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1. Introduction

My gratitude goesto Dr. Hyon-Sook Shin, presidenteftheDiscouise andCognitive
Linguistic Society of Korea, Professor Jeong-Woon Park, and all the organizing
committee members who so cordially made the arrangements thatmade it possible
for me to come to this First Seoul International Conference on Discourse and
Cognitive Linguistics: Perspectives forthe21 * Century. [am very much fmpressed
bythethemeofthisconference espec1allythepart“PerspectlvefortheZ 1" Century.” .
It is my conviction that a theme of the 21 * century for any discipline should be the
inquiry into the new principles for peoples of this globe to co-exist. Co- existence
presupposes the respect for varieties of indigenous cultural traditions from
everywhere on this globe. Therefore, it is time for us especially t those who have
indigenous cultures outside of the West to bring up perspectives which have been
neglected in the frameworks of the academic tradition, i.e. those orlgmated inthe
West.: : o . ;

In order for us to avo1d the mlsunderstandmg, itis 1mportant for me to state the
following at, the outset. I am going to propose a Cross- cultural difference. in.
meta-linguistic schemata in Japanese and English as a way of. hlghhghtmg the
differences of degree of what it means to speak. Bringing the perspective which
hasbeenneglectedmtheWestemacademlctradltlondoesnotmeanto counter—argue ,
for the perspective known as universal. Rather, I am pointing out the perspective

"This isa fragment of my ongomg project. Some parts of thls overlap with other
papers presented earlier (Ide 1999). The author is plannmg to pubhsh a completed
version. Please do not quote in the current form. Coen



dominant in Japanese language:and language use in the hope to give attention to
those phenomena whleh must be found in any other languages in'other words,
whose linguistic and cultural backgrounds are those of non-Western should
contribute to the knowledge of the world by addmg what the Western biased
perspectives could not see.

It is in this sense this presentation of mine be taken as an example of innovative
mode of contribution for the perspective for the 21* cehtury.

As a way of paying respect to Korean people, I would like to focus on the use of
linguistics forms characteristic of East Asian languages. As far as I know, Korean
has a rich system of lexical varieties to show respect and humility. There are also
complexvarietiesofpersonreference terms, whichvary depending onthe speaker's
relaﬁoﬁshiptothehearerortheotherpeOpleinthecontex‘cofspeaking.TheSefeatures,
when compared with English, remind me much more of the Japanese language.
Iamnotina position to talk about Korean, but taking advantage of being a native
speaker of an East Asian language, I would like to talk about some things which
have not been well dealt with in the frameworks of the linguistic and pragmatic
traditions of Western oriented scholarship. '
Anincident which might illustrate the huge gap between the Western mind and the
Easternoneoccurredaboutthreeandahalfyearsagowhenanecoriomiccrisisstarted
in Thailand, and spread to all the East Asian countries including Korea. Japan was
no exception. People all over the world watched how the Asians would cope with
this economic crisis, as there was a possibility that it might trigger a worldwide
economiccollapse. One day, ajournalist fromthe Financial Times; whohadaPh.D.’
in sociology from Cambridge University, came to my office for an interview. She
felt that, if the honorific system were abolished from the Japanese language, this-
‘messyeconomicalconfusioncouldberesolved. Shebelievedthatlanguagesupports
theinfrastructure ofasociety. Shepresumedthatthepointofthesystemofhonorifics
wasto ensure distance between interactants and it is also a system geared toward
making information ambiguous and complicating its transmission. Therefore, if
the system of honorlﬁcs were to be abolished from the society, it would make it
easier for the J apanese to transmu: information. This in turn would solve the
complicated societal problems. - -




