and Haghition in the family
hierarchy entitle them to some special respect,geamdparents. It is important
to note that the mother in (42) is actually a graather called by her adult
daughter, and thus she is entitled to a higheredegf respect.

The same findings can be observed in the followeypamples
presenting address terms for one’s fathter.

15 As Goldstein/Tamura (1975: 58) mention there aa@ggof terms in Japanese, which can
be labelled as ‘plain’ and ‘polite’. The plain fosmare reserved for one’s family members
when talking to outsiders and the polite terms eserved for the outsider’s family. Thus,
children call their father by the polite standautii otosan in talking to outsiders they refer to

their father by the plain forrohichi, but they speak of the outsider’s father agairmt@sanas
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(43) a. But, PaPA - | don’t want to get married (79)

DattePAPA- atashi, kekkon nanka iya103)
but papa-|I marriage suchlike do-naiatv

C. TATINKU, j& se nechci vdavat(51)

(44) a. OTOSAN tsukareta desh(19:48)

father-HON tired l-assume
b. You must be tiredpaArPA
C. Musitebyt unavenyTATINKU.

Japanese has devices for expressing even highezedef politeness,
which is demonstrated in (45). Here the honorifitfis -sanis replaced by the
more respectful tittesamaand the plain verbal form by a respectful form.

(45) a. OT10samp  taoru nanka _omochi ddsu (12:53)
father-HON, towel suchlike have-HONTr?

b. Do You have a towelpapPA?

C. Méate rucénik, TATINKU?

The Czech translation corresponds to the Japarezgealof politeness by the
formal plural verbal form. English, however, preser its usual informal
addressing pattern.

It is interesting that in the observed texts thame plenty of the address
terms for mother and father, while there is only @xample of the address
term for a son, presented in (46), and none foigkisu. Moreover, there is
none of them in Japanese.

(46) a. Here’s a handkerchiegoN (37)

b. Sz, hankachi(52)
here, handkerchief.

C. Tady mas kapesngyNu (23)

With the only exception in (46), parents calledirttahildren by their
first names in all the three language variationthefthree texts.

However, there is a contrast between American/Czeuah Japanese
address terms for siblings. Examples (47) and &®w Japanese address

in (44a.) However, Goldstein/Tamura suggest that some &hmithside and outside address
terms can be observed also in English, since abildefer to their father asy fatherand to
the outsider’s father agour father The usage of possessive pronouns combined wishigi
terms depend also on the marking of alienabilita ispecific language. English, Japanese and
Czech clearly mark inalienably possessed objeatséms in a distinct way, but | am not going
to discuss their distinction here in more detail.
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terms for a brother and a sister. Notice that eeitti the texts included English
and Czech equivalents.

47) a. NICHAN, itsu  kaeruf1:16:12)
older brother, when go-home

b. When dorou leave?
C. Kdy jedesddom;i?

(48) a. ONESAN  dbshite kaeru(1:14:43)
older-sister, why already go-home

b. Mustyou go home today?

C. Uz musiflomi?

Goldstein/Tamura (1975: 45) explain that the Japangatterns of
address emphasize age differences and the termgpécally non-reciprocal.
Terms of address of siblings in Japanese are gisshed in status by kinship
terms to older brother nichanin (47a.) and older sisternesanin (48). The
younger siblings are usually called by their firames only in Japanese.

Americans and Czechs do not need to emphasizeifigieedce among
siblings. Their relation is based on symmetricalidsoity, in contrast to
Japanese asymmetrical power governed relationshipstefore, Americans
and Czechs usually address both older and yourgaergs by their first names
which allow equal status for all of them.

Kinship terms are used to a much greater degrelapanese than in
English and Czech. Goldstein/Tamura (1975: 45-1¢d the standard forms
of English and Japanese family titles and theypaesented together with the
Czech equivalents in (49).

(49)
English Japanese Czech
(polite standard) (vocative)
a. | grandmother grandmother | obisan bahiko
b. | grandfather | grandfather | ojisan @¢decku
c. | father father obsan tatinku
d. | mother mother okisan maminko
e. | elder brother name onisan name
f. | younger name name (san name
brother
g. | elder sister | name onesan name
h. | younger name name (san name
sister
i. |uncle (unclg+name| ojisan stryci
J. | aunt (aund+name | obasan teto
k. | niece name name-san name
[. | nephew name namean name
m. | cousin name namean name
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In all the three languages, apart from the potaedard forms, informal
forms anddiminutives are often used as address terms inside a fanolpeS
examples are given below with the relevant itemisalad letters.

(50) a. MA! What dress shall | wear(24)

MAMA! Atashi, dono fuku  kiru nq24)
mamal! I, which clothes wear?

C. MAMI! Co si mam vzit na sebé®)

(51) a. MAMA, I'm here!(102)

b. MAMA, atashi wa koko y@129)
Mama, | TOP here.

C. MAMINKO, tady jsem(65)

(52) a. Why,you know,PA. (37)

b. Shitteru daro, PAPA. (52)
know probably, papa.

C. Vzdy' vi§ TATI. (23)

All the family titles in (49) above are nouns andlidwing the
morphological properties of this part of speech #mel rules of the given
language they can naturally create diminutives.

In English only a few family titles have directhemved diminutives
which have been created either by adding a suffibyocutting it. Lubecka
(1993: 54) gives the following list of the Englidhminutives:

(53) English kinship titles variations

father Daddy — Dad — Da
mother Mummy — Mum — Ma
grandmother Grandma — Grannie
grandfather Grandpa — Grandad
son Sonny

The typical procedure for creating diminutives inglish is by means
of the qualifying adjectivdittle which colours the form of address with
positive emotions, e.gjttle niece, little cousin

The Japanese titlekasan has variants akasan, okichan, kkchan, ok
etc. In addition the terms adapted from Englishna0), (51) and (52) are
commonly used.

