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ABSTRACT 
 

This study investigates a well-explored topic, the relationship between gender 

and language, with a unique set of data—Japanese translations of highly gendered 

discourse contexts in Cosmopolitan and Playboy magazines.  In both magazines, 

being attractive, heterosexual (wo)men is one of the ultimate goals.  Therefore, 

choosing the ‘right’ words and expressions to display their gender identities is 

expected to be important for the writers.  For this reason, language use in both 

magazines is expected to correspond to hegemonic masculinities and femininities in 

today’s Japan. 

Comparative analysis of the two languages is limited to an examination of the 

use of passive voice.  The results suggest one gender-specific constraint—Japanese 

women avoid maintaining the inanimate subject of English passive sentences—and 

one language-specific constraint—Japanese passive sentences are preferred when the 

speakers discuss their personal relationships. 

In addition to the comparative analysis of passives in English and Japanese, 

gender differences for the Japanese data are also examined in other linguistic aspects.  

Over 14,000 Japanese sentences from Cosmopolitan Japan and Playboy Japan were 

divided into three groups of senders (authors)—male, female, and editorial—and 

compared in relation to the following three aspects: person referential forms, sentence 

endings, and directive expressions.  The results suggest that male senders of both 

magazines are moderately masculine, while female senders of both magazines are 

extremely feminine.  This may suggest that sociocultural pressure on Japanese 

women to preserve their ‘women’s language’ is strong, while such pressure is not 

obvious with men’s language use. 
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This study further argues that male-centered and female-centered discourse 

communities in the two magazines provide their readers not only sociocultural 

conventions of language use, but also gender-specific socialization experiences and 

different senses of preferred social structures.  More specifically, the readers of 

Cosmopolitan Japan learn the importance of peer approval, and the importance of 

gender difference, hierarchy, and politeness as a part of femininity.  However, they 

may not learn how to make femininity and power coexist.  In contrast, the readers of 

Playboy Japan learn the value of independence and may learn that gender and 

hierarchy/power are not rigid and that one can be simultaneously feminine and 

powerful, and masculine and polite. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

The literature on the study of gender and language has characterized Japanese 

women’s language in various—and sometimes contradictory—ways.  Japanese 

women’s language has been said to be: non-aggressive, nonassertive, modest, overly 

polite, deferential, formal, humble, indirect, ambiguous, uncertain, tentative, hesitant, 

and less canonical, hence meek, weak, powerless, less confident, soft spoken, 

submissive, discreet, gentle, high class, elegant, graceful, refined, beautiful, socially 

sensitive, conservative, pure, etiquette-bounded, hearer-oriented, cooperative, rapport 

seeking, coquettish, empathetic, emotional, and socially immature (see Ekoyama 

1943; Endo 1994; Furo 1996; Horie 1994; Horii 1990, 1993; Ide 1979, 1982, 1990b; 

Inoue 1994; Inoue 1943; Jorden 1990; Jugaku 1979; Kelly 2001; Kindaichi 1957; 

Mashimo 1969; McGloin 1990, 1993; Mizutani and Mizutani 1987; Miyaji 1957; 

Ochs 1992; Okamoto 1996; Okamoto and Sato 1992; Ozaki 1996; Reynolds 1985, 

1990; Shibamoto 1985; Shibatani 1990; Smith 1992a, 1992b).  In contrast, its 

less-often-discussed counterpart, men’s language, has been generalized as being 

aggressive, assertive, forceful, rough, blunt, less modest, less polite, more vernacular, 

less ambiguous, straight, and insistent, hence powerful, authoritative, opinionated, 

less beautiful, logical, and more responsible sounding (see Abe 2000; Horii 1990; 

Iwasaki 2002; Jorden 1990; Kelly 2001; McGloin 1990, 1993; Ochs 1992; Ozaki 

1996; Reynolds 1990; Smith 1992a).  These qualities of the language used by men 

and women, respectively, are said to be commonly associated with attributes of 

Japanese traditional masculinity and femininity (Horii 1993; Ide 1982) and to reflect 

men’s and women’s social roles in Japan (Ide 1982; Reynolds 1990; Smith 1992a, 

1992b).  These gender stereotypes may seem too conventional for an analysis of 
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language ideology in the 21st century.  However, various studies have confirmed 

that these ideas are still pervasive.  For example, for over six years, Kumagai (2002) 

asked college students to read letters posted to newspapers by their readers and to 

identify the gender of the contributors.  According to this series of studies, the 

college students often explained their decisions based on the gender stereotypes listed 

above.  Many students made comments such as, “the writer is very emotional, so it 

must be written by a woman” or “the letter is not polite, so it must be by a man.” 

The gender of the speaker/writer may not always be transparent in language.  

However, gender differences in Japanese are known to be linguistically much greater, 

more rigid, and more explicit than in languages such as English.  Commonly 

discussed gender differences in Japanese range from phonological features such as 

pitch, tone, intonation, and prosody (Abe 2000; Haig 1990; Loveday 1986; Ohara 

1992; Yuasa 2002) to discourse strategies such as topic management, floor 

management, and information organization (Atsumi 1991; Ehara et al. 1993; Loveday 

1986; Takahashi 2002; Tanaka and Fukushima 2002; Uchida 1993).  The research 

also includes: studies of power (Smith 1992a; Sunaoshi 1995; Wetzel 1990) and 

identity (Ide and Inoue 1992; Matsumoto 1996, 2002; Takekuro 2002), the use of 

different types of orthography and punctuation (Kataoka 1995, 1997; Nakajima 2001), 

and syntactic features such as the use of ellipsis, repetition, postpositions, imperative 

expressions, and conjunctions (Furo 1996; Jugaku 1979; Kawaguchi 1987; Kawanari 

1993; Nakajima 1999; Shibamoto 1985, 1990; Takano 1999).  Nevertheless, due to 

the great variety in choices, the most heated discussions of gender differences involve 

the morphological and lexical levels, such as the use of person referential forms, 

sentence-final particles, and copulas (Abe 1993; Jugaku 1979; Komatsu 1988; Martin 
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2004; McGloin 1986, 1990; Okamoto and Sato 1992; Ozaki 1996; Ozaki 1997; Peng 

with Kagiyama 1973; Suzuki 1988; Terao and Zimmerman 2000; Uyeno 1971).  

Also, we cannot overlook the use of polite expressions, including beautifying prefixes, 

honorifics, and humble expressions (e.g., Endo 1997b; Ide 1982, 1990b; Ide et al. 

1986; Kokuritsu Kokugo Kenkyūjo 1957; Miller 1989; Ogino 1981; Okamoto 1994, 

2002). 

Thanks to abundant previous studies, today we have a better understanding of 

how Japanese men and women use language differently.  However, it is also true that 

many studies are subject to an important critique—the data does not provide access to 

comparable groups of men and women so that their similarities and differences can be 

fruitfully explored.  Cosmopolitan Japan and Playboy Japan are very similar types 

of magazines, read by similar types of men and women, and offer, therefore, 

comparatively based insights into gender and language in Japanese.  Besides many 

shared interests, such as successful careers and a modern lifestyle, these Japanese 

men’s and women’s magazines focus on how people in their thirties can make 

themselves heterosexually attractive.  Therefore, similar ways of using language 

between Cosmopolitan Japan and Playboy Japan most likely correspond to 

socioculturally expected, hegemonic masculinities and femininities of today’s Japan.  

Also, since Cosmopolitan Japan and Playboy Japan essentially target only women or 

men, respectively, differences between the two magazines may suggest different 

cultural expectations and ways of creating a discourse community from men’s and 

women’s points of view. 

This study begins by discussing the relationship between language and gender 

in order to explore theoretical tools offered by linguists in analyzing human behaviors 
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as gendered actions (Chapter 2).  Then, characteristics of the two magazines, 

Cosmopolitan and Playboy, are discussed in order to understand how the two 

magazines are comparable as linguistic data (Chapter 3).  After discussing 

methodology in Chapter 4, the following four aspects are analyzed separately: person 

referential forms (Chapter 5); sentence endings (Chapter 6); directive expressions 

(Chapter 7); and the use of the passive voice (Chapter 8).  The analysis in relation to 

these four aspects independently and collectively yields a set of hegemonic masculine 

and feminine ideologies and values shared by Cosmopolitan Japan and Playboy 

Japan.  Along with the summary of such findings, Chapter 9 presents how each 

linguistic characteristic may contribute to creating distinctive discourse communities, 

which I call the Cosmo World and the Playboy Mansion.  Moreover, assuming that 

reading magazines is a way of being socialized and a learning experience for the 

readers, the final chapter is dedicated to discussing how the characteristics of 

masculinity and femininity that are captured in the two magazines may shape one’s 

language use and the performance of one’s identity differently for men and women. 
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2. GENDER AND LANGUAGE 

Today, the word ‘gender’ is a widely accepted term that we come across in 

many aspects of our daily lives.  From legal application forms to Internet shopping, 

we are asked to designate our gender by, most commonly, alternative check boxes: 

male or female.  Gender, in this case, may appear to be interchangeable with sex for 

many of us.  However, scholars agree that gender is a socio-culturally and 

ideologically constructed concept (Butler 1990; Philips 2001; West and Zimmerman 

1987).  In other words, unlike sex, which often refers merely to the fixed category of 

bio-physiological apparatus, gender is “a socially constructed and culturally 

transmitted organizer of our inner and outer worlds” (Keller 1983).1  It involves 

masculinity and femininity and what it means to be a man or a woman (Kimmel 

2001:9318).  Gender may vary widely depending on cultures, time, situations, 

institutions, personalities, or any social axes we can think of.  Furthermore, it may be 

safe to say that we habitually determine and express our gender identities through 

various mediums, including the use and choice of language.  In this section, I present 

a brief summary of how the study of gender and language has developed in the United 

States and in Japan. 

 

2. 1. The Field of Gender and Language in the United States 

It was not so long ago when linguists unquestioningly studied how educated 

upper-middle class males speak in order to theorize how all people speak.  

                                                   
1 It is commonly assumed that everyone is biologically male or female.  However, sex can sometimes 
be ambiguous; there are many individuals who do not fit biological male or female prototypes.  In 
such cases, people may try to assign a category—male or female—through physical appearance or by 
performing a surgery.  In this sense, binary sex category can be ideologically constructed, and 
differences between sex and gender become rather complex issues.  See Eckert and McConnell-Ginet 
(2003:10–15) and Philips (2001: 6016–6018) for detailed discussions. 
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Consequently, aside from the occasional consideration of their deviant speech 

behavior, women’s speech was rarely the focus of mainstream linguistics.  One of 

the first attempts was Otto Jesperson’s 1922 book entitled Language: Its Nature, 

Development, and Origin.  In this book, he dedicated a chapter to a review of 

ethnographic studies that discussed women’s language.  Unfortunately, this report 

was limited to unsubstantiated stereotypes of how women speak.  It took another half 

century for linguists in the field of gender and language to launch empirical research 

and scientific models. 

During the feminist movement of the 1970s, scholars in various fields began 

to question long-held assumptions such as the identification of male norms as human 

norms and to seek to understand both men’s and women’s behavior (Torres 1992).  

As a prime example, Robin Lakoff published a paper entitled Language and Woman’s 

Place (1973, republished as a book in 1975).  Through this pioneering work, perhaps 

without realizing it, she discussed what came to be called the “Deficit Model” of 

women’s language.  Lakoff may not have been the first linguist who pointed out a 

correlation between supposedly normative features of women’s language such as tag 

questions and their functional meaning (e.g., politeness and uncertainty).  However, 

she is one of the first scholars who argued that features of women’s language are 

results of the pressure of sexism in society (e.g. Key 1975; Swacker 1975; Thorne and 

Henley 1975; Trudgill 1972).  Some scholars questioned whether her analyses truly 

reflected how all women speak in any given moment and were alarmed at the danger 

of perpetuating the stereotypes which presumed that women’s speech was “aberrant” 

(see Johnson 1983; Kramarae 1990; Spitzack and Carter 1987).  However, as Lakoff 

states elsewhere, the paper was an attempt to illustrate general tendencies and 
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stereotypes (Lakoff 1974) that provide diagnostic evidence of linguistic inequity 

between the roles of men and women (Lakoff 1975:4).  In this respect, Lakoff (1973) 

had a significant impact in the field of gender and language.  The article called 

attention to socio-cultural pressures, rather than to biological differences that create 

and nurture “the precise hegemonic notions of gender-appropriate language use” or, 

more precisely, “the idealized language of middle-class European American women” 

(Bucholtz and Hall 1995:6).  This model later elicited the Dominance Model, which 

held that gender differences—as socially acquired behaviors—have equated not only 

the sex of speakers but also the speech of women with powerlessness (Cameron 1992; 

Coates and Cameron 1988; Fishman 1978; McConnell-Ginet 1988; O’Barr and Atkins 

1980; Spender 1980; Zimmerman and West 1975).  Under this model, women’s 

language is different from men’s because, at least in part, women have been denied 

access to the powerful social positions and language variations that men can use 

(Lakoff 1975).  Women’s language is also implicit evidence of their insecure 

positions and their desire to compensate by gaining apparent positions through their 

speech (Trudgill 1972).  In other words, gender differences are ‘less purely gender 

than power in the real world’ (Lakoff 1974:XV–9), and women’s language is nothing 

but powerless language (O’Barr and Atkins 1980). 

Another major competing model of gender and language interpretation is the 

Difference Model, which is popular within and outside the field of linguistics thanks 

to Deborah Tannen’s touchstone work You Just Don’t Understand (1990).  The 

Difference Model treats men and women as if they are members of two different 

sub-cultures.  Thus, conversations between men and women are, metaphorically, 

equal to cross-cultural communications; cross-gender miscommunications are due to 
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different styles of talk acquired through different sex-specific socialization 

experiences (Coates 1989a, 1989b, 1996; Holmes 1986, 1992, 1995; Maltz and 

Borker 1982; Tannen 1982a).  Unlike the Dominance Model, which seeks an 

underlying cause of gender differences in power differences, or more specifically, the 

‘powerlessness’ that women suffer in society, the Difference Model aims to provide 

non-judgmental descriptions of men’s and women’s language.  By disregarding 

power as an essential element in the analysis, the Difference Model attempts to 

identify women’s language as distinct from powerless language.  Conversely, the 

Dominance Model questions whether it is plausible to detach the linkages between 

language and power relations rooted in the larger social structure (Uchida 1992) and 

criticizes the hidden agenda apparent even in the Difference Model that assumes male 

dominance and ignores women or considers them deviant (Cameron and Coates 1988).  

As a response to these criticisms, Tannen (1994) claims that the Difference Model 

actually considers social power as a very real cause of gender differences and is 

capable of providing a legitimate way to understand how inequalities are created in 

face-to-face conversation.  That is, the Difference Model seeks a sociolinguistic 

means through which gender differences may be negotiated and acquired; therefore, it 

does not preclude unequal power relations as an underlying cause of socially learned 

patterns (Kendall and Tannen 2001:554). 

Debate between those who favor the Dominance Model, which focuses on 

unequal roles as the source of difference, and those who support the Difference Model, 

which focuses on sex-separate socialization as the source, rapidly advanced the field 

of gender and language as a whole.  Scholars quickly recognized that each model by 

itself was not always sufficient to explain the variety and subtlety of the gender 
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construction in relation to personal attributes and power relations.  As a result, 

proponents of the Dominance Model and the Difference Model urged the application 

of both models simultaneously in order to explain the complex relationships between 

gender and language (Eckert and McConnell-Ginet 1992:484; Uchida 1992:563).  

Also, debate between proponents of the two models moved the field from 

impressionistic studies based on researchers’ own introspection and self-reporting 

questionnaires to empirical studies based on naturally occurring conversations.  The 

change in the nature of the data led to a change in analysis and interpretations: from 

social desirability—how we think we should speak—to actual speech behaviors—“the 

truth” of women’s language.  Also, the change in the nature of the data forced 

researchers to recognize that it is naïve to expect men or women always to behave in a 

particular way in terms of language use.  As we have become more aware of the 

complexities of the relationships between gender and language, scholars have realized 

that gender is not an unproblematic independent variable (Thorne, Kramarae and 

Henley 1983:15–16).  Rather, gender is a complex system that involves the relation 

of all aspects of identities such as race, class, status, role, and personality; thus, we 

cannot sort people into unified gender groups straightforwardly (Eckert and 

McConnell-Ginet 1992; McConnell-Ginet 1983:384).  When choosing how to use 

gendered expressions, speakers consider multiple social factors, including not only the 

social categories listed above, but also the context, the speech act, and the speaker’s 

language ideology and beliefs.  It should be noted that this view of gender is very 

different from that of the variationist framework, which tends to treat gender as an 

additional variable. 

In the 1990s, by incorporating the findings and concerns of the past two 
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decades, another approach called the Performance Model emerged.  The 

Performance Model emphasizes people’s performativity: the ability to negotiate their 

individual presentations of self through language use (Butler 1990).  Individual 

performativity interacts with other variables such as psychological factors (e.g., social 

identification), social and ideological factors (e.g., power associated with masculine 

speech), situational factors (e.g., framing of the situation), and discourse factors (e.g., 

topic) (Inoue 1994; Maynard 1997:3).  Hence, under the Performance Model, 

researchers can analyze gender as fluid, and as one of various aspects of speaker’s 

identities rather than as an a priori factor that predetermines identity and behavior. 

The Performance Model validates few factors in the field.  First, the 

relationship between linguistic expressions and the gender of the speaker is only 

probabilistic at best, rather than a strict correspondence (e.g., Jorden 1990; Kobayashi 

1993; Ochs 1993; Okamoto and Sato 1992; Uchida 1993).  Furthermore, language 

and social attributes of speakers such as gender do not have direct and exclusive 

relationships (Agha 1993; Bing and Bergvall 1996; Bucholtz 1999; Ochs 1993; 

Woolard 1998).  They are mediated through the pragmatic meanings of linguistic 

features, such as assertiveness, politeness, and social acts (Ochs 1990, 1993).  In 

other words, some linguistic forms most often described as ‘women’s language’ are 

said to directly index ‘uncertainty,’ which in turn indirectly indexes femininity in a 

particular society.  Therefore, speakers—both male and female—can choose to use 

or not to use ‘women’s language’ in order to create a desired context and a preferred 

interpersonal identity.  Along this line, scholars suggest that stereotypical gendered 

expressions can be intentionally ‘misused’ to index something other than femininity 

or masculinity (Matsumoto 1996).  For instance, when women use linguistic features 
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which directly index strong assertiveness (and are therefore conventionally associated 

with men’s language), it may not mean and may not be interpreted as masculinity.  

Rather, it could be interpreted as cuteness, intimacy, power, anger, or more, 

depending on the context (Ochs 1993; Okamoto 1996). 

Language use is a showcase of the speakers’ individual histories of previous 

experiences and engagements in various groups (Eckert and McConell-Ginet 1992).  

The same linguistic form, or its pragmatic meaning, may be interpreted differently 

and create individual varieties.  However, this does not mean that we speak 

arbitrarily.  Gender variations are real, and we project our gender identities through 

them with a hope that people will interpret us “correctly.”  From this point of view, 

under the Performance Model, language ideologies—including those that constrain 

men’s and women’s appropriate linguistic behavior and shape cultural images of 

femininity and masculinity—become important (Meyerhoff 1996).  Language 

ideologies, or what Silverstein (1979) called linguistic ideologies, are not a new 

notion created for the Performance Model or the field of gender and language.  They 

are “a mediating link between social structures and forms of talk” (Woolard 

1992:235; also see Irvine 1985, 1992; Woolard and Schieffelin 1994) and “any sets of 

beliefs about language articulated by the users as a rationalization or justification of 

perceived language structure and use” (Silverstein 1979:193; also see Kulick 1992).  

Regardless of whether they accept them or not, adult speakers in each society must be 

aware of language ideologies and change their strategies of language use accordingly 

(Irvine 1992; Silverstein 1979).  A speaker may act in accordance with the language 

ideologies because that choice has the most suitable pragmatic meaning and/or 

projects the desired image of him/herself.  Likewise, a speaker may—consciously or 
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subconsciously—avoid acting according to the language ideologies because the 

choice does not project the most suitable pragmatic meaning, and/or the choice is 

associated with a different type of (gender) image. 

Lakoff’s 1973 book begins with the famous sentence: “Language uses us as 

much as we use language.”  Since then, scholars in the field of gender and language 

have been examining how and why men and women speak differently and have 

stressed the importance of using authentic data in order to distinguish particular 

beliefs about language use from the actual distribution of use (Agha 1993; Irvine 

1992; Silverstein 1979).  However, just like language uses us, language ideologies 

use us as well.  That is, we use language ideologies to project our gendered selves, 

while ideologies force us to have some gender identity.  Thus, it is important to 

remind ourselves that we have to distinguish language use and language ideologies, 

yet we cannot disregard language ideologies if we want to understand how and why 

people speak in different ways.  More than ever, it is essential for us to grasp 

language ideologies which are fluid in time (Silverstein 1985; Irvine 1992) and 

different across discourse communities (Kimmel 2001; Philips 2001) to understand 

language variations well. 

 

2. 2. Gender and Language in Japan 

For centuries, gender differences have been considered “natural” and 

“uncontroversial,” yet a very important “fact” of the Japanese language.  We can go 

back as far as the tenth century to witness how people are sensitive to the gender 

differences in Japanese (Horii 1990:30–36).  Sei Shōnagon, a highly educated court 

attendant, discussed how men and women talk differently in her famous dairy, 
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Makura no sōshi ‘Pillow book’ (ca. 990).2  In her famous novel Genji monogatari 

‘The Tale of Genji’ (ca. 990), Murasaki Shikibu included characters that discussed the 

distastefulness of women using words of Chinese origin, which were categorized as 

men’s language.  Ki no Tsurayuki, a governor of Tosa Province, wrote a travel diary 

entitled Tosa Nikki ‘Tosa Diary’ (ca. 935) in which he successfully released his 

feelings and criticisms toward society by creating ‘an anonymous female author’ by 

using women’s language. 

Even though some gender differences are also observed in eighth-century 

literary works such as Manyōshū ‘Collection of Ten Thousand Leaves’ (ca. 759), 

many scholars believe that gender variation was not as extensive as today (at least) 

until the Muromachi period (ca. 1336 to 1573), when a strong class structure was 

established in Japan (Endo 1991:29; Horii 1990:30–36; Mashimo 1969:8).  In the 

Muromachi period, court ladies created over a thousand slang words, called nyōbō 

kotoba ‘the language of the court women,’ collectively referring to items related to 

their domestic concerns (Mashimo 1969:9).  The jargon (mainly nouns) was 

invented to signify their higher social status and to separate them from commoners.  

However, it did not take long for the jargon to become associated with socio-cultural 

values such as softness, femininity, politeness, refinement, and good manners.  By 

the beginning of the Edo period (1603 to 1867), the jargon spread rapidly to maids in 

wealthy households as jochū kotoba ‘the language of housemaids’ (Endo 1991:29).  

It has been claimed the jochū kotoba, along with a jargon called yūjo kotoba ‘the 
                                                   
2 The original copy of Makura no sōshi no longer exists, and there are several different versions in the 
copies existing today.  According to the Maedabon ‘Maeda text,’ Sei Shōnagon describes men’s and 
women’s languages as ‘koto kotonaru mono’: different things.  On the other hand, in the Sakaibon 
‘Sakai text’ and the Sankanbon ‘Sankan text,’ they are described as ‘onaji koto nare do mo kiki mimi 
koto naru mono’: the same things that sound different.  It is not clear whether the gender differences 
which Sei Shōnagon had in her mind were lexical, prosodic, or something else.  For detailed 
discussion, see Mashimo 1969:5–6. 
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language of courtesans,’ is the origin of today’s Japanese women’s language 

(Kikuzawa 1940; Kunida 1964; Mashimo 1966; Yukawa and Saito 2002).  However, 

various studies based on authentic written texts suggest that today’s women’s 

language emerged in the late Meiji period (1868–1912) and not many words from 

nyōbō kotoba, jochū kotoba, or yūjo kotoba survive in women’s language today (Horii 

1990:30–36; Inoue 1994; Komatsu 1988:102; Morita 1991). 

The Meiji period was a time of redefining traditions and of experimenting with 

new social values often influenced by Western culture.  For a brief time at the 

beginning of the Meiji period, gender differences seemed to merge under a Western 

notion of equality (Endo 1991:30; Sugimoto 1985).  However, despite the fact that 

modernization and industrialization were progressing, the idea of Western equality, 

along with gender neutralization in language use, did not permeate Japanese society. 

One of the reasons can be seen in the remarkable influences of the Meiji 

government.  In order to catch up with foreign powers, the Meiji government took an 

active role in unifying the country (Anderson 1983; Bernstein 1991).  The 

government’s stance was to influence language via language standardization, which 

later crystallized as the first state-authorized grammar book Kōgohō ‘The Grammar of 

Colloquial Japanese’ in 1912 by the National Language Research Council under the 

auspices of the Ministry of Education.  The standardized Japanese language was 

based on the speech of the elite in the new capital city Tokyo (Bourdieu 1977) and 

was taught under the nationalized compulsory education system as a superior speech 

form.  Use of dialect was punished (Shibatani 1986), and written Japanese was 

unified with spoken language under a movement called genbun itchi ‘the conformity 

of written and spoken language.’  Furthermore, ‘women’s language’ was defined and 
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emphasized as an important aspect of standardized Japanese. 

Additionally, for women, soon after the start of the Meiji period, bureaucrats 

in the new government promoted the slogan ryōsai kenbo ‘good wife, wise mother’ 

(Sievers 1981; Smith 1983).  This concept was incorporated into a series of 

compulsory textbooks, jinjō shōgaku shūshinsho (Higashikuze, ca. 1900) and spread 

among girls as a new and unified cultural value (Endo 1991; Inoue 1994; Nolte and 

Hastings 1991; Smith 1983).  Also, the Meiji Civil Code of 1898 legally 

subordinated women to men in a number of ways and helped to emphasize gender 

differences as ‘natural’ differences. 

