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1. &

HAW B AHSTEHEAEH L0, L3I0 LIF2 8RN 2RE0-—-23, TE
Bl (RS o FBMETHL, [EAT] & [AEF] &, ‘the meaning of the surface
sentence uttered’ & ‘the real meaning which the speaker intends’ (Okabe, 1987: 135).
‘overt principle’ & ‘real intent (Dale, 1995: 105). ‘(a person’s) submission to moral
obligation’ & ‘what (he or she) really wants to do’ (FF9RAIEEH) (Miyanaga, 1991
89) . TEHEOLE 6 RILINALE FTEHEEL L THRAIIREA TV B4,
AWML, [H2 UM ETHTENLIREGHHRTE ] & [ EMAOF >EDEE] ©
WETHLERALFENHKL, 2L T, 20, HELBEAOENT L E I ADELVE
. RLTORICR- 7228 TRR L, EOLBIZTFIET 2BR 2D THL,2E D,
[T & [ARF] 3. BAREFOMECIEALEEICSH S ik, 2007: 82n56) &5
Aho 121, WLk - T, FOERNEFPHRIENES (bid) OTH 5L,

Every culture has its own polite fictions. Whenever we want to be polite, we must act
out certain fictions, regardless of the fact. .. One of the most fundamental of American
polite fictions is that “you and I are equals.” The corresponding Japanese polite fiction,

however, is that “vou are my superior.” (Sakamoto & Naotsuka, 1998: 3-5)

Z 2T ‘polite fictions 1t [HAHT] LMATE L L, I (2000 DIRET S [HE&
¥ 2 | (‘discernment , ‘sense of place’ (Ide, 1992)) & [ &MIZHIfFE LT 5 L8]
( ‘social convention’ (Ide, 1989)) 126t & & Th b & S (Ide, 1992: 115), £ DIEHEN
HHII DL I CFEH TR S NS BCROBFIFRHN ST,

AFEIE, BATbE R IC BB [T OFCAIPFHROMHIZ &0 L) 12 ms
NTWVEDPEFNFNOMBO Y Y A ABHCTERE L, IFUTICHEIER S » 7R %
GWTBHI LY. SEEO TRE] ORBELLEREEA I ETHLOTHD, 2
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WIANFR O SR & MEE SR, 5 3 BRI COMPEMER OJRE, & 4 3T L IR,
HOSTE [AY ] ORI, 56 FITHETH 5,

2. BMOEREBIHE
2.1 MHMOESE

WAEDMRRO AT FE 0 % { 1d. Brown & Gilman (1960) % 4GEkiT & L C. ‘address
pronouns . $§12. T/V (tu/vous) DR 2 K-> TIThbNhTEL, FOHIZh - T,
Dickey (1997: 255) #5683 % £ 912, ‘nominal address forms (Mg ) DfFVHIC
BT AR LA TE T, RFIL, BFEE HARTONRHE BT 5125721
MS# 9 mnominal address forms . ZM b, RO TH & FRBFIC TR L HE
TEA L RA SO LTV T OB AT 5 (17074 | UV, 2004 115) % 4%
928129 %o Leech (1999) MLLTOEHKIZL B L. vocatives &9 Z ik 5,

.. a term of address is a device used to refer to the addressee(s) of an utterance...
A vocative, on the other hand, is a particular kind of address term: a nominal

constituent loosely integrated with the rest of the utterance. (ibid: 107)?

WEBROIK I, HREICL > TEOHM R LA A 2955, = 2 Tlt, Leech
(1999: 110) OHHEE %M\ 2 2 E123 5,

A. Endearments e.g. darling, dear, sweetie

B. Family terms e.g. mum, dad

C. Familiarizers e.g. guys, folks, bud, man, buddy (AmE), mate (BrE)
D. Familiarized first names e.g. Jackie

E. First names in full e.g. Paul, Thomas

F. Title and surname e.g. Mr. Graham

G. Honorifics e.g. sir”, madam

H. Others e.g. you, Uncle Joe



2.2 ®EIAE

VRS HHO Ty a0 -1 ¥ =2 3 yANET S 1980 FRUEOC I A A{RE T —< &
TAHORBME (164), 74 AWE (64), 1 F) AME (GAR) ZHALEH%5EE
OBEIY I Lo T L7ze KIBW. IR, Z2—3—27, 0 FraflllRegEto
T A X BRENTLE, A, S r2E50L) IKRUE->TwE00EERL, 4
ALz BT, TBE] & LTHR SN0 ERHAEL, 200 T [RF] P
WIRAMIET 2.