In Czech, all the diminutives are directly derifenim the basic form of
a given title by adding different diminutive sufig which express various
degrees of emotional bonds between the speakeysdeerko (daughter)
vhowku (grandson) teticko (aunt) etc. The Czech addresatkomay become
mamo, mamin (50c.), maminko(51c.) mamineéko, etc. It is interesting that
the Czech diminutive formsiaminko, tatinkware actually the polite forms of
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address, cf. examples (44), (45), (55) and (569; the standard formmatko,
ot¢e would sound rude. They are thus not usually agpdied did not appear
also in our texts.

We have discussed the kinship titles used in asandamily so far, and
now we will deal with terms applied for bigger faymmembers. The examples
below illustrate the addressing behaviour in exéenidmily.

(54) a. Good morning, MTHERWEBB. (57)

Ohayp, VEBB N0 OKA4SAN (76)
morning, Webb GEMther.
C. Dobré jitro, PANi TCHYN. (34)

(55) a. Don’t you remember, BITHERGIBBS? (96)

Wasurechattan@k4saN? (122)
failed-to-forget, mother

C. UZ si_nevzpomint®AMINKO? (61)

(56) a. Ok4samA honto ni ohisashiburi de. (10:39)
mother-HON, really long-time-no-see

b. It's been a long time, BITHER

C. Dlouho jsmevAsnevicli, MAMINKO.

When we address one’s in-laws, the terms for thengyy family
members are generally used, as the examples (850580 prove. The family
tittes such asstep-mother, step-fatheor step-daughterdenote the family
relationship in a very straightforward and somehowde way, bringing
negative connotation’S.In direct addressing, they are replaced eithefirsy
names, terms of endearment or their equivalentstohgnblood bonds. These
somehow euphemistic kinship terms imply positiveedivity and positive
politeness is realised in this way.

In the Japanese texts, other family terms werehdéaremployed in
direct addressing. Many languages employ familymgeralso in direct
addressing of the outsiders, i.e. the people wkdrafact not members of the
family. Let us compare the following address teimgapanese, English and
Czech in more detail:

(57) a Morning, MRs GiBBs (11)

Ohayp, OKUSAN (22)
morning, wife.
C. Dobrejtro, PANIGIBBSOVA (7)

® The Czech term for mother-in-law in (41) is thdyooccurrence of this kind and it is a
rather rare example, since also in Czech primamifa terms are generally preferred, as (55)
and (56) prove.
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(58) a. Excuse me, Rk FORREST (28)

b. Gomen nasai, BRESUTO OBASAN42)
I’'m sorry Forrest  aunt.
C. Promiite, PANIFORRESTOVA(17)

As for the Japanese examples above, Goldstein/Tarti875: 61)
claim, that the ternokusan as in (57), or the more polite formkusama
primarily meaning wife, is very frequently used faddressing a married
woman, even when her name is known. Similastysan (older brother) and
onesan (older sister) are used by children to denote yadyoa girl older than
themselves. Moreover, the terrobasan(aunt) - example (58), andjisan
(uncle) are used in addressing people roughly tveenty and sixty of age.
Ojisan (grandfather) anabasan(grandmother) are used for older men and
women. These terms are typically used in direcregiloutside the family by
children, and adults may also use them, if the n@met known. However, the
corresponding term for memoshujin or more politedannasama meaning
husband, cannot be used as a direct address.

Although it is not used in (57) and (58) aboves thhenomenon can be
traced also in Czech, where the tenet® (aunt) and alsastrycku (uncle) are
used in the same way as the Japanese equiaddasanin (58) by children.

On the other hand, as (57) and (58) show, otherfsiesedly American
pattern applies a title plus last name address,tenaking thus distance
between the collocutors. It is possible to analyse addressing behaviour in
detail, but the problem will be left at this pointthe present study.

Finally, another distinctive usage of the primtamily term was found
in the texts. Look at the function of the terms hastand father in these
examples, none of which was used as the addregkeinchildren-parent
discourse.

(59) a. Good morning, MTHER (104)

Tadaima KASAN (131)
I’'m [back home] mother.

C. Dobrejtro, MAMO. (66)

(60) a. Well, Ma, the day has comés2)

Ya KASAN tsuini  sonohi ga kita {@1)
well mother, suddenly that day SUBJ came.

C. TakMAMINO, a je to tady(33)

(61) a. OTOSAN Mo kaeritain ja nai desuk®4:39)
father already want-to-go-home isn't it-POL?
b. You must be homesick already
C. ToBE uZ se musi styskat.
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These in fact identical examples demonstrate dugessing between a
husband and a wife since they have children. Tihgnakthat it is common to
use the kinship terms when children are presennetimes even if their
children are not present at the moment.

Moreover, when their children are not present &erbht set of terms
can be used as well between a couple. Goldsteindfa@975: 53) claim that
Japanese husband calls his wife by her name witiheuhonorific san or by
the plain formsoi (hey) andomae (you informal). Japanese wife calls her
husband by his name witlsan or by polite termsanata (you standard) and
omaesar(you-HON).

The Japanese terms show the difference of posifibmsband and wife.
While husband may call his wife by informal meaning something like “Hey
you”, wife calls her husband by terms accompaniethb politesan

The American and Czech husbands and wives usualllgach other by
equally informal terms, i.e. their first names, stiip terms variations or by
various terms of endearment such as Ewgeetie, honeyCz. zlato, mildaku.
Eventually, this concept supports the theory ofaditjuin American culture,
opposed to a gender-based hierarchy in the Japanksee. The difference in
status here is not due to the difference in agebbuause of the difference in
Sex.

Goldstein/Tamura (1975: 53) conclude that stattferénces, including
difference in position, age, and sex, play an irtaodrrole in the consciousness
of Japanese family members in general. The eldghér is more likely to call
his younger sibling by name withousan attached, while the older sister is
more likely to attach the honorifisanto the names of younger siblings. In the
same way, mother and grandmother are more liketylidhe younger child by
the name appended witbanthan father and grandfather. When it comes to the
addressing of the collateral relatives, such asesienephews or cousins, the
honorific -san (or chan is even more necessary than it is within the earcl
family. In addressing the eldest child, the parempsndparents and also
younger siblings are likely to use the kinship temfsan (older brother) for a
boy oronesan(older sister) for a girl.