It is worth mentioning that contemporary Japanese women’s language was not 

deeply rooted in history or inherited from one generation to the next.  Rather, it was 

created under the Meiji government along with the establishment of standard Japanese, 

the rise of nationalism, government-sponsored schooling, and the emergence of a 

national bureaucratic state apparatus (Inoue 1994:3; Nakamura 2002).  Because of 

the rapid emergence, Japanese femininity—everything from requirements for 

reticence, covering the mouth when talking or laughing, and walking behind husbands 

in public, to polite and feminine styles of speech (Pharr 1976:306; Smith 1992a:62; 

Watanabe 1991)—had to be taught from textbooks and etiquette books (Endo 

1991:29; Okamoto 1999:54; Watanabe 1991:53).  Interestingly enough, many 

etiquette books, which “educate” women on how to speak appropriately and desirably, 

are still published year after year and retain their popularity even today (cf. Kanai 

2005; Nakayama 2001; Yasaka 2005). 

In the early Taisho period (1912–1926), increasing numbers of literate women, 

who were supposed to become ‘better wives and mothers,’ graduated from the 
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national education system and joined the workforce (Bernstein 1991).  They were 

mainly factory workers, but by the 1920s and 1930s, they developed considerable 

self-confidence, a sense of empowerment, and a sense of being a part of society 

(Bernstein 1991; Molony 1991).  As women established their social status outside of 

their households, they started to discuss and redefine womanhood.  Regardless of 

philosophical differences, discussion ‘about women’ by women themselves helped to 

explore the full range of possibilities for the modern Japanese woman (Bernstein 

1991).  This women’s empowerment can be seen in 1920s mass media, which 

showed the fascination with the “modern girl (moga)” (Silverberg 1991).  With her 

income-earning ability, the moga challenged age-old definitions of femininity with 

her open sexuality, her public flirtatiousness, her independence from family 

(Silverberg 1991), and above all, her use of unfeminine (or men’s) language 

(Kindaichi 1957). 

Since then, tension between the ideal woman—good wife, wise mother—and 

the reality of women’s lives in modern society has been an ongoing conflict in Japan 

(Bernstein 1991; Krauss, Rohlen and Steinhoff 1984; Pharr 1984).  Unsurprisingly, 

the conflict has affected today’s Japanese women’s (and men’s) language.  The new 

constitution, which was promulgated in 1946 (soon after the end of World War II), 

guaranteed equality of the sexes.  In addition, the Equal Employment Opportunity 

Law was implemented in 1986 and pressured Japanese society to adjust and fuse the 

traditional gender roles.  These social movements endorse gender neutralization in 

language use (Endo 1994; Kawaguchi 1987).  On the other hand, the ideal of 

women’s deference has been supported by Buddhist belief (Horie 1994) and the 

Confucian doctrine of dansonjohi ‘men superior, women inferior’ (Reynolds 1990).  
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Also, even after the radical changes in social institutions after World War II, 

contemporary Japan remains a hierarchical society (Adler 1978; Nakane 1970), and 

women’s lower status is reinforced through mass media, home education, and social 

pressure (Jugaku 1979:145). 

Some scholars blame the Japanese concept of ‘natural’ gender inequality as 

one of the biggest reasons why Japanese gendered expressions are surviving (Ide 1979, 

1993:8; Jugaku 1979).  Unlike Western egalitarian idealism, many Japanese people 

believe that society is supposed to be composed of different people who take different 

complementary roles, and that society functions well only when all members carry out 

their roles and fulfill their realms of responsibility (Bernstein 1991).  For example, it 

is very common in Japanese households that wives maintain total control of the 

money, despite the fact that their husbands are the breadwinners.  In this case, even 

though women might segregate themselves from the outside world and recognize 

themselves only as ‘good wives and/or wise mothers,’ they feel respected, have 

responsibility and power, and are indispensable members of society (Ide 1979:62).  

For this very reason, many Japanese women do not want to be identical to men.  

Rather, they want to identify themselves as female as well as highly respected (more 

specifically ‘higher social status’) members of society (Ide’s commentary in Mishina 

1994).  This cultural value urges women to believe that they should not dismiss 

women’s language (Kobayashi 1993:191).  Along this line, authorities including 

well-respected linguists and novelists encourage women to maintain women’s 

language as one of the most beautiful national treasures of Japan (Mashimo 1969).  

This mind-set can be seen as further evidence that women’s language is not a simple 

overgeneralization in linguistic description (cf. Inoue 1994; Okamoto 1994, 1996).  
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Rather, it has symbolic values that attach to culture, ideology, normativeness, 

education, class, and wealth (Bourdieu 1977; Jorden 1990; Nakamura 2002; Okamoto 

1994:575).  Between the two contradictory yet desirable 

values—modernization/equality and tradition/prestige womanhood—some women 

would actively adopt and embody stereotypical women’s language, while others 

might contest and resist it (Inoue 1994:3; Kitagawa 1977; Shibamoto 1987:39).  

Nonetheless, those who contest and resist stereotypical women’s language are likely 

to encounter criticisms of their language such as midareta nihongo ‘corrupted 

Japanese,’ unattractive, juvenile, ignorant, and symptomatic of improper upbringing 

(Kinsella 1995:248; Okamoto 1996:295–6). 

Indeed, not only have language, language ideology, and gender ideology been 

affected and shaped by the history of Japan, but also traditional Japanese linguistics, 

kokugogaku ‘study of the national language,’ and the more recently developed shakai 

gengogaku ‘sociolinguistics’ has been influenced by history over time.  The study of 

gender and language in kokugogaku was started as a philological study in which 

linguists aimed to examine Japanese literature and describe the facts—what types of 

vocabulary were used by whom—with little analysis of why those vocabulary were 

used (Ide’s comment in Mishima 1994:426).  Under this approach, first, the 

previously mentioned jargons such as nyōbō kotoba, jochū kotoba, and yūjo kotoba 

were extensively studied and were emphasized as women’s appropriate language 

usage.  Later, Jugaku, one of the first female traditional Japanese linguists, 

questioned the traditional view of kokugogaku and recategorized gendered language 

usage in three ways: language spoken by women, language spoke to women, and 

language spoken for womanhood/femininity (Jugaku 1979:22–54).  She found more 
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than three hundred vocabulary items and expressions (e.g., ‘younger (the woman) is 

better’), which define “femininity” and its socio-cultural values, and concluded that 

such sex-based concepts have a significant influence on women’s ways of thinking 

(Jugaku 1979:166–167).  Nowadays, proponents of kokugogaku are playing an 

important and influential role in which they keep their eyes on how the sex-based 

concepts sustain and justify traditional views of “women” and “femininity” in public 

domains such as the education system and mass media (e.g. Horie 1994; Jugaku 

1979). 

Around the time Jugaku published her groundbreaking book Nihongo to onna 

‘The Japanese Language and Women’ in 1979, Western, especially American, 

linguists under the influence of feminism started paying attention to Japanese 

women’s language.  Due to the apparent gender differences at the morphological 

level, the Japanese language offered a convenient case study to those Western and/or 

Western-educated Japanese sociolinguists regardless of their theoretical orientations 

(e.g., Brown 1980:112; Chambers 1995; Holmes 1995; Ide 1979, 1982; Lakoff 1975; 

McGloin 1990; Mizutani and Mizutani 1987; Ochs 1993; Reynolds 1985, 1990; 

Shibamoto 1985; Smith 1992a; Wardhaugh 1992).  They challenged newly emerging 

theories and models, such as positive/negative politeness (Brown and Levinson 1987) 

and power in communication (Lakoff 1973), and provided empirical evidence to 

advance these Western ideas, which for some were considered universal theories, but 

for others were emphasized as culture-specific (Okamoto 1999:53; Wetzel 1990).  

However, just as Western ideals of equality did not permeate Japanese society, it was 

also foreign even to Japanese sociolinguists who were educated in the United States.  

Thus, despite the fact that kokugogaku, Japanese traditional linguistics, was moving 
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toward an egalitarian perspective, the Dominance Model in Japanese sociolinguistics 

was rejected or compromised at the beginning (Yukawa and Saito 2002), while the 

Difference Model flourished rapidly. 

Akin to the study of gender and language in the United States, the introduction 

of naturally occurring conversation data advanced Japanese sociolinguistics and the 

study of women’s language use.  Japanese women’s language, which was once 

believed to be a marker or a register of womanhood/femininity (e.g., Ide 1982; 

Kindaichi 1957; Miller 1967; Mizutani and Mizutani 1987; Shibatani 1990), has 

recently been considered to be an indirect index of womanhood/femininity (e.g., 

Inoue 1994; Matsumoto 2002; Ochs 1993; Okamoto 2002).  This view is supported 

by many empirical studies (e.g., Matsumoto 1996; Okamoto and Sato 1992; Okamoto 

1995; Uchida 1993).  For instance, Matsumoto (1996) proposed that the 

non-traditional use of male speech by female speakers may sound marked, but not 

always masculine.  It can instead sound rebellious, immature or “cute.” 

Also, empirical studies with authentic conversation data brought attention to 

the unequal distribution of Japanese women’s language.  Some scholars found that 

gender variations are actually uncommon in certain rural areas and certain 

occupations such as small business and farming (Kitagawa 1977; Sunaoshi 1995).  

Others found that even model speakers of “women’s language”—middle-class and 

upper-middle-class women in Tokyo—do not speak “women’s language” consistently 

(Matsumoto 1996, 2002; Okamoto 1996).  In her 2002 paper, Matsumoto takes the 

Performance Model and notes that a speaker may use a wide range of gendered 

expressions even within the same speech situation and topic in order to express 

emotions, solidarity, stance, and so on. 
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Diverse uses of gender variations are also observed diachronically.  Studies 

of written documents suggest that some forms which were considered to be improper 

for women to use in the late 1800s and the early 1900s are now considered normative 

feminine forms (Inoue 1994; Komatsu 1988; Matsumoto 1996; Morino 1991; 

Yonekawa 1990).  Also, it has been claimed that strongly feminine or masculine 

forms are disappearing from young people’s speech (Abe 2000; Endo 1997a, 1997b; 

Ishiguro 1940; Jorden 1990:2–3, Kobayashi 1993; Matsumoto 1996; Okamoto 1994, 

1995, 1996; Okamoto and Sato 1992, W. Ozaki 1996, Reynolds 1990; Uchida 1993).  

This evidence may suggest ongoing gender neutralization in Japanese.  On the other 

hand, it has also been suggested that female speakers may acquire women’s language 

later as a part of identity construction (Takekuro 2002).  Under this view, the lack of 

women’s language in young people’s conversation is not evidence of language 

neutralization but is rather evidence of the late acquisition of gender variations that 

occurs only when women take on adult social roles (Takekuro 2002). 

In their search for an explanation of how and why men and women use 

language as they do, scholars in the United States and in Japan have come a long way 

from introspective studies to empirical studies.  As noted above, we now understand 

that gender is not a set of predetermined categories.  Rather, it is fluid and interacts 

with various social axes.  We have also learned that language ideologies and use of 

gendered expressions are closely related, shaped by society, and acquired through 

socialization; thus, they differ across cultures, discourse communities, and individuals.  

These findings suggest the importance of understanding language ideologies, which 

the members of a local discourse community utilize to perform and interpret gender 

identities.  Also, these findings call for attention to the importance of the controlling 
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natures of data: differences and similarities of men’s and women’s language are 

relevant to discuss only when other social and contextual aspects are comparable.  

Based on these understandings, in the next chapter, I will discuss how my choice of 

data, Cosmopolitan and Playboy, fits these requirements. 
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3. COSMOPOLITAN AND PLAYBOY3 

Could it be the vivid images of the illustrious Playboy Mansion or the Cosmo 

Girls’ sassy short skirts that cause some people to roll their eyes and others to raise 

their eyebrows when they hear that Cosmopolitan and Playboy could make a useful 

resource for any serious research?  However, interestingly enough, these two 

magazines provide an ideal set of data that overcomes a variety of problems that 

sociolinguists often face.  In the following sections, the shared characteristics of 

Cosmopolitan Japan and Playboy Japan will be discussed from three different angles: 

media discourse, written discourse, and translations from English to Japanese.  In the 

process, I will also explain how the characteristics of this data help to overcome 

common problems in quantitative sociolinguistic studies such as finding a comparable 

set of data, controlling multiple variables, and interpreting paralinguistic/prosodic 

signals. 

 

3. 1. Cosmopolitan and Playboy as Media Discourse 

Playboy was first published in July of 1953 by its editor-in-chief, Hugh Hefner.  

Having Marilyn Monroe as the cover girl (and later as the centerfold), Playboy 

surprised most people who expected just another girlie magazine.  With features on 

food, drink, clothes, and the ultimate bachelor pad, Playboy established its role as “a 

sophisticated handbook for the urban single male” (Playboy, January 2004:118).  

About two decades later, in 1975, Playboy Japan was first published.  Not all 

articles in Playboy Japan are direct translations from Playboy: every month, five to 

                                                   
3 The cover pages of the Japanese magazines read COSMOPOLITAN: Kosumoporitan Japan and 
PLAYBOY: Entertainment for Men, respectively.  To avoid confusion with their U.S. counterparts, I 
refer to the U.S. editions as Cosmopolitan and Playboy and their Japanese counterparts as 
Cosmopolitan Japan and Playboy Japan in the following discussion. 
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ten translated articles are randomly placed among other articles that are written 

specifically for Playboy Japan.  However, Playboy Japan uses the same bunny icon 

and shares the same slogan: entertainment for men.  As of 2005 there were seventy 

thousand subscribers to Playboy Japan (Media Research Center 2005:335). 

In 1965, about a decade after Playboy was first published, the legendary 

editor-in-chief, Helen Gurley Brown, renovated the existing magazine, Cosmopolitan, 

into an innovative guidebook for urban, professional single women (Newsweek, June 

23, 2003:65; Oka 1981).  Cosmopolitan established a boundary between what Brown 

once called in her 1962 book “one of those miserable, pitiful single creatures” and a 

Cosmo Girl, who is “chic, poised, professional, warm, charming, and good in bed” 

(Brown 1962).  Consequently, an essential goal for Cosmopolitan was to provide 

information and ideas that would educate single women on becoming Cosmo Girls 

(Braithwaite 1995:96; LaGuardia with Katz and Katz 2002:1499).  Due to its 

non-traditional and optimistic attitudes toward issues, Cosmopolitan has been 

sometimes treated as the ‘Playboy magazine for women’ (e.g., Braithwaite 1995; 

Inoue 1989:28; Reynolds 1989:209).  In 1977, a few articles from Cosmopolitan 

were translated and appeared in a Japanese magazine, MORE.  As a result of positive 

feedback from readers, the Japanese publisher decided to kick off Cosmopolitan 

Japan in 1980 (Study Group of Women’s Magazines 1985).  Like Playboy Japan, 

the majority of articles in Cosmopolitan Japan are written for the Japanese magazine 

specifically.  However, two to four articles are occasionally translated from 

Cosmopolitan and placed collectively under the section title ‘U.S. version front-line.’  

There were 110,000 subscribers as of 2005 (Media Research Center 2005:185). 

As may already be clear, one of the most significant similarities between 



 

35 

Cosmopolitan Japan and Playboy Japan is the characteristics of the target readership, 

or what Chatman (1978) called the ‘implied reader.’  From frequent use of phrases 

like ‘women (men) in their thirties’ appearing in the headlines and the fact that both 

magazines rarely discuss married life or children, it is implied that readers for both 

magazines are single and in their twenties or thirties.4  More specifically, they are 

not just any singles, but singles who share or dream about the same ‘cool’ urban life 

with a career, independence, good looks, and an active heterosexual relationship 

(LaGuardia with Katz and Katz 2002; Media Research Center 2005).  The target 

readers are educated and have leisure time to read magazines.  They are not socially 

conservative, nor are they particularly religious (Gough-Yates 2003; LaGuardia with 

Katz and Katz 2002; Media Research Center 2005).  Most importantly in terms of 

this study, ‘gender’—be it that of Cosmo Girls or Playboys—is a primary concern of 

these magazines, and shared conceptions of gender roles are important aspects of both 

discourse communities. 

Not only their target readers, but the magazines as well share some similar 

characteristics.  They are not simple duplications of their U.S. originals.  With their 

own articles, cover photos, and advertisements, they attract Japanese readers who may 

never read the U.S. counterparts (Study Group of Women’s Magazines 1985).  At 

the same time, both magazines use their U.S. counterparts to differentiate themselves 

from other Japanese life-style magazines.  By sharing popular American magazines’ 

names such as Cosmopolitan and Playboy, they characterize and advertise themselves 
                                                   
4 According to the Media Research Center (2005), Playboy Japan claims that 37% of its readers are 
students, and the remaining 63% are company workers.  As for Cosmopolitan Japan, the occupational 
breakdown of its readers is as follows: office workers, 40%; public servants, 9%; housewives, 8%; 
sales people, 7%; educators, 5%; part-time workers, 5%; nurses, 4%; other, 18% (These numbers sum 
up only to 96%).  Despite the ambiguity, it may be safe to assume that around 65% of the readers 
claim to have full-time jobs.  It should be noted that these numbers are based on the publishers’ 
self-reports and may include subscribers only. 
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as innovative, modern discourse communities that readers cannot get anywhere else 

(Oka 1981:226). 

These similarities in their readers and the natures of the magazines make 

Cosmopolitan Japan and Playboy Japan an ideal set of comparative data.  

Furthermore, these similarities and characteristics come together and overcome one of 

the most difficult problems that quantitative sociolinguists face: controlling various 

factors that affect language use.  It is clear that femininity and masculinity are 

structures of complex social practice that interact with a variety of contextual and 

socio-cultural factors unique to the local community (Coates and Cameron 1988; 

Connell 1995; Eckert and McConnell-Ginet 1992; Giles and Coupland 1991; Graddol 

and Swann 1989; McConnell-Ginet 1988; Philips 1980).  Due to the complexity, it 

has been difficult for researchers to find comparable discourse communities that are 

equivalent and unwavering in multiple aspects such as type of speech situations and 

group identity, and members’ level of education, age, and gender identity.  Despite 

this fact, Cosmopolitan Japan and Playboy Japan have established very distinctive 

and tight discourse communities, one for Cosmo girls and one for Playboys; they 

share very similar audiences in terms of occupation (career in an urban area), social 

status (educated with stable income), marital status (single), age (twenties or thirties), 

and sexual orientation (heterosexual male or female). 

These magazines, as a particular type of media discourse, also bring other 

interesting aspects to the study.  It has been said that magazines have two domains: 

public and private (Leitner 1997).  In the public domain, magazines serve as both a 

mirror and a medium of society (Holthus 2000; Leitner 1997).  That is, magazines 

show us cultural values and stereotypes, including gender appropriateness, that a 
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society holds (Caldas-Coulthard 1996; Thornborrow 1994).  By repeating these over 

and over again, magazines polish, shape, and emphasize these socio-cultural values 

and stereotypes, and put pressure on the readers to conform (Holthus 2000; Inoue 

1989).  For this very reason, many scholars claim that magazines teach their readers 

cultural ideals concerning manhood/womanhood, love, relationships, and family 

systems (Holthus 2000; Inoue 1980; Morohashi 1993).  Therefore, it is natural to 

assume that language in Cosmopolitan Japan and Playboy Japan reflects 

“appropriate” use of gendered expressions for their target readers and the gender 

ideologies of today’s Japanese society.  However, Cosmopolitan Japan and Playboy 

Japan may not share the same language use.  That is, many magazines for adults and 

young adults often specify their target readers according to their gender; therefore, it 

is believed that magazines provide their readers gender-based socialization 

experiences by alternating articles and language use (Endo 1997a; Ide 1979:23; 

Matsumoto 1996; Reynolds 1989).  Hence, if men and women have different 

understandings and expectations with regard to the use of gendered expressions, the 

differences will be observed in the comparison of these two magazines. 

Along with the public domain, magazines have a private domain.  Unlike 

other mass media such as radio or TV programs, which target a broader range of 

audiences, magazines can create a more exclusive discourse community in which 

members with the same values share their true selves (Beetham 1996; Morohashi 

1993:14).  It was once believed that the communication process in mass media was 

linear in that messages were transferred only from media to recipients (Laswell 1948; 

Shannon and Weaver 1949).  However, since Schramm (1955) first introduced the 

notion of ‘feedback’ into the model of communication, it has been well established 
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that communication in mass media is interactive.  Power in media discourse may be 

asymmetrically distributed, and messages—what, when, and how to say it—may be 

produced only by the media (Leitner 1997).  However, in order to gain and maintain 

consistent consumption, the media must include the audience’s needs and 

expectations in their message (Bell 1991; Leitner 1997).  This is true for magazines 

as well.  Moreover, readers are ultimately in control: they can stop reading whenever 

they want, skip over fragments, or reread others (Talbot 1992:573).  In other words, 

readers of magazines are active agents and participants in the discourse (Bell 1991; 

Schramm 1955).  To keep readers’ attention, magazines attempt to narrow the gap 

between readers with ‘public idiom’—their own version of the language (Hall 

1978:48; Talbot 1992).  They look for the “real” language of their readers with 

consideration of their language ideologies, use or nonuse of taboo expressions, and 

avoidance of bias against gender, race, and any other ideological factors (Leitner 

1997).  Likewise, the readers also assimilate their language use and ideologies 

toward ones presented in the magazines in order to narrow the gap with their favorite 

magazines (Leitner 1997). 

In this private discourse community, editors/writers and readers create a 

hierarchical interdependency which Talbot (1992, 1995) calls ‘synthetic sisterhood’ 

(see also Ferguson 1983; Hayashi 1995, 1997; McRobbie 1978; Winship 1987).  

‘Synthetic sisterhood’ specifically refers to the relationship between editors/writers 

and readers in women’s magazines.  However, something similar could be said of 

Playboy.  In the synthetic sister/brotherhood, magazines take the role of the readers’ 

big sister/brother and best friend who knows everything about the reader (Talbot 

1992).  They give “friendly” advice in the form of shared experiences with 
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commonsense attitudes (Talbot 1992:574).  While the public side of magazines 

reflects socio-cultural expectations, values of gender ideology, and language use, the 

private side makes magazines up-to-date, lively, and unique.  It teaches readers 

“appropriate” violations of socio-cultural values within a particular discourse 

community (Matsumoto 2002).  Moreover, the private side of magazines is also 

beneficial to the current study because ambiguous power relationships and shifts of 

authoritative voice may outrank ‘gender’ and affect choice of gendered expressions 

differently (Matsumoto 2002).  However, in Cosmopolitan Japan and Playboy Japan, 

it is always the editors/writers (as big sister/brother) who have authoritative voices 

over the readers in the discourse. 

To sum up, comparing gendered expressions from Cosmopolitan Japan and 

Playboy Japan, one can expect to find how a men’s and a women’s magazine vary in 

the socio-cultural expectations they reflect.  The use of gendered expressions in both 

magazines is expected to reflect language ideologies of today’s Japanese society.  

However, at the same time, the use of gendered expressions is also expected to be 

up-to-date and assimilated to the way the members of each magazine actually talk.  

As a result, if men and women have different expectations and understandings of how 

men and women talk (or should talk), these will appear in language usage in the two 

gender-linked discourse communities. 

 

3. 2. Cosmopolitan and Playboy in Written Discourse 

These two magazines also make for an interesting set of data because of the 

fact that they are not spoken but written discourse.  Linguists and anthropologists 

have discussed the relationship and differences between spoken and written language 
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considerably since the middle of the twentieth century (Roberts and Street 1997:168).  

Halliday (1985) took an evolutionary perspective and argued that written language, 

which has high lexical density and a high use of grammatical metaphor, and spoken 

language, which has prosodic features and grammatical intricacy, have evolved 

differently in order to fulfill different functions.  While agreeing with Halliday in his 

concern to trace developments and functional differences (cf. Clanchy 1979; Halliday 

and Martin 1993), recent scholars have questioned whether these are sufficient aspects 

to divide written and spoken languages (cf. Besnier 1988; Street 1984).  For instance, 

by contrasting the nature of written and spoken language, Chafe (1982) argued that 

written language is explicit and context-free, while spoken language is implicit and 

context-dependent.  Along this line, Tannen (1982b) analyzed the social differences 

of the two domains and contrasted the ‘detachment’ of written language with the 

‘involvement’ of spoken language.  These observations lead to the idea of a 

one-dimensional continuum, in which written language that is more ‘involved’ and 

‘implicit’ is “spoken-like” while spoken language that is more ‘detached’ and 

‘explicit’ is “written-like” (Chafe 1982). 

By taking a context-based approach, however, many scholars later questioned 

the idea of a great divide between written and spoken language and proposed a 

multi-dimensional relationship between the two domains (cf. Beaman 1984; Besnier 

1988; Biber 1988).  Under this multi-dimensional analysis, the differences of the two 

domains became ambiguous and dependent upon the communicative practices in 

specific contexts (Beaman 1984; Besnier 1988:710; Biber 1988).  Furthermore, 

similarities between the two domains became more significant than was first expected 

(Besnier 1988; Halliday 1985; Olshtain and Celce-Murcia 2001).  In both domains, 
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the sender (the speaker or writer) wants to communicate ideas, feelings, attitudes, and 

information to the receiver (the listener or reader).  Consequently, in order to ensure 

successful communication with the receivers, senders in both domains must consider 

the knowledge and expectations they share with the receivers (Nystrand 1989).  Also, 

senders in both domains need to be concerned with socio-cultural appropriateness, 

which is pragmatically constrained by the speech situation (Olshtain and 

Celce-Murcia 2001).  Appropriate use of gendered expressions is a part of 

socio-cultural appropriateness; hence, choice of gendered expressions is an important 

aspect not only of spoken language but also of written language (Hiatt 1977; Ide 

1979; Lakoff 1973:53). 