3. METOFFMERDERE

HAE IR oL TE ST 2 A FN 2B &, TEHD# (Collectivism) | *f [1#
ANFE# (Individualism) . [FEEEES#EE (Vertical Structure) | & [ AT R 2R &
(Horizontal Structure) |, [ F + v b &k (In-group/Out-group) ] OHE#TH 5%, H
KOOI HIZHEMIFTYF -V POFEIBHECEEN L S TIE, MAGHELL 25 F
THSORYLDLFL WA S vE SN D, lh, BOkoM A EZRTRTRIO LA
T, MARBEBOESICHS T, ACEHET) LEfshTwaY, 23, SiEE
ot T LIFRAY, FEOMHEMOBBEIWIIED L, FRHEIILoZEN T L) %
CEBT 9% 513, HATIE R FRRIET 2 RHEM 202 T 2%, Sk T, P
WEPWETAMAMTONFOLFPHERENTNLE I LIlh b, FEBE. 72 AT &
DG THVEIELALOEWIZH LV REAE LT IR (Sakamoto & Naotsuka,
1998: 10), 77— A M F— A THEEI", A F)ATET A) HEER B0,
T —AMR— AR LA (bid: 11115) Th b, HATIE, FERLHLO L
TOMRRO RN A HET 57, Zhps, 2heho LB [#] 2ES52 5.

L2 W2 IO T OBRBUL LT O ) Th 5,
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H AR B T

LR (287 )

WE— E7 (295 1)

[ ¢ 18] (105 1)

LN + % 124 (4321%) {284 194 (65.76%) | LN 43 (40.95%)
LN 71 (2471%) LN + 54 | 48 (1627%) |LN + XA | 26 (24.76%)
LN + 54 | 32 (1115%) | R Gn ful) | 24 (814%) |BW™ | 18 (17.14%)
B 16 (557%) |LN + &M% | 20 (678%) LN +# | 7 (667%)
B L7 (244%) | Z DMl 9 (305%) | EHk 3 (2.86%)
i 6 (209%) | [ERSAT o rs 2 (190%)
B 6 (209%) gﬁf‘i' Efg; BB LN | 2 (190%)
i 6 (209%) S Z D 4 (3.82%)
FN + 554 | 4 (139%) (5]

g LN |3 (105%) P;}?ﬂf g

3% 2 (0.70%)

FN 2 (0.70%)

F D 8 (2.78%)

(Ff) ok

ESEYH

7 A1) Wi

LA (141 ) - Ll (155 5) R (50 1)

FN 77 (5461%) ' FN 62 (40.00%) | FN 2 (5200%)
"pal 20 (14.18%) | TLN'® 57 (36.77%) | FFN 13 (26.00%)
'buddy 13 (9.22%) |sir 31 (20.00%) | LN 5 (1000%)
FFN 6 (126%)  Z o 5 (323%) | # ot 6 (1200%) |
sport® *_7426‘77) (FFN. "boys (;TLN' ’

boy 4 (284%) my friend',

’ man’ %)

Full name 3 (2.13%)

LN® 3 (2.13%)

ot

<‘é{elzir:, 9 (637%)

‘girls” %)




£ 1) ZWEH

CEEHE (125 1) bl (64 #0) 8 (32 1)
FN 80 (64.00%) | FN 48 (7500%) FN 3 (71.88%)
LN 9 (7.20%) | TLN 9 (1406%) FFN 8 (25.00%)
FFN 7 (560%) | mate (625%) mate 1 (312%)
Full name 7 (560%) | Z 0Ot 3 (4 69%) o
mate 5 (4.00%)  (sir’,
TLN 3 (240%)  (gentlemen
girls 3 (2a0%) |
Z0f 11 (880%)
(‘gentlemen’ , |
‘buddy’ .
‘sweetheart’
)

(LN: Ldb[ Name, FN: First Name, FFN: Familiarized First Name, TLN: Title + Last Name)

AARMFEIZBW T, Eu—lHE—ETOM T, EFEoHFzRbd, LNPEHIN
TV ORGH 5 LR LHTANOIPURTE TH] D1 (4321%) 21 0HE T
(2474%) T [ & A TUF (1L15%) ASHIAIHE o #F A LRl & I Sk iE, Rl %
(65.76%) HEEIRYICE . THREHBE] [ AEFBE] % My 2 HAMITTE )%
G LRI IT 20 (B %) 2805 k. 8068% (2 E2'7, [
Tl LN OB TR b % < (4095%) . [LN + & A ] (2476%). [HHi] (17.14%) 2%
CHUEE s BV SETAD TLN + S A &, THIdE2HL] omEGHESE-K
AR ER [£RBESEBTEAL ORBEEE AR RiEEREmEOfMO X 512,
MTAT L2 OFTHAER L TR 2 TS AW E Ve T2 ADBHET, HEARLEO [/
B AR L T0B 0TIV 25 ERAD [LN + A W, [INFyal onm
KB E -2 H AR LHGE AR [ SR s B oJuE ElEs R — A LEER
% [9OfT] o EEERBIEE-F 4 IE&RESEICRON, #h#h, LRl vw) L hE
BT, OEEIC VAR & v ) R A DB L EE, SV IZH RO %
ELTWw2Y,