In the American family, besides the categories afrepts and
grandparents, the relatives are usually called itst hame or first name
attached to the kinship term. The addresses ahgidimake no distinction in
age. 'I?he frequent use of nicknames blurs sex asdiqgo differences even
more.

Repertories of family titles in English, Japanesel &zech show a
relatively high degree of lexical correspondenc#,ds far as their morphology
is concerned, the same linguistic means of wordh&bion are not always
applied.

There is a tendency in English to create compoandly titles, but in
Czech and Japanese simple ones prevail. For exa@pkeh and Japanese
diminutives are derived from their basic forms bydiag the diminutive

" Goldstein/Tamura (1975) point out that in more mwwd Japanese families there are
tendencies toward adopting the American patternnguequal first names address terms
between a husband and a wife and also among sglidgwever, for the detailed description
of these tendencies further research will be nesgsand it is not the objective of this study.
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endings, whereas in English they are created bingdde qualifying adjective
little. Furthermore, the compound terms are charactefistithe English and
Japanese consanguineous terms. They typically iooatavord denoting the
primary relationship such asother, fatheretc., and a term assigning the
secondary position such stp-, -in-law, grand-, half-.

To sum up, although the list of family titles isnfp in the languages
discussed here, not all of them are used as dioects of address with the
same frequency. The basic kinship terms used ie-t@face contact are
mother, father, grandmother, grandfather, unated aunt and their variations
in Japanese and Czech. In addition, the titlesafiuressing older brother
onisanand older sistemnesanare commonly used in Japanese.

In conclusion, the formal characteristics and lakicontents of the
address terms denote family role and position, whidluences the address
behaviour. The family background is rather informbut the degree of
informality is modified by respect, depending om ttamily role and status.
Informality and respect determine also the usagbeferbal form in Japanese
and Czech, which is usually in the plain form oca®l person singular
respectively, but it can be also in polite or respe form in Japanese and
formal second person plural form in Czech, esplydiaf the in-laws.

4.2.3.2.2The forms of addresaMr., san, pane and their variants

This chapter deals with most generally used titdsch are not limited
to one domain in their usage like the group of fantitles (cf. chapter
4.2.3.2.1) or the series of professional, acadeamd functional titles (cf.
chapter 4.2.3.2.3). As Braun (1988: 9) suggests, firms of address
corresponding to EnglisNr/Mrs are general forms commonly used in many
languages.

The conventional set of such titles in English udgsMr. for men and
their feminine equivalentdirs. for married women andiss for girls and
unmarried women as Lubecka (1993: 73) states.

The Japanese titles do not have a gender and hwatas distinction.
Goldstein/Tamura (1975: 47) posit that all the Estygtitles, Mr., Mrs., and
Missare contained in the Japanese sushx It is true with respect to a gender
distinction, but in contrast to English, Japaness la set of expressions
differentiated in terms of respect. Takenoya (2003} states that Japanese
titles are hierarchical and gives a list of comndapanese honorific titles in
decreasing order of deference as follows.

(62) Japanese honorific titles

-sama very polite

-san average

-kun mostly used for men
-chan diminutive

Czech, similarly as English, makes a distinctiongender and has a
male formpane(Mr.) and two female variangzani (Mrs.) andslecno (Miss),
which are on the same level of hierarchy.

Lubecka (1993: 73) discusses the usage of thesesfaf address,
claiming that they are applied, when an adult umkmdo the speaker or a
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person with whom he is on formal terms, is to bdraslsed in a polite way.
Thus they carry the connotation of formality, patiess and respect in
themselves and are looked at as a respectful adpatiern.

Let us have a look at the following examples, nogdheir function in
addressing. The examples below illustrate the rdistie syntactic
characteristics of these forms in each of giveglages.

(63)

a. Oh, MR. CARTER my little boy is spending the day at your ho(36)

b. Ara, KiTisaAN uchino ko ga otaku e ojama shitasowa. (123)
Oh, Carter-HON, our GEN child SUBJ house-HON disédHONh-POL

c. PANECARTER myj kluk je dneska wAs

As Lubecka (1993: 78) claims the English titles., Mrs. are not
usable on their own without being followed by ai¢ek item, usually LN, to
create a compound term. The titMiss can be used separately only in
contacting an unknown person, such as a salesgalwaitress and acquires
different meaning. Address in the phrases liEgcuse me, Misdgnores the
question of marital status.

The Japanese titles cannot stand alone as welthbytare in a form of
suffix. They can normally combine with family namesa cluster of a first
name and a family name but also with first namey @3l in (64). In addition,
they can be attached to other nominal terms - nailyatittes as in (65) (cf.
4.2.3.2.1), and to professional or functional sit{fef. 4.2.3.2.3).

(64) a. NORIKO SAN anata mofuku motte kith:04:24)
Noriko-HON, you mourning-clothes bring came
b. NoRiko did You bring mourning clothes?

C. NORIKO, vzala jstesi Saty na pofeb?

(65) a. OTousAMA osake osuki nan desu 32:45
father-HON, alcohol-HON like-HON be-POL
b. Do you like sakeATHER?
C. Méaterad sakeTATINKU?

In Czech, the forms of address titlpane/pani/sléno can stand by
themselves or combine with other lexical items,chhare a family name as in
(63), or a full name. Such a combination, espectik latter one, makes them
sound more formal than when they appear on their. ow

The combination of title with a first name as id)@s very common in
Japanese and is possible also in Czech, but indBnighrdly ever appears. In
Czech the cluster containing the tilan, paniand a first name functions as an
intermediate stage before switching to the inforamdress pattern. The titles
pan, paniserve as a politeness and respect carrier fomrabterms consisting
only of first names.
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These address patterns were already discussedjnecht.2.3.1 as the
semi-official or half-formal forms of address, whiserve as a compromise
between the formal set of family names, titles #rar combinations, on the
one hand and the informal first names on the other.

Due to the grammatical features of the Czech arel lhpanese
linguistic system, the dimension of respect andfdity accounts for a form of
the verb which accompanies the honorific titles.iiAs obvious in examples
(63), (64) and (65) the verbal form acquire secopaicson plural in Czech.