Nonetheless, the act of speaking may be very different from the act of writing, 

since speaking happens in the here and now and must be produced and processed “on 

line” (Cook 1989), while the act of writing assumes that readers, who are removed in 

place and time from the writing process, will eventually be able to extract the ideas 

and meaning.  However, some written-specific characteristics are beneficial for the 

current study.  In written discourse, paralinguistic and prosodic features which show 

the relationship between ideas and the speaker’s attitude toward what he/she says 

have to be articulated as visible signs (Halliday 1985).  It is therefore less likely for 

researchers to misjudge gender differences by overlooking the interactions of 

linguistic forms and crucial prosodic features.  Moreover, many gendered 

expressions in Japanese come at the end of a sentence in the form of a sentence-final 

particle.  Due to decreased amplitude at an utterance-ending and frequent overlap by 

interlocutors’ backchannels, these sentence-final particles are sometimes difficult for 

researchers to comprehend.  However, this is not a problem in written discourse; 
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even lengthening of morae, which may alter pragmatic meaning, has to be expressed 

as a sign. 

 

3. 3. Cosmopolitan and Playboy in Translation 

As mentioned before, Cosmopolitan Japan and Playboy Japan contain 

translated articles from their U.S. counterparts as well as articles which are originally 

written for the Japanese version.  In this study, I purposely have disregarded articles 

originally written in the Japanese language and have only examined ones that were 

translated from English into Japanese. 

Scholars such as Franz Boas, Edward Sapir, and Benjamin Whorf have used 

translations extensively in order to find an underlining function of a particular 

construction in a given language (Darnell 2001:248).  Based on the functional 

similarities or differences between constructions in different language, the scholars 

have been able to reveal the socio-cultural constraints on a particular construction 

(Dryer 1994; Myhill and Xing 1994), different perspectives on particular issues or 

concepts (Wieviorka 1994), and different understandings of time and space (Mey 

2001).  It is my goal to find any differences between English constructions and 

Japanese constructions that are frequently observed in the translated articles, and 

examine if the gender of ‘the sender’ interacts with the differences.5 

Translation is also interesting because it will drive the translators to 

(consciously or subconsciously) think which gender expressions in the target language 

(which is Japanese in a case of the current study) may be suitable to characterize the 

                                                   
5 The sender in the magazine articles is most commonly the writer of the article.  Yet, he/she can be 
the translator who inserts his/her comment in the original text or an authority who is answering the 
writer’s question in a form of a direct quotation. 
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sender’s personality and attitude.  It is claimed that English does not have extensive 

differences between men’s and women’s language compared to Japanese (Maynard 

1997).  That is, while English tends to rely on implicit cues to distinguish male voice 

and female voice (Tannen 1985:204), Japanese has the apparent gender differences at 

the morphological level, and it is simply impossible to carry on a natural discourse 

without using those gendered morphemes, especially in casual contexts (Maynard 

1997).  For this reason, translators must reexamine ‘the sender,’ considering his/her 

gender, personality, and attitude, and seek suitable Japanese gendered expressions 

based on their understandings of ‘shared’ language ideology with their readers (Fujii 

1975).  The language ideology of the local discourse community plays an important 

role again.  We can therefore expect Cosmopolitan Japan and Playboy Japan to 

show us if and how language ideologies (including use of gendered expressions) are 

different in each gender-linked discourse community. 

In this chapter, characteristics of the data, Cosmopolitan Japan and Playboy 

Japan, were discussed from three different angles: mass media, written language, and 

translation.  Both magazines target very similar group of readers—modern, young, 

single professionals—and create comparable discourse communities in multiple 

aspects.  Moreover, as a type of media discourse, both magazines create intimate 

discourse communities with the specific type of readers.  As a result, by observing 

language use in the two magazines, we can expect to find up-to-date use of gendered 

expressions which are shaped by socio-cultural expectations of today’s Japan.  

Furthermore, from the comparison of the two magazines, we expect to observe if and 

how men and women have different expectations and understandings as to how 

people talk differently, depending on their gender.
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4. METHODOLOGY 

In the previous chapter, the data from Cosmopolitan Japan and Playboy Japan 

were discussed in order to illustrate their main characteristics and to confirm that a 

reasonable comparison could be made between them.  The previous chapter also 

explained the benefits of using these particular magazines for the current study.  

After selecting Cosmopolitan Japan and Playboy Japan as the sources for the data, 

the next step was to create two comparable corpora from these magazines.  This 

chapter, therefore, will be devoted to an explanation of how the corpora were 

extracted from the magazines in order to conduct quantitative analyses. 

 

4. 1. Extracting the Data from the Japanese Magazines 

As previously discussed, the articles used for this study are from 

Cosmopolitan Japan and Playboy Japan and are direct translations of articles in their 

U.S. counterparts, Cosmopolitan and Playboy.  The particular publication period 

(December 2000 and May 2004) was chosen because Cosmopolitan Japan translated 

articles semi-regularly during these 42 months.  After isolating all translated articles, 

a sentence count was performed in order to ensure that the data from the two 

publications were balanced.6  The number of articles from each magazine was not 

considered to be relevant since some articles include only a few sentences while 

others have up to a few hundred. 

A sentence is defined as a span of text delineated by the English period ‘.’ and 

the following Japanese punctuation marks: the period ‘。’, the question mark ‘?’, the 

exclamation mark ‘!’, the direct quotation mark ‘「   」’ and ‘『   』’, various types of 

                                                   
6 All tables, diagrams, and captions are excluded from the data. 



 

45 

parentheses such as ‘(   )’ and ‘<   >’, incomplete sentence-ending marks such as 

‘…’ and ‘---’, and well-formed combinations of these punctuation marks.  

Additionally, even when a Japanese punctuation mark does not appear, a span of text 

is counted as a sentence if it is separated by a line-change followed by an indentation.  

For example, the following three spans of text are counted as individual sentences.7 

 
1. シュルギン     は  語る。 
 Dr.Shulgin TOP talk Play-J, May 2004 
 ‘Dr. Shulgin talks.’ 
 
2. 大統領選                  は   セックス･パラダイス！？ 
 presidential-election TOP sex-paradise Cosmo-J, Dec. 2000 
 ‘The presidential election is a sex-paradise!?’ 
 
3. 「フィジー こそ    私たち の    わが 家！」 
  Fiji  indeed  we   POSS  my  home Play-J, May 2001 
 ‘Fiji is indeed our home!’ 
 

Sentences such as 4 and 5, which have an embedded direct quotation, are each 

counted as two sentences, the quotation and the matrix sentence. 

 
4. それから、     「だんだん     疲れて きた  よ」  と    言った。 
 After-that  gradually  tire  come FP QUOT say-PAST 
 ‘After that, (he) said, ‘gradually, I am getting tired’’ Play-J, May 2004 
 
4’. それから、     と言った。 After that,     (he) said. 
 「だんだん疲れてきたよ」 ‘Gradually, I am getting tired.’ 
 
5. 「ほとんど   の   男性  は   横道       に  それる    の   が 
  Almost POSS male TOP side-road to digress NOM SUBJ 

 嫌い」 と     フィッシャー博士。 
 hate QUOT Dr.Fisher Cosmo-J, Dec. 2000 
 ‘‘Almost all guys hate to digress,’ according to Dr. Fisher.’ 
 

                                                   
7 See Appendix A for the list of abbreviations.  Also, hereafter, the names of magazines may be 
abbreviated as follow: Play-J for Playboy Japan, Play-E for Playboy, Cosmo-J for Cosmopolitan Japan, 
and Cosmo-E for Cosmopolitan. 
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5’. 「ほとんどの男性は横道にそれるのが嫌い」 ‘Almost all guys hate to digress’ 
 と   フィッシャー博士。  according to     Dr. Fisher. 
 

Some sentences are more complex and have multiple embedded sentences in direct 

quotations.  There also are cases in which an embedded direct quotation has another 

embedded direct quotation within it.  In these cases, the sentence count is performed 

according to the punctuation marks listed above.  For instance, example 6 is a direct 

quotation which has two other direct quotations embedded in it.  Therefore, the text 

in 6 is counted as three separate sentences, as shown in 6’. 

 
6. 「嫌いな 人       あて             の    電話        に、 
  hate people  addressed-to  POSS telephone  to 

 『ジュディー は   ただ   今   スポーツ ジム   に 行って おります。 
  Judy     TOP just  now sport  gym   to  go   be-HUN 

 メッセージ  を   承りましょう     か？』 と     対応した 
 message ACC receive-HON FP   QUOT  correspond-PAST 
 こと   も    ある        わ」 
 NOM also there-is  FP Cosmo-J, Jan. 2001 
 ‘‘There are also times when I handle a phone call that’s for someone I hate by 

saying ‘Judy is at the gym right now. May I take a message?’’’ 
 
6’. 「嫌いな人あての電話に、     と対応したこともあるわ」 
 ‘There are also times when I handle a phone call that’s for someone I hate by 

saying’ 
 『ジュディーはただ今スポーツジムに行っております。 
 ‘‘Judy is at the gym right now. 
 メッセージ を 承りましょうか？』 
 May I take a message?’’ 
 

The sentence counts from the respective magazines are significantly different: 

7,105 sentences from Cosmopolitan Japan and 31,320 sentences from Playboy Japan.  

The following technique was used to reduce the numbers of sentences extracted from 

Playboy Japan, thereby balancing the data.  First, for those months during which 

Cosmopolitan Japan had no translated articles, the articles from the corresponding 
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months of Playboy Japan were not included.  The remaining articles covered 32 

months within the 42-month period.8  That reduced the number of sentences 

extracted from Playboy Japan from 31,320 to 24,837.  Second, a series of articles 

called ‘Playboy’s Party Jokes’ and cartoons was omitted since they tended to include 

many figures of speech; Cosmopolitan Japan did not contain any similar types of 

articles.  Excluding these resulted in a remaining 22,946 sentences for Playboy 

Japan. 

To further reduce the number of sentences extracted from Playboy Japan, first, 

all remaining articles (totaling 22,946 sentences) were categorized into four groups: 

photo articles, interviews, advisor articles, and miscellaneous.  The ‘photo articles’ 

category includes centerfolds and other pictorials which are formatted to introduce 

one or more women.  The number of sentences from this group makes up 16% of the 

total (3,671 sentences out of 22,946).  The next category, ‘interviews,’ is composed 

mostly of a series of articles called ‘Playboy Interview,’ in which celebrities are 

interviewed specifically for Playboy magazine.  This type of article is presented as 

an interactive dialog between two people and makes up 20% (4,589 sentences) of the 

total.  The ‘advice articles’ category consists of articles from ‘The Playboy Advisor’ 

series, in which an editor responds to letters from the readers in a Q&A format.  This 

series of articles appears in every issue and makes up 8.5% (1,951 sentences) of the 

total.  As for the ‘miscellaneous’ category, this mostly includes stories about a 

writer’s experience or thoughts on a particular issue, such as the millennium or new 

medications.  This category makes up 55.5% of the total (12,735 sentences). 

After categorizing all articles into these four groups, the number of sentences 
                                                   
8 The 32 months are: Dec. 2000 through August 2002; Oct. 2002; Nov. 2002; Jan. 2003; March 
through July 2003; Jan., Feb. and May 2004. 
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extracted from Playboy Japan (22,946) was reduced to close to that of the number of 

sentences extracted from Cosmopolitan Japan (7,105).  During the reduction process, 

the make up of data from each of the four categories was kept to be approximately the 

same (photo articles, 16%; interviews, 20%; advisor articles, 8.5%; and miscellaneous, 

55.5%).  In other words, the target number of sentences for each category was set as 

follows: 1,137 sentences for ‘photo articles’; 1,421 sentences for ‘interviews’; 604 

sentences for ‘advisor articles’; and 3,943 sentences for ‘miscellaneous.’ 

A slightly different technique was applied to each category in order to 

randomize the selections.  For ‘photo articles’ one article per issue was selected by 

alternating a centerfold with another pictorial.  This resulted in 1,240 sentences.  As 

for ‘interviews’ and ‘miscellaneous’ articles, articles by the same translators appeared 

on multiple occasions.  Therefore, only the latest article by each translator was kept 

for the current study.  This resulted in 1,300 sentences for ‘interviews’ and 3,548 

sentences for ‘miscellaneous.’  Finally, ‘advisor’ articles from every fourth issue 

were selected, resulting in 716 sentences.  Of the four categories, ‘miscellaneous’ 

shows the biggest deviation from the target sentence count: 3,548 sentences makes 

only 50% of the target data size (7,105), whereas the ideal would have been 55.5%.  

To make up for the differences, in addition to the already selected 3,548 sentences, 

the shortest ‘miscellaneous’ articles from each issue were added.  This resulted in 

3,840 ‘miscellaneous’ sentences in total.  As Figure 1 below shows, the total number 

of sentences extracted from Playboy Japan was reduced from 22,946 to 7,096.  The 

final sentence counts along with the final ratio for each of the categories were as 

follows: photo articles, 1,240 sentences (18%); interviews, 1,300 sentences (18%); 

advisor articles, 716 sentences (10%); and miscellaneous 3,840 sentences (54%).
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FIGURE 1, The data size of Playboy Japan 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The numbers without a counter indicate the sentence counts for each of the categories. 
 
 

There are discrepancies between the original and final ratios in all four groups.  

The biggest increase occurred with the ‘photo articles’ (from 16% to 18%), while the 

biggest decrease occurred with the ‘interviews’ (from 20% to 18%).  Moreover, the 

final sentence counts from Cosmopolitan Japan (7,105) and Playboy Japan (7,096) 

were not exactly the same.  The numbers could have been equalized by randomly 

adding or removing sentences from each group.  However, since previous studies 

suggest a strong dependency between context and use of gendered expressions 

(Coates and Cameron 1988; Eckert and McConnell-Ginet 1992; Giles and Coupland 

1991), all articles were kept en bloc. 

Another discrepancy can be seen in the types of articles translated for 

Cosmopolitan Japan and for Playboy Japan.  It has been claimed by many scholars 

that the types of articles in women’s magazines are different from those in men’s 

magazines (Glazer 1980; Leman 1980; Talbot 1992, 1995; Winship 1987).  Not 

surprisingly, this was the case with Cosmopolitan Japan and Playboy Japan.  For 

instance, there are no articles which could be categorized as ‘interviews’ among the 
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translated articles in Cosmopolitan Japan.  Likewise, there is only one article (46 

sentences, 1% of the total) that may be categorized as a ‘photo article.’  Instead of 

‘advisor articles,’ in which an editor responds to letters from the readers, 

Cosmopolitan Japan has articles in which readers respond to an editor’s questions in a 

Q&A format.  This type of article, which I call ‘readers’ contributions,’ makes up 

7% (486 sentences) of the total.  There are two new types of articles found in 

Cosmopolitan Japan.  The ‘surveys’ category includes various types of 

questionnaires such as multiple choice, and yes-no questions.  The number of 

sentences from this group makes up 9% of the total (627 sentences).  The other new 

category, ‘commentaries,’ is composed of comments by Ms. Hyper Keiko, who is 

defined by Cosmopolitan Japan as ‘a big sister who is a long-term subscriber to 

Cosmopolitan.’  ‘Commentaries’ appear in every issue (sometimes multiple times) 

and make up 6% (457 sentences) of the total.  The only category that Cosmopolitan 

Japan and Playboy Japan fully share is ‘miscellaneous,’ which mostly includes 

stories about a writer’s experience or thoughts on a particular issue.  This category 

makes up 77% of the total (5,489 sentences).  Figure 2 below illustrates the final 

sentence counts along with the final ratio for each of the categories. 

 
FIGURE 2, The data size of Cosmopolitan Japan 

(Total of 7,105 sentences) 
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The differences between the types of translated articles in the two magazines may be 

due to the fundamental differences between the U.S. editions and/or the selections 

included in the Japanese magazines.  This is indeed an interesting topic since the 

choice of articles provide the readers different types of socialization experiences 

depending on their gender, and as a result, may shape their perspectives and language 

usage differently (Endo 1997a; Ide 1979:23; Matsumoto 1996; Reynolds 1989; Talbot 

1992, 1995).  However, further discussion on this issue is omitted in order to focus 

on the linguistic differences between the two discourse communities, rather than on 

the different social pressures on the two gender groups that shape what should be 

discussed in each discourse community. 

Another discrepancy, which should be noted here, is the number of translators 

for Cosmopolitan Japan and for Playboy Japan.  Even after disregarding articles 

translated by anonymous translators, the problem remains that Playboy Japan credits 

a total of 16 translators: five male and eleven female.  On the other hand, 

Cosmopolitan Japan states that they have only three female translators involved for 

the entire forty-two-month period.9  The ideal would have been to have an equal 

number of male and female translators in the sample in order to examine whether the 

translator’s gender had any effect on the use of gendered expressions.  However, 

Cosmopolitan Japan is the only women’s magazine to my knowledge that regularly 

contains translated articles from its American counterpart.  Moreover, I believe that 

it is more important to examine Cosmopolitan Japan and Playboy Japan as unified 
                                                   
9 Needless to say, there is no guarantee that the gender each name socio-culturally suggests and the 
actual gender of the translator are the same.  Moreover, the same translator could use different names 
for some reason.  Also, unlike Playboy Japan, Cosmopolitan Japan does not state the name of the 
translator for each article.  Rather, they state the names under the section title, ‘U.S. version 
front-line’ as ‘editor,’ ‘translator,’ or ‘editor/translator.’  Therefore, it remains ambiguous if they are 
truly the only people involved in the translation process or if they are in charge and have more 
translators working for the section. 
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discourse communities that create their own styles and language ideologies.  For this 

reason, the gender of the translators is considered to be less significant and was not 

considered in the current study. 

 

4. 2. Matching Japanese Texts and English Texts 

After creating a Japanese corpus based on Cosmopolitan Japan and Playboy 

Japan, the corresponding English articles were extracted from their American 

counterparts (hereafter, I refer to these two corpora as the Japanese corpus and the 

English corpus, respectively).  Having no explicit statement of which issue each 

article was from made the process time-consuming.  However, in both Cosmopolitan 

Japan and Playboy Japan invariably the original English headline appears either as a 

footnote or as a sub-heading, which made it possible eventually to locate all of the 

original English articles.  The sentence counts from the respective American 

magazines are roughly 9,124 sentences from Cosmopolitan and 10,214 sentences 

from Playboy.10 

Even at a glance, one can tell that the volume of the Japanese articles and the 

corresponding English articles are not always equal.  Thus, I attempted to find the 

English counterpart for each Japanese sentence by categorizing all sentences into 

three groups: omitted, added, and translated.  The first group, which I call ‘omitted,’ 

is composed of English sentences that are completely disregarded in the Japanese 

articles.  The number of English sentences from this group makes up 4% of the 

English corpus (Cosmopolitan: 298 sentences, 3% of 9,124 sentences; Playboy: 541 

                                                   
10 The sentence counts were conducted to give us an idea about the size of the English corpus.  A 
sentence is defined similarly to the Japanese sentence: a span of text delineated by the punctuation 
marks such as the period, the question mark, the exclamation mark, the direct quotation mark, the 
parentheses, and incomplete sentence-ending marks. 
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sentences, 5% of 10,214 sentences).  Studying these sentences may inform us if 

different kinds of information are filtered out for Cosmopolitan Japan and Playboy 

Japan and how the gender of the readers may play a part.  However, I have decided 

to remove these English sentences from the English corpus and leave the topic for a 

future study in order to focus on linguistic analysis. 

The second group, ‘added,’ consists of Japanese sentences that are newly 

added.  The commentary by Hyper Keiko, a big-sister figure for the readers of 

Cosmopolitan Japan, is a perfect example of this group.  These sentences are 

undoubtedly inserted in the Japanese magazine afterwards, and have no trace of a 

corresponding English sentence in terms of their content or information.  In some 

cases, however, multiple English sentences are summarized with a Japanese sentence.  

In these cases, each Japanese word may trace back to an English word that is spread 

over multiple sentences, a paragraph, or even over an article.  Regardless of the 

difference, these two types of Japanese sentences are considered to have no specific 

English counterparts; therefore, they are categorized as ‘added.’  They are kept in the 

Japanese corpus and analyzed linguistically as long as the analysis does not require 

comparisons with their English counterparts.  The number of Japanese sentences 

from this group makes up 23% of the Japanese corpus (Cosmopolitan Japan: 1,864 

sentences, 26% of 7,105 sentences; Playboy Japan: 1,348 sentences, 19% of 7,096 

sentences). 

As the name implies, the last group, ‘translated,’ consists of sentences that 

have corresponding sentences in the Japanese and English articles.  The number of 

Japanese sentences from this group makes up 77% of the Japanese corpus 

(Cosmopolitan Japan: 5,241 sentences, 74% of 7,105 sentences; Playboy Japan: 
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5,748 sentences, 81% of 7,096 sentences), while the number of English sentences 

from this group makes up 96% of the English corpus (Cosmopolitan: 8,826 sentences, 

97% of 9,124 sentences; Playboy: 9,673 sentences, 95% of 10,214 sentences).  

Among them, some Japanese sentences have a one-to-one English correspondence as 

example 7 shows.  Sometimes, however, two English sentences are combined and 

translated into a single Japanese sentence (example 8), whereas other times, an 

English sentence is split into two or more Japanese sentences (example 9). 

 
7. そして  なぜ？ 
 And   why Cosmo-J, Jan. 2001 
 “And why?” Cosmo-E, May 2000 
 
8. 別れ         を   告げられ、  逆上した                  彼  は、 
 separation ACC say-PASS lose-one’s-head-PAST he TOP 

 Eメール  で、  恋人         の     家族    に、  彼女  の 
 E-mail by   sweetheart POSS  family to  her  POSS 
 全裸            写真   を   送りつけた。 Cosmo-J, Jan. 2001 
 stark-naked  photo ACC forcefully-sent-PAST 
   
 “Then Marisa broke it off, and Richard became very upset.  So he E-mailed 

naked pictures of her to her family.” Cosmo-E, May 2000 
 
9. 「貴重な     ご意見           を    ありがとうございます。 
  valuable BEAU-opinion   ACC  appreciate-POL 

 いただいた           提案         に  関して  よく 
 receive-HUN-PAST suggestion to  about well  
 考えさせていただきます」 
 think-CAUS-HUN-COP-POL Cosmo-J, Dec. 2000 
 “I appreciate your feedback, and I’ll think hard about your suggestions.” 
  Cosmo-E, Sept. 2000 
 

Whether it is English or Japanese, in cases like examples 8 and 9, two sentences may 

not always be placed consecutively but may instead have other sentences between 

them.  Moreover, there may be three or more English sentences that correspond to a 

single Japanese sentence and vise versa.  However, regardless of the numbers of 
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corresponding sentences or their locations, they are treated as a comparative match. 

In all three sub-groups of ‘translated’ that are represented in examples 7, 8, 

and 9, information may be partially omitted, added, and/or altered in the process of 

translation.  The part of a sentence that is omitted or added is treated as ‘omitted’ 

and ‘added’ respectively (see examples 10 and 11).  That is, the omitted information 

in the English sentence is excluded from analysis while the added information in the 

Japanese sentence is analyzed unless a comparison with an English counterpart is 

required.  In other cases, a word or two may be altered in the process of translation 

(example 12).  When Japanese sentences and their English counterparts are 

compared, the sentences are reexamined to determine whether the change may affect 

the comparability. 

 
10. 彼の 古い フットボール ユニホーム に  身    を   包み、  試合 
 his old football  uniform  by body ACC cover game 

 中継        を  つけっぱなし で   ソファー の    上   で 
 broadcast ACC keep-on  and sofa   POSS top  at 

 セックス する のよ。 
 sex    do  FP Cosmo-J, Dec. 2000 
 “I put on music, slip into his old football jersey, and do it on the couch while the 

game’s on.” Cosmo-E, June 2000 
 
11. とかく           アメリカ   の   男性 は   スポーツ チーム 名、 
 be-apt-to-do America POSS men TOP sport  team  name 
 女性   は   記念日         の     日付  に  しがち       と 
 women TOP memorial-day POSS date PT tend-to-do QUOT 
 言われている。 
 say-PASS-PROG Cosmo-J, Jan. 2001 
 “Guys tend to pick sports teams, while women use anniversary dates.” 
  Cosmo-E, May 2000 
 
12. 約束      の    日   の    前日、            顔見知り         の 
 promise POSS day POSS the-day-before acquaintance POSS 

 弁護士     が    オフィス  に   訪ねて 来た。  Cosmo-J, Jan. 2004 
 attorney SUBJ office to  visit come-PAST 
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 “The day before the actual meeting, a defense attorney with whom I’d recently 
completed a major trial knocked on my door.” Cosmo-E, Nov. 2003 

 

Figure 3 below summarizes the discussion presented in the current section and 

illustrates different types of links between English sentences and Japanese sentences. 

 
FIGURE 3, The relations between Japanese and English sentences 
 

Category Japanese Sentence English Sentence Note 
Translated  Pattern 1 

 
 

 Ex.7: 

  Pattern 2 
 
 
 

 Ex.8: 

  Pattern 3 
 
 
 

 Ex.9: 

  Variation 1 
 

Added 

 Ex. 10: Information 
is partially added. 

  Variation 2 
 
 

 
 

Omitted 

Ex. 11: Information 
is partially omitted 

  Variation 3 
 

 
 

Altered 

Ex. 12: Information 
is altered. 

Added 
 

 
 

Added 

 Added in the 
Japanese corpus. 

  
 

Summarized 
 
 

 A small piece of 
information or 
nuances are 
somewhat translated 
or reflected in a 
Japanese sentence. 