T A HERE O ST AOEO ) FIE, FN & FEN & 6hd 5 & 5887% & %2 5.
FnLAtix, pal’ . buddy' @ Familiarizers (FFR) (3050%) TH b HTH56 L
Fl~IE FN (4000%) H38 b % <M 2R 555, 8o TLN & Honorilics % &8 5 &,
56.77% (2 2 5

5o Nine to Five @ Bernly #f H— Hart #i3. Wall Street ® Fox & T »
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Y% 2 b Gekko & —F—. Working Girl DL EH— Trask EEVBFOHTH 5, +C
THEARGEST NS L LT EROMREA T & ST b, R TIdsh e FN & FFN
DEHONT D (7800%) . ZOMBEPHEEISND I8, 7A) 70 [EH] T
% 'You and T are equals. (Sakamoto & Naotsuka, 1998: 1) 1%, LFEI—#T OMFRCit
&) ENTVBN, BT LulOBGE, ZUILHEETHERVEW) ZETHD

AFNADE YA ZAFIIBWTE, ER—-HTIE. FN & FFN T 69.60%. #F— L
13 FN 27 7500%. WL FN & FFN T 9688% &, AOZETIZ, FRLENLOFET
5 FN & FEN O#IGHT 2 ) AOZNEN b0 T & psshs 7220,

4. MEEREFH

W OHH TR, BT — < OFECDIPHICES 2 2 BEA LT A0 TId%R <, K
HOTH—bH LM, BEOEZZHN. 320 LB B 2 0GB OENE, AH -
ALT - o M) - AEREFLW) LIFT0BETE—RLTBY, ISt E—a%
WEC IR EHERATORNEB R EREL 22 8¢, £EMAHEITRICAS THh L &
EZh, T PRI R A TR 2957 X)) HALEAS. BRI, BTk
HIOME T L7 FN 2 32 LIRS 20l LT, o T, SRS Th s
EENDLAF) AOE YR AGINTHE D FN AR SNL I ko7 AATIE
WERRFE A, R T ITa IR B & e )L TRERT ) SRS TV R E 2 - 70,
Brown & Gilman @ ‘power’ & ‘solidarity’ OHEE@EN T DL, 7T AY AlE. B
SFTRAZVITRED YV R AT, ‘power DEZEPBHTH Y. 4 £ A 138097 Fk
FREH. VYA RATIE solidarity’ @ [HTT) 25@->THH. HREEWAHATHY
power DFEHAHEHL TWBEWHI T &R D,

Brown and Gilman (1960: 256-60) .. view difference in power as leading to non-
reciprocal address practices, with the less powerful interlocutor using V ‘upwards’
but receiving T in return. However, the ‘power semantic’ works only in a static
socicty in which everybody has a clearly defined place. In modern societies,
characterised by social mobility, power is replaced by ‘the solidarity semantic’ (ie.
degree of social distance). Thus, the social dimension is herizontal, based on degree

of equality. (Clyne, Norrby & Warren, 2009: 28)



B2, Brown & Ford (1964) ®/8% — L IZHEXE L L. 72 A TEBELOMN
‘status’ DFEVII L Y IFROIFEHEBEN R S, 4 F) A TIRBEES2ITHHT o0
BrOMEMDHNTDEEE25

The most common address forms are the first name (FN) and the title plus last

name (TLN) . These function in three sorts of dyadic patterns: the Mutual TLN,
the Mutual FN, and the nonreciprocal use of TLN and FN. The semantic distinction
between the two mutual patterns is on the intimacy dimension with Mutual FN

being the more intimate of the two patterns. (Brown & Ford, 1964: 243-244)

— 5. BASAIEHE (LF) &HF (v - v b, #B) oBR (i, 2005 252) & FE
SHEHHETH Y, BATZFORO 3120000 DA BIRT 5.

WA drorzb, A, FLTHEIEDE I LI LIl bDh Bhkh o7z
. BoofnE s AFIL. BAREOURTIE, WOoFTLEEL R, . HAFOH
RTOBESEV) AR HTFLOIFEIE> T NDL DDV ES>DEEDLEHT
D, B EMTFELEOHCEIIHD PO BERRELM (B THREL, 20X %
MO LITORFENLHLEINDL I LR bR L LT, ZOMPANTO AT LFE
BabLTw, (WM, 1997 in H 7, 2008: 206)

TACAHEWIZ R T, AFIESAZ S, R TIC #ihs e eBRT 5700
\ZHERARE e & 7 — kA A R A o (R, 2007: 34) &) HEfEDSH B AN, EEA
SHEDSHTH 2 HAHEOB G IZZOMEMHH . 7 LOMTII0 LTz, #HFe
B oAy ko T A Tln . SR HEE TR TR b er]
(ibid) %M, ¥ ¥ H AHHE Tk, MT0%&BE VD ZE V2R, Bl figs
BN R LT 2T A0 TH b, Bz, H T RS2 MFE LIPREC
e T AN FEEMICLAET oA LETE S [T GER
2008: 78) M EN L, SRIE, HTOWEIZEAAA TV L) ZIFHRTHY . £
LTHhHCOAMBRIEEZbRZVE NI HTOLE S (FiHlH, 2007 34) ~OFE LFO