A form of the Japanese verb depends on the ded@nespect implied.
In the half-formal construction with first nameias(64), only a plain form of
verb is used and respect is expressed chiefly dyitle san In a more formal
situation, when the title combines with last namamother title, as in (63) and
(65), the polite verbal form must be used. Poés=nof utterance can be
further modified by usage of honorific terms andpectful verbal forms. The
degree of formality gets modified also by the foofmthe title, samabeing
more polite thansan according to the hierarchy in (62.

The titles ehanand kunare commonly applied in Japanese but do not
have English and Czech equivalents. The examptabghows the usage of -
chanand kun

(66) a. IsamucHAN, olichanto  omote e ikimasi{11:33)
Isamu HON, grandma with front-side to go-POL.
b. Will you go with grandma for a walk?
C. Pujdeme na prochazkusAmu?
(67) a. Naa, HRAYAMAKUN (76:11)
listen, Hirayama-HON
b. Listen, HRAYAMA
C. Heled, HRAYAMQ

(68) a. Nani MNORU! (17:43)

what Minoru!
b. MiNORU! Behave yourself!
C. Chovej se slusfn MINORU!

The Japanese titlegun and €han are not traditional honorific titles,
since they cannot be used in power relation toveerels superior. They are
used toward persons of lower status or age, edlyetwmavard children. The
suffix -kunis applied only for boys or men. In example (@7 iattached to a
surname and it serves as an informal address betaddts but toward a good
friend. In solidarity relations they can be useddod person of the same age
and status. However, they have the same functigdheatittes sanand sama
since FN address wittkun or chantitles sounds more polite than only bare
FN address in Japanese form as in (68).
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In our texts, these titles appeared also in addseswlicating a couple
of addressee as in the next example.

(69) a. Thank you very much, MandMRrs WEBB. (62)

Ya, WEBU SAN NO  GQWU, domo arigab. (82)
So, Webb-HON GEN couple, thank you very much.
C. Dekujem,vSEMmoc @kujem.(37)

The English pattern consists of a cluster of thkestifor male and
female plus their last name. The Czech pattern dvbalthe samegéne a pani
Webovj only adapted to the Czech grammatical systemitlves replaced by
a pronoun form in the translation. The Japanesetsite in (69) proves that the
title sanis applicable to both genders. Lubecka (1993: @l&ms that this
usage is reserved for formal occasions and is rdarkeh politeness.

There are also series of forms of address whicmaohave to be
followed by any other terms in Englisisir, Madameand Lady. Lubecka
(1993: 75) states that it primarily functioned gzrefix to the name of a knight,
a baronet or a woman of higher rank. This makesustsge coloured with
respect, high status and politeness, althoughpeas as an address to any
adult man to whom one wants to show respect. Lathserve the function of
Sir in our text:

(70) a. Not at all,sIrR not at all. (23)

d. iya nani koreshik{35)
no what a-little-thing

e. Neni z&, rado se stalo(13)

Example (70) proves that it is used as a commoneadderm for any male in a
polite way in English and not only to bearers ofaaistocratic title. Morand
(2000: 238) discusses this kind of addressing asobthe devices of negative
politeness (terms defined by Brown and Levinsory,8)9Negative politeness
has a function of establishing a social distande/eéen speaker and hearer. It is
expressing deference by using honorifics, as e.¢g.Can | help you, Sir
which elevate the hearer’s status, and therebytecmaaura of respect and of
social distance that cushions the impact of a AT &uIn.

The feminine equivalents 8ir are Lady andMadamand they can be
also courteously used as an address form to anyawarmowadaysLady is a
more posh and respectful term as Lubecka (1993clabps.

(71) a. No, MA’AM. (25)

lya, OKUSAN (38)
no, wife

C. Nikoli, VAZENA PANI (15)
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Example (71) shows that the titladam in its more colloquial variaritla’am,
corresponds to the classification of the té&vimdamas a term, which expresses
deference and politeness in a formal but not taarious setting.

We should discuss also the plural forms. Lubecle®31 80) lists the
English terms as follows:

(72)

Lady Ladies

Madame Mesdames, Madam — Madams
Sir Sirs

Mr., Mrs. — no plural formsMiss Misses

The corresponding forms can be found also in Czech:

(73)

pane pani, panové
pani pani

damo damy

These forms usually appear in clusters containioidp bhe masculine
and the feminine title. The English and the Czeatigon bring together the
plural counterparts of both sexes, however in Jegathere is no such pattern
and the general termina (everybody) plus honorific suffiganor more polite
samais applied instead.

(74) a. It's a question ADIES AND GENTLEMENMake it talk (36)
b. Kibo o ushinatta hito e no yobikake desuwRASAN
hope ACC lost person to GEN appeal is-POL, ewvatylHON,
dakara sono tsumori.d®1)
for-this-reason that intention by.
C. To ma byt jako otazk@AMY A PANOVEtak & je to poznat(22)
(75) a. MINASAMA ykoso, Bkyo kudasaimashita(37:13)
everybody-HON, welcome, Tokyo give-HONr
b. LADIES AND GENTLEMENWelcome to Tokyo.
C. DAMY A PANOVEVitejte v Tokiu.

This expression serves to attract attention and egsllective title expressing
politeness and respect toward the audience dunmgffiial meeting.

These patterns prove again the difference in pwgs expressions in
individual languages. English possess special &xerms to show respect to
collocutors, whereas Japanese makes use of gemeralun accompanied by
an honorific suffix and a respectful verbal form.

4.2.3.2.3Professional titles

This chapter concerns titles which are bestowed achieved by
appointment (e.gdoctor, major), or are inherited (e.gCount Dukg; and
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professional terms designating an addressee’s ationpor function \(aiter)
as Braun (1988: 10) classifies them.

Titles serve as identification labels and indicataf profession,
function, rank and social role. Their bearers aldgr@ssed not as private but as
public persons and titles define their positionhivitthe hierarchy of social
relations. This feature defines titles as inheyefdkmal terms of address in
correspondence to the theory by Brown/Ford (198khgy classified titles as
the most respectful address terms in contrast tgt Memiliar nicknames
addresses.