Omitted  
 

 
 

Omitted 

Disregarded in the 
Japanese corpus. 

 

It should be noted that the differences between the three variations under ‘translated’ 

and the other two categories, ‘added’ and ‘omitted,’ can be a matter of degree and 
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rather ambiguous.  Even when a single word is added or omitted, it appears to have a 

different impact depending on the length of the sentence.  Ideally, three (or more) 

linguists should match Japanese texts and English texts independently to make the 

process as objective as possible.  However, given the lack of both financial resources 

and time, this was not possible.  Thus, I have matched the two corpora twice in a 

period of six months.  When the two judgments did not match, the sentences were 

not categorized as ‘translated’: they are categorized as ‘added’ or ‘omitted.’ 
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5. PERSON REFERENTIAL FORMS 

5. 1. Introduction 

Japanese person deixis is fundamentally different from that of Indo-European 

languages in many respects.  First, while Indo-European languages usually have only 

one or two choices regarding the use of personal pronouns (e.g., the first-person 

pronoun I in English, the second-person pronouns tu and vous in French and du and 

Sie in German), Japanese has a rich variety, particularly with regard to the 

relationship between the speaker and the addressee.  Even though many of them are 

not used with great frequency (Shibamoto 1985), there are over thirty linguistic forms 

which could be classified as pronouns (Peng 1974:37).  In addition, nicknames, 

titles, and kinship terms are commonly used in place of personal pronouns (Ide 1990a; 

Shibamoto 1985), which makes the number of person referential choices even 

higher.11 

In spite of the plentiful choices that are available to speakers, Japanese prefer 

to avoid using these person referential forms—especially second-person pronouns—in 

non-confrontational situations (Jones forthcoming; Kelly 2001; Martin 2004; Peng 

1974).  Subject and object honorification can obviate the need for person referential 

                                                   
11 There are various technical reasons that some scholars do not want to characterize Japanese 
‘pronouns’ as pronouns.  For instance, Japanese ‘pronouns’ can take modifiers even though, strictly 
speaking, pronouns do not take them. 
 
1) gakusei  no    watashi 
 student  POSS  I ‘I, who am a student,’  (lit. student’s I) 
 
Also, many nouns such as titles, ranks, kinship terms, and a reflexive noun jibun ‘oneself’ are 
commonly used as a replacement for a pronoun.  Conversely, some ‘pronouns’ such as kare ‘he’ and 
kanojo ‘she’ are used as nouns (‘boyfriend’ and ‘girlfriend’ respectively).  In addition, some 
‘pronouns’ may change the person they refer to.  For example, boku is a male first-person pronoun 
that is also used as a male second-person pronoun addressing a young boy.  Due to these features, it is 
debatable whether Japanese actually has pronouns.  Consequently many scholars avoid using 
institutionalized terms like ‘pronoun’ to categorize Japanese person referential forms.  For instance, 
Peng (1973) called them ‘I-word’ and ‘you-word’ while T. Suzuki (1993) called them ‘terms of self’ 
and ‘terms of address,’ and Ide (1990a) called them ‘personal referential forms.’  In this paper, I call 
them ‘person referential forms,’ a category that includes a whole host of person-reference and address 
forms, of which these are just one type. 
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forms in Japanese sentences (Shibamoto 1985:49).  Also, various forms, which 

indicate the speaker’s modality, make it possible to clarify the meaning without 

explicit personal referents.  Due to the nature of Japanese, the use of a person 

referential form is often a choice rather than a syntactic requirement.  The forms are 

chosen based on social rank, gender, age, interpersonal relationship, and other factors, 

such as showing respect or imparting an air of formality (Kida 1943; Peng with 

Kagiyama 1973).  Abuse or misuse of the forms may be perceived as impolite or 

inappropriate and may disrupt communication and personal relationships (Peng with 

Kagiyama 1973). 

Due to the characteristics discussed above, we can study how men and women 

are depicted differently in Cosmopolitan Japan and Playboy Japan by observing the 

choices of person referential forms.  First, in the next section, commonly used person 

referential forms along with their features will be reviewed.  Then, after presenting 

the methodology used in my analysis, I discuss how the choice of person referential 

forms emphasizes gender differences in Cosmopolitan Japan, but not in Playboy 

Japan.  In addition, I discuss how the editors of both magazines use second-person 

singular referential forms to create an intimate, yet hierarchical relationship with their 

readers. 

 

5. 2. Previous Studies 

In Japanese, person referential forms are more the exception than the 

obligatory; and when they are used, one must follow socio-cultural guidelines that are 

often taken for granted in Japanese society (Kelly 2001; Peng with Kagiyama 1973).  

Assuming that a speaker decides to use an explicit form, one of the key factors in 

determining which form to use is formality.  Some person referential forms are 
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appropriate in formal situations, while others are appropriate in informal situations 

(Ide 1979).  Also, the perception of formality is closely related to the perception of 

the interpersonal relationships among the participants.  Thus, forms for formal 

situations are often required with an unfamiliar addressee and/or an addressee of 

higher social status regardless of the formality of the situation (Kanamaru 1993).  

Likewise, forms for informal situations are often required with an intimate addressee 

and/or an addressee of equal or lower social status (Kanamaru 1993).  The second 

factor concerns the gender of the speaker.  Unlike English, some forms are restricted 

to male speakers while others are restricted to female speakers.  The differences in 

forms are greater in first- and second-person reference as compared to third-person 

reference.  Some person referential forms may be used by both genders.  However, 

even with these gender-neutral forms, men and women may use them differently: 

women are known to use gender-neutral forms of higher politeness than men do, 

given the same situation (Ide 1979, 1990b; Kondo 1990). 

The acquisition of these norms is essential for speakers of Japanese and can be 

seen from an early age.  For example, Ide (1979) observed that a majority of children 

between the ages of three and four use gendered first-person referential forms 

appropriately (Ide 1979:43–48).  As for formality, Kelly (2001) found that her 

subjects, groups of five- and seven-year old boys, have already learned that social 

convention allows them to use very informal first-person referential forms with peers. 

With regard to the formality of forms and the gender of the speaker, Figure 4 

below shows varieties of first-, second-, and third-person referential forms.  First, the 

uses of first- and second-person referential forms are arranged along a formality 

continuum according to the gender of the speaker.  The gender of the addressee may 

affect choice of these referential forms since it presumably affects the speakers’ 
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identities in the moment.  However, normatively, it is understood that the gender of 

the speaker, but not the gender of the addressee, has a primal relevancy to a choice of 

first- and second-person referential forms.  In terms of formality, the far left is the 

most formal within the range, and informal forms are at the far right.  Second, two 

additional second-person referential forms, otaku and sochira (etymologically ‘your 

house’ and ‘there (the area around you),’ respectively), are presented.  They are 

commonly used among non-intimate participants as replacements for second-person 

referential forms.  All variations are polite, but ones followed by sama (otakusama 

and sochirasama) are more polite than their counterparts listed on their right.  Next, 

some third-person referential forms are presented.  It should be noted that unlike the 

first two groups of referential forms, the gender of the speaker does not matter for the 

last two groups.  In addition, the gender of the addressee also is not a strong factor 

except for kare ‘he’ and kanojo ‘she.’  Finally, two types of phrases, which are most 

commonly employed to replace second- and third-person referential forms, are listed.  

The first type is generated with the addressee’s name or kinship term often (but not 

always) relative to the speaker, followed by a prefix.  The latter type is generated 

with the addressee’s professional title or social rank, which is often preceded by the 

addressee’s name and is sometimes followed by a prefix to show a higher level of 

deference.  Like the last two groups (second- and third-person referential forms), the 

gender of neither the speaker nor the addressee matters concerning the referential 

choices of these two types. 

Figure 4 covers conventional usages of commonly used person referential 

forms in the so-called Standard Japanese.  Many forms such as the first-person male 

referential forms oira, washi, sessha, and the first-person female referential form atai 

are omitted because they are not used frequently (Ide 1979; Komatsu 1988; Peng 
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1974).  Also, it should be noted that some forms may have a different use or 

connotation depending on the occupations of the interlocutors.  There may also be 

regional differences.  For example, the first-person referential form ore is understood 

to be for a male speaker in Standard Japanese, although it is widely used by female 

farmers and/or female speakers of certain dialects of Japanese (Komatsu 1988).  It 

should be also noted that the figure focuses on singular forms, because, as far as I 

know, there is very little literature that concerns the use of plural forms. 

 
FIGURE 4, Person referential forms12 
 
First-person singular referential forms 
 Formal  Informal 
Male speaker |---- watakushi ----| 
  |--- watashi ---| 
   |--------------- boku/jibun -----------------| 
   |----- ore -----| 
 
Female speaker |----------- watakushi -----------| 
  |--------------- atakushi ---------------| 
   |------------------ watashi ------------------| 
   |---- atashi ----| 
 
 
Second-person singular referential forms 
 Formal  Informal 
Male speaker |------ anata/otaku ------| 
   |------------------- kimi/anta --------------------| 
    |------ omae ------| 
   |- kisama -| 
   | temē | 
 
Female speaker  |----------------------------- anata ------------------------------| 
  |----- anta -----| 
 
 
Second-person singular referential forms 
Male and female speaker otakusama/otaku (polite, formal) 
 sochirasama/sochira (polite, formal) 
 

                                                   
12 Adapted and modified based on Ide 1979, 1982, 1990b; Kanamaru 1993; Peng 1973, 1974, 1975; 
Shibamoto 1985, 1987; Shibatani 1990; Uyeno 1971. 
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Third-person singular referential forms 
Male and female speaker kono/sono/ano kata ‘this/the/that person’ (polite) 
 kono/sono/ano hito ‘this/the/that person’ 
 kare  ‘he’ 
 kanojo  ‘she’ 
 
Name with prefix 

Last name/first name/kinship term + sama (more polite) 
Last name/first name/nickname/kinship term + san (polite) 
Last name/first name/nickname + kun (used mainly for young male referent)13 
Last name/first name/nickname + chan (used mainly for young referent) 

 
 
Professional titles/social ranks (polite) 

(Last name/first name) + kyōju ‘professor’/sensei ‘teacher’/senpai ‘senior’ 
(Last name/first name) + shachō ‘company president’/senmu ‘senior executive 

managing director’ + (sama/san) 
 

The choice of first- and second-person referential forms is conditioned mainly 

by the gender of the speaker, the relative social status between the speaker and the 

addressee, and the degree of intimacy between them (Uyeno 1971:17).  Thus, it may 

be natural to assume that there are certain pairings of first- and second-person 

referential forms.  It is true that there is even a set phrase ‘ore omae no aidagara 

(between you and me)’ that indicates an intimate personal relationship between the 

speaker and the addressee.  However, a fundamental asymmetry between first- and 

second-person referential forms can be found in terms of formality.  That is, in 

reference to a higher status addressee, even the most formal referential form, anata, is 

not formal enough (Kanamaru 1993:110; Shibatani 1990; Uyeno 1971).  As a result, 

use of second-person referential forms is often avoided, especially when the addressee 

is socially higher than the speaker (Ide 1979; Peng 1974:37).  In such cases, it is 

more appropriate for speakers of either gender to use the addressee’s title or his/her 

name with a suffix, even in a casual setting (Uyeno 1971).  However, this norm does 

                                                   
13 Name with kun and name with chan are commonly used as first-person referential forms by young 
children (Ide 1990a). 
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not fully apply if the addressee is socially lower (Peng 1974:37).  When the 

addressee is socially lower than the speaker, the addressee’s title cannot be used as a 

replacement for a second-person referential form (Ide 1979).  Instead, second-person 

referential forms or the addressee’s name with a suffix such as san and kun can be 

used in such situations (Peng 1974:37).  These characteristics suggest that in 

addition to formality and the gender of the speaker, hierarchical social distance 

between the speaker and the addressee plays a significant role in use and choice of 

person referential forms. 

The person referential forms are not distributed equally to the both gender 

groups in many ways.  First, women are expected to avoid the most casual first- and 

second-person referential forms.  Especially for the second-person referential forms, 

women do not have any comparable counterparts for the most casual words, kisama 

and temē, which may sound derogatory.  Furthermore, even when the same form can 

be used by both men and women, the level of formality differs according to gender 

(Ide 1990b:73–74).  For example, the first-person referential form watashi is used by 

both men and women; however, the use of watashi indicates high formality for men, 

while this is not necessarily true for women (Ide 1979; Kondo 1990).  Therefore to 

show the same level of formality, women need to use the more formal form, 

watakushi, which makes them, in general, sound more polite than men (Ide 1979:40).  

These asymmetries are often claimed to be linguistic evidence for Japanese women’s 

subordinate position and for social expectations that they show deference (Ide 1979, 

1990b). 

The socio-cultural constraints discussed above illustrate the complexity of 

choosing person referential forms.  Furthermore, in reality, speakers of Japanese use 

the constraints not only as a precise system for referring to a person but also as a way 
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of expressing their local identities.  They also use the constraints to show their 

understanding of fluid reality in relation to themselves.  For instance, it is reported 

that schoolgirls use the conventionally male first-person referential form boku and 

second-person referential form kimi at school to enhance their social worth as peer 

members (Endo 1994; Jugaku 1979:80; Miyazaki 2002; Peng 1973).  That is, like 

the use of many other gendered expressions, choices in the use of person referential 

forms help the speakers to create their local interpersonal identities.  Also, Kataoka 

(1997) discusses how a speaker may use multiple referential forms with the same 

addressee as a part of a politeness strategy.  He argues that a speaker switches person 

referential forms, so he/she can purport to admit multiple identities of the addressee 

(Kataoka 1997:119).  In other words, the speaker accommodates his/her use of 

person referential forms based on different levels of emotional distance that the 

addressee’s local identities may create; and by doing so, the speaker can express 

his/her deference toward the addressee.  These examples are just the tip of the 

iceberg, but they illustrate the fact that speakers of Japanese conform to and flout 

conventional constraints to express who they are and how they see reality. 

In what follows, I analyze sentences extracted from Cosmopolitan Japan and 

Playboy Japan based on these assumptions.  After discussing the methodology in the 

next section, I present how men and women in Cosmopolitan Japan and Playboy 

Japan use person referential forms differently and analyze the possible source of the 

differences. 

 

5. 3. Methodology 

For this study, all 14,201 sentences (7,105 sentences from Cosmopolitan 

Japan and 7,096 sentences from Playboy Japan) are categorized based on the gender 
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of the sender.  By ‘the sender,’ I mean the person who is the source of the statement.  

This is often the writer of the article/sentence.  However, there are some cases in 

which the sender of the sentence and the writer of the sentence do not match.  For 

example, in an article written by a woman, we may find a man’s voice in the form of a 

direct quotation.  In such cases, the quoted sentence is categorized as being from a 

male sender.  Similarly, dialog-style interview articles may also have a sender-writer 

mismatch.  That is, regardless of the gender of the actual writer of the article, if the 

interviewer is a male and the interviewee is a female, the sentences are categorized as 

‘male sender’ and ‘female sender,’ respectively.  Besides male and female, I 

introduced two additional categories, editor and unknown.  Editor indicates editorial 

voice.  Thus, for Cosmopolitan Japan, all sentences written as ‘words from Cosmo’ 

are categorized as editor.  The same applies to Playboy Japan. 

To determine the gender of the sender, the proper names that appear in articles 

are used according to socio-cultural norms: Mary is a female, and John is a male.  

Choice of person referential forms was not used to determine the gender of the 

sender/referrer unless the form explicitly expressed gender (e.g. kare ‘he,’ kanojo 

‘she,’ ano otoko ‘that man,’ and sono bijo ‘the beautiful woman’).  There are some 

cases including two ambiguous proper names, (Joe and Chris) in which I could not 

determine the gender of the sender linguistically.  Those sentences are categorized as 

‘unknown’ regardless of any metalinguistic interpretations.  Table 1 shows the 

numbers of sentences according to group. 

 
TABLE 1, Number of sentences in relation to senders 
Cosmopolitan Japan 

Male Female Editor Unknown Total 
1,097 

(15.4%) 
2,332 

(32.8%) 
3,640 

(51.2%) 
36 

(0.5%) 
7,105 

(99.9%) 
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Playboy Japan 
Male Female Editor Unknown Total 
2,522 

(35.5%) 
1,066 
(15%) 

3,398 
(47.9%) 

110 
(1.6%) 

7,096 
(100%) 

 

Interestingly, Table 1 shows many similarities between Cosmopolitan Japan and 

Playboy Japan.  First, the number of sentences categorized as ‘editor’ is high for 

both magazines (Cosmopolitan Japan: 3,640 sentences, 51.2%; Playboy Japan: 3,398 

sentences, 47.9%).  Also, the number of female senders in the women’s magazine, 

Cosmopolitan Japan, and the number of male senders in the men’s magazine, Playboy 

Japan, show a similar trend: the numbers are nearly twice as high as those for the 

opposite sex.  As for ‘unknown,’ the numbers are relatively small in both magazines 

(Cosmopolitan Japan: 36 sentences, 0.5%; Playboy Japan: 110 sentences, 1.6%).  

Since the gender of the sender plays a significant role in the choice of person 

referential forms, as discussed in the previous section, I disregarded the sentences 

categorized as ‘unknown’ for the current study.  Below is a revised version of Table 

1, without the ‘unknown’ sentences. 

 
TABLE 2, Number of sentences in relation to senders (revised) 
Cosmopolitan Japan 

Male Female Editor Total 
1,097 

(15.5%) 
2,332 
(33%) 

3,640 
(51.5%) 

7,069 
(100%) 

 
Playboy Japan 

Male Female Editor Total 
2,522 

(36.1%) 
1,066 

(15.3%) 
3,398 

(48.6%) 
6,986 
(100%) 

 

In the next section, the choice of person referential forms and their frequencies (for 

14,055 sentences) are studied in relation to the senders in gendered discourse 

communities. 
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5. 4. Analysis 

In order to study the use of person referential forms, first-, second-, and 

third-person referential forms were extracted from the database.  Any words and 

phrases which could refer to first-, second-, or third-person referents were included, 

regardless of their syntactic roles.  First- and second-person referential forms were 

compared in terms of their frequencies, gender of the sender, forms, and the 

orthography.  Then, the results were compared with the use of third-person 

referential forms, with the aim of understanding the larger picture of the use of person 

referential forms. 

First, occurrences of person referential forms will be examined in relation to 

the sender.  Table 3 shows, in vertical order, the number of sentences attributed to 

each group of senders (male, female, and editorial), and the number of person 

referential forms used by them.  The sentence count is followed by the percentage of 

sentences that have referential forms, assuming that no more than one referential form 

is used in each sentence.  This assumption gives a good grasp of the actual usage of 

the referential forms since less than 1% of the total sentences have multiple referential 

forms (Cosmopolitan Japan: 57 sentences, 0.8%; Playboy Japan: 11 sentences, 

0.2%).  For example, male senders of Cosmopolitan Japan produced 1,097 sentences 

and used person referential forms 267 times.  If no more than one referential form is 

used in a sentence, then 21.4% of the total number of sentences have a referential 

form.  In other words, a referential form appears about once in every 5 sentences. 
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TABLE 3, Frequency in relation to total numbers of sentences and senders 
(First- and second-person referential forms) 

 Cosmopolitan Japan Playboy Japan 
 Male Female Editor Male Female Editor 

# of sen. 1,097 2,332 3,640 2,522 1,066 3,398 
# of forms 267 613 404 539 277 204 
Frequency 21.4% 26.0% 6.0% 24.3% 26.3% 11.1% 
 

The frequency with which male and female senders used first- and second-person 

referential forms is very similar.  In contrast, the editors produced referential forms 

at roughly one forth the rate of either male or female senders of Cosmopolitan Japan, 

and half the rate of Playboy Japan.  Moreover, when each token is closely examined, 

it becomes clear that the asymmetry appears not only in frequency, but also in 

distribution.  In Table 4, the number of occurrences is broken down into four types 

of referents: first-person singular, first-person plural, second-person singular, and 

second-person plural.  The numbers in parentheses indicate the percentage of 

sentences that have the target type of referents, assuming that no more than one 

referential form is used in each sentence.  For example, male senders of 

Cosmopolitan Japan produced 1,097 sentences and used first-person singular forms 

187 times.  Assuming that only a first-person singular referential form is used in 

each such sentence, then 17% of the total number of sentences have a first-person 

singular referential form.  In the table, ‘S’ indicates a singular form, and ‘P’ 

indicates a plural form.  Thus, ‘1S’ stands for first-person singular referential form, 

and ‘2P’ stands for second-person plural form. 
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TABLE 4, Number of occurrences in relation to senders 
(First- and second-person referential forms) 

 Cosmopolitan Japan Playboy Japan 
 Male Female Editor Total Male Female Editor Total 

1 S 187 
(17.0) 

473 
(20.3) 

12 
(0.3) 

672 
(9.5) 

485 
(19.2) 

238 
(22.3) 

27 
(0.8) 

750 
(10.7) 

1 P 21 
(1.9) 

39 
(1.7) 

15 
(0.4) 

75 
(1.1) 

33 
(1.3) 

18 
(1.7) 

30 
(0.9) 

81 
(1.2) 

2 S 59 
(5.8) 

92 
(3.9) 

371 
(10.2) 

522 
(7.4) 

15 
(0.6) 

18 
(1.7) 

138 
(4.1) 

171 
(2.4) 

2 P 0 
(0) 

9 
(0.4) 

6 
(1.2) 

15 
(0.2) 

6 
(0.2) 

3 
(0.3) 

9 
(0.3) 

18 
(0.3) 

Total # 
of 

sentence 
1,097 2,332 3,640 7,069 2,522 1,066 3,398 6,986 

 

As Table 4 shows, the editors of both magazines use second-person singular 

referential forms significantly more than their male and female counterparts.  As 

discussed in the previous section, the use of second-person referential forms is 

conventionally avoided, but the tendency becomes stronger when the speaker is of a 

lower status than the addressee.  Therefore, frequent use of second-person singular 

referential forms may suggest that the editors place themselves above the readers in 

the discourse community.14  This asymmetry can be interpreted as linguistic 

evidence for ‘synthetic sisterhood/brotherhood’ (c.f., Ferguson 1983; Hayashi 1995, 

1997; McRobbie 1978; Talbot 1992; Winship 1987).  Synthetic 

sisterhood/brotherhood is a hierarchical relationship in which the editor takes a big 

sister/brother role toward his/her readers.  In such a discourse community, the editor 

speaks to each reader personally and gives him/her friendly advice (Talbot 1992).  

When this happens, due to his/her established higher status, the editor may be allowed 

to call each reader ‘you’ explicitly.  This tendency seems to be stronger in 

Cosmopolitan Japan.  That suggests that the hierarchical relationship between 

                                                   
14 Note that it is primarily the readers that the editors create a hierarchical relationship with, as far as 
the use of second-person singular referential forms is concerned.  This point is revisited with Table 5. 
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editors and readers may be more rigid and emphasized in a women’s magazine. 

An asymmetrical use of second-person singular referential forms is observed 

not only between editors and their male/female counterparts, but also between 

Cosmopolitan Japan and Playboy Japan.  As expected, both male and female 

senders of the two magazines use first-person referential forms more often than 

second-person referential forms.  Nonetheless, it is surprising that second-person 

singular referential forms appear quite frequently in Cosmopolitan Japan (522 tokens, 

7.4% of sentences).  Even disregarding tokens by editor, there are 151 tokens of 

second-person singular forms—in other words 4.4% of the remaining total (3,429 

sentences)—in Cosmopolitan Japan.  Compared to the 33 tokens (0.9% of the total 

3,588 sentences) produced by male and female senders of Playboy Japan, the number 

seems to be significantly large.  A close examination also reveals that there are 

unique tendencies in relation to the sender and the person referred to that may suggest 

different existing social structures in the two magazines.  In Table 5, the number of 

second-person singular referential forms is organized with the sender in columns, and 

the addressee in rows. 

 
TABLE 5, Number of occurrences in relation to senders and addressees 

(Second-person singular referential forms) 
 Cosmopolitan Japan Playboy Japan 

Sender 
Addressee Male Female Editor Total Male Female Editor Total 

Male 3 34 3 40 
(7.7) 9 1 13 23 

(13.4) 

Female 49 6 2 57 
(10.9) 3 0 6 9 

(5.3) 

Reader 4 52 366 422 
(80.8) 3 17 95 115 

(67.3) 

Unknown 3 0 0 3 
(0.6) 0 0 24 24 

(14.0) 
Total # of 

2S 59 92 371 522 
(100) 15 18 138 171 

(100) 
The numbers in parentheses indicate percentages of each column. 
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The table shows that most of the second-person singular referential forms 

produced by editors refer to their readers (Cosmopolitan Japan: 366 occurrences, 

98.7%; Playboy Japan: 95 occurrences, 68.8%).  Also, the same tendency is seen 

with female senders of the two magazines (Cosmopolitan Japan: 52 occurrences, 

56.5%; Playboy Japan: 17 occurrences, 94.4%).  In other words, the numbers 

suggest that in Cosmopolitan Japan, editor and female senders—the same gender with 

their readers—tend to create a personal, one-on-one conversation with the reader.  In 

contrast, editor and female senders—the opposite gender with their readers—tend to 

‘talk to’ the readers of Playboy Japan.  It should be noted here that the tendency of 

‘personalized conversation’ is stronger in Cosmopolitan Japan as far as the use of 

second-person singular referential forms is concerned. 

At last, in order to compare the choices of forms in the two magazines, all 

second-person singular referential forms were categorized by form.  A form written 

differently is counted separately since it has been claimed that each writing system 

has different cultural connotations (Kataoka 1995, 1997; Shibatani 1990).  Japanese 

writing uses three writing systems, kanji, hiragana, and katakana, plus the Latin 

alphabet, called rōmaji.  Kanji, Chinese characters, are used for content words and 

are often linked to higher formality and masculine voice.  Hiragana and katakana 

are two separate syllabic writing systems which are derived historically from kanji.  