EHRLEL TV A,
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5. [XE] ORM

CHETERLTELLDC, A, AW LIESY RS (D ol EE
(BFR) | B /NS <32 TR AEE G (bid: 32) 7% 5. LT, Bk
CRBAD B W R TR UM A E DN 5. SRR AR L 5B B 6 1L
76, MEMOMEL PES 206 DOEFEINIET BT L1250, ZOB, —ODI
%%Eggﬁkaéﬁ%ﬂfw%%wd\W?@ﬁﬁ@ﬁ%‘ﬁ%m~ﬁ%¢mﬂﬁ‘
. PR FEOE, BEOESVETHY) . RO SEENIHALD S 5 78
BRELFO/N— )5 1 —OEE (Dunkling, 1990: 2230) 45, MMA2 T, &b =
B, W LFOZOHOmEE LR O IHROBIICK X ko T & 5%,

5.1 BHABREDZES

ERIGITZ TS5 g (77 +E] BTIRERE [58E] CIERopORD
O (TETD THLA5, WHIE LI [HFE+SA] BELR TV 2B H L L
FiE D) TH 5,

FHlZp BEET O CL THIEE7: 802 OMEGHEEREIL, S5 Thh, F
EERMIIEELTCELEDLITHL DS, NFEOL ) — FREOAAMES [ KALR
SAL EFATOD, KAROHEFEHL T, [0, FEEBE, KARIALVIOF
PLROTINEEAD] VL, FOH., MEBITAARE [AALE] LITFA
TVBA, EFTRETHEEIIZ -2 RARENY S 25Tk, TAAR. A7
Lo KA LU T T2, KARDIER L, INEBRE FA ST CRINHKRE
Y LOIHB L) OFTEEFER A KEL 2805 32, [RARRA] NER-T
Vho HEOHAL [IRIESA] THIRSA] & [~SA] SHTIFIER TV, H0ik
B LTt |3 [HHEA] Thorodh, 3%, [HFHE] 0EbY, 240
T 274t BIE DIOR] & T~H] OUOP 2o Twvb, 2F ) 22Tk, KR
B WA S R WIEE OSSN ERERTH D & & HI0, F/E, 4l B TOREBE
BOMEGEEZLTHTE [~8A] SHTHHERLIERE A>TV E, (lH0BK] <
L UARIRREDA ¥ 5 Va—C, H EEBREFTHERO L VEROTTHES [ s
AL EIFATGLD, BEOAERYZAON70 0 L% Tl THSEE] LIRSS H
Lo [~2Al 20 [~EBL[~F] #oPTECIIELT 2120, ERDLEB T~
PEEIEAYE E ) . R TE TV S,

—H ETPEEEAL TS [#BE] TiEdad, A% [f5+5A] LIER0



. AT T2 ERPLEEES L (RN, BYEBREOSSZHVTVLEN) TR
ANELTESZWHTE CIEEICHN L, Fl 212, [N oM EEERBIGER S %1,
BLrUSED2S (2 »bBOWEEL, APREIeREEx 3200 LRASVIZA
F72Z ERVIGOTTIC SN, ShETO [HE] LWL TIERL, [~8A
[Hl] #foT, [HL2LZA, 5K, SRZOFREMNCOLHYESHVIEAL. B
xS, HEHSOLITA ALEBETIELAEZ TRV EFVni->Twa, £
7o. TEHZE] T, EHARESHGT T 2 8RR IS LT, A8k 2HEET [#IL
SA BUEREBRETHERTELATT L] EHALTUWERRTE [~ A 3RS,
[ ] SYHESETESOLANLPRCIFUYTH D, BIEPHEETHIL, FiLK
THiL, 5 LFOVHIAVAFIEE LT ESIT 5T b,

5.2 7AUNMBEOSZE

Wall Street @ Gekko i&. FIIZH D A% 9 &5 5 Fox # Bi# (Endearment) @
bud . ‘buddy . ‘pal . ‘sport EIFUANTBAN BEMTFOBMALY 2 bRV, 20
F T, TR —L BRI L Tw5 238miE,. “All right, Bud Fox. I want yvou to buy 20,000
shares of Bluestar.” ¥ "I would make you rich, Bud Fox” T, &5 54 Fox DI &% 5
CEEii L. BOoMH & LT ANLER ThH L, HIZLNDAZHoTWbDIE, K
EE XELN T2l 8 CHEEFS TR, EEFIIT. "Fox, where the hell are you? Do
you hear me, Fox?" EREN DT AZHBETH 5L, LN OAREJHOLITUT71E, Bluestar @
A0y MUAELED Gekko DEA T H o TR ERMT I EETE L) I2ET A
“Nice to see you, Gekko.” & &b, R TFLATFGWwWhHEZL->Tw4, ¥/, Fox ¥ Gekko
EWOTEN TSRO, 7 A0 7o TERPY L id@Es T 24 ) OMPEEZRS
LR CTFEBERE LTIERIIEMIZI EDOT 2R TH D, £ 5 THE. Honorifics T
% sir’ Bflio T2,