Lubecka (1993: 59) suggests that the more fornthissel hierarchised
the application of these titles is, the more exaxt precise the equivalence of
their forms becomes; and the morpho-grammaticalquiores to create address
forms become richer and more productive as well.

Let us have a look a conversation concerning psafesl titles. The
titles in example (76), although used only as exfee’® and not as direct
address, illustrate the structure of professiatiastterms. As Takenoya (2003:
7) posits, professional titles are formed from veomddicating institutionally
defined positions and thus they explicitly dendie bearer’s post in a company
hierarchy.

(76)

a. Demo anta, insatsu gaisha  N@UCHOSAN ja ttara(31:94)
but you, printing company GEN department-hisad

b. But aDEPARTMENT HEADOS a good position.

C. Vzdy’ je SEFEM ODIELENI.

a. Naan'’noBUCHOSANNa  monka! Ma@aKARICHD ja.
what department-head that's impossible! sadidsection-chief

b. DEPARTMENT HEADNOthing! He’'s amSSISTANT SECTION CHIEF

C. SEFEM ODDELEN! JENASISTENTEM SERNIHO SEFA

The list in (77) by Bownas et al. (2005: 105) prasdhe titles within a
Japanese company reflecting the hierarchy of statunsthe decreasing order.

18 For Japanese professional titles the same rule f@s kinship terms is applied,

distinguishing between the forms of address fosidets and for insiders. In addressing the
chairman of one’s company, the plain fokaichs is used, while, in addressing the chairman
of another company (outside one’s group), the faaithosanwith the honorific suffix-san
must be used.
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(77)

Japanese English Czech

a. | kaicho chairman pedseda

b. | fuku-kaictd vice-chairman mistosedseda

c. | shacls president prezident

d. | fuku-shach vice-president vice-prezident

e. | senmu senior managing generalnireditel
torishimariyaku director

f. | jomu managing director obchodrieditel
torishimariyaku

g. | torishimariyaku director reditel

h. | shikle-yakuin officer tednik

i. | buchy head of department vedouci abihi

j- |jicho deputy head of zastupce vedouciho

department odd¥leni

k. | kacho head of section vedouci sekce

l. | kakaricho head of subsection vedouci podsekce

m. | shain company member radovy zamsstnanec

The professional titles repertoires in Japaneseali¥fn and Czech
indicating position within a company, share thernfial features. All three
languages apply clearly defined hierarchical tittes express respect and
deference.

The Japanese titles in (77) can be used indepdpaerds a suffix to a
name. They can be attached to LN and FLN, but bmagkers of formality
they are unlikely to follow FN, e.glanaka Shaah (LN). The English titles
can be also used independently or attached to &,nlamt then they take the
position preceding a name, eRyesident Browr(LN). The Czech titles stand
in the initial position in a combination with namiee the English titles, but
they cannot be used independently and appear istectu with general
honorific titles pane/pani(Mr/Mrs). Titles combinations are further discu$se
in this chapter.

Lubecka (1993: 59) divides titles on grounds ofirtmeorphological
structure into simple and compound forms. Simplento are realised by a
noun itself, whereas compound forms function astehs of a noun with an
adjective (e.glecturer - senior lecturgr another nouncplonel - lieutenant-
colone) or a prefix §ecretary - undersecretgryBy means of these morpho-
grammatical procedures, a rich set of address flasnderived from the basic
form has developed. These morphological processesraployed in English
as well as in Japanese and Czech, as (77) dentesstra

The Japanese forms are actually compounds:beigp combines a
morphemebu (department) andho (a head, a chiefgshacld was formed in the
same way, fronsha(company) +cho (head), thus literary meaning a head of
company, etc.

Some forms of address become very long lexicahseds because they
contain different titles defining both the functiand the profession or different
academic titles. Such long title formulas consgstof two or more lexical
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segments are not used in face-to-face contactsdieet address. The only
exceptions are the forms containing affixes whishiaherent parts of the title
itself, e.g.vice-presidentHowever, even in such cases the suffixes terzkto
omitted. The general tendency is to replace theposed forms containing the
affixesvice- pro-, under; etc. with their simple counterparts for directisass
(e.g. vice-president - president, pro-consul - consul,demsecretary -
secretary as Lubecka (ibid) claims. This kind of euphengigtirms heightens
the status of the interlocutor and thus expressgsect to him. Otherwise, titles
should be applied appropriately to the actual pmsitof collocutors and
adequacy is an important aspect of politenesslenaddresses.

The following example shows another form and fuorctof title in
Japanese.

(78) a. Good morning, M. NEwsOME (103)

Ohay, GYUNYOYA SAN (130)
morning, milkman-HON

C. Dobrejtro, PANENEWSOME (65)

Example (78) demonstrates a very conspicuous diffter between
English/Czech and Japanese. English/Czech tendsdia professional and
functional titles if they denote low profession<isuas conductor, milkman,
driver, etc. They are usually replaced by the tie/Mrs. plus LN. When they
are used as a direct address in English/Czech giegoloured with irony and
lose their function of politeness marker.

Japanese uses many other occupational titles fiireat address, as
signal the list below by Goldstein/Tamura (1975):63

(79)

o-mawari-san policeman

yitbinya-san mailman

daiku-san carpenter

o-furoya-san owner of public bath

denkiya-san electrician

suidbya-san water-meter reader, collector of water
bills, plumber

insatsuya-san printer

hokenya-san insurance man

gasuya-san gasman

These terms are again compound forms, consistintpefsubject of
one’s job (e.gfuro - bath,yizbin - mail, denki- electricity,suid - waterworks,
insatsu - printing), a suffix-ya denoting a place where the occupation is
performed furoya - public bath)and a suffixsan generally used for persons,
eventually deriving a term of occupation. The whtille can be further
preceded by the honorific prefo< (o-furoya-sai.

In Japanese, categories of people may be alsaldali¢he name of the
company that they are connected with. For exanglegok salesman may be
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calledhonya-sanmeaning literallyMr. bookstore following the pattern in (79).
Or he may be called by the name of the particutzreswith san for example
Buntend-sanwould be a salesman in a Buntérimbokstore.