The difference between the two syllabaries is that, conventionally, hiragana are used 

only to write words of Japanese origin and grammatical function elements such as 

particles and inflectional endings.  Furthermore, they are often associated with 

feminine voice.  In contrast, katakana are generally used to transcribe foreign words, 

certain onomatopoeic words, and interjections and are often associated with notions of 

Western culture and modernity.  Aside from the conventional distinctions, Kataoka 
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(1995) also finds that katakana are used to imply stronger feelings and emotional 

states, while hiragana are used to imply a much less intensive state or manner 

(Kataoka 1995:446).  In addition to these three writing systems that originate in 

Chinese characters, rōmaji, the Latin alphabetic letters, are also used as a sound-based 

writing system in Japanese.  Rōmaji are commonly used as acronyms, as an aid for 

foreigners, in advertisements, and for the transcription of names.  Although the 

domains and connotations of these different writing systems are fairly distinct, the 

Japanese potentially have four ways to write any given word.  For instance, the most 

commonly discussed form for ‘I’, watashi, can be written as 私 in kanji, as わたし 

in hiragana, as ワタシ in katakana, and as watashi in rōmaji.  They all share the 

same pronunciation and basic meaning, ‘I’. 

In Table 6, the choice of form is organized in terms of formality, with higher 

formality at the top and lower formality at the bottom of the table.  Similar forms for 

second-person singular reference are used in both magazines.  Culturally appropriate 

replacements of second-person referential forms—title, kinship terms, name plus 

suffix—are not used in the corpora, even in interview articles.  Thus, the most 

formal form in the data becomes anata, written in hiragana at the top of the table.  

The comparatively formal male form, kimi, is also observed in both magazines.  A 

difference between the two magazines is that this form is written in either kanji or 

hiragana in Playboy Japan, while it is written in katakana in Cosmopolitan Japan.  

The next form is jibun ‘oneself,’ which is listed as a first-, but not as a second-person 

singular referential form in Figure 4.  Although the frequency is not particularly 

high, jibun is used in both magazines as a possessive pronoun, often in sentences that 

have an explicit second-person referential form in a subject position.  Based on its 
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level of formality as a first-person referential form, it is assumed to be a little less 

formal than kimi.  The last form is a rather rough male form, omae, which is rarely 

used in either magazine. 

 
TABLE 6, Number of occurrences in relation to form and senders 

(Second-person singular referential forms) 
 Cosmopolitan Japan Playboy Japan 

 Male Female Editor Total Male Female Editor Total 
あなた 
anata 

28 
(47.5) 

80 
(87.0) 

319 
(86.0) 

427 
(81.8) 

3 
(20.0) 

18 
(100.0) 

51 
(37.0) 

72 
(42.1) 

君 
kimi 

0 
(0) 

0 
(0) 

0 
(0) 

0 
(0) 

0 
(0) 

0 
(0) 

51 
(37.0) 

51 
(29.8) 

きみ 
kimi 

0 
(0) 

0 
(0) 

0 
(0) 

0 
(0) 

9 
(60.0) 

0 
(0) 

33 
(24.0) 

42 
(24.6) 

キミ 
kimi 

28 
(47.5) 

0 
(0) 

0 
(0) 

28 
(5.4) 

0 
(0) 

0 
(0) 

0 
(0) 

0 
(0) 

自分 
jibun 

0 
(0) 

12 
(13.0) 

52 
(15.0) 

64 
(12.2) 

0 
(0) 

0 
(0) 

3 
(2.2) 

3 
(1.8) 

お前 
omae 

3 
(5.1) 

0 
(0) 

0 
(0) 

3 
(0.6) 

3 
(20.0) 

0 
(0) 

0 
(0) 

3 
(1.8) 

Total # 
of 2S 

59 
(100) 

92 
(100) 

371 
(100) 

522 
(100) 

15 
(100) 

18 
(100) 

138 
(100) 

171 
(100) 

Shading indicates conventional male forms, and parentheses indicate the percentage of each column. 
 

As far as formality is concerned, there is a culturally expected, yet noteworthy, 

difference between men and women.  That is, unlike men (male senders of both 

magazines and editors of Playboy Japan), women (female senders of both magazines 

and editors of Cosmopolitan Japan) tend to use the most formal form anata.  Even in 

its ‘big sister’ role, Cosmopolitan Japan uses anata quite consistently and never uses 

conventionally male forms.  On the other hand, men in both magazines use a wider 

variety of forms, although they mainly use two forms: the gender-neutral (and the 

most formal) form anata and the gender-specific (and less formal) form kimi.  The 

difference between the two gender groups is in accord with a much discussed view of 

Japanese women’s language, which is that women tend to be more polite than men 
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regardless of their social status (Ide 1979, 1990b). 

The same tendencies apply to the use of first-person referential forms.  

Women in both magazines tend to use the most formal form, watashi, exclusively, 

while men use more varieties and use a less formal form, boku, as well as the more 

formal (form), watashi.  In Table 7, the choices of first-person singular referential 

forms are organized in terms of formality, with more formal forms at the top and less 

formal forms at the bottom of the table.  The most formal form in the data is watashi, 

and it is followed by the less formal male form, boku.  Although the forms appear in 

both magazines, the choice of writing system is different.  In Cosmopolitan Japan, 

both forms appear in kanji, while they appear in either kanji or hiragana in Playboy 

Japan.  The next form is jibun, which is written in kanji in both magazines.  The 

second to last form is a rather rough male form, ore.  This form is written in three 

ways (kanji, hiragana, and katakana) in Playboy Japan and in two ways (kanji and 

katakana) in Cosmopolitan Japan.  Proper names are used without a suffix three 

times in Playboy Japan.  Regardless of the choice of writing system, they are 

counted under ‘name’ in the table. 
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TABLE 7, Number of occurrences in relation to form and senders 
(First-person singular referential forms) 

 Cosmopolitan Japan Playboy Japan 
 Male Female Editor Total Male Female Editor Total 
私 

watashi 
3 

(1.6) 
424 

(89.6) 
3 

(25) 
430 
(64) 

268 
(55.3) 

175 
(73.5) 

24 
(88.9) 

467 
(62.3) 

わたし 
watashi 

0 
(0) 

0 
(0) 

0 
(0) 

0 
(0) 

0 
(0) 

27 
(11.4) 

0 
(0) 

27 
(3.6) 

僕 
boku 

126 
(67.4) 

0 
(0) 

0 
(0) 

126 
(18.8) 

151 
(31.1) 

0 
(0) 

0 
(0) 

151 
(20.1) 

ぼく 
boku 

0 
(0) 

0 
(0) 

0 
(0) 

0 
(0) 

21 
(4.3) 

0 
(0) 

0 
(0) 

21 
(2.8) 

自分 
jibun 

9 
(4.8) 

49 
(10.4) 

9 
(75) 

67 
(10) 

27 
(5.6) 

36 
(15.1) 

3 
(11.1) 

66 
(8.8) 

俺 
ore 

12 
(6.4) 

0 
(0) 

0 
(0) 

12 
(1.8) 

9 
(1.9) 

0 
(0) 

0 
(0) 

9 
(1.2) 

おれ 
ore 

0 
(0) 

0 
(0) 

0 
(0) 

0 
(0) 

3 
(0.6) 

0 
(0) 

0 
(0) 

3 
(0.4) 

オレ 
ore 

37 
(19.8) 

0 
(0) 

0 
(0) 

37 
(5.4) 

3 
(0.6) 

0 
(0) 

0 
(0) 

3 
(0.4) 

Name 0 
(0) 

0 
(0) 

0 
(0) 

0 
(0) 

3 
(0.6) 

0 
(0) 

0 
(0) 

3 
(0.4) 

Total 
of 1S 

187 
(100) 

473 
(100) 

12 
(100) 

672 
(100) 

485 
(100) 

238 
(100) 

27 
(100) 

750 
(100) 

Shading indicates conventional male forms, and parentheses indicate the percentage of each column. 
 

Compared to male senders and editors of Playboy Japan, male senders of 

Cosmopolitan Japan have a stronger tendency to choose the male-specific forms boku 

and ore over the gender-neutral form watashi.  The tendency suggests that the 

gender difference in Cosmopolitan Japan is emphasized by the choices of first-person 

singular referential forms. 

The gender difference seems to be highlighted in Cosmopolitan Japan by the 

choice of writing system as well.  In Cosmopolitan Japan, different written forms of 

the same word are not used.  Instead, particular words are written consistently.  For 

example, the word ore ‘I’ and kimi ‘you’ are always written in katakana and never in 

kanji or hiragana.  Other words, such as futaritomo ‘both of us’ and anata ‘you,’ are 

always written in hiragana, but not in kanji or katakana.  Interestingly, these 
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katakana words are used exclusively by male senders, and the hiragana words are 

usually used by women.  The facts indicate that in Cosmopolitan Japan, the sender 

has fewer options not only in the available forms but also in the choice of writing 

system.  In addition, katakana seems to have a strong association with masculine 

voice, whereas women do not have access to it.  Since use of katakana appears to be 

correlated with stronger feelings and the mood of the speaker, the exclusive use of 

these katakana words by male senders may suggest that men have the choice to speak 

rather passionately in Cosmopolitan Japan.  In contrast, Playboy Japan, which uses 

the more polite first-person singular forms and fewer second-person singular forms, 

may appear to be more gentle, polite and emotionally steady in general. 

As for use of third-person referential forms, there are no apparent differences 

between Cosmopolitan Japan and Playboy Japan in terms of the choice of referential 

forms, frequency, or the gender of the sender.  Based on the use of first- and 

second-person referential forms, different writing systems may contribute to gender 

differences in Cosmopolitan Japan.  However, this type of linguistic manipulation is 

not found with third-person referential forms. 

As far as frequency is concerned, all senders produce third-person referential 

forms equally and frequently, that is, more than they produce first- or second-person 

referential forms.  This fact suggests a new principle of a magazine discourse.  That 

is, magazine discourse is not only a personal, one-on-one conversation with the 

reader, but it is also gossipy, focusing on someone outside of the private community.  

Table 8 shows the number of sentences and person referential forms produced by each 

group of senders (male, female, and editorial), followed by the percentage of 

sentences that have referential forms, calculated based on the assumption that no more 

than one referential form appears in each sentence.  Between six and eight percent of 
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the total sentences have two or more referential forms in a sentence.  Thus, this 

assumption may not give a precise picture of the actual usage of the referential forms.  

Yet, it does give a general idea in terms of frequency.  The first table shows a 

general picture of use.  It is followed by two tables that show break-downs for male 

and female referents. 

 
TABLE 8, Frequency in relation to total number of sentences and senders 

(Third-person referential forms) 
Total 
 Cosmopolitan Japan Playboy Japan 

 Male Female Editor Male Female Editor 
# of sen. 1,097 2,332 3,640 2,522 1,066 3,398 

# of forms 469 898 2118 771 471 1690 
Frequency 42.8% 38.5% 58.2% 30.6% 44.2% 49.7% 
 
Male referents 
 Cosmopolitan Japan Playboy Japan 

 Male Female Editor Male Female Editor 
# of sen. 1,097 2,332 3,640 2,522 1,066 3,398 

# of forms 157 645 1,069 474 255 986 
Frequency 14.3% 27.7% 29.3% 18.8% 23.9% 29% 
 
Female referents 
 Cosmopolitan Japan Playboy Japan 

 Male Female Editor Male Female Editor 
# of sen. 1,097 2,332 3,640 2,522 1,066 3,398 

# of forms 312 253 1,049 297 216 704 
Frequency 28.4% 10.8% 28.8% 11.8% 20.3% 20.7% 
 

Although the tendency is slight, Table 8 shows a difference between Cosmopolitan 

Japan and Playboy Japan.  That is, in Cosmopolitan Japan, male senders tend not to 

refer to other men, while female senders tend not to refer to other women.  However, 

male senders of Playboy Japan may refer to other men, but do not refer to women as 

often.  Nevertheless, a closer examination is required, as the difference may be due 

to the different characteristics of each magazine.  In Cosmopolitan Japan, the words 

such as kokuhaku ‘confession’ and honne ni semaru ‘crawl into the hide of another’ 
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appear frequently in headlines and/or in the introductions to articles.  In other words, 

the articles in Cosmopolitan Japan are often constructed in a form of confession or 

gossip in which the sender talks to the readers about his/her private relationships with 

his/her opposite-sex partner.  In such articles, the use of third-person referential 

forms to address the sender’s partner becomes necessary.  On the other hand, male 

senders of Playboy Japan do not seem to be inclined to confess their problems with a 

female partner or to gossip about women in general.  This tendency may contribute 

to a reduction in the use of third-person referential forms, especially for female 

referents.15 

When the numbers of occurrences are broken down based on the type of 

referential form, another interesting difference between the two magazines appears.  

In Cosmopolitan Japan, gender-specific referential forms ‘he/she’ and words/phrases 

such as ‘man’ and ‘girl’ are preferred.  However, this tendency is not strong in 

Playboy Japan, and the choice of forms is rather broad.  In Table 9 and 10, all tokens 

of third-person referential forms are categorized into eight groups.  At the top, ‘title’ 

refers to a social or professional title/rank that the referent possesses.  The second 

category, ‘name+title’ consists of a social or professional title/rank preceded by a 

proper name.  The third category, ‘relation,’ includes any relational terms: kinship 

terms and phrases such as (boku no) gārufurendo ‘my girlfriend,’ kon’yakusha ‘my 

fiancé,’ and tomodachi ‘my friend.’  When a relational term is used, it is almost 

never preceded by a proper name (only twice in Cosmopolitan Japan and four times 
                                                   
15 Beside a series of articles by Hyper Keiko which present her comments on other articles, there are 93 
articles extracted from Cosmopolitan Japan.  Among them, 31 articles have the words such as 
kokuhaku ‘a confession’ and himitsu ‘a secret,’ and 15 articles have the suggestive words such as kare 
no kimochi daichōsa ‘a large investigation on his feeling’ and kossori oshiemasu ‘(I’ll) teach you 
secretly.’  In total, the number for the articles, which form as confessions or gossips, makes 46 articles 
out of the total of 93 articles (49.5%).  This tendency cannot be seen with Playboy Japan.  In my 
corpus of Playboy Japan, there are 9 articles besides The Playboy Advisor and photo articles such as 
centerfolds.  Among them, only an article written by a female writer has himitsu ‘a secret’ (one out of 
9 articles; 11.1% of the total). 
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in Playboy Japan).  Therefore, such combinations are categorized as ‘relation.’  

The fourth category, ‘name,’ indicates any proper name without a title or a relational 

term.  A combination of a name and a suffix, such as ‘san’ or ‘kun,’ is almost never 

used (there were only 5 occurrences, all by female senders of Cosmopolitan Japan).  

Therefore, they are included in this category.  The fifth category consists of three 

types of non-generic third-person referential forms: aite ‘the other party/person,’ jibun 

‘oneself,’ and honnin ‘the person in question.’  These words are counted under 

‘non-generic’ only if they can be replaced with a generic referential form.  The next 

category is the most generic referential form kare ‘he’ (or kanojo ‘she’) and its 

variations such as karera ‘them,’ kanojora ‘them,’ kanojotachi ‘them.’  The seventh 

category is ‘general,’ which includes gender-explicit forms of any age range such as 

otoko no ko ‘boy,’ danseitachi ‘men,’ josei ‘female,’ onna ‘woman,’ bijo ‘beautiful 

woman,’ and furyō musume ‘female juvenile delinquent.’  The last category, 

‘Dem.+Ref.,’ is a group of words that correspond to ‘demonstrative/article plus 

person’ in English.  This category for male referents includes words such as aitsu 

‘that guy over there,’ koitsu ‘this guy,’ and soitsu ‘that guy,’ and their variations such 

as koitsura ‘these guys,’ and sonna yatsu ‘that kind of guy.’  They sound rather 

rough if not impolite.  Interestingly, these forms are not used to refer to female 

referents.  Rather, phrases such as kono ko ‘this child,’ sono ko ‘that child,’ and ano 

ko ‘that child over there’ are used.  These phrases and their variations such as 

inakakko ‘country kid,’ ii ko ‘good child,’ warui ko ‘bad child’ are categorized as 

‘Dem.+Ref.’ in Table 10.  The numbers in parentheses indicate the percentage in 

each column. 
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TABLE 9, The number of occurrences in relation to senders 
(Third-person male referential forms) 

 Cosmopolitan Japan Playboy Japan 
 Male Female Editor Total Male Female Editor Total 

Title 0 
(0) 

6 
(0.9) 

0 
(0) 

6 
(0.3) 

0 
(0) 

0 
(0) 

6 
(0.6) 

6 
(0.3) 

Name+Title 0 
(0) 

3 
(0.5) 

31 
(2.9) 

34 
(1.8) 

21 
(4.4) 

0 
(0) 

30 
(3.0) 

51 
(3.0) 

Relation 6 
(3.8) 

39 
(6.0) 

78 
(7.3) 

123 
(6.6) 

36 
(7.6) 

66 
(25.9) 

93 
(9.4) 

195 
(11.4) 

Name 3 
(1.9) 

21 
(3.3) 

98 
(9.3) 

122 
(6.5) 

135 
(28.5) 

0 
(0) 

352 
(35.7) 

487 
(28.4) 

Non-generic 21 
(13.4) 

18 
(2.8) 

34 
(3.2) 

73 
(3.9) 

9 
(1.9) 

9 
(3.5) 

36 
(3.7) 

54 
(3.1) 

Generic 
(gendered) 

24 
(15.3) 

408 
(63.3) 

417 
(39) 

849 
(45.4) 

165 
(34.8) 

45 
(17.6) 

328 
(33.3) 

538 
(31.4) 

General 
(gendered) 

94 
(59.9) 

150 
(23.2) 

411 
(38.4) 

655 
(35.0) 

72 
(15.2) 

132 
(51.8) 

132 
(13.4) 

336 
(19.6) 

Dem.+Ref. 9 
(5.7) 

0 
(0) 

0 
(0) 

9 
(0.5) 

36 
(7.6) 

3 
(1.2) 

9 
(0.9) 

48 
(2.8) 

Total 157 
(100) 

645 
(100) 

1,069 
(100) 

1,871 
(100) 

474 
(100) 

255 
(100) 

986 
(100) 

1,715 
(100) 

 

TABLE 10, The number of occurrences in relation to gender of senders 
(Third-person female referential forms) 

 Cosmopolitan Japan Playboy Japan 
 Male Female Editor Total Male Female Editor Total 

Title 0 
(0) 

17 
(6.7) 

12 
(1.1) 

29 
(1.8) 

0 
(0) 

0 
(0) 

1 
(0.2) 

1 
(0.1) 

Name+Title 0 
(0) 

11 
(4.3) 

54 
(5.1) 

65 
(4.0) 

6 
(2.0) 

0 
(0) 

5 
(0.7) 

11 
(0.9) 

Relation 0 
(0) 

18 
(7.1) 

118 
(11.2) 

136 
(8.4) 

114 
(38.4) 

27 
(12.5) 

123 
(17.5) 

264 
(21.7) 

Name 0 
(0) 

49 
(19.4) 

170 
(16.2) 

219 
(14.4) 

21 
(7.1) 

0 
(0) 

229 
(32.5) 

250 
(20.5) 

Non-generic 21 
(6.7) 

0 
(0) 

31 
(3.0) 

52 
(3.2) 

9 
(3) 

3 
(1.4) 

21 
(3.0) 

33 
(2.7) 

Generic 
(gendered) 

178 
(57.1) 

43 
(17.0) 

233 
(22.2) 

454 
(28.1) 

60 
(20.2) 

42 
(19.4) 

175 
(24.8) 

277 
(22.8) 

General 
(gendered) 

107 
(34.3) 

109 
(43.1) 

416 
(39.6) 

632 
(39.2) 

66 
(22.2) 

120 
(55.6) 

132 
(18.8) 

318 
(26.1) 

Dem.+Ref. 6 
(1.9) 

6 
(2.4) 

15 
(1.4) 

27 
(1.7) 

21 
(7.1) 

24 
(11.1) 

18 
(2.5) 

63 
(5.2) 

Total 312 
(100) 

253 
(100) 

1,049 
(100) 

1,614 
(100) 

297 
(100) 

216 
(100) 

704 
(100) 

1,217 
(100) 

 

The distributions of occurrences in the two magazines seem to be slightly different.  

Regardless of the sender groups, Cosmopolitan Japan tends to use two types of 
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gendered forms (‘generic’ and ‘general’), while Playboy Japan uses ‘name’ and 

‘relationship terms’ in addition to these two.  This may support the previously 

introduced claim: gender differences are emphasized in Cosmopolitan Japan. 

Interestingly, there is a similarity between the two magazines as well.  The 

generic formations for the third-person referential forms introduced in Figure 4 are 

not commonly used in either magazine.  Most proper names appeared without a 

prefix, a professional title, or a social rank.  Polite forms such as kono kata/hito ‘this 

person’ are rarely used.  This is a surprising fact, especially because authoritative 

voices are often quoted—with clear references—in both magazines.  One of the 

possible reasons for this tendency is the nationality of the referents.  K. Suzuki 

(1993) examines how Japanese people refer to foreigners differently from Japanese 

referents in written texts.  She reports that while Japanese referents are most 

commonly referred to by their names with a suffix or a title, non-Japanese referents 

are called by their name without a suffix or a title (see also Peng 1975 and Martin 

2004:1075).  As the magazines contain translated articles, most referents in both 

magazines are non-Japanese.  Therefore, it may be expected to find proper names 

without any suffix or social title.  Another potential reason for this tendency can be 

found in the nature of magazine discourse.  Yamaji (2000) argues that speakers of 

Japanese usually avoid the use of referent honorifics unless the referent is present for 

the conversation.  The lack of more polite third-person referential forms may be due 

to a similar reason: native speakers of Japanese may not use culturally expected polite 

forms if the conversation is carried out in a private discourse community, as is the 

case in magazine discourse. 
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5. 5. Conclusion 

The use of person referential forms in Cosmopolitan Japan and Playboy Japan 

corroborates some of the cultural conventions illustrated in Figure 4.  That is, as for 

first- and second-person referential forms, female senders tend to use more polite 

forms such as watashi ‘I’ and anata ‘you’ regardless of their social status as female 

senders or female editors.  On the contrary, male senders have access to a wider 

range of referential forms that includes some male-specific forms as well as the more 

polite forms that female senders tend to use.  As for the use of third-person 

referential forms, the gender of the referents plays an important role in determining 

which form is to be used.  Along with the generic pair kare ‘he’ and kanojo ‘she,’ 

various gendered forms such as otoko/onna ‘man/woman’ and aitsu/ano ko ‘that 

guy/that child’ are often chosen based on the gender of the referent. 

These gender differences seem to be emphasized more in Cosmopolitan Japan 

than in Playboy Japan.  For instance, compared to senders of Playboy Japan, senders 

of Cosmopolitan Japan prefer to use gender-specific referential forms such as the 

first-person male singular boku and ore, and third-person referential forms ‘he/she’ 

and ‘man/woman.’  Gender differences are also highlighted by the choice of writing 

system.  In Cosmopolitan Japan, katakana, which expresses the sender’s stronger 

feelings and moods, seems to have a strong association with masculine voice.  For 

instance, first- and second-person referential forms written in katakana are only used 

by male senders; female senders do not use such forms.  By contrast, in Playboy 

Japan, gender differences are not highlighted more than the cultural conventions of 

referential choice affords.  In other words, gender-neutral forms and hiragana are 

preferred over gender-specific forms and katakana in Playboy Japan.  This implies 

that, in general, male senders of Playboy Japan may sound more polite and 
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emotionally stable than male senders of Cosmopolitan Japan in general. 

I also suggested that asymmetrical use of second-person referential forms can 

be interpreted as linguistic evidence for ‘synthetic sisterhood/brotherhood.’  That is, 

editors use unexpectedly fewer first-person referential forms and a large number of 

second-person singular referential forms.  A qualitative examination is required to 

draw a final conclusion, but second-person singular referential forms appear to be 

used to ‘talk to’ each individual reader and to create an intimate relationship between 

the editor and the reader.  This tendency is commonly observed in mass media 

discourse and is referred as ‘synthetic personalization’—“a compensatory tendency to 

give the impression of treating each of the people ‘handled’ en masse as an 

individual” (Fairclough 1989:62).  From her studies of English magazines for teens, 

Talbot (1992) discusses that we and you contribute to setting up ‘synthetic 

personalization’—friendly gossip between the producers and each reader (Talbot 

1992:575–576).  Unlike her English examples, first-person plural forms do not 

appear extensively in the two Japanese magazines (75 times in Cosmopolitan Japan 

and 81 times in Playboy Japan).16  However, the use of second-person singular 

forms by editors is similar to Talbot’s English cases.  It should be noted that the 

tendency is stronger in Cosmopolitan Japan than in Playboy Japan, which implies 

that a hierarchical, albeit friendly, relationship between editors and readers may well 

be more rigid and emphasized in the women’s magazine. 

The choice of third-person referential forms also suggests the private nature of 

magazine discourse.  The third-person referential forms are used as much as first- 

                                                   
16 In Japanese, first-person plural referential forms such as wareware and watashitachi may sound as if 
they are excluding the other person more than does the English ‘we’; thus, using them will create more 
distance between the editor and the reader (Jones, personal conversation).  This seems to be especially 
true in Playboy Japan; more than 90% of first-person plural referential forms are used in a series of 
articles called Playboy Advisory in which the editor, as a representative of the Playboy magazine, 
answers readers’ questions. 
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and second-person referential forms; however, the polite forms listed in Figure 4 are 

rarely used.  Like the case of referent honorifics in Japanese conversation reported 

by Yamaji (2000), the lack of more polite third-person referential forms may suggest 

that native speakers of Japanese do not use culturally appropriate polite forms in the 

magazines because the conversation happens in a private setting.  In other words, 

magazine discourse is linguistically created to be personal and gossipy (by talking 

about someone outside of the private community) rather than to be public and open.  