When I mentioned what this journalist had said to my Japanese colleagués and
students, they all laughed. We do notknow how to explain what it was that she had
not understood, but we all know that we cannot get along without honorifics. Tam
sure, Koreans who have had experience of suffering the reformation according to
the IMF guideline would feel sympathetic to this problem of Japanese honorifics.
Language isnotatool likeapen, atypewriter, oracomputer. The very waywe think
and express ourselves and relate to others is tied to a system of language in which
honorifics play an indispensable role. Therefore, we cannot think of abolishing
honorifics from our system of language. ' ‘ o
Honorificswasbroughtupbythisjournalistasthekeyhindranceforderocratization
and efficient economic functioning. Behind this logic lies equating modernization
and globalization with westernization. To the extent we become westernized, we
can have a better system, a better society and a better world. '
"In the face of such a proposition, we have to stop and think whether language is
really such a system that can or must be changed so that we can operate our own
society in the Western way.
Isitbetterfortheworldtowesternize,anddoesthatmeansacrificingallofthevarieties?
There are quite a number of linguistic features or pragmatic features which we
CANNOT account for if we follow only Western theories of linguistics and
pragmatics. ’ '
I cannot help thinking that the Western way of looking at language is basically
somewhat different from ours i.e. the East Asians. It seems to me that their way
of looking at language is as something linear, something which can be processed
| onepieceaﬁeranothérinanalphabeticitem-and-processapproach.ThewayWestem
languages and Chinese are written highlights this difference, since Western
languages are all written from left to right, and each alphabet letter contributesto
awhole, whichis definedbyaspacebeforeandaspaceafteraword. Thisisbasically
processed by the left-brain. Chinese, in contrast, features characters, which are in
themselves a whole, though they may relate to others in a variety of ways. Itis easy
to understand the alphabetic brainframe as ‘a mindset that lends itself to one
dimensional conceptualization, but some aspects of our language can not be
explained within the framework of this kind of linear understanding of language.
Some languages seem torequire asociolinguistic system oftwo or sometimesthree



dimensions. .-
2. Difference in speaking: ,the East and the West

This problem has occupied me for about a decade, ever since my article, "Formal
FormsandDiscernment: Two NegIectedAspects oflinguisticpoliteness" appeared
in Multilingua in 1989. T have come to the conclusion that there are at least two
essential aspects which we must incorporate if we are to give a fair account of the
universals of linguistic politeness. The first is the difference in what it means to
speak in the West and in the East. The second is that the organization of speaking
must be considered in terms of hierarchical structures. In this presentation I focus
on the first difference. ,

This first difference, that of what it means to speak in the West and in East Asia,
is fundamental. This diversity is illustrated in a pioneering work by Linda Young
called Cross Talk and Culture in Sino-American Communication (1994). Young
realizes that there are important differences in the way Americans speak English
and the way Chinese speak English. What appears inscrutable to Westerners are
Chinesediscoursepatternsthat Chinesespeakersusein Englishincrosstalk settings
of business negotiations. For example, a summary statement of the main argument
is delayed until the end, which is the reverse of an English discourse convention.
ShemaintainsthatthisissimplyaconsequenceoftheChineseprincipleofpragmatics.
She argues that such discourse phenomena could only be understood from the
viewpoint of the Chinese cultural ideology of interpersonal interaction.
Anotherdifferenceindiscourseconvention]wouldliketoillustrateisonturntakings.
Ide and, Uchida (Forthcoming) found the contrastive differences in the way ,furn_
takings occur in Japanese and English. Tables 1-1, 1-2, and Table 2-1, 2-2 show
the reverse discourse phenomena. When the turn occurs after the utterance is
completed, Japanese speakers tend to correct but English speakers tend to agree.
Onthecontrary, whentheturnoccursinthemiddleoftheutterance,Japanesespeakers
tendtoagreebutEnglishspeakerstendtocorrect. Wheredoesthisstrikingdifferences
in discourse conventions in Japanese and English come from?



Table 1-1: Whatissaid whenthe tumistakenafterthe speaker finishesthe utterance .