BT 42 5 ERINOIEU DT OAGEY) & ASWIEII 7% 2 6L Working Girl (28T, Hi
HO McGill B*#10 T ERTH 5 Parker RIZR - THHEh % L72R, FN 27
("Yes, Catherine.”) Z &12%F LT, Parker #° “And, call me Catherine.” & #il$ 5 &9
WEI) Y Y ILHN T B, P FETLVHAKIZE YT, TLN 225 FN ~NEHH S oifih
PELDIXH L FTHHL (Braun, 1988: 16; Argyle, 1995; 141-142) THh b, T A FE
HexiEsH &3 2 & ballfiiHE R Z812% 5,
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.. In the progress towards intimacy of unequals, the superior is always the pacesetter
initiating new moves in that direction. The superior is the pacesetter because the
willingness of the person of lower status to enter into association can be taken for
granted and there is little risk that a superior will be rebuffed whereas the risk
would be great if the inferior were to initiate acts of association. .. Each new step
towards friendship is, .. initiated by the person of higher status. (Brown & Ford,

1964: 244)

—RIHF L L TE TR ENETY. BIEOITEEV DS 55451213 FN RS
N L o TR 72 LD S B o The Insider TWHERRT 71y b 8Nz 2 LIZHRL
TWwhZa—AF¥ v A7 —0O Wallace x 2720 L 9 & LT, 5 HMEZL Caperelli H°
FN C. "Mike, Mike, Mike.” &IT-U % F7- & 2%, “Mike? Mike? Try Mr. Wallace. We
work in the same place. Doesn’'t mean we work in the same profession.” & . Hlo TRD
Z#MLCLTLE S, Caperelli 2 L% &= 2 2%, HE/0 Wallace £ 0 H1Z B8
T Lo BEAMANOBIETEGH E 5 - T b Wallace (21E, SRR TSR /M7
OEVERERBT D [R5 Plbih, Bl vz 2 FN CHIENS 2 L 2755 L 7%

L3 A F) AWm Yy

Bridget Jones @ 2 ) — ZIZBWT, EFD Jones #IERIEE,FN @ Bridget 7 )V 4 —
L% FEN @ Bridg 2. LN @ Jones # &% ZHCHH L T A 5HA D 5. 4F
W2 R AR S B L VBIBRIZ @ o 72 Clever 1 3IKIRIC L 0 L B4 2B EH - T
B PEAHAE (Ms. Jones) &M\ 2dik. 1 &H1C. Bridget Jones's Diary THEACHFER
T -2 Thb. LHE L CRNGHEFLLLHOL WL ) IHE2RA TV S
Brown & Levinson (1978a) DG THIHHT 2 & (B ZE#ko positive politencss 7%
LK o7z T, HEEh il &, MToOBE A A F %V negative politeness DA %~
A HATRWIIBERA T AT L) E L TARIEF LD,

KT A b A ADHKE (Brown & Levinson, 1987: 245) TA FY A3 HA L & 412, 26
JICRHERIE =2 7 » A% v A (Fukushima, 2000) negative politeness O XL Tdh 4
EENTw D (Stewart, 2004: 117), ¥ 2% ATk <, Bl & & o 72 msl ¢,
fill N2 % 1S A BB 22 1T F) Honorifies (lord . ‘your excellency’ . ‘senior’ %

(Braun, 1988: 57)) # TLN 2H i & EANOIET 2T IZH VS 4, F A S B2



FN % LN 23 H S 15 ER RO IEFRE o Wik & 7%

Sl E Y R ABB OIMFRTA Tt LEh S8 T~OBAR., HT 25 LAI~OEH
AAEIE & FERRR O O ARBLE & 4 OB A BN o F) ZEE, KESERER
oAb THAT] #2503 L Tl [T HTL 20 HABE T, LR» LT
~NOFEE, THHV, 2L EFAO, Fi2, HENRMAEEORELRTHTT
Hol, MBEEFEHABECTEIFZRLTCVLHETH FEOEGEIAETHL L, BE
i, EREEE LTV A ATHAMIIE ZITELTHY . BROBELTEHEL TV
P

—H. T AYABE T EOMETH L VD [BH] Lt La, oo
FTHHRORDSM Sz, TAE] L LT, LulldP Ao REEL FRL, 7
Mt ERE SR A RS TR S IR L TIREIIZ - TV B AL, T
DFNEDSEEEIN, B EASOPINHIN L S %S LRI 05RFLT 5

% HBIFHOHP L D% REOO- N ERL, G250 TIENTY, £
SIEFEE L O T % < (Clyne, Norrby & Warren, 2009 79), & L-T=&. [HHRT] (2
HoZ3E (R A ) &, HOWNIH 2 HENRN I TEORKIZTR2E L 0N
RLBA LTI T I B h b, 3UIC, FlE, EFOFNEROEE, 4