In English perhaps only children may dsly. Milkman, Mr. Gasman
etc., but they generally stop using these termswthey grow up and use the
general address form dfr. + LN.

Goldstein/Tamura (1975: 65) give a list of occumadi, where titles are
in common use as direct address terms also in gngli

(80)

politicians (e.g. Senator)

ranks in armed forces (e.g. Captain)

men in clergy (e.g. Pastor)

men in medicine (e.g. Doctor)

men in university (e.g. Professor)

They claim that these categories of terms may led usdirect address
as a kind of honorific by anyone who knows the pasiof the addressee. The
terms denoting other occupations (e.g. officerwatdess, bellboy, operator,
bus driver, bartender, waitress, salesgirl) camlbe applied as address form,
but cannot be used when the speaker has no spegifitection to the hearer
on the job. That is, Americans would not call a Qtigser by this term in direct
address if he is not on the job at that momentifatiety have no connection to
him in his capacity as bus driver.

Thus we can see that the Japanese occupation &enmsore widely
applicable in direct address than those in Engligiere again general terms
Mr. plus last name would be applied.

The formality of titles should be confirmed also tweir grammatical
and syntactic features. The principle of politerdesoted by titles is in case of
Japanese and Czech realised also by the form bfama pronoun which go
together with the title (cf. chapter 4.2.1). Comsithe underlined verbal and
pronominal forms in the following examples.

(81) a. Haveyou any comments, RIWEBB? (24)

WEBU SAN ANATANO  kojinteki kans 0 hitotsu37)
WebbHON, you GEN personal impression ACC one

C. Ne, dkuji, PANE REDAKTORE Chtl Dbyste jeSE neco
poznamenat?14)
(82) a. Afraid we won’t have time for that RBFESSOR(22)

Domo ne, sonojikanga naigesuyo,SENSEI(34)
Thank you, that time SUBJ not seem-POL, teacl@NH

C. VelicevAm dekujeme PANE PROFESORE13)

Following their formal function, titles usually deamd formal verb and
pronoun forms. In example (81) the Czech verb igsifiormal V form and the
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Japanese pronoun is in its polite form. In (82) tiwite verbal form in
Japanese and formal V pronominal form in Czech appe

In the analysed texts, titles appear also in haifril or informal setting.
Due to their formal characteristics, titles are eapected to combine with
hypocoristic or create diminutives. Lubecka (1963) claims that titles used
in informal setting are marked with emotions, pesitaffections, irony or even
derision. Let us consider the connotation of tittethe examples below, which
are used in half-formal or even informal situations

(83) a. Morning, Doc. GiBes (8)

SENSE] ohay (5)
teacher-HON, morning.

C. Dobrejtro, PANE DOKTORE (19)

(84) a. Morning, Doc. (10)

SENSE] ohay (6)
teacher-HON, morning

C. Dobrejtro, PANE DOKTOR (21)

The informality of the situations in (83) and (& indicated by the
abbreviated form of titldDoc. instead ofDoctor in English. In combination
with informal greeting Morning, it implies familiarity and a friendly
relationship between collocutors, which can work tastics of positive
politeness (term by Brown and Levinson, 1978).

Morand (2000: 239) suggests that in-group name saaye to imply
familiarity, as in e.g. MHey Bud, have you gotta minuteR'is further supported
by in-group speech forms and linguistic elementaratteristic of speech
among social intimates, such as informal greetomm$ in (83) and (84).

Positive politeness tactics function to softenftition that might arise
from speaker’s performance of FTA, but Morand cdess the positive tactics
less polite compared to the negative tactics. Thibecause the suggested
familiarity carries a risk of being presumptuous. dmbeds different
assumptions as to the nature of the shared s@abdyr between a speaker and
a hearer. The negative politeness admits the existef an imposition and
directly tries to mollify it. On the other handhet positive politeness implies
that due to the same underlying social solidahigre is no such imposition.

Czech translation uses the proper form of the mitlé83), but the usual
vocative form of addregsane doktorés replaced by the nominative foqpane
doktor in (84). Nominative address form was originallglialect form, but it
came into usage also in the colloquial style asmamt of the official form,
which can be sometimes felt to be too formal asd3aet al. (1957: 48) explain.
They list other examples of this kind of addresshsaspane uitel (teacher)
instead opane uiteli, pane Novaknstead opane Novaku

In Japanese, a special lexical word is used imekes (83) and (84) to
express respect to the collocutor. The weedseprimarily meangeacher but
as Takenoya (2003: 7) mentions, its usage haswielemed and it is generally
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used for reference to a person who is respecteldigarapabilities. As a title, it
is confined not only to teachers but also to mddioators as in our examples,
and other representatives in the national, prefaktwr local legislatures,
authors, film directors, artists, politicians, etc.

The title Doctor has a wide usage also in English and Czech. Labeck
(1993: 62) points out that one title can functienaamarker of both academic
position and occupation. It concerns the Czech ditktor, which describes a
person trained in medical science, a physicianaasdrgeon and it also stands
for an academic title. On the other hand, in cdst® academic titl@loctor
English makes a clear distinction betwesctor of PhilosophyPh.D) and
doctor of SciencgPh.Sc) and Lubecka (ibid) claims that these titles never
appear as direct forms of address.

Japanese and English titles contrast in reciprocitile English
occupational terms are reciprocal. That is, theypsy denote occupation as
well as carry some respect. An American may refehiimself as a doctor if
asked for his occupation as well as being calledctDr” in direct or indirect
address by other8s Goldstein/Tamura (1975: 66) stress, the terdapanese
varies according to whether we give our occupatvom,are called directly by
others, or others speak about us. Accordingly, dbetor calls himselisha
(doctor), is addressed by polite tegansei and the others speak about him
using the honorific forno-isha-san

Titles in Czech are obligatorily combined with atlminal variants
of address, respectivepanépani (Mr./Mrs.) variant, depending on the gender
and marital status of the addressee, in order tcerttze whole cluster sound
polite (cf. 4.2.3.2.2). It generally follows theltoawving pattern:

(85)
pan/pani+ professional, academic, rank or societal title

Lubecka suggests that the formal tifir./san/panerepresents the
dimension of politeness in the address forms commgi professional,
functional, academic or rank marker. Titles arestpalite address terms if they
follow the more general rules creating polite addrpattern proper to a given
language. In English they function rather as sqiressions and they are
applied during social encounters which are verynfdrand ceremonious as the
following examples by Lubecka (1993: 65) signal.