(de & Uchida Forthcoming) o
(): the actual numbers

Whatissaidwhentheturnistaken[English

Confirmation 19.3 %(31)
.Question 12.4 %( 20)
Answer 9.3 %( 15)

' Objection 6.8 %( 11)

Topic Change - 5.6 %(9)
| 100 %(161)

Table 1-2: Whatissaid whenthe turnistakenafterthe spealgéf ﬁhisﬁeé theutterance

(Ide & Uchida Fofthcoming) .
' ¢): the actual numbersj

Whatis saidwhenthetum istaken|{Japanese
Topic Change 16.0 %( 50
~ Answer 15.0 %( 47)
. ...Objection- . | . 13.8%(43). . .|
Confirmation 115%(36)
Question 10.9 %( 34)
TOTAL e 100%(313)




Table2-1: What s said when the turn is taken in the middle ofthe current speaker’s

utterance (Ide & Uchida Forthcoming) ‘
0): the actual numbers;j’

Whatissaidwhentheturnistaken[English

Topic Change

18.8 %(22)

Objection 12.8 %(15)

Question ' 12.0 %(14)

Answer 10.3 %(12)
Confirmation 7.7 %( 9)

T e e o e e e

TOTAL 100 %(117)

Table2-2: Whatis said when the turn is taken in the middle ofthe current speaker’s
utterance (Ide & Uchida Forthcoming)

¢): the actual numbersj
Whatissaidwhentheturnistaken{Japanese

Confirmation 16.1 %(31)

Answer - 15.5 %(30)
Question 13.5 %(26)

Topic Change 72 %(14)

" Objection 5.2 %(10)
T T e e e e e e e e e |
TOTAL 100 %(193)-

This difference in discourse conventions in the East and the West is highlighted
by aquotation from the Bible at the beginning ofthe book: Inthe West, itisbelieved
that "In the beginning was the word." In contrast, consider the Chinese view that
the "Dao" (that is "the ethical way") which can be spoken is not constant Dao. This
simple but contrasting cultural understanding of speaking gives us a glimpse of the
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depth of the differences between what it means to speak in the West and the East. -
Howe\ief,werealiZewithregretthatithasbeenthetrénduptOnowtobaseas'chola‘rship '
on thé established assumptions of the Western science, where the conviction that -
science is based on rationality emerged at the beginning of the 16th century, and
sets a universal norm for accessing the value of culture activity everywhere on the
planet (Hall and Ames 1995). The distinction wé are concerned with today is the
outcome of the philosophical development in the civilizations in question, which
can be traced back to their respective origins. The essential concepts in Western -
intellectual tradition, concepts such as 'absoluteness’, “transcendence' - or
'subjectivity', playedno part whatsoever inthe development ofEast Asian cultures. -
While in the West there is an absolute being which is supposed to have created -
individual beings, Asiaris do not assume such an entity or suchan origin. The East
Asian worldview goes back as far as the 10th century BC. The value system of yin
and yang, which encompassesall objects and abstract concepts in the universe, has -
consistently endured despite changes in religion and philosophies over the 3,000
yearsofChmesehlstory,spreadmgacrossnelghbormgccuntrles ,thatisKorea,Japan,
Thailand. According to this value system, every thing exists inrelationto the other
things. This differs greatly from the Western-value of the individual as the central
unitofsociety. IntheEaster_nworldview,thingsexistinrelation’co others,forexample,
man and womaﬁ, parent and child, black and white, and so on. ‘Herein lies a
fundamental différence in the concept of ‘being’, that is to exist, from the West,
though it is assumed to be one of the foundatlons of cultural 1deology bothin the -
West and in the East. ’ S s
As a medium of thinking, we have Buddhism and Christianity. While Buddhism
viewshumanbeingsassmall, asnothmg,Chnstlamtyassumesthatallmenarecreated'-"
equal by God. Whilein Buddhlsm the world contmues toexits, Chnstlamty thinks
of the world with limits. : : '
This contrastive worldview of the East and the West, mediated by religion among
others, gave rise to contrastive thinking prototypes by such people as the geologist
Hideo Suzuki (1978), who characterized the Eastern prototype as "thinking inthe
forest". "Thinking in the forest” means that the human viewpoint is that of a tree,
surrounded by other trees, with no view to a horizon or vast expanses, but focused
on the trees in the immediate vicinity. Such a perspective leads understandably to
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humilityandcautioninallthings.Anacademicwiththetrec—infthe—fofestperspective