It should be noted that an effect of the nationality of referents may also be responsible 

for the lack of polite third-person referential forms in the two magazines, because 

non-Japanese referents tend to be referred with less polite forms (Peng 1975; Martin 

2004:1075; K. Suzuki 1993). 

There are a few factors which could have been considered but were outside 

the scope of the current study.  For example, the semantic roles, such as agent and 

patient, and/or grammatical roles, such as subject and object, of the referent may 

well affect the choice of person referential forms.  Also, the ellipsis of person 

referential forms—its frequency and grammatical features—may be different for 

male and female senders and/or a men’s magazine and a women’s magazine.  

These factors were omitted in order to focus on a general picture of referential 

choices; however, it would be interesting to pursue these issues in the future. 
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6. SENTENCE ENDINGS 

6. 1. Introduction 

Japanese is an SOV language with three major syntactic categories occurring 

in sentence-final position: verbs, adjectives, and nouns.  Frequently, one or more 

inflections and/or sentence extensions such as copulas and sentence-final particles 

attach to those three types of sentence endings and indicate tense, mode, aspect, and 

the level of formality and politeness (i.e., honorifics).  These inflections and sentence 

extensions are said to signal not only the speaker’s attitude toward what (s)he is 

saying and to whom (s)he is speaking, but also, at times, the speaker’s masculinity 

and femininity (Ide 1982; McGloin 1990; Mizutani and Mizutani 1987; Shibamoto 

1987).  This is because many forms that express forcefulness or assertiveness are 

often restricted to and/or preferred by male speakers, while forms that express 

softness and politeness are often restricted to and/or preferred by female speakers. 

Because of this, we can study how men and women are characterized 

differently in Cosmopolitan Japan and Playboy Japan by observing sentence endings.  

In this chapter, therefore, I discuss sentence endings, including the use of punctuation 

marks, the particular type of sentence ending employed, and the use of inflections and 

sentence extensions.  The analysis is based on 14,055 sentences, as shown in Table 2 

in Chapter 5. 

First, each topic—punctuation marks, sentence ending types, and 

inflections/sentence extensions—is discussed separately along with a review of 

previous studies.  Then, findings are compared and discussed as to how the choice of 

sentence endings is different between Cosmopolitan Japan and Playboy Japan and 

between male senders and female senders.
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6. 2. Punctuation Marks 

It is often claimed that female writers avoid sentences with clear endings 

(Endo 1991; Ide 1979; Mashimo 1969; Nakajima 2001) and use exclamation marks 

extensively compared to male writers (Ide 1979; Jugaku 1979; Horie 1994; Nakajima 

2001; Shibamoto 1985).  Supported by these claims, some suggest that women’s 

language is less logical and more emotional (Mashimo 1969), and loose, diffuse, 

vague, and unclear (Shibamoto 1985; Mashimo 1969).  First, these claims are 

examined based on the types of punctuation marks used in the two magazines.  All 

sentences are categorized based on the following eight types of punctuation marks: 

Japanese period ‘。’, period, exclamation mark, question mark, interrobang mark, 

pictorial sign, dots, and no punctuation.  The Japanese period is the most commonly 

used in the database and marks the end of an affirmative sentence.  However, when 

an English word or clause is inserted at the end of an affirmative sentence, a period 

tends to be used instead.  The third category, the exclamation mark, consists of a 

single exclamation mark ‘!’ and a less frequently used double exclamation mark ‘!!’.  

The next category, the question mark, consists of a single question mark ‘?’, and the 

fifth category, the interrobang mark, consists of the sequence of ‘!?’.  Pictorial signs 

are seen only in Cosmopolitan Japan and consist of three white heart marks ♡, a black 

heart mark ♥, a white star mark ☆, and a double circle ◎.  Among these six 

pictorial signs, a double circle produced by the editor is the only case in which the 

sign is standing in for a word—in this case, nijūmaru ‘great.’ 

 
1. さらに    夕刻   に 運動すれ   ば     ◎ 
 in-addition evening in  work-out-do  COND great Cosmo-J, Feb. 2001 
 ‘if (you) additionally work out in the evening, it would be great.’ 
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Technically, the double circle may need to be categorized separately from other 

pictorial signs, because the deletion of the double circle changes the propositional 

meaning of the sentence, while the deletion of other signs does not, except in terms of 

emotional strength.  However, since the example above is the only case in which a 

pictorial sign represents a word, it is included in the ‘pictorial sign’ category. 

Even if a sentence formally ends with a non-finite form, these six types of 

punctuation marks may provide some level of closure.  The difference may be due to 

the fact that the last four categories—exclamation mark, question mark, interrobang 

mark, and pictorial sign—may also insinuate stronger emotion and/or changes in tone 

of voice.  In contrast, the last two categories, regardless of the form of the sentence 

ending, may provide some level of openendedness.  The next to last category, dots, 

consists of a sequence of six dots, ‘・・・・・・’.  There are two cases in which the six 

dots are followed by a Japanese period, ‘・・・・・・。’, and one case in which the six 

dots are followed by an interrobang mark ‘・・・・・・!?’.  Because a sense of 

noncompletion exists in these three cases, they are categorized as ‘dots’ to keep the 

discussion simple.  The last category, ‘null,’ consists of sentences without any 

punctuation marks at the end.  Table 11 below shows the numbers of sentences with 

each group of punctuation marks.  The numbers in parentheses indicate the 

percentages in each column. 
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TABLE 11, Number of occurrences in relation to the types of punctuation marks 
Cosmopolitan Japan Playboy Japan 

 Male Female Editor Total Male Female Editor Total 

。 457 
(41.7) 

1,321 
(56.6) 

2,383 
(65.5) 

4,161 
(58.9) 

1,944 
(77.1) 

835 
(78.4) 

2,590 
(76.2) 

5,369 
(76.9) 

. 0 
(0) 

0 
(0) 

13 
(0.4) 

13 
(0.2) 

0 
(0) 

0 
(0) 

16 
(0.5) 

16 
(0.2) 

! 63 
(5.7) 

120 
(5.2) 

151 
(4.1) 

334 
(4.7) 

42 
(1.7) 

42 
(3.9) 

96 
(2.8) 

180 
(2.6) 

? 76 
(6.9) 

131 
(5.6) 

180 
(4.9) 

387 
(5.5) 

136 
(5.4) 

47 
(4.4) 

105 
(3.1) 

288 
(4.1) 

!? 0 
(0) 

5 
(0.2) 

40 
(1.1) 

45 
(0.6) 

1 
(0) 

0 
(0) 

4 
(0.1) 

5 
(0.1) 

Pictorial 
sign 

2 
(0.2) 

3 
(0.1) 

1 
(0) 

6 
(0.1) 

0 
(0) 

0 
(0) 

0 
(0) 

0 
(0) 

・・・ 38 
(3.5) 

102 
(4.4) 

89 
(2.4) 

229 
(3.2) 

34 
(1.3) 

14 
(1.3) 

79 
(2.3) 

127 
(1.8) 

Null 461 
(42) 

650 
(27.9) 

783 
(21.5) 

1,894 
(26.8) 

365 
(14.5) 

128 
(12.0) 

508 
(15) 

1,001 
(14.3) 

Total 1,097 
(100) 

2,332 
(100) 

3,640 
(100) 

7,069 
(100) 

2,522 
(100) 

1,066 
(100) 

3,398 
(100) 

6,986 
(100) 

 

In both magazines, the Japanese period is the most common punctuation mark 

used, and this tendency is stronger in Playboy Japan (Cosmopolitan Japan: 58.9% of 

all sentences; Playboy Japan: 76.9% of all sentences).  Emotional marks 

(exclamation mark, question mark, interrobang mark, and pictorial sign) and 

noncompletive marks (dots, and ‘null’) are used more often in Cosmopolitan Japan.  

The tendencies are symmetrically distributed among all types of senders.  In other 

words, male senders, female senders, and editors of both magazine all appear to 

maintain the same tendencies for choice of punctuation marks and create a unified 

characteristic: a firm voice for Playboy Japan and an emotional and hesitant voice for 

Cosmopolitan Japan. 
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6. 3. Sentence Endings 

6. 3. 1. Introduction 

Uncertainty in Cosmopolitan Japan is also suggested by the type of sentence 

endings used.  Sentence fragments and postposing occur in Cosmopolitan Japan 

more frequently than in Playboy Japan (13.2% in Cosmopolitan Japan and 8.4% in 

Playboy Japan).  All sentences are categorized into seven types of sentence endings: 

verb, noun, adjective, set phrase, WH-question, fragment, and English.  Categorizing 

parts of speech in Japanese can be problematic.  For instance, some words may only 

fit partially into conventional definitions of a category.  In such cases, I followed the 

categorizations offered by a Japanese dictionary, Sanseidō Kokugojiten (2001).  This 

dictionary was selected because it is known for incorporating more current language 

usage than other dictionaries, which tend to follow traditional notions of ‘correctness.’  

Another problem is that some forms can be categorized in two different categories.  

For example, some nouns and stems of adjectives share the same forms, and it is often 

hard to determine whether the form is a noun or an adjective.  Also, some nouns 

such as koto ‘thing/matter’ and mono ‘thing/object’ can be used as clause 

nominalizers.  These nouns may not fully sustain their original meanings as nouns 

and function more like sentence-final particles (Martin 2004; Shibatani 1990).  

Example 2 below is a clear case of the word mono ‘object’ used as a noun: the use of 

the possessive marker no proves the words before and after the marker are nouns; and 

the meaning ‘stuff’ is the only available reading of the word mono in this sentence.  

In contrast, example 3 is a clear case of the word mono used as a sentence-final 

particle.  A polite copula desu marks the end of a sentence; thus, there is no chance 

of mono being a free noun. 
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2. おまえ の    もの    は   オレ の    もの。 
 you    POSS  object  TOP  I    POSS  object Cosmo-J, March 2003 
 ‘Your stuff is my stuff.’ 
 
3. どうしても  思えない       ん   です     もの 
 at-any-cost   think-POT-NEG  NML COP-POL  FP Cosmo-J, June 2003 
 ‘I just cannot believe (that he is dead)’ 
 

However, there are many cases which may fall in between these two examples, 

making it hard to determine whether the word should be considered as a noun.  

Along with the stem of a verb, which can be used as a noun, ambiguous cases are 

categorized as ‘noun’ to simplify the discussion.17 

Table 12 shows the numbers of sentences with each type of sentence ending.  

The numbers in parentheses indicate the percentages in each column.  The first three 

categories—verb, noun, and adjective—are the three widely accepted major sentence 

ending types in Japanese.  All forms of each part of speech (except the stem of a 

verb, which is categorized as ‘noun’) are categorized accordingly, regardless of level 

of politeness and/or use of inflections and sentence extensions.  Sentences ending 

with set-phrases such as old sayings and greetings are categorized separately because 

the forms tend to be predetermined conventionally.  Also, sentences ending with 

English words such as ‘OK’ and ‘good luck’ are categorized separately as ‘English.’  

Sentences in the category ‘WH-question’ end with question words such as dare 

‘who,’ doko ‘where,’ and naze ‘why.’  In Japanese, these question words are often 

classified in different and/or multiple parts of speech (e.g., pronoun, particle, adverb) 

and may not fit in any of the five categories listed above.  When example 4 is 

compared with example 5, example 4 can be seen as a type of fragmentation—ellipsis 

                                                
17 Use of the clause nominalizers mono and koto will be discussed later in this chapter along with use of 
inflections and sentence extensions. 
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of a predicate or a clause.  However, example 6 suggests a noun-like nature for these 

question words.  Thus, these question words are categorized together as 

‘WH-question.’  The remaining sentences are categorized as ‘fragment.’ 

4. そして なぜ？ 
 and    why Cosmo-J, Jan. 2001 
 ‘and why?’ 
 
5. なぜ 常に    勝ちたい  の？ 
 why  always  win-DES  FP Cosmo-J, Dec. 2000 
 ‘why does (he) always want to win?’ 
 
6. なぜ です       か？ 
 why  COP-POL  FP Cosmo-J, Dec. 2000 
 ‘why is it?’ 
 

TABLE 12, Number of occurrences of various sentence endings 
Cosmopolitan Japan Playboy Japan 

 Male Female Editor Total Male Female Editor Total 

Verb 601 
(54.8) 

1,177 
(50.5) 

1,476 
(40.5) 

3,254 
(46.0) 

1,475 
(58.5) 

552 
(51.8) 

1,913 
(56.3) 

3,940 
(56.4) 

Noun 212 
(19.3) 

560 
(24.0) 

1,256 
(34.5) 

2,028 
(28.7) 

482 
(19.1) 

204 
(19.1) 

1,022 
(30.1) 

1,708 
(24.4) 

Adjective 143 
(13.1) 

222 
(9.5) 

254 
(7.0) 

619 
(8.7) 

202 
(8.0) 

94 
(8.8) 

152 
(4.5) 

448 
(6.4) 

Set phrase 22 
(1.9) 

34 
(1.5) 

29 
(0.8) 

85 
(1.2) 

50 
(2.0) 

11 
(1.0) 

34 
(1.0) 

95 
(1.4) 

WH-question 16 
(1.5) 

40 
(1.7) 

61 
(1.7) 

117 
(1.7) 

93 
(3.7) 

22 
(2.1) 

45 
(1.3) 

160 
(2.3) 

Fragment 101 
(9.2) 

290 
(12.4) 

539 
(14.8) 

930 
(13.2) 

210 
(8.3) 

179 
(16.8) 

194 
(5.7) 

583 
(8.4) 

English 2 
(0.2) 

9 
(0.4) 

25 
(0.7) 

36 
(0.5) 

10 
(0.4) 

4 
(0.4) 

38 
(1.1) 

52 
(0.7) 

Total 1,097 
(100) 

2,332 
(100) 

3,640 
(100) 

7,069 
(100) 

2,522 
(100) 

1,066 
(100) 

3,398 
(100) 

6,986 
(100) 

 

6. 3. 2. General analysis 

Sentences end in verbs are used most frequently in both magazines, and the 

tendency is stronger in Playboy Japan (Cosmopolitan Japan: 46.0% of total; Playboy 

Japan: 56.4% of total).  Also, sentence fragments are seen more frequently in 
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Cosmopolitan Japan than in Playboy Japan (Cosmopolitan Japan: 13.2% of total; 

Playboy Japan: 8.4% of total).  These findings confirm previous studies, which 

discuss frequent occurrences of sentences end in verbs in men’s language (and 

Japanese discourse in general) and frequent occurrences of sentence fragments in 

women’s language (see Jugaku 1979; Shibamoto 1980, 1985).  It should be noted 

that sentence fragments are often used not only in Cosmopolitan Japan, but also by 

female senders of Playboy Japan.  The preference for sentence fragments by female 

sender is not as explicit as what Jugaku (1979) finds: half of the sentences in a 

women’s magazine she studied, Josei Jishin ‘Woman Herself,’ were fragments.  

However, the data for the current study still indicates a strong association between 

female voice and the use of sentence fragments. 

Next to verbs, nouns are the second most used sentence endings, comprising 

around one-quarter of the total occurrences.  This pattern—frequent use of sentences 

end in verbs and sentences end in nouns—is repeatedly observed in previous studies 

(Jugaku 1979; Shibamoto 1985).  Thus, it may be a feature of Japanese discourse.  

Based on introspective research, some studies suggest that women tend to produce 

more sentences end in adjectives while men tend to produce more sentences end in 

verb (see Endo 1991 Shibamoto 1985 for detailed discussion).  However, these 

tendencies are not confirmed in the current study.  Since Shibamoto (1985) also 

failed to confirm these suggested tendencies in her empirical study with informal 

conversation, it may be safe to suggest that choice of sentence endings—whether 

verb, noun, or adjective-endings—is not closely associated with the senders’ gender. 
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6. 3. 3. Fragmentary sentences 

In this subsection, fragmentary sentences are analyzed in detail by dividing 

them into two groups, ‘ellipsis’ and ‘dislocation.’  Among the fragmentary sentences 

that occur, sentences without any predicative element, which I call ‘ellipsis’ here, are 

the majority of the category in the both magazines (Cosmopolitan Japan: 79.7% of all 

sentences categorized as ‘fragment’; Playboy Japan: 76.2% of all sentences 

categorized as ‘fragment’).  There are other cases in which a predicative element 

remains sentence-internally.  Such cases, whether resulting from postposition or 

scrambling, are categorized as ‘dislocation.’  Table 13 summarizes the break-down 

of various types of ‘fragment.’  The numbers in parentheses indicate the percentage 

in each column.  At the bottom of the table, the row labeled ‘frequency’ shows how 

often fragmental sentences are used by each sender group (e.g., ‘male sender’ of 

Cosmopolitan Japan uses a fragmentary sentence every 10.9 sentences). 

 
TABLE 13, Breakdown of sentence fragments 

Cosmopolitan Japan Playboy Japan 
 Male Female Editor Total Male Female Editor Total 

Ellipsis 77 
(76.3) 

212 
(73.1) 

452 
(83.8) 

741 
(79.7) 

163 
(77.6) 

119 
(66.5) 

162 
(83.5) 

444 
(76.2) 

Dislocation 24 
(23.7) 

78 
(26.9) 

87 
(16.2) 

189 
(20.3) 

47 
(22.4) 

60 
(33.5) 

31 
(16.5) 

139 
(23.8) 

Total 101 
(100) 

290 
(100) 

539 
(100) 

930 
(100) 

210 
(100) 

179 
(100) 

194 
(100) 

583 
(100) 

Frequency ev.10.9 ev.8.0 ev.6.8 ev.7.6 ev.12.0 ev.6.0 ev.17.5 ev.12.0 
 

The use of dislocation has always been controversial.  Some claim that male 

speakers use it more often (Ide 1979), while others claim that female speakers use it 

more often (Peng 1977; Shibamoto 1985).  In the current study, dislocation appears 

to be used by female senders more often than other types of senders.  However, 

editors of Cosmopolitan—female and authoritative senders—use the fewest 
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dislocations among all three types of senders, and the same is true in Playboy Japan.  

In addition, postposing of an adverbial element, which is believed to be used by a 

woman to exaggerate her feelings (Kobayashi 1993; Shibamoto 1985) is hardly seen 

in the two magazines—only once by a female sender of Playboy Japan.  These 

findings in regard to the types of fragmentary sentences suggest that there is some 

correlation between the use of fragmentary sentences and feminine voice or the lack 

of it and male voice.  However, the type of fragmentary sentences—ellipsis, 

postposing or scrambling—may not be closely linked to the senders’ gender: equally 

important or more important aspects than gender may well exist.  In other words, the 

types and motivations of dislocation can be extremely complex (see also Abe 1993; 

Maynard 1989; Shibamoto 1985), and a detailed analysis concerned with topic and 

power may be required to draw any firm conclusions on the relationship between the 

sender’s gender and use of dislocation. 

 

6. 4. Copula Forms 

6. 4. 1. Use of copula forms 

Gender differences are, however, observable in the use of copula forms and 

sentence extensions such as sentence-final particles.  First, all sentences categorized 

as verb, noun, adjective, or WH-question are recategorized depending on the use of 

copula.  At this point, the use of sentence-final particles is disregarded in order to 

focus on the use of the copula.  The numbers of occurrences are summarized in 

Table 14.  In the table, ‘bare’ consists of sentences that end without any use of the 

copula, while the other two consist of sentences that end with a copula.  A difference 

between the latter two groups is politeness.  ‘Plain copula’ indicates copula forms 
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such as da and darō, which lack a sense of politeness.  On the other hand, the last 

category, ‘polite copula,’ indicates copula forms such as desu, deshō, masu, and 

mashō, which express some level of politeness.  The numbers in parentheses indicate 

the percentage in each column. 

 
TABLE 14, Number of occurrences in relation to the use of the copula 

Cosmopolitan Japan Playboy Japan 
 Male Female Editor Total Male Female Editor Total 

Bare 584 
(60.1) 

1,293 
(64.7) 

2,592 
(85.1) 

4,469 
(74.3) 

1,394 
(61.9) 

764 
(87.6) 

2,419 
(77.2) 

4,577 
(73.2) 

Plain 
copula 

223 
(22.9) 

102 
(5.1) 

312 
(10.2) 

636 
(10.6) 

551 
(24.5) 

49 
(5.6) 

673 
(21.5) 

1,273 
(20.3) 

Polite 
copula 

165 
(17.0) 

605 
(30.3) 

143 
(4.7) 

913 
(15.2) 

307 
(13.6) 

60 
(6.8) 

40 
(1.3) 

407 
(6.5) 

Total 972 
(100) 

1,999 
(100) 

3,047 
(100) 

6,018 
(100) 

2,252 
(100) 

872 
(100) 

3,132 
(100) 

6,256 
(100) 

 

It has been claimed that the use of the plain copula is often associated with 

senders’ masculinity (Jugaku 1979; Martin 2004; McGloin 1991; Mizutani and 

Mizutani 1987; Shibamoto 1985).  If this is so, Playboy Japan as a whole may 

appear to be masculine: plain copula forms appear nearly twice as often in Playboy 

Japan than in Cosmopolitan Japan.  Moreover, the link between the plain copula and 

masculinity seems to be consistent: male senders of both magazines and male editors 

of Playboy Japan all favor the use of the plain copula.  It should also be noted that 

this tendency is consistent for all types of sentence endings targeted for the current 

analysis. 

It is also claimed that female senders use polite forms of the copula more than 

male senders do (Ide 1979; Jugaku 1979; Shibamoto 1987).  Thus, it may not be a 

surprise that Cosmopolitan Japan uses polite copula forms a little over twice as much 

as Playboy Japan does.  However, a close examination reveals that the use of polite 
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copulas is not solely associated with the sender’s femininity, but is also associated 

with the social relationship between editors and readers.  That is, female senders of 

Cosmopolitan Japan and male senders of Playboy Japan—both the same gender as 

the target readers—are the main users of polite copulas in each magazine.  This 

tendency, which is consistent with all types of sentence endings, may implicitly 

suggest an existing social structure in the discourse communities; and senders of the 

same gender as the target readers show their deference. 

 

6. 4. 2. Without copular forms 

More than two-thirds of sentence endings have no copula.  Among those 

sentences, which are categorized as ‘bare’ in Table 14, gender-related tendencies do 

not seem to exist.  However, a close examination reveals that there is actually a 

gender difference in the lack of copula use.  That is, female senders of both 

magazines and editors of Cosmopolitan Japan prefer to use sentences ending in nouns 

or adjectives without a copula, while these forms seem to be dispreferred by male 

senders and editors of Playboy Japan.  Table 15 shows a break-down of Table 14 in 

terms of the types of sentence endings.  In vertical order, sentence-ending verbs, 

sentence-ending nouns, sentence-ending adjectives, and sentence-ending 

WH-questions are listed in the same manner as in Table 14. 
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TABLE 15, Breakdown of TABLE 14 in relation to the types of sentence endings18 
Sentence-ending verbs 

Cosmopolitan Japan Playboy Japan 
 Male Female Editor Total Male Female Editor Total 

Bare 378 
(62.9) 

721 
(61.3) 

1,273 
(86.2) 

2,372 
(71.3) 

1,086 
(73.7) 

490 
(88.9) 

1,717 
(89.7) 

3,294 
(82.3) 

Plain 
copula 

97 
(16.1) 

32 
(2.7) 

95 
(6.4) 

224 
(6.8) 

194 
(13.1) 

18 
(3.3) 

171 
(9.0) 

383 
(9.5) 

Polite 
copula 

126 
(21.0) 

424 
(36.0) 

109 
(7.4) 

658 
(21.9) 

195 
(13.2) 

43 
(7.9) 

25 
(1.3) 

264 
(8.3) 

Total 601 
(100) 

1,177 
(100) 

1,476 
(100) 

3,254 
(100) 

1,475 
(100) 

552 
(100) 

1,913 
(100) 

3,940 
(100) 

 
Sentence-ending nouns 

Cosmopolitan Japan Playboy Japan 
 Male Female Editor Total Male Female Editor Total 

Bare 109 
(51.3) 

390 
(69.6) 

1,056 
(84.1) 

1,555 
(75.6) 

158 
(32.8) 

181 
(88.8) 

601 
(58.8) 

940 
(58.8) 

Plain 
copula 

71 
(33.3) 

50 
(8.9) 

179 
(14.2) 

299 
(14.8) 

278 
(57.7) 

19 
(9.3) 

416 
(40.7) 

713 
(37.2) 

Polite 
copula 

33 
(15.4) 

121 
(21.5) 

21 
(1.6) 

174 
(9.6) 

46 
(9.5) 

4 
(1.9) 

6 
(0.6) 

55 
(4.0) 

Total 212 
(100) 

560 
(100) 

1,256 
(100) 

2,028 
(100) 

482 
(100) 

204 
(100) 

1,022 
(100) 

1,708 
(100) 

 

                                                
18 Representative forms for each category are listed below. 
Verb 
(bare)  (plain copula)   (polite copula) 
iku iku n    da  iki  masu iku  n   desu 
go go NML COP  go COP-POL go NML COP-POL 
Noun 
(bare)  (plain copula)   (polite copula) 
inu inu  da inu  na  n    da inu  desu inu na   n     desu 
dog dog COP dog COP NML COP dog COP-POL dog COP NML COP-POL 
i-Adjective 
(bare)  (plain copula)   (polite copula) 
ōkii ōkii  n   da  ōkii  desu  ōkii n    desu 
big big  NML COP  big  COP-POL big NML COP-POL 
na-Adjective 
(bare)  (plain copula)  (polite copula) 
shizuka shizuka da shizuka na  n    da shizuka desu shizuka na  n    desu 
quiet quiet  COP quiet  COP NML COP quiet  COP-POL quiet  COP NML 
COP-POL 
WH-question 
(bare)  (plain copula)   (polite copula) 
dare dare da dare na  n    da dare desu dare na   n   desu 
who who COP who COP NML COP who COP-POL who COP NML COP-POL 
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Sentence-ending adjectives 
Cosmopolitan Japan Playboy Japan 

 Male Female Editor Total Male Female Editor Total 

Bare 90 
(62.7) 

165 
(74.2) 

213 
(84.0) 

468 
(73.8) 

119 
(58.9) 

75 
(80.1) 

82 
(54.1) 

277 
(66.1) 

Plain 
copula 

47 
(32.8) 

16 
(7.1) 

33 
(13.0) 

96 
(16.0) 

64 
(31.9) 

10 
(10.8) 

69 
(45.2) 

143 
(26.2) 

Polite 
copula 

6 
(4.5) 

42 
(18.7) 

8 
(3.1) 

56 
(10.2) 

19 
(9.2) 

8 
(9.0) 

1 
(0.6) 

28 
(7.7) 

Total 143 
(100) 

222 
(100) 

254 
(100) 

619 
(100) 

202 
(100) 

94 
(100) 

152 
(100) 

448 
(100) 

 
Sentence-ending WH-questions 

Cosmopolitan Japan Playboy Japan 
 Male Female Editor Total Male Female Editor Total 

Bare 8 
(50.0) 

17 
(42.9) 

49 
(81.0) 

75 
(53.9) 

31 
(32.9) 

17 
(77.1) 

19 
(43.2) 

67 
(48.8) 

Plain 
copula 

8 
(50.0) 

4 
(9.5) 

6 
(9.5) 

18 
(23.1) 

15 
(15.7) 

1 
(5.7) 

17 
(38.6) 

33 
(14.5) 

Polite 
copula 

0 
(0) 

19 
(47.6) 

6 
(9.5) 

25 
(22.9) 

48 
(51.4) 

4 
(17.1) 

8 
(18.2) 

60 
(36.7) 

Total 16 
(100) 

40 
(100) 

61 
(100) 

117 
(100) 

93 
(100) 

22 
(100) 

45 
(100) 

160 
(100) 

 

6. 4. 3. Nominal extension no 

Many copular forms, both plain forms and polite forms, can be preceded by a 

nominal extension no or its shortened form n.  The function of the nominal extension 

is not yet fully understood.  However, it is often claimed that the use of a nominal 

extension makes the proposition explanatory and/or less assertive, therefore, relatively 

feminine as compared to their non-extended versions (for more discussion, see Ide 

1981; Jorden with Noda 1987:178, Kuno 1973, Makino, Hatasa and Hatasa 1998:223, 

and McGloin 1993).  Table 16 shows the distribution of no- and n-nominal 

extensions in relation to the type of copula: plain and polite.  Sentences end in verbs 

and sentences end in i-adjectives are separately studied because, as the footnote for 

Table 15 shows, these two types of endings are syntactically prohibited to have a 

plain copula form without a nominal extension.  The number of occurrences with 
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no-nominal extension is presented followed by the number of occurrences with 

n-nominal extension, and the number of occurrences without any nominal extension.  