B BEROERT EMBERCH, KL EBEI NS (Argyle, 1995 142) T X 11% L5
im\@bﬂ%ﬁ:ﬁm%%w\ﬂ%mamm#‘%ﬁ%%&ﬁm#uiofﬁL$@ﬁ
MAEHAI LI EEDTHDH, HARFETIE, TEISFHENIZEBENLONETH S
by BELERL Y, HVWOREoRS L —HTHLD TRV,

7, FRRRICB L T, Bouib e HARSUE T, 8 AWM O BR O R EIE D) G 025
BIS A7 %o F4ud, 18 U AR UAHT & OBR TR L » TR L0 & 6401
FTLHPTADENIIHE SN D, TLN THT O FNIIBITLAZY ., HoH5mTlE, TLN
BEOFACONZDTEOL8T A1) HEAF) ATIEHENLERHTSH 20, NTERTIE

LT O A I3 72 A b 0 (Nakane, 1973: 30-34) THH DT, b3,
SEHUNO LD LD BT ERITHY . Thw i, EBENOHEETOERTL, &
M O TS TREEIR. T IXHAZ TIHEN LRI TR T HDTH 5.

Lihd . BlEARE Y Y A ABNOERROMGEIA F 2 LT, Rz M hHplz 0 b
S ET, LY HACITR S L OBEE ST L TV S LA TH D LEML T D

WEICBEND (@) & (A5 13
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HiH (2006: 186) &, Brown & Levinson (1987) OMANGHLFLMAL LTIRZ, B
FOBETHIA PARAORA S F7 VI Lrz@ BB AEY T L v ) BT, 3L
T (5] ol ws EBTRBEHIELAVE LT [HEF2] ORMAYREL T
bo TITORT A MF A UE N ik, [ OWRL I TR, #
GIIZECHAND . £OBIHY & SRR A EEN, BRIy F s b
ELTw R, ElE UABFORT A bR G2 I (2006 9495) &, [7 21 % A
WEIFA P THLIEETL Y R =THII LR HIIHEZLNTWT, FRAFNT
FOFMRLLL L oT0D, | LhL, HAHOBE, TE242E8LTEHEEBECHD
Ere, 7L P -2 Kb TRIFEIECHNDLOTH D, £3<Cv 5, Brown &
Levinson OGO &8, 2 b7 7 ¥ — o M5k & SR 2 @mid, Matsumoto(1989) .
Watts (2003) Fi2b o, WO ZOEEE., ST ey isns
WOWNATRC SN T D, HIT (1998) ZHAFFEHICB I 2HEN 2L L LT,
7 GELTFOBVLOHENE) Laf GEol) omlzRIBCE#®RL T2t Sy
WCORTZETHL LR LTV,
flE L T, Brown & Ford (1961) #%F6H N TWw A, 2O Cit, 12, Sifianou
(1992) HHEFORT 4 P A ARHOEFT S, WEN L2 EHOMH PR TORK YO

% SEAHD LM L. Leech (1999) YD FN/TIN fEM & I — 11 v 3530 T/V X
o5& WERET L Twv B¢ Leech (1999) o familiarizers % Formentelli (2007) @ ‘terms
of friendship’ (%, 'T-like modes of address’ & L T 54T 5, (Clyne, Norrby &
Warren, 2009: 18)
Braun (1988:11) ®#739 5% ‘free forms of address: “outside” the sentence construction’
Thbho WAL, SHICHT2D0E LTHEALNTWS D, ‘bound forms of address:
integrated parts of sentences T 5,
Dunkling (1990: 2) 2. ‘term of address’ & ‘vocative’ #[3&i&E XLz TS5 Y. Levinson
(1983) 14, W% ‘vocatives & LT, #11% ‘summonses & ‘addresses’ 1Z44it. @
HEL LML LLFORT, Bl v BAEE#HILCw 2
Braun (1988 10) &, fE&r=°HIEIZ L% % 4 PV (doctor, mayor, count, duke %) . B2
#if5 (waiter, chauffeur %) % . McConncll-Ginet (2006:78) 2. %D (Robinson %) .
= v 7 % — A (Teddy Bear 55). @@ L 1 (bastard %) # 2 T\ %, Taavitsainen
& Jucker (2003: 2) &, "Early Modern English had a rich system of nominal forms of
address with .. a wide range of occupational terms and titles... Present-day English, on the
other hand, has a much reduced system. Occupational terms are rarely used LT

Wb
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10) ..
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Brown & Levinson (1987: 111-183) !4, Endearment %°> Familiarized first name % positive
politeness (2. ‘sir’ (Honorifics) % FTA (Face-Threatening Act) I8 o i [ 1285 OV 1
TWde F720 TLNZHEHIZMEEO&H 5 AOM THEIHE DS 2, B Th s i
— AT S0, FN/FEN (33 LV BIRO A 2 TR G S 1A 2R B s
Z=dTflibits &L, EORBEOIRR RS D WM OBIROBERP ML E 05
AT 2R OHEMAIZ LS (McConnell-Ginet, 2006: 78) &) b % 5,