will hardly develop a theory of broad scope, but will rather focus on the precise '
technical discussion of the matterunder investigation. I see the Western viewpoint

as that of the eagle soaring in the sky, alone, unfettered by its surroundings, with

a perspective that spans all that is béneath it. The ultimate individual, the Western

scholar can pronounce sweeping and decisive judgments on problems surveyed

from such heights. In other words, the Western perspective, of speech event is to

objective.'Theanalogyincpntrastto,‘fthinkmgintheforest’?is“thinkmginthedesert”.

IntheWestemwanythinking,thereisnothi;igtgobscureyourperspectiye,Incontrast,
the way you conceive of the world in the East is as if your vision were hemmed

in, as it is in the deep forest. The only things you can see are the things right in front

of you. Therefore, in theiEa_st, you are very concerned Wi}:h your relationship with

whatever is around you. It is the tree-in-the-forest grasp of speech events. In this |
perspective, the individual is conceived of oneself as a part of the whole without

having overall objective grasp ofthe speech event. Thus, the spgaaker?s perception

of the speech event tends to be subjective. |

3. Features of some East Asian languages

Having introduced the type of thinking in the East different from the West, I_'may
allow myself to present my lecture here in the way which is m@r_e familiar to the
thinking in the East. According to discourse conventions inamacro level, I would
like to infroduce some more features of East Asian languages which cannotbe wéll,
accounted for inthe academic framework so far established. Pers_onrefér‘encg terms
tendtohaverichsystgmsinEastAsianlanguages.Howcanweexplainthecomplexify
of person reference terms in East-Asian languages? To illustrate the coméiexity ,
ofpersonreference terms in Japanese case, Figure 1 is shown from the well-known
Takao Suzuki’s work. . |

Figuie 1. Rules for self-specifiers (Suzuki 1987:43)
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The personal pronoun for the first personreference is "I" in the Western languages,
whoever you are, and whomever you are talking to. Butin Japanese and in Korean,
we change the person reference terms in so many varieties of ways depending on
the context. Varieties of lexical forms constitute sociolinguistic structures: the
speaker's sex, age, or social ranking is one dimension, the formality of the context
is the other dimension. The latter is determined depending on the relationship of
the speakerand thehearer. Please observe Table 3 in which sociolinguistic structure
of personal pronouris are found.

Table 3. Sociolinguistic structure of personal pronouns (Ide & Yoshida 1999:471)

Honorificsisanotherexampleoflinguisticandpragmaticphenomenawhichcannot
be accounted for withinthe Western pragmatics. How can we explain this linguistic
and pragmatic phenomena? And we must explain it, for it is so important in our
languages.

In order to give an appropriate account of the sociolinguistic variables we see in
person referent terms and honorifics in Korea and in Japanese among many other
languages, we have to stop and think where the scholarship, or the science on which
so much of our own work is based, actually come from. We are all indebted to the
scholarship which originated in the West. The academic disciplines created in the
West naturally look at the phenomenon in question within their visible context. In
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the case of the study of language and pragmatics, the frameworks to deal with such
phenomena were established based on the worldview of Western people that is the
eagle’s view soaring in the sky. Therefore, when we are to give a fair account of
that which is unfamiliar in the Western context, we are at a loss to find a framework
that encompasses such linguistic and pragmatic phenomena. When the journalist
from the Financial Times suggested abolishing honorific use, we realize that this
suggestion came from the perspective of Westernsociety and Western languages
where they regard the language is the means to transmit information and/or the
speaker’s intention. My goal today is to attempt to show that what has been missing
inthe Western frameworks canbe provided by our own independentthinkingbased
onphilosophical and historical developments in East Asia. This, Ibelieve, isastep
towardsatrueunderstandingofthenatureofhumanlanguageandhumaninteraction.