The numbers in brackets show the percentages within each row. 

 
TABLE 16, Use of a nominal extension with copula 
Sentence-ending nouns, na-adjectives, and WH-questions 

Cosmopolitan Japan Playboy Japan 
 no n Null Total no n Null Total 

Plain 
copula 

80 
[21.4] 

59 
[15.7] 

236 
[62.9] 

375 
[100] 

133 
[16.2] 

98 
[12.0] 

587 
[71.8] 

818 
[100] 

Polite 
copula 

18 
[7.7] 

12 
[5.0] 

207 
[87.3] 

237 
[100] 

6 
[5.4] 

21 
[18.9] 

84 
[75.7] 

111 
[100] 

Total 98 
[16.0] 

71 
[11.6] 

443 
[72.4] 

612 
[100] 

139 
[15.0] 

119 
[12.8] 

671 
[72.2] 

929 
[100] 

 
Sentence-ending verbs and i-adjectives 

Cosmopolitan Japan Playboy Japan 
 no n Null Total no n Null Total 

Plain 
copula 

168 
[64.4] 

93 
[25.6] 

 261 
[100] 

254 
[55.8] 

201 
[44.2] 

 
 

455 
[100] 

Polite 
copula 

54 
[8.0] 

38 
[5.6] 

584 
[86.4] 

676 
[100] 

19 
[6.4] 

48 
[16.2] 

229 
[77.4] 

296 
[100] 

Total 222 
[23.7] 

131 
[14.0] 

584 
[62.3] 

937 
[100] 

273 
[36.4] 

249 
[33.1] 

229 
[30.5] 

751 
[100] 

 

In the current study, a combination of no and a plain copula is used relatively more in 

Cosmopolitan Japan; and a combination of the phonetically shortened version of a 

nominal extension n and a polite copula is used relatively more in Playboy Japan.  

However, a strong association between the use of a nominal extension and femininity 

is not seen in the current study. 

A stronger association with femininity appears, however, in sentences which 

may undergo copula deletion.  The clause nominalizer no and the sentence-final 

particle no are commonly categorized as features favored by female speakers.  In this 

sense, no at the end of example 7 can be seen as a feminine sentence-final particle.  
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However, no can also be seen as the remainder of a copula.  In other words, a 

sentence like example 8, which originally has a copula and a no nominal extension, 

may undergo copula deletion, and leave a no nominal extension at the end of the 

sentence. 

 
7. NY      から  来た の。 
 New-York from  come FP Play-J, June 2003 
 ‘I’m from N.Y.’ 
 
8. NY      から  来た の   です。 
 New-York from  come NML COP-POL 
 NY      から  来た の   だ。 
 New-York from  come NML COP 
 ‘I’m from N.Y.’ 
 

Formally, there is no way to determine if no in a sentence like 7/8 is a sentence-final 

particle or a nominal extension.  However, it is very clear that sentence-final no is 

extensively used by female senders of both magazines: they use it more than a 

hundred times, while all other senders, including editors of Cosmopolitan Japan, use 

it less than 20 times.  In sum, the use of the nominal extension no with a copula may 

sound feminine, and the phonological reduction of no to n may reduce the level of 

femininity while retaining other functions, such as explanation and softening.  

However, a stronger association of no and femininity arises when a copula is not used.  

That is, sentences ending in no—whether it is a sentence-final particle, a clause 

nominalizer, or a nominal extension—are extensively used by feminine senders. 

 

6. 5. Sentence-Final Particles 

6. 5. 1. Introduction 

Not only the sentence ending no but also various other sentence-final particles 
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(hereafter FPs) have been a major focus in the study of Japanese masculinity and 

femininity.  FPs, which are also referred to as pragmatic particles or interactional 

particles, are generally short—one or two morae long—and attached to the end of a 

sentence.  In general, they indicate the speaker’s emotion, volition, or attitudes such 

as doubt, caution, confirmation, and rapport (Makino and Tsutsui 1986:45; Martin 

2004; Shibamoto 1987:32).  Therefore, FPs are indispensable in interactive 

discourse, while they are inappropriate for one-way discourse such as announcements 

and public lectures (McGloin 1990:23).  In interactive discourse, FPs play a key role 

in the speaker’s acknowledgement of the addressee as a cooperative participant of the 

conversation, and creation and maintenance of an interpersonal relationship with 

his/her addressee (McGloin 1990:23). 

While the syntactic and semantic properties of individual FPs are not yet fully 

understood, it is suggested that FPs are composed of semantic properties of their own, 

just as ordinary verbs carry their respective meanings (Kamio 1979; Uyeno 

1971:139).  Moreover, FPs can be used as equivalents of some complicated and 

unique syntactic devices, such as English tag-questions and tag-imperatives (Uyeno 

1971).  For instance, the FP yo implies that the proposition is new information to the 

addressee.  Thus, sentences like example 9 are appropriate as answers to questions 

like ‘Where is he?,’ if the speaker assumes that the proposition is new to the person 

who just asked the question.  On the other hand, the FP ne implies that the 

proposition is shared information between the speaker and the addressee.  Thus, it is 

not appropriate as an answer to a question like ‘Where is he?’ unless the speaker 

believes that the person who just asked the question should already know the answer, 

but is being forgetful (see example 10).  In other words, FP ne can be used like an 
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English tag-question, with rising intonation, to impose a notion of sharedness. 

 
9. LA       に 戻った     よ。 
 Los Angels to  return-PAST FP 
 ‘(You might not know it, but he went) back to LA?’ 
 
10. LA       に 戻った     ね。 
 Los Angels to  return-PAST FP  
 ‘(We know that he went) back to LA.’ 
 

Choice of FPs is, however, governed not only by intended meanings but also 

by the speaker’s various social identities (e.g., age, gender, family background, 

occupation, and personality) and other social factors (e.g., formality, intimacy, 

relative social status, and addressee’s gender) (McGloin 1990; Okamoto and Sato 

1992; Shibamoto 1987; Uyeno 1971).  Among such axes, various quantitative 

studies strongly suggest that the speaker’s gender is one of the most important factors 

in choice of FPs (Shibamoto 1987; Uyeno 1971). 

The FPs’ gender differences were once believed to be virtually categorical and 

directly associated with the gender of the speaker (e.g., Ide 1982; Kindaichi 1957; 

Mizutani and Mizutani 1987).  However, current studies based on natural 

conversations agree that the differences are not clear-cut and that the forms 

themselves are neither feminine nor masculine.  Rather, it is the frequent 

employment by one gender group that has led to their association with gender (Jorden 

1990; Ochs 1993; Okamoto and Sato 1992; Smith 1992b; Uchida 1993).  

Nonetheless, it is reported that the forms that are mainly used by men tend to involve 

greater assertiveness, forcefulness, power, and/or insistence, which are closely 

associated with Japanese masculinity.  In contrast, the forms used mainly by women 

tend to involve softening and/or empathy, which are closely associated with Japanese 
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femininity (Horii 1993; Ide 1982; Mizutani and Mizutani 1987; Reynolds 1990; 

Shibamoto 1985; Shibatani 1990).  These gender differences appear to lie on a 

continuum from strongly feminine to strongly masculine (Shibamoto 1987; Okamoto 

and Sato 1992; Tsujimura 1996).  In the middle of the continuum, there are 

gender-neutral FPs that are used almost equally by both men and women; therefore, 

they are not associated with the speaker’s gender identities.  Figure 5 below 

summarizes a conventional description of Japanese gender variation: the functions in 

balloons are followed by categorizations, the user’s gender for each category, and 

some example forms. 

 
FIGURE 5, Japanese gender variation 
 
 
 
 
 

Women’s Language  Men’s Language Categories 
Strongly-feminine Feminine Neutral Masculine Strongly-masculine 

      

Users Almost exclusively 
women Mostly women Both 

genders Mostly men Almost exclusively 
men 

Forms 
Copula+wa  
Copula+wa yo 
Copula+wa yo ne 
kashira 

Verb(te-form) 
Verb(te-form)+ne 
Verb(plain)+mono 
desho(o) 

Verb(plain) 
tte 
mon 
kana 

Verb(plain)+sa 
Copula+ne 
Copula+yo 
daro(o) 

Verb(plain)+yo na 
ze 
zo 
ka yo 

 

This classification, however, is by no means absolute.  Speakers of Japanese 

use and flout the conventions in order to create their local identities.  For instance, it 

has been claimed that adults seem to be more norm-conscious and use socio-culturally 

expected gendered FPs, while younger speakers tend to break norms and intentionally 

avoid expected gendered FPs (Matsumoto 1996; Okamoto 1994; Okamoto and Sato 

1992; Ozaki 1996).  Some scholars see this phenomenon as gender neutralization 

(Ozaki 1996) or language change (Reynolds 1990), while others believe this 

Hegemonic Femininity:  
softness, powerlessness, 
weakness, politeness, etc. 

Hegemonic Masculinity:  
assertiveness, directness, 
strength, power, etc. 
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phenomenon is due to gendered FPs being acquired at a relatively late age (Takekuro 

2002).  Also, it is believed that not only the speaker’s gender but also the gender(s) 

of other participants may affect the choice of FPs.  For example, Horii (1990) and 

McGloin (1990) report that both male and female speakers use more gendered FPs 

with same-sex interlocutors.  On the other hand, with opposite-sex participants, they 

tend to use more neutral FPs, and this tendency is stronger with female speakers 

(Horii 1990; Terao and Zimmerman 2000).  It is also reported that male participants 

show gender assimilation and use more feminine forms with opposite-sex participants 

(Terao and Zimmerman 2000). 

Nonetheless, this flouting of the conventions does not eradicate the basic idea 

of the categorization (Takasaki 2002).  For the current study, I made an inclusive list 

of forms based on over 40 previous studies that suggest conventional associations 

between forms and the gender of the speaker.19  Not all researchers agree on the 

classification of feminine, masculine, and neutral forms.  In such cases, suggestions 

based on empirical studies, rather than self-reported surveys and introspective 

analyses, are given more weight.  Also, categorizations supported by a larger number 

of studies are followed. 

Another disagreement among researchers is which forms should be considered 

FPs (Kamio 1979; Suzuki 1988; Uyeno 1971).  To be inclusive, any words, forms, 

and phonological features which are claimed to be gendered and often appear 

                                                
19 These previous studies are: Abe 1993, 2000; Gendai Nihongo Kenkyūkai 1999; Ide 1979, 1982, 
1992; Inoue 1989; Iwasaki 2002; Kataoka 1997; Kitagawa 1977; Kobayashi 1993; Komatsu 1988; 
Loveday 1986; Makino and Tsutsui 1986; Martin 2004; Mashimo 1969; Masuoka and Takubo 1990; 
Matsumoto 1996; Maynard 1997; McGloin 1990, 1993; Mizutani and Mizutani 1987; Okamoto 1994; 
Okamoto and Sato 1992; Ozaki 1994, 1997; Reynolds 1990; Shibamoto 1985, 1987, 1990; Shibatani 
1990; Smith 1992a; Sugimoto 1985; Sunaoshi 1994; Suzuki 2001; Suzuki 1988; Takekuro 2002; 
Tanaka 1977; Terao and Zimmerman 2000; Tsujimura 1996; Uchida 1993; Uyeno 1971, 1972; Yabe 
2001. 
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sentence-finally are referred to as ‘FPs’ and included in the current study.  Appendix 

B shows a summary of Japanese gendered sentence endings that are examined in the 

current study.  All 14,055 sentences (7,069 sentences from Cosmopolitan Japan and 

6,986 sentences from Playboy Japan) were recounted according to the items in 

Appendix B.  For ‘ellipsis,’ which does not have a main predicate in the sentence, 

end of the sentence is analyzed.  On the other hand, in a case of ‘dislocation,’ the 

final form of the sentence in the original word order is considered, since gendered 

features are more salient there.  For some forms listed in Appendix B, the 

intonational contour (a rising intonation or a falling intonation) is sometimes specified 

as a part of the gendered feature.  Since the data for the current study is from written 

discourse, I rely on punctuation marks to suggest the intonational contour of each 

sentence.  Although it may not be precise, the exclamation mark, question mark, 

interrobang mark, and pictorial sign are considered to represent rising intonation, 

while other marks are considered to represent flat or falling intonation.20  Table 17 

shows the numbers of sentences that ended with gendered forms.  Forms not listed in 

Appendix B appear in the database; however, these forms are not included in the table 

in order to make the analysis as objective as possible. 

 

                                                
20 Based on punctuation, most occurrences of FP wa would be judged to have a falling/flat intonation 
and therefore categorized as neutral.  However, wa with a rising intonation, which is categorized as 
‘strongly feminine,’ is never used by the male senders of two magazines or by editors of Playboy 
Japan.  In addition, these senders rarely use wa with a falling intonation either (twice by a male 
sender of Cosmopolitan Japan and twice by editors of Playboy Japan).  Therefore, the default 
intonation of FP wa in written discourse is reconsidered to be a rising intonation and categorized 
accordingly as strongly feminine. 
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TABLE 17, Number of occurrences in relation to gendered FPs 
Cosmopolitan Japan Playboy Japan 

 Male Female Editor Total Male Female Editor Total 
Strongly 
feminine 

4 
(0.4) 

354 
(16.0) 

21 
(0.9) 

379 
(6.9) 

0 
(0) 

313 
(35.6) 

3 
(0.1) 

316 
(5.4) 

Feminine 79 
(8.4) 

223 
(10.5) 

103 
(4.5) 

405 
(7.4) 

69 
(3.4) 

76 
(8.6) 

44 
(1.5) 

189 
(3.2) 

Neutral 589 
(62.6) 

1,572 
(70.8) 

1,873 
(81.0) 

4,034 
(73.7) 

1,369 
(66.3) 

458 
(52.1) 

2,263 
(78.0) 

4,090 
(70.0) 

Masculine 219 
(23.3) 

49 
(2.2) 

294 
(12.7) 

562 
(10.3) 

580 
(28.1) 

28 
(3.2) 

558 
(19.2) 

1,166 
(20.0) 

Strongly 
masculine 

50 
(5.3) 

21 
(0.9) 

20 
(0.9) 

91 
(1.7) 

46 
(2.2) 

4 
(0.5) 

34 
(1.2) 

84 
(1.4) 

Total 941 
(100) 

2,219 
(100) 

2,311 
(100) 

5,471 
(100) 

2,064 
(100) 

879 
(100) 

2,902 
(100) 

5,845 
(100) 

In vertical order, the categories can be abbreviated as SF, F, N, M, and SM in the following discussion. 
 

6. 5. 2. Use of (strongly) feminine and (strongly) masculine forms 

Recent empirical studies based on naturally occurring conversations have 

suggested that strongly feminine forms are rarely used and may be dying out along 

with the rigid social hierarchy between Japanese men and women (Jugaku 1979; 

Matsumoto 2002; Okamoto and Sato 1992; Ozaki 1996).  It is also claimed that 

when the forms are used, they tend to be used by older women (Okamoto 1994; 

Takekuro 2002).  However, in the current study, female senders of both magazines 

use strongly feminine forms more frequently than feminine forms.  Some scholars 

have claimed that mass media, including magazines, exaggerate gender differences 

and educate consumers to maintain the traditional gender hierarchy (Endo 1997a; Ide 

1979:23; Matsumoto 1996; Reynolds 1989).  In this respect, the frequent use of 

strongly feminine forms can be understood as linguistic evidence of gender 

socialization.  Also, the tendency may come from the fact that female senders of 

both magazines are Westerners due to the use of translated articles from the American 

magazines.  Based on a Japanese translation of an interview conversation with a 
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26-year old American female singer, Matsumoto (1996:458) discussed how the 

American woman is more feminized, by the use of (strongly) feminine FPs, than her 

Japanese counterparts in the same magazine.  Therefore, making Western (or 

non-Japanese) women overtly feminine may be a common practice in 

English-to-Japanese translation.  The strongly feminine forms commonly used by 

female senders are 1) wa (Cosmopolitan Japan: 107 tokens, 30.2% of total SF; 

Playboy Japan: 108 tokens, 34.5% of total SF), 2) no with a falling intonation 

(Cosmopolitan Japan: 91 tokens, 25.7% of total SF; Playboy Japan: 102 tokens, 

32.6% of total SF), 2), and no yo (Cosmopolitan Japan: 49 tokens, 13.8% of total SF; 

Playboy Japan: 41 tokens, 13.1% of total SF).  These forms are often discussed as 

rapport markers and/or mild emphasis markers. 

As for male senders, masculine forms are the second most frequently used 

forms in both magazines.  There are also some forms that have been claimed to be 

feminine.  However, such forms are rather limited: two-thirds of the time, they are 

either the te-form of a verb, the extended polite copula n(o) desu (which are discussed 

with Table 16), or polite forms involving deshō/-mashō (Cosmopolitan Japan: 55 

tokens, 69.6% of F; Playboy Japan: 43 tokens, 62.3% of F).  Many previous studies 

categorize these forms as feminine forms because their less polite counterparts are 

preferred by male speakers.  Therefore, it may be fair to say that primarily, these 

forms express politeness rather than femininity.  At any rate, the use of feminine 

forms by male senders is more noticeable in Cosmopolitan Japan (Cosmopolitan 

Japan: 79 tokens, 8.4% of total; Playboy Japan: 69 tokens, 3.4% of total).  The 

tendency supports the gender assimilation observed in Terao and Zimmerman (2000): 

male speakers use more feminine forms in a mixed-sex conversation.  In the case of 
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magazines, male senders use feminine forms more frequently in a female-dominant 

discourse, Cosmopolitan Japan, than in a male-dominant discourse, Playboy Japan.  

Interestingly, it is also male senders of Cosmopolitan Japan who use strongly 

masculine forms the most.  The majority of strongly masculine forms used in the 

database are a variety of imperative forms.  This raises a question: are male senders 

(especially male senders of Cosmopolitan Japan) in charge of giving orders in 

magazine discourse?  From the use of person referential forms and polite copulas, it 

is hard to believe that male senders have a more authoritative voice than their editors.  

This question—how orders and requests are delivered in magazines—will be 

answered in the next chapter. 

 

6. 5. 3. Use of neutral forms 

As many previous studies suggest, all senders use gender-neutral forms quite 

frequently.  The tendency is stronger with editors of both magazines.  Among the 

many gender-neutral forms, the most commonly used forms by all groups of senders 

are the plain forms of verbs, nouns, and adjectives—the same forms that are treated as 

bare sentence endings in Table 14.  In regard to Tables 14 and 15, two tendencies 

regarding the use of bare forms were discussed: 1) both magazines seem to use plain 

forms of verbs, nouns, adjectives, and WH-questions with similar frequency 

(Cosmopolitan Japan: 4,469 tokens, 74.3% of total; Playboy Japan: 4,577 token, 

73.2% of total), but 2) female senders in general prefer to use bare forms of nouns and 

adjectives while male senders seems to disprefer these forms.  When the use of FPs 

is taken into consideration, another tendency becomes visible.  That is, there is a 

tendency for Cosmopolitan Japan in general to use these bare forms with a FP.  
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Also, female senders of Playboy Japan show the same tendency.  Table 14 is revised 

as Table 18 below, in which ‘bare’ is broken-down in relation to the use of FPs.  The 

top row shows the numbers of occurrences without any sentence extensions, while the 

second row shows the number of occurrences with a FP.  The numbers in 

parentheses indicate percentages in each column. 

 
TABLE 18, (revised TABLE 14) Use of plain forms in relation to the use of FPs 

Cosmopolitan Japan Playboy Japan 
 Male Female Editor Total Male Female Editor Total 

Bare 305 
(31.4) 

685 
(34.3) 

1,677 
(55.1) 

2,667 
(44.3) 

1,013 
(45.0) 

387 
(44.4) 

2,205 
(70.4) 

3,605 
(57.7) 

Bare with 
FPs 

279 
(28.7) 

608 
(30.4) 

915 
(30.0) 

1,802 
(30.0) 

381 
(16.9) 

377 
(43.2) 

214 
(6.8) 

972 
(15.5) 

Plain 
copula 

223 
(22.9) 

102 
(5.1) 

312 
(10.2) 

636 
(10.6) 

551 
(24.5) 

49 
(5.6) 

673 
(21.5) 

1,273 
(20.3) 

Polite 
copula 

165 
(17.0) 

605 
(30.3) 

143 
(4.7) 

913 
(15.2) 

307 
(13.6) 

60 
(6.8) 

40 
(1.3) 

407 
(6.5) 

Total 972 
(100) 

1,999 
(100) 

3,047 
(100) 

6,018 
(100) 

2,252 
(100) 

872 
(100) 

3,132 
(100) 

6,256 
(100) 

 

Table 18 shows that in both magazines, editors use more bare forms than do its male 

and female counterparts.  Based on this fact and on the analysis of Tables 14 and 15, 

it may safe to conclude that ‘bare’—especially the plain form of a verb—is gender 

neutral.  However, bare forms might associate with stronger power in terms of social 

relationships.  If this is so, editors of Playboy Japan, which employs a higher 

percentage of bare forms, may enjoy more power than editors of Cosmopolitan Japan. 

Among combinations of the bare forms and FPs, male senders of both 

magazines prefer to use the plain form of a verb follow by a FP yo or ne 

(Cosmopolitan Japan: 120 tokens, 43% of the category ‘bare with FPs’; Playboy 

Japan: 109 tokens, 28.6% of the category ‘bare with FPs’).  Although these forms 

are listed as neutral forms, they are dispreferred by female senders of both magazines 
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(Cosmopolitan Japan: 11 tokens, 1.8% the category ‘bare with FPs’; Playboy Japan: 

2 tokens, 0.5% the category ‘bare with FPs’).  Rather, female senders of both 

magazines prefer to use the plain forms of a noun or na-adjective with yo or no, which 

are categorized as strongly feminine forms (Cosmopolitan Japan: 126 tokens, 20.7% 

of the category ‘bare with FPs’; Playboy Japan: 128 tokens, 34.0% of the category 

‘bare with FPs’).  Also, they frequently use a combination of verb or i-adjective and 

wa (Cosmopolitan Japan: 107 tokens, 17.6% of the category ‘bare with FPs’; Playboy 

Japan: 108 tokens, 28.6% of the category ‘bare with FPs’). 

 

6. 6. Conclusion 

It has been claimed that the most commonly used sentence endings in 

Japanese are affirmative, gender-neutral, verb-based forms (see Jugaku 1979; 

Shibamoto 1980, 1985).  These tendencies are confirmed in the current study.  

Moreover, these features are more noticeable in Playboy Japan: there are more uses 

of the Japanese period and sentence-ending verbs in Playboy Japan.  This suggests 

that Playboy Japan may be closer to a normative Japanese discourse as compared to 

Cosmopolitan Japan. 