.. str conventionally implies that the addressee is male and socially higher in rank than
the speaker ... (Levinson. 1983; 53} sir L MEI S Z EIZDWTORISBIZDWT, KD LD
ZRE L H S, A common reaction by men, when addressed as ‘sir’, is one of irritation.
Seeing themselves, perhaps, as young and rather interesting individuals, they do not like
to be reminded by others that, they appear to be elderly and respectable. (Dunkling, 1990
31)

Lebra (1976: 257) contrasts “the Western model based on the complex of individuality,
autonomy, equality, rationality, aggression, and self-assertion” with “the traditional
[Japanese] complex of collectivism, interdependence, superordination-subordination,
empathy, sentimentality, introspection and self-denial.” (Wierzbicka, 2003: 72)

Japanese view society in terms of groups and group members (us-them), and the line
dividing ‘us’ from ‘them' is quite distinct, members of the ‘them' category being cither
ignored or treated with distinct formality while members of the 'us’ group are accepted
with a relationship of warm friendship. Westerners, on the other hand, view society in
terms of individuals (me-you-him), and the individual is supposed (o be seen as important
in his own right without reference to background status. (Naotsuka, R. Sakamoto, N. et
al., 1994: 168-169)

Regardless of the social differences, the Japanese believe that they possess a great deal of
homogeneity. {Donahue, 1998 41)

In collectivistic cultures like Japan, individuals do not expose their true feelings until they
know another person well. In individualistic cultures, individuals are expected to express
themselves to others even if they do not know them well. (Gudykunst & Nishida, 1994:
66)

address usage encodes the relationship and attitudes of interlocutors perhaps to a
greater extent than other aspects of language and is thus more open to cultural variation.
(Joseph, 1989 in Clyne, Norrby & Warren, 2009: 1)

Wierzbicka (2003 106) 1 FN 25 TLN £ ¥ & ‘intimatc’ TH 5D LIIFHA 2\ EIEHL T
Wb
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the pragmatics of English might have relatively little to say about social status ...,
while in contrast the pragmatics of Japanese would be greatly concerned with the
grammaticalization of the relative social ranks of participants and referants. (Levinson,
1983: 10)

Ma7T] SA BB TR DAHOIHIZE, Ehbh v EETOMFIIRL
THELEHIZHVONL@EMLH D, 72, (T2 (BHEEHFEATIV)] &
& EEFOGAUZ L DM R D 12OV TR ICHE 2 EIE R S e v, UbE, 2004:
117)
.. applied to young men in general, regardless of their sporting interests, at the beginning
of the twentieth century, especially in the USA. It then became possible to use the term
to address a man, either one well-known to the speaker or a stranger. (Dunkling, 1990:
218)

There is an old-fashioned public school and Oxford male style of address by last names
only, but this is falling into disuse. (Argyle, 1995: 142)

Forms of the Mr/Mrs-types are often derived from lexemes with the meaning of ‘senior’,
‘master’, ‘superior : they usually start their career as forms of address for social
superiors, hence with lexical and social components in correspondence ... Although once
introduced to express superiority with the help of suitable literal meanings, their use was
more and more extended, while other variants (titles) took over the function of signaling
high status, until finally the bond between lexical origin and social mcaning was cut. Thus,
people addressed as Mr/Mys .. need not be ‘masters’ or social superiors anymore. (Braun,
1988: 260)

TR T3] 8Al bbb E b Tvd, 20T [ [&F] BE] &k
o TIH5] ekl S50/ T4 L TRIREMARDIE o D] CMME 2004: 104)
ZOTIFT] SA) OEMITEROGH TlEb o Tlrv i,

WNS BV LT [#7+ S AL & (HIFOERHSLEII b o3 Tl
bo b =B RIPER ] CMK, 2004: 117) &9 25k TEDPSHEICHN LT [NIX A
AR A v | (g, 2002 12) V)i end L. ARORIETIRERH % LHT 2
AN TV S,

Recent development in British English address practices include an increasingly
widespread usc of first names in work contexts and service encounters, possibly
influenced by patterns in American English, and the spread of terms of endearment such
as mate. (Clyne, Norrby & Warren, 2009: 4)

There is little evidence for class differences in how people address each other in Britain.