4. Two types of agreement

By returning to the differences in perspective between the East and the West, the
deep forest view versus the bird's eye perspective, it is possible to gain a further
understanding of the differences in what constitutes speaking in the East and the
West. Figure 2 illustrates the differences in the speaker's meta-linguistic schemata.
By the meta-linguistic schema, I mean the perspective of how the speaker grasps
the speech event.

Figure 2. The meta-linguistic schemata

(1) Mary gave me this book.
@) (Marygawatashini)konohon(wo)kuretanoyo.
MarySmelOthisbookOreceive-PASTSFPSFP
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When speaking in Enghsh the speaker talks about the speech event asitwere frorn
aseatinthe auchence Asa consequence the speaker has to observe herself in the
speech event as an objective actor or the stage so the speaker has to say, "Mary
gavé methisbook." In contrast inthe speéch eventinJ apanese the speakerherself
isonthe stage and the audience who are srttmg on the same Tevel as and under the
stage lightas youcan see in Figure?2. Therefore the speaker shares the information
with the hearer on the stage and thus, does not have to state what is obvious in the
context. Thus, "Kono hon kuretano yo' ' where thete is no indication of the subJ ect
‘Mary ga’ nor indirect object ‘watashini’ since both these items of information are
obvioustothehearer, whoisinthecontextofspeaking. Ontheotherhandc'fnj'apanese
therearetwopartrclesattheendofutterance Thatis, ‘no asthenommahzmgpartrcle

This partlcle indexesthe speaker s rdentlty as sweet female. Another sentence ﬁnal'
particle ‘yo’ at the énd of the utterance asserts the speaker s attrtude toward the
information and the addresses.

Tt might be useful to look at this in more detail. In speaking Japanese, werecognize
thatthespeakerlsanelementofthecontextmtheFrgureZthatlsonthestage Therefore,

the speaker shares the contextual information and the other factors relevant to in
the context with the hearer. Speakers carry on a complex analysrs of a variety of
factors while speakmg while thmkmg about the content of What to say, they alsov
must recognize what kind of p051t10n or role they have, and index their 1dent1ty

Next, they must recognize the relatronshrp with the addressee, and mdex it by the
choice of linguistic forms. Then, speakers must evaluate the extent to which the
hearer sharesthe contextual information, becausesharedmfonnatrondoesnotneed
tobe mentxoned, asitis contained in the context. Itis unportant for speakersto agree
their comprehension with the other contéxtual factors. For speakers of Japanese
to express or to index such positions in the context is essential. This agreement is
shownby apprOpriatemodal expressions which includepersonreferen‘cetermsand
honorifics. Inthe West, orithe other hand, there is atendency for speakers to situate
their viewpoint in the audlence and speak about what is gomg onon the stage frorn
aseemingly objective perspectrve Therefore thereis no need for speakers toworry
aboutagreement with the context, as speakers of J apanese hasto doso consistently.

After gaining some insight into the importance of the difference in the 's'peaker‘s

positionrelevanttospeakingitself,itseemsprobablethatthedifferencein‘agreement'
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may also have to do with the different levels at which the ‘agreement' takes place.
InJ apanese it is the context, meaning the speaker and the addressee as well as the
fonnahtyofthesettmg, whlchdeterm1nesthepred1cateforms andthis canbetenmed
pragmaticmodality. AgreementtakesplacemtermsoﬂNaklmae intermsofshowing
one's sense of self, and is agreement at the pragmatic level, that is, the agreement
ofmodalexpress10nw1ththecontext InEnglish,ontheotherhand,agreementoccurs
atthegrammatrcallevel masmuchasthesubjectdetermmesthefonnofthepredlcate
by establishing number, person and gender.

5. ‘Exvpl‘a'natio,n .