(86)

Mr. Speaker

Mr. Chairman

Mr. Justice

Mr. Alderman

Mr. Toastmaster

Japanese is closer to Czech than to English in c@atbn of
professional and functional titles with the honiarifitle. The dimension of
politeness is fully expressed by professional titl&nglish, whereas the form
pane/panimust precede professional and functional titi€mech and the form
-sanmust follow it in Japanese (except g@nsei.
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4.2.4. Attributive forms of address

Attributive forms of address create a relatively aimand rather
individual group, in the languages examined. Lube(@®93: 82) claims, that
theoretically all adjectives could play the roleaafdress, but in practice only a
small percentage belongs to the socially accempdrtoire of address terms.
The others are idiolectal or private address foasul

A typical adjective of address in Englishdisar, which was actually the
only English adjective in the texts:

(87)
a. Well, DEAR it's a good thing to spend some every now and. {16)
b. Demo ne, tama ni wa tsukatte miru no m&oto da kedo(26)

but, now-and-then TOP use-try NOM ajsod thing is though.
C. Nebylo by na Skodu,#REkQ, kdyby sis otas reco koupila (9)

(88) a. Sh,DEAR Just rest yoursel{110)

Shi, damatte. jitto shiterasshdil39)
Sh, hush. still be.

C. S§ HOLCICKO, jen pkne odpaiivej. (70)

The examples (87) and (88) correspond to the satethat attributive
forms of address are never neutral and functioevatuating labels defining
the relationships between the collocutors. The iEh@djectivedear functions
as a term of endearment, because of its semanéninge

There is no such attributive form of address inad&se and Czech
translations. Japanese applies only informal plarbal form as the only
referent to the hearer. Czech replaces the atitrdotdrm by the nominal form,
first name and a hypocoristics.

Attributive address forms can be carriers of othetential expressive
values and they can imply also respect and pobtn€onsider the following
example.

(89) a. That's the end of the First AGRIENDS (46)

MINASAN kore de dai ichi maku no  owarsd€63)
everybody-HON, this by first act GEN esePOL
C. Konec prvniho éstvi, VAZENI (29)

The typical attributive form of address in Czeclvédgeni It serves for
addressing a group of people deserving respeatarit be used in formal
situations or in half-formal situations, as the Esigequivalent term in (89)
signals.

In a more formal appeal, English would apply sono&ventional
nominal pattern akdies and gentlemen this place. In Japanese the common
pronounming denoting simply everybody is used. When respecteieded to
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be expressed, the honorific suffixesnor -samaare attached to it, creating
polite address formsinasanor minasamg(cf. chapter 4.2.3.2.2).

Attributive address terms may further combine itdoager address
patterns, they can take other qualifying adjectiy@sssessive adjectives or
adverbs. They can also take prefixes or suffixgscty for the category of
adjectives, as are in superlative adjectives, Ergy. -est dearest Cz. nej-,
nejmilejS) as Lubecka (1993: 83) points out.

Since in Czech adjectives can form their diminwgivem their basic
form, they can be varied also by this morpho-gratiwabprocedure, e.gnaly
- malicky (small). Diminutives are more strongly marked amdbared with
feelings. They can be further accompanied by thesgssive adjective in the
first person singulamj (my), which is strongly loaded with affection and
makes the communication even more personal and evarm

Hypocoristic adjectives demand very informal antdniate situation
and thus cannot be used in formal polite addres$ititen the Czech adjective
maly/malyis used in asymmetrical relationships, the addreasts as more
powerful and such diminutive address form wouldégarded as ironical and
disrespectful. Once a term of endearment, it getsopposite dimension with
negative values.

Neither English nor Japanese use this attributimenfof address,
although its lexical equivalentsrfiall chisai) exist in both languages. In
English and Japanese the attributive form is uguwaplaced by nominal form.
In American English it is performed by the inforneaipressions such asiddy
(male to male), ononey(female and male to female).

In Japanese the adjective forms are not used andha but appear
together with a nominal form, e.gawaii ko (beloved child). This nominal
address can be further accompanied by the suffendéarmenichan

The morpho-grammatical properties of attributivenfoof address in
Czech inform us about the sex of the addressesgular when it stands by
itself or it corresponds to the nominal form inlaster as in (90). English and
Japanese adjectives do not reflect differencesdmstwenders.

(90)

a. Well, MA’ Am, | wouldn’t know what you'd call muckR5)

b. S desu ne,&o to iz no ga dono teido no koto ka wakarimaser(3j@,
well, considerable NOM which extend NOM mioi-knowPOL but,

C. Promiite, VAZENA PAN] nevimemurikate hodd. (15)

The attributive forms can reflect intensity of fegs by means of
diminutives, superlatives and possessive adjeciivémnglish and Czech. Their
lexical contents decide about informality and difety.

To sum up this chapter, the attributive forms ofirads do not appear
very often on their own in English and Czech, wheey tend to co-exist with
nominal terms. In Japanese attributive forms cafunattion as address terms
and are replaced by the nominal counterparts draleeference.
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5. Conclusion

The results of this study supported the claimsrafymatic approaches
that cross-culture comparison of speech acts iposgible only on the level of
linguistics and socio-linguistics, concerning limgjic expressions and address
terms repertoires in isolation, without understagdithe culture-specific
concept of politeness. The terms of address cammatonsidered to be polite
only when they are linguistically correct but th&yould be communicatively
adequate as well.

5.1. Polite terms of address as a part of grammatical sgem

Politeness as a part of grammatical system carnbberged mainly in
terms of honorifics. We classified Japanese as @morific language and
distinguished it from English and Czech as non-hifindanguages in chapter
1.2. Although, it was noted that some elements cguals to Japanese
honorifics can be found also in English, they aren¢ually dissimilar from the
Japanese system.