(Argyle, 1995: 142)
-the use of FN is now becoming generalized, to the extent that honorific + LN “is

increasingly relegated to marking a more distinct and respectful relationship towards an

acquaintance.” (Leech, 1999:112) .. “the use of honorific + LN remain the norm in certain
specific speech situations or domains, such as job interviews, ... and work situations where
a degree of formality is required.” (Bargiela et al, 2002: 5) (both in Clyne, Norrby &
Warren, 2009: 18)
Leech (1999; 113-114) . W AGE I BT B ¥ KON & 3 3 L (Proportion use of
vocative types in a sample of American and British conversation by the Longman Corpus
of Spoken and Written English: AmE: 47934 words; BrE: 51,722 words). Familiarizers:
AmE 21.93%, BrE 4.44%: Given names (familiarized) : AmE 39.04%, BrE 16.11%:; Given
names: AmE 23.25%. BrE 48.89%:; Title + surname: AmE 351%, BrE 0.00% &\ 9 &% %
BTCVd, 226, TAVATEAF) AL SBBEETOHITI T o Lk BED
JHTH FN OfHA AT % o TE TV A 0T TLN IR % & < Wior i A
W54, Honorific address (35 Effib it v &4 L Cv b, LA L, Z4ud, Leech H
UHPBL T2 L9100 L ETOREIIBY RN R FEHHEHOF > 7V 053712
FottboThD,
BUED UANO BRG] &R LT B2 R 2 T s bold, Uk (F
i) LIRS THL. L RELFIE. DEBRL Y LOFEL BEIZTCEETSRZ &
HTELv. SR L. RO TS 28, B2 PR EHTED, | F
BORRTTREG | LfE [Hhk] 0L 2 ABRRERTITERZ S TERV, |
BAFIZHEA P L T84 | L8R EEFTEND, | HEWIIHEDOAE,
SRRV MY RTIESR D L EIRETH S, BT () OFHICELTL, ETo
FERRIE L CFO T D, L LIREBZT TR, PR DIELWT AT, Rl %
5 & & | IMHBEO LD IIREYHEE ML A0 E R Sy, H RIS LT
LEFHGOZ ERAR] ) T S5 2225 F0iilde v, (R, 2007: 149-156) )
) AR (2005, 3049) 1. AARAOEMBEAME, Fiu. T TERKR] THZ R
R LGS [ s Twes by e [vFof] L [aveE] Loz
BIFELZS 2 ODRRTFRD 7D R TH D LinTwnb.
) It has been recognized that language is an integral part of culture. This is especially
true of communicative style. The particular communicative style of a culture arises {rom
shared beliefs about people, what they are like, and how they should relate to one another,
and is an important means of perpetuating those belicfs. (Scarcella, Andersen & Krashen,

1990: 33)
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AR (2007 181-187) 12 L2 k. [Tl ik, HOIEOEHRCHWE % 7% 2 2 D, M4
W3y 77 A NOHRT, —#MIIRT EEZ SN EOHIRR 2fHIHMaT
EEND, £ LT, [THAH L WHOMENAHEL, BHEO— AR, Z BRSNS
LFESCHFESENZNT - TR, A0, 9015 & T mEIR L IR I R 2 el 72
EEYT DEOREE L T0D010 LT, HATO B & fhfrgid Ao -
TOSIE SN BARN L REOMRE OB B o THE] ERLLATV D
Indirect expression is .. a distinctive feature of the Japanesc way of communication.
(Tsujimura, 1989: 122)

In the tradition of Brown/Gilman (1960) and Brown/Ford (1961), it has become
customary 1o view reciprocity of address in a dyad (ic., exchange of the same variant)
as a signal ol equality, real or pretended. Nonreciprocity has been interpreted as an
expression of difference in age, status, or whatever. (Braun, 1988 293)

.. intimacy and distance are determining the selection in symmetrical relationships.
Nonreciprocity of FN and TLN is caused by differences in age or professional status. (Braun,
1988: 16)

.. asymmetrical exchanges were found where there was age difference or occupational
rank difference. (Ervin-Tripp, 1989: 218)

Nominal address forms in English are a particularly heterogeneous group, with a range of
terms whose use varies according to factors such as domain, relationship between speaker
and addressee, and various speaker characteristics such as age and sex. (Clyne, Norrby
& Warren, 2009: 18)

The decision as to what mode(s) of address to employ can be determined by rational
choice or spontaneous emotional reactions. (Clyne, Norrby & Warren, 2009: 79)

Wales (1983: 116; 1990, 162) X, thou & you OD4H O T, Z0 5 B ERBR & L

“.. there is an important ... factor, namely its use for expressing heightened emotionality,
whether anger or affection.” &iE~Tuw %,

FBIN R EFHIEROMRIZHEL TR —Tld % <, FELFEAG LI L - C
b ZAuE, < b %A L G, 2007 32)

EAROHHIA Bud Fox % 0T, EEHL, A% Bud, FEN @ Buddy Ol AT 2
b TV LT EeE D 5.

“We are close friends.” {Sakamoto & Naotsuka, 1998: 16)

The current fashion in the English-speaking countries appears to be an egalitarian
simplification centred on first name usage. (Dunkling, 1990: 30-31)

Brtideshead Revisited (1981), Gosford Park (2001), Maurice (1987), Remains of the Dav



(1993), Upstairs Downstairs (1971) %
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HABRE
fono g n] (2007) 00 3 B0 SEUUBEARE. AoARs B L ZDldT BIA k]
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