Itlstnnetoroundupmytalkbyglvmgaccountsoﬂmgmst1candpragmat1cphenomena
prominentinEastAsianlanguages. Wrththecontrastlvedlfferenceofmeta—hngu1st1c
schematadommantmEastAsranlanguagesandEnghshlnmlnd letmetrytoexplain
the differences of discourse conventions, person reference terms and honorifics.

5.1. Discourse conventions

First, letus consrder dlscourse conventions introduced earlier. We learned from the
work of Young ( 1 994) that Enghsh dlscourse by Chinese tends totrace the Chinese
1deolo gy. That is, the summary statement ofthe main argumentis delayed until the
end, Wthh IS the reverse of Enghsh dlscourse conventions. Why is there this.
drfference m dlscourse eonvent10ns‘7 ,

1 argue that Chmese people wrth the meta—lmgurstlc schema of a tree m—the f01 est

ie. theonemahwhcontextculture aresensmvetotheaddresseeandothercontextual_
features Therefore itis emphasxzed to get the addressee involved i in the process
of the thmkmg rather than presentmg the proposmon clearly Enghsh dlscourse
eonventlons tend to state the theme of the proposmon at the outset and 1Hustrate
itas the conversatrons go on Ithmk thls dlfference in Chinese and Enghsh comes ‘
from the dlfference ofthe meta—lmoutstlc schemata In Enghsh the speaker grasps
' speech event objectrvely Thus it is preferred to clarrfy the pomt of argument, as
the schema of the speaker’s dlscourse is that of the birds’ eye view.

Srmﬂar explanatlon can be made for the d1fference of turn takings in ] apanese and
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English-as we saw in Table 1 and 2. Japariese take turns at the end of the speaker’s
utterance whentheturntakerwantstocorrectwhatthespeakersays, andatthemiddle
of the utterance when the turn taker wants to agree. On the contrary, in English,
turn taking occurs at the end of the utterance when the turn taker wants to agree,
and at the middle of utterance when the turn taker wants to correct. This reverse
phenomenon in discourse conventions can be explained by the difference of the
meta-linguisticschematainJapaneseandinEnglish. Inahigh context culture where
the speaker is expected to recognize him/herself as a part of the context and have
the meta-linguistic schema of a tee in the forest, the focus of discourse is to create
‘harmony’ by showing resonance in agreeing. Buit the correction’is reserved until
theend oftheutterance, anditis only aftersomehedge statements, suchas“Iwonder
ofitis correct”,“Well, let me see”, and “I Undersfaind what you said, but...”. What
is emphasized here is harmony of the feeling of the conversationalists rather than
the clarity of the propositional content of the conversation. ' A '

On the other hand, in a low context culture, where the speaker has the objective
meta-linguistic schema tends to give precedence to the clarity ofthe propositional
content. Therefore, we find in Table 1 and 2 that English turn takings are made in
the middle of the utterance when the turn taker corrects the speaker’s utterance.
And turntaking of agreeing tends to be made after the end of the utterance. English
discourse conventions are practiced in orienting the proposmonal content of the
conversation as clear as possible. - ‘ S ’

5.2.-Complex person reference terms

It is well known that the concept of personal pronouns in Western languages does
not apply in the East Asia languages. The Western linguists who know of this
multi-pronounphenomenonoftenwonderwhytherearesomanyvarietyofpronouns
or quasi-pronouns, but no explanation has been attempted as far as I know. The
differentmeta-linguistic schemata introduced in this paper shouldbe the keytolead
this question from mystery to reasonably explained phenomena.