For example, the use of titles in addressing cjoedembles honorifics.
However, English titled/r, Mrs or Missare not generally applicable in address
forms as the Japanese tifan It was demonstrated by the examples tkan
can be attached not only to last names, but aldwstonames, kinship titles,
professional titles and even to pronominal formsadflress. It expresses
respect to the collocutor in all these clusters iandidely used even in rather
informal situations and towards long-time acquainés. Honorifics in Czech
are restricted mainly to pronouns and verbal imipegs, but they can express
politeness by referring to the addressee using ohgun and second person
plural verb.

The classification of honorific Japanese versusmamorific Czech can
be justified, since Japanese employs addresseedelarbal forms, humble
forms and third person referent related honorificsontrast to Czech (cf. chart
in (91). However, these features are not relevantirect addressing and thus
Japanese address system appears to be closer th @mn to English
concerning polite address terms.

We further classified languages according to tlemgnatical typology
in the chapter 1.2. This distinction appeared taubeful concerning address
terms formation according to the procedures apphethdividual languages.
English was defined as an isolating language widices not widely apply
grammatical morphological procedures. It corresgoiadthe fact that English
relies mainly on lexical means also in case of eskliterms. Japanese is an
agglutinative language which applies word formatimn create compound
address forms and grammatical procedures. Czeah isflectional language
which uses grammatical procedures and distinguiploéite verbal forms by
means of inflectional endings.

These differences were proved during the textdysisawhere the
English nominal address terms were often omittethénJapanese and Czech
translation and substituted by verbal forms. Emgfias only one second person
pronoun for address and cannot refer to the cdibwsuby verbal forms in
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contrast to Japanese and Czech. Therefore Engiskohemploy lexical forms
of address, mostly names and titles for expresgoigeness. The analysis of
linguistic systems revealed that Japanese hasllgcaavider repertoire of
honorific titles than English, but in contrast tonrhonorific system of English,
the Japanese honorific system relies mainly onalddoms (cf. chart in (91).
Another account of this distinction is the occage of half-formal
address forms in both Japanese and Czech but nBnhglish. Half-formal
structures consist of first name plus polite opezsful verbal form in Japanese,
and first name plus second person plural verbalpapadominal forms in Czech.
This is possible due to the verbal grammatical @doces only in Japanese and
Czech. English lacks these half-formal construaiomhich would stand
between informal first name address and formal naste address terms on a

scale of politeness suggested by Brown and For6l1(19

(91) Language devices for expressing politeness in Emglzech and Japanese.

English Czech Japanese
Addressee .
iy - - kakimasu
honorifics
Directive referent .
i - - o-kaki suru
honorifics
Subject referent
honorifics - - o-kaki ni naru
3rd person
2nd person
- piSete o-kaki ni naru
(you vy (anatg
Titles: Mr./Mrs./Miss pane/pani/sléno | -sama/-san/-kun/-cha
- family mother maminko 0-ka-san
- professional Doctor pane doktore sensei
- academic | Professor pane profesore | sensei
- functional | Mr. Chairman pane pedsedo | kaicho san

5.2.

Polite address behaviour in communication

From a cross-cultural pragmatic point of view, a$dr usage comes
into focus when there are several variants, allwbfch are grammatically
correct. The selection of grammatically interchaige forms is then
determined by extra-linguistic factors in a givauntaral and conversational

context.

This study approved that cultural norms and valaes strongly
reflected in particular address systems. The imadit concepts of politeness
applied in American culture as opposed to the \wmlnelapanese culture were
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cited in chapter 2.3. Equality and friendliness evaathosen as the most
representative values for American culture; whikerdrchy and formal respect
were chosen as characteristic values for Japandiseec

The Japanese system of hierarchy and respect gesulta high
sensitivity to the position of collocutors in a sph community. The distinction
between American and Japanese concept is obvigexially in the kinship
terms of address. The reciprocal usage of firstenaddress among almost all
the American collocutors cannot be employed in dapa.

Japanese forms of address express difference oéwge within one
generation which causes nonreciprocal address lmhiaamong siblings. In
accordance to the hierarchy in Japanese societyag@y siblings call their
older siblings by the kinship terms, but in Englisgnslation no address forms
such asbrother or sister appeared. Moreover, husband and wife are also not
equal according to the Japanese hierarchy. Firsteraddress forms applied
reciprocally in English between wife and husbandrenvéransferred into
Japanese using family terms. When Japanese husbdndife used pronouns,
wife used a standard foramatg while husband used more informal teomae

The English pronominal system with one equal formnegally
applicable for everybody perfectly suits to the dends of positive politeness.
The problem arises when it is translated into Czawth Japanese, because we
have to decide for one form between two, respdgti@mong several
hierarchical pronominal variants. The existenceeferal pronominal variants
in Japanese suits, on the other hand, to the brecat society of Japan. The
hierarchical order contributes to non-reciprocabges of address terms.
Detailed encoding of difference in status makes-mamiprocal addressing
easier and more frequent.

The Japanese pronoamatais defined as a standard and polite form,
but as the text analysis revealed, it is not gdlyeapplicable like the English
pronounyou It cannot be used in power relation toward orseiperior and
thus a nominal form, such aenseihas to be applied instead of the pronoun.

This fact contributes to the conclusion that Japarmliteness applies
negative strategy and the vertical status dimensioalmost every situation
and definitely more often than American politeneshjch prefers positive
strategy and the horizontal status dimension. IecGz both vertical and
horizontal status dimension models are employe@caddress pattern thus
stands somewhere between the almost exclusivelyremprocal power
governed Japanese address behaviour (e.g. T/V ymemdistinction) and the
typically reciprocal solidarity based American agkling (e.g. equal
addressing among siblings).

The subjects and situations in this study weretéichby the characters
and situations of a drama and a film. The aim waddscribe the traditional
and culture-bound concept of politeness in addngssiThe sample texts
corresponded to it, although they could not captheereality with its richness
of variants. Furthermore, a comparison of the teofmaddress in more recent
record would bring more complex results valid foddy’s situation. Therefore,
further investigation is required in this respect.
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