Figure 1 illustrates how a male speaker shifts self reference terms according to'the
category of interactants. For example, he chooses ‘boku’, an informal variant, in
speaking to his collogues, elder brother, father, and chooses ‘ore’, a deprecatory
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variant, inspeakingtohis wifebutchoose ‘watakushi’,aformal variant, inspeaking
tothe principal ofthe high schoolhe is employed. The speaker further chooses such
kinship - terms as . ‘niisan . (elder brother)’, ‘otoosan. (father)’, and ‘ojiisan
(grandfather)’ orthe role reference term ‘sensei (teacher)’. Figure 1 presents seven
diffefenttennsforselfrreferencewhereinEnglish‘I’canbeusedforallthesevariants,
Table 3 illustrates that the person reference terms are varied further according to
the sex of the speaker and the generation difference. How can we explain this .
multi-varied personreferenceterms? Isthereareason for thisphenomenon? Ifthere
is no reason for East Asia languages to have these varieties of personal pronouns,
the variation should have been eliminated. Silverstein (1985) claims that the
structuralcategoriesoflanguage aredeterminedbytheinteractionalconscioushess.
To quote his very difficult sentences, “. .. structure, though a theoretical abstraction
‘is determined by’ entailing use-value to the extent that structural categories are
precipitated by constancies ofconsciously informedentailments inthe socialaction
of language use” (1985: 256). When considered in the light of meta-linguistic
schemata discussed above, we may argue the following as an explanation for the
complexn%y of Japanese personal pronouns. A

In figure 2, we have seen that the speaker is an element of the content. Therefore
the person reference term does not have to be verbalized as long as it is obvious
to the addressee. However, when the speaker has to verbalize her identity, she has
to make a choice among varieties of self reference terms. This choice is made
according to the agreement with the context. That is, if the context is formal and
therelationship ofthe speakertotheaddresseeisnotso familiar, the speaker chooses
‘watakushi’ but in other context she would choose ‘atashi’ among others.

Since in a high context culture, the speaker’s meta-linguistic schema to grasp the
speech event is such one as a tree in the forest, what is obligatory in pragmatics is
the agreement of the choice of person reference terms with the contextual factors.
Incontrast, inEnglishthe speakerusesinvariant ‘I’ whatever the contextthespeaker
might be placed, this is because the speech is made by grasping speech event
objectively. What matters in English is the agreement of the subject and predicate
forms, i.e. grammatical agreement.

5.3. Honorifics
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LetusrecallthatImentionedaboutJapanesehonorificstobeabolishedbythéEn gli§ﬁ
journalist from Financial Times. Why is it that we, native speakers of an honorific
language, cannot think of abolishing honorifics from otir language s}?Stem? h
Honorifics is the morphological linguistic system to index the coritéxtual element
ofthespeechevent. Thecontextualelements inque'stionaretherelatidﬁdfthéspeéker
toward the addressee AND toward the speaker him/herselfin the speech situation.
In a high context culture, the speaker, having meta-linguistic schema in the forest,
what is obligatory in speech is the contextual agreement. That is, the speaker has
toindextherelationtotheaddressee and the setting, as wellashowhe/sherepresents
him/herself. For example, how much dignity and elegance he/she wants to express
asherpersonalidentityisindexedbythe choice ofhonorific forms. Thepresentation .
ofthe speaker’s selfidentity isrealized by such morphological forms as honorifics
used according to the context. Language is not only the medium of transmission
of information, but also the mediation to express the speaker’s position in context.
Language plays multiple roles, among which ‘reflexive function’ that is realized
onlyinuseincontext(Lucy 1993)is vital munderstandmg language and pragmatlc
phenomena in 2 high context culture. ' ‘ ‘

I conclude this talk by Dell Hymes’ following passage (1986):

Although linguists liberally inspired, may wish to ignore differences in
evaluation, and appropriateness (of speech), socialreality does not. The
‘very choice of a variety conveys meanmg and affects the meanmg that
can be conveyed. ' ‘ ‘ o

A closelook at this aspect of language is crucial for the global cOmmurvii"cation with
peoples of variety of ethnic and cultural backgrounds. The awaréness on the
meta-linguistic schema of a high context culture would surely serve as a motive
for promoting a research direction needed in the 21 century, I believe. I am aware
that the organizational style of this lecture is something in accord with a tree in the
forest view even though it is presented in English.
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