In this chapter, some gender-related premises are also confirmed.  That is, 

male senders of both magazines use more sentence-ending verbs and plain forms of 

the copula, while female senders of both magazines use more fragmentary sentences.  

Female senders of both magazines also prefer to end their sentences with a bare 

predicate followed by a sentence extension such as a FP—although nouns and 

adjectives may well be used without FPs.  These feminine features are consistently 

observed in all senders of Cosmopolitan Japan.  Therefore, Cosmopolitan Japan as a 
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discourse community appears to be closer to a conventional feminine style compared 

to Playboy Japan. 

It is not the case that there are no gender differences in sentence endings in 

Cosmopolitan Japan.  In Cosmopolitan Japan as well as Playboy Japan, when male 

and female senders use the ‘plain form,’ they attach a different set of FPs according to 

their gender.  It has been said that there seems to be a general agreement among 

speakers of Japanese as to which FPs are typically feminine, masculine, or 

gender-neutral (Mizutani and Mizutani 1987, Okamoto and Sato 1992; Shibamoto 

1985; Shibatani 1990, Tsujimura 1996).  The socio-cultural agreement may be rather 

well-accepted because these two magazines—with different editors and 

publishers—come up with a very similar and gender-differentiated tendency on the 

choice of FPs.  Also, female senders of both magazines prefer to use strongly 

feminine forms, which are relatively rare in naturally occurring conversation (Jugaku 

1979; Matsumoto 2002; Okamoto and Sato 1992; Ozaki 1996).  The use of strongly 

feminine forms makes female senders distinctively different from female editors of 

Cosmopolitan Japan as well as male senders.  The tendency may be because 

magazines as mass media are used to educate readers to maintain social norms, 

including gender differences (Endo 1997a; Ide 1979:23; Matsumoto 1996; Reynolds 

1989), and/or because Western (or non-Japanese) women tend to be characterized as 

overtly feminine in English-to-Japanese translation.  Nonetheless, it is worth 

mentioning that the same tendency does not appear with male senders of the two 

magazines.  That is, both magazines did not characterize male senders as strongly 

masculine, and the fact that male senders are also Westerners does not make their 

utterances strongly masculine.  It should be also noted that female senders of 
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Playboy Japan use strongly feminine forms more frequently than female senders of 

Cosmopolitan Japan. 

Based on the use of person referential forms, I previously proposed that 

gender differences are highlighted in Cosmopolitan Japan as compared to Playboy 

Japan.  However, the choice of sentence endings suggests that the gender differences  

in sentence-final position are more visible in Playboy Japan.  These results suggest 

that in Cosmopolitan Japan, gender differences are portrayed explicitly by choice of 

referential forms.  However, gender assimilation is conducted implicitly by the 

choice of sentence endings, helping the magazine to create a ‘womanly discourse 

community.’  On the other hand, Playboy Japan tends to follow and even exaggerate 

a normative use of the Japanese language, creating a rather solid, genderless discourse 

community in which only female senders break the rules and speak in an extremely 

womanly style. 

It should be also noted that a hierarchical relationship between the editors and 

the readers seems to be emphasized sentence-finally in both magazines.  That is, 

female senders of Cosmopolitan Japan and male senders of Playboy Japan—both the 

same gender with their target readers—use polite copula forms more than their 

opposite-sex counterparts.  Especially in Cosmopolitan Japan, the differences make 

the language of editors and the language of female sender distinctively different 

despite the fact that they are both female: editors use neutral/masculine, plain 

sentence endings, while female senders use neutral/strongly feminine, polite sentence 

endings.  Previously, it was shown that the choice of third-person referential forms 

helps to establish a private, in-group atmosphere called ‘synthetic 

sisterhood/brotherhood.’  I also noted that the choice of second-person singular 
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referential forms helps to establish a social hierarchy within the discourse community.  

It seems that the senders of Cosmopolitan Japan and Playboy Japan act for the target 

readers and ensure (or demonstrate) the social hierarchy by choice of polite copulas. 
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7. DIRECTIVES 

7. 1. Introduction 

In the last chapter, I found that of the three sender groups of each magazine, it 

is male senders who most often use strongly masculine sentence-final forms (see 

Table 17).  Since the majority of strongly masculine forms used in the database are a 

variety of imperative forms, the numbers raised a question: are male senders in charge 

of giving orders in magazine discourse?  Based on the use of second-person singular 

referential forms and polite sentence endings, I suggested that the editors of the two 

magazines may position themselves as the readers’ big brother/sister in a hierarchical 

relationship called synthetic brotherhood/sisterhood.  If that is the case, it is rather 

counterintuitive that it is the male senders, rather than the editors, who give the most 

orders in both magazines. 

In this chapter, therefore, I study directives—any utterance that directs the 

behavior of others—in order to understand relationships among members in 

Cosmopolitan Japan and in Playboy Japan based on 14,055 sentences, as shown in 

Table 2 (see Chapter 5).  First, previous studies are reviewed to understand various 

types of Japanese directives.  I also introduce other types of directives that are not 

discussed in previous studies but that are used in my data.  Then, the use of these 

directives in the data is analyzed in order to discuss how choices of directives may 

reflect different social relationships in Cosmopolitan Japan and Playboy Japan. 

 

7. 2. Previous Studies and Data 

7. 2. 1. Conventional forms 

Japanese directives are often categorized into four groups—imperatives, 
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declaratives (which acts as directives), requests, and desideratives—depending on the 

level of forcefulness.21  The most forceful category is the imperatives, which consist 

of various forms of commands and demands.  This category is often associated with 

a masculine voice, and the imperative forms of verbs fit in this category. 

The second most forceful category is declarative sentences which act as 

directives pragmatically.  The most commonly discussed forms for this category are 

derived from the verb of receiving, morau, and its polite form, itadaku.22  The use of 

the polite verb ending -masu can also increase the level of politeness.  The verb 

morau has semantic properties similar to the English verb ‘receive,’ although its use is 

usually restricted to a situation in which the in-group receives from the out-group.  

Also, the use of morau implies that the action is viewed as beneficial for the receiver 

and/or the speaker.  For this reason, a sentence with morau can elicit a certain action 

from others as a good deed.  In other words, the declarative sentences with morau 

explicitly express the direction of an action semantically, but they have no overt 

forcefulness syntactically nor semantically.  Consequently, directives in the 

declarative category are often categorized as the least forceful directive forms (e.g., 

                                                
21 In a broader sense, a question is a directive since it invites an answer.  However, I disregard any 
question sentences that do not direct actions other than answers. 
22 In Japanese, there is a pair of verbs for receiving, morau and its honorific synonym itadaku and two 
groups of verbs for giving—with yaru and its honorific synonyms ageru and sashiageru constituting 
one group, and kureru, and its honorific synonym kudasaru constituting the other.  Which form is 
used depends on 1) whether the subject of the sentence is a giver or a receiver, 2) whether the utterance 
is casual or polite, and 3) whether the action of giving/receiving occurs from an inside member of the 
speaker’s social group to an outside member or vice versa.  Unlike English, the use of these words 
often implies some type of favor, benefit, or graciousness in the speaker’s frame of mind.  In addition, 
these verbs for giving and receiving can be used as an auxiliary verb that indicates the direction of an 
action.  For example, kureta, the past tense of the verb kureru ‘give’ in sentence 1 below, is a main 
verb and is translated in English as ‘gave.’  On the other hand, the same form, kureta, in sentence 2 
attaches to the main verb kashite ‘lend’ and acts as an auxiliary verb.  This use of kureta indicates that 
the action of ‘lending’ was handed down from the teacher to the speaker. 

1) sensei ga  hon o   kureta. 
teacher  SUBJ book ACC give-PAST  ‘The teacher gave me a book (as a favor).’ 

2) sensei ga  hon o   kashite kureta. 
teacher  SUBJ book ACC lend      give-PAST ‘The teacher lent me a book (as a favor).’ 
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Smith1992b).  However, pragmatically, these statements' lack of ambiguity and of 

interaction (e.g., answer, confirmation, etc.) may give the impression that the 

directives are not negotiable, thus making them seem more forceful than forms in the 

desiderative category or even the request category.  Therefore, I placed the 

declarative category as the second most forceful category and as less polite than 

comparable forms in the request and desiderative categories. 

The third most forceful category is requests, which are said to be the most 

common way to direct another in Japanese (Martin 2004:963).  Many forms in this 

category contain the auxiliary verb kureru, which is one of two Japanese verbs for 

giving.  When the verb kureru is used as an auxiliary verb, it suggests the direction 

of an action (conveyed by a main verb), and often indicates that the action is 

somehow beneficial for the speaker.  In addition, unlike the other verb for giving 

(yaru), kureru specifically indicates that the receiver of the action is the speaker or 

another inside member of the speaker’s social group, while the giver is outside the 

speaker’s social group (hereafter, ‘in-group’ and ‘out-group,’ respectively).  Thus, a 

sentence with the auxiliary verb kureru is commonly translated into English as 

‘someone does X for me/my people.’23  Compared with forms in the imperative 

category and the declarative category, the request forms with kureru allow the speaker 

to couch a directive in the form of a favor to him/her.  Therefore, the forms reduce 

the forcefulness.  Moreover, by identifying the action-giver as out-group, the speaker 

can express his/her negative politeness (Brown and Levinson 1978) and 

acknowledgment of the imposition made by the utterance.  Consequently, directives 

                                                
23 Throughout this chapter, X (or the action X) is used to indicate an action that is expressed by the 
main verb of the sentence, and Y (or the person Y) is used to indicate the person who receives the 
directive. 
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with the auxiliary verb kureru are more polite than most forms in the imperative 

category and comparable forms in the declarative category, and they are often 

associated with a feminine voice (Kawanari 1993; Masuoka and Takubo 1990). 

The last category is desideratives.  In this category, the speaker delivers a 

directive by stating his/her desire or wish.  Like directives in the declarative category, 

directives in the desiderative category often contain a Japanese verb of receiving, 

morau or itadaku, as an auxiliary verb, which elicits a certain action from others as a 

good deed.  In other words, directives in the desiderative category are expressed in 

the form of wishing the addressees would do a favor for the speaker.  Therefore, it is 

understand to be the least forceful category of all. 

In Figure 6, commonly discussed directive forms are arranged according to the 

level of forcefulness and the level of politeness.24  The forms in brackets indicate 

that the forms are optional.  Underlying structures are marked with strikethrough.  

Different levels of forcefulness may be observed within each category.  However, 

they are disregarded to keep the figure simple.  As for politeness, it is impossible to 

determine the precise level of politeness for each form without specifying factors such 

as tone of voice, context, and relationship of the participants.  Therefore, the figure 

only illustrates the approximate levels of politeness. 

                                                
24 Figure 6 is based to a great extent on Smith (1992b), with some modifications based on various other 
work: Furo 1996; Ide 1982; Kawaguchi 1987; Kawanari 1993; Maynard 1997; Morita 1991; Nakajima 
1999; Reynolds 1990; Sunaoshi 1994, 1995; Suzuki 2001; Suzuki 1988; M. Suzuki 1993; Tanaka 2004. 
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FIGURE 6, Directive forms 
[Least polite/most forceful] [Least forceful] 
 1. Imperative 2. Declarative 3. Request 4. Desiderative 
 1a. V(IMP) [+yo]; V(plain)+na 
 1b. plain copula n da 
 1c. plain copula no da 
 1d. V(stem)+tamae 
 1e. V(stem)+nasai [+ne/yo/tte] 
 1f. V(plain)+koto/yō ni [+ne] 
 1g. V(stem)+na 
 1h. V(plain) [+no] 
 1i. [N/V(te)+] kure 
 1j. o-beautification+V(stem) 
 1k. V(plain)+polite copula n desu 
 1l. N+kure 
 1m. V(te)+goran 
 1n. V(te) 
 1o. V(te)+ne/yo 
  2a. V(te)+morau 
    4a. V(te)+hoshii 
   3a. [V(te)+] chōdai 
    4b. V(te)+ moraitai 
       V(te)+moraitaidesu 
   3b. V(te)+kureru/kurenai [+kana/ka] 
 1p. V(te)+ 2b. V(te)+moraimasu 
       [i]rasshai [+ne/yo] 3c. V(te)+kuremasu/kuremasen ka 
   3d. V(te)+moraeru/moraenai 
      V(te)+moraemasu/moraemasen ka 
  2c. V(te)+itadaku 
     V(te)+itadakimasu 
    4c. V(te)+itadakitai 
       V(te)+itadakitaidesu 
   3e. [V(te)+] kudasai [+ne] 
   3f. V(te)+kudasaru/kudasaranai 
      V(te)+kudasaimasu/kudasaimasen ka 
   3g. V(te)+itadakeru/itadakenai 
      V(te)+itadakemasu/itadakemasen ka 
[Most polite]  3h. V(te)+kudasaimase 
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The imperative forms of the verb in 1a include plain imperative forms (e.g., 

tabero ‘eat,’ tabeyo ‘eat’) and the plain form of the verb followed by the particle of 

prohibition, na (e.g., taberu na ‘do not eat’).  Imperative forms have no mitigating 

function, and thus are considered to be the least polite form.  The forms in 1a 

through 1d are most commonly used by male speakers to a second-person addressee 

of lower social status (Smith 1992b).  In contrast, 1e can be used by a female speaker 

with higher social status and has a softer nuance compared with the more masculine 

forms (Smith 1992b; Sunaoshi 1994).  Both ‘V(plain)+koto’ and ‘V(plain)+yō ni’ in 

1f are affirmative indicative forms, which are often classified as feminine (see 

Appendix B).  They imply that the action is somewhat expected socioculturally and 

put sociocultural pressure on the addressee.  The form ‘V(plain)+koto’ expresses 

stronger sociocultural pressure, while ‘V(plain)+yō ni’ may merely indicate the action 

as standard and/or an aspiration.  The form ‘V(stem)+na’ in 1g is most likely derived 

from ‘V(stem)+nasai’ in 1e.  However, distinct from 1e, ‘V(stem)+na’ in 1g is used 

only in intimate relationships.  The forms in 1h through 1m (except 1i and 1l) are 

also affirmative indicative and are often classified as feminine (see Appendix B for 1h 

and 1k).  Kure in 1i is an irregular imperative form of the (auxiliary) verb kureru 

(Martin 2004).25  This form can be used as a main verb (e.g., kure ‘give [it to me]’ as 

in mizu kure ‘give [me a glass of] water’) or as an auxiliary verb attached to the 

te-form of a verb (e.g., kashite kure ‘lend me (as a favor)’).  Kure in 1i can be 

                                                
25 As discussed previously, the use of kureru may be semantically interpreted as a request.  
Accordingly, its imperative form kure is sometimes treated as the least polite request form (c.f., Furo 
1996; Smith 1992b).  Therefore, I examined the level of politeness for kure before placing it in the 
imperative category.  Using taberu ‘eat’ as a default main verb, three native speakers of Japanese 
were asked to place tabete kure in the list of forms categorized as ‘imperative.’  Although they 
disagreed regarding the precise location, they all agreed that tabete kure is above otabe (1j),.  Thus, 
kure was conservatively placed right above 1j, although given a specific context, the level of politeness 
may change greatly. 
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omitted if it is used in intimate relationships.  The deletion of kure in 1i leaves a 

noun or the te-form of a verb (1l and 1n respectively).  The te-forms of verbs (1n and 

1o) are not finite forms.  Therefore, they may sound incomplete, hesitant, less 

forceful, more polite and/or feminine.  It should be also noted that auxiliary deletion 

may occur in other cases such as irrashai in 1p and chōdai in 3a, and leave the 

te-form of a verb.26  This prospect suggests that the te-form of a verb may express 

multiple levels of politeness and forcefulness in actual discourse.  The only 

difference between 1n and 1o is the use of an interactional sentence-final particle ne 

or yo in 1o, which may express the speaker’s positive politeness (Brown and Levinson 

1978).  Both 1n and 1o can be used either affirmatively or negatively in an intimate 

relationship.  The last form in the imperative category is irasshai.  Goran ‘see’ in 

1m and irasshai ‘come’ in 1p are referential honorifics.  When they are used as 

auxiliary verbs, goran ‘do X and see’ may sound less forceful than irasshai ‘do X and 

come back.’  However, while goran can be used only by superiors to subordinates 

and juniors, irasshai does not enforce such a constraint and does not impose social 

hierarchy.  Therefore, irasshai is placed as a more polite form compared with goran 

in Figure 6. 

The declarative category consists of four forms: the verb of receiving, morau 

(2a), its polite form itadaku (2c), and their variations with the polite verb ending 

-masu: moraimasu (2b) and itadakimasu (2c) respectively.  These forms are 

considered to be less polite than comparable forms in the request and desiderative 

                                                
26 From Figure 6, all forms involved with V(te)—1i and 1m through 4c—were extracted.  Three 
native speakers of Japanese were asked to imagine situations in which they had to use each form with a 
main verb, suru ‘do.’  Then, they were asked if they felt it appropriate to replace the directive with 
‘shite,’ the te-form of suru ‘do.’  All subjects agreed that the forms in 3a, 3b, and 4a are replaceable 
with ‘shite.’ 
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categories. 

Among forms in the request category, the least polite form is a verbal noun 

chōdai in 3a, which expresses the action of receiving in which the receiver is 

commonly the speaker.  When it is used as a request, it is used only in intimate 

relationships.  Many other request forms contain the auxiliary verb kureru and its 

polite variant, kudasaru.  Also, potential forms of verbs for receiving (morau and its 

polite variant itadaku) can be used as requests (3d and 3g, respectively).  All forms 

except chōdai in 3a can differentiate the level of politeness with the use of negative 

forms and polite copulas. 

The last category, ‘Desiderative,’ consists of two types of forms: hoshii and 

-tai.  Hoshii in 4a is an adjective that attaches to the te-form of a verb and acts as an 

auxiliary.  It expresses the speaker’s wish with respect to the behavior of others; thus, 

it is commonly translated in English as ‘I wish for person Y to do X for me.’  On the 

other hand, when the tai-form of a verb is used, it expresses the speaker’s wish with 

respect to his/her own action.  Thus, it is commonly translated as ‘I wish to do X.’  

In the specific case of 4b and 4c, the literal translation is something like ‘I desire to 

receive action X from person Y.’  As a directive, the expressions with the tai-form 

are rather indirect compared with hoshii in 4a.  Thus, they are considered to be more 

polite and may be used as a negative politeness strategy (Brown and Levinson 1978). 

 

7. 2. 2. Unconventional forms 

There are many forms in my data that do not fit in any of the four categories 

discussed above.  Compared with the forms in Figure 6, these forms seem to be 

indirect, implicit, and sometimes fragmentary.  I categorized them in six groups: 
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norm, preference, first-person imperative, statement, question, and fragment.  The 

first category, ‘norm,’ consists of expressions that seem to take sociocultural norms 

for granted.  Seven basic forms and their rough translations are listed below.  The 

second-person singular ‘you’ and the first-person plural ‘we’ are used in the 

translations in order to shed light on the characteristics of the forms. 

 
Directive expressions with a notion of sociocultural norm 
5a. V(stem)+nakucha ikenai ‘you must do X’ 
5b. N/V(plain)+shika nai ‘you have nothing but X’ or ‘you can do nothing but X’ 
5c. N/V(plain)+dake ‘you have only X’ or ‘doing X is the only way for you’ 
5d. V(plain)+mono da ‘we used to do X’ 
5e. V(plain)+beki ‘you should do X’ 
5f. V(plain)+hazu ‘you ought to do X’ 
5g. N  (e.g., kinku ‘taboo words,’ zettai hitsuyō ‘definite necessity’) 
 

Some nouns seem to express a rather strong prohibition or command by setting up 

sociocultural values on the action.  The sentences ending with these nouns are 

categorized in 5g.  The two forms in 1f, V(plain)+koto and V(plain)+yō ni, may 

belong to this category since they also seem to take sociocultural norms for granted.  

However, both forms are commonly accepted as imperative expressions; thus, they 

remain in 1f. 

The second category, ‘preference,’ consists of words that seem to express 

personal preference rather than a sociocultural rule or a norm.  Many forms in this 

category have ii ‘good’ and its variations, such as yokatta ‘good-PAST,’ yokunai ‘not 

good,’ ii desu ‘good-POL,’ and OK ‘okay.’ 

 
Directive expression with a notion of preference 
6a. N (e.g., chansu ‘chance,’ kōkateki ‘effective’) 
6b. phrase+ii ‘it’s good if you do X’ 
6c. V(plain)+hoo ga ii ‘it’s better if you do X’ 
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The difference between 5g and 6a is not always clear-cut.  All ambiguous cases that 

could be either sociocultural norm or personal preference were conservatively placed 

in 6a. 

There are two forms that are supposed to express the speaker’s volition or 

desire, yet seem to direct others to do what the speaker says.  One of them is the use 

of the volitional form of a verb, V(stem)+(y)ō.  McCawley (1968) calls it a 

first-person plural imperative.  He says that the volitional form acts like English let’s, 

and suggests that by using the form, the speaker is asking the second-person addressee 

to do the action X with him/her.  However, in the current study, the volitional form 

is rarely used to invite the addressee to join in an activity with the speaker.  Rather, it 

is used to give the addressee advice or a suggestion about what he/she should do to 

achieve a goal.  Likewise, the tai-form of a verb27, which merely expresses the 

speaker’s own desire, is also used to express advice or a suggestion about what the 

addressee should do.  The main difference between these two forms is the level of 

forcefulness and politeness.  When used to express the speaker’s desire about his/her 

own action, the tai-form conveys a stronger level of desire compared with the 

volitional form.  Thus, the use of the tai-form as a directive may also sound more 

forceful (Masuoka 2004).  However, the tai-form may sound more polite than the 

volitional form, which actively directs the other person’s action in the sense of ‘let’s.’  

There are also similarities between the use of the volitional form and the tai-form.  

Masuoka (2004) states that the use of both forms as directives shares three 

assumptions: 1) both the speaker/writer and the addressee share the same desire, 2) 

                                                
27 The verb followed by the tai-form of an auxiliary verb morau (or its honorific synonym itadaku) is 
separately categorized in the desiderative category since moraitai ‘(I) wish to receive an action X from 
the person Y’ semantically expresses directives explicitly toward the addressee while the tai-forms of a 
verb discussed here do not.  Semantically, they merely state the speaker’s desired to do an action X. 
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both of them believe that action X is the desirable thing to do, and 3) the discourse is 

focused on the addressee and his/her interests.  In other words, use of these forms 

may express peer pressure and/or expectations. 

 
Directive expression with first-person’s volition and desire 
7a. V(stem)+(y)ō ‘I’ll do X’ 
7b. V(stem)+tai ‘I want to do X’ 
 

The next category, ‘statement,’ often involves a conditional sentence that ends 

with a copula.28  Syntactically and semantically, statements are not directives.  

However, in the local context, the sentence expresses the speaker’s advice or 

suggestion—what the other person should do to ensure a desirable solution for the 

topic in question.  For example, the sentence below is an excerpt from Cosmopolitan 

Japan in which the editor discusses how to stay cool when your significant other 

suddenly breaks up with you. 

 
1. Eメール で やりとりすれ ば、  話をしなくて すむ だろう。 
 e-mail    by correspond   COND  talk-NEG     end  COP 

  Cosmo-J, April 2001 
 ‘If (you) correspond (with your ex) by e-mail, it’s possible that (you) don’t need 

to talk (to him in person.)’ 
 

One of many suggestions from the editor of Cosmopolitan to the readers is to avoid 

direct interactions with ex-boyfriends right after breaking up.  In the sentence above, 

the editor expresses a way to achieve the goal (use e-mail instead of calling).  The 

sentence merely states what may happen under what condition.  However, in a 

broader sense, the statement can be understood as a directive targeting the readers of 

                                                
28 Sentences in the declarative sentences consist of a verb of giving (e.g., morau and itadaku) and 
express the direction of an action semantically; Consequently, they explicitly express some type of 
directive.  Therefore, they are different from the sentences in the statement category, which merely 
describe the situation. 
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Cosmopolitan. 

Statements may also occur without a copula.  For example, the following 

sentence is advice from the editor of Cosmopolitan to the readers who are having 

second thoughts about their careers. 

 
2. 先行き が   不安な  とき こそ、初心  に 戻る！ 
 future  SUBJ uncertain time  indeed novice to  return 
  Cosmo-J, April 2001 
 ‘Especially when (you) are uncertain about (your) future, (you) go back to the 

humility of the novice.’ 
 

This advice/suggestion is followed by detailed explanations, such as ‘you had a 

dream’ and ‘you knew there are many things that only a career can bring into your 

life.’  Without a copula, such as darō ‘maybe,’ or the -masu form, which express 

politeness, a sentence such as example 2 may give the impression that the action 

denoted by the main verb is the absolute (and sometimes only) action that the readers 

should take.  In other words, these forms may express the truth and suggest social 

pressure or peer pressure.  In the category ‘statement,’ I also include sentences 

ending with kamo and its variations such as kamo yo and kamo shiremasen, which can 

all be translated into English as maybe or perhaps.  Like example 1, sentences that 

end with one of these forms are often conditional statements and may suggest that the 

other person take a certain action. 

 
Directive expression in the form of a statement 
8a. V/N/Adj/Adv  (see example 2) 
8b. copula da, and its polite form desu approx. ‘is’ in ‘it is,’ ‘there is’ 
8c. copula darō, and its polite form deshō approx. ‘possibly, it is’ 
8d V(plain)+kamo (shirenai) yo ‘it maybe X’ 
 

Some interrogative sentences, which consist of a question word dō ‘how 
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about’ or its polite synonym ikaga, function as directives.  For example, the 

following sentence is extracted from an article in which the editor of Cosmopolitan 

suggests that readers treat themselves “right.”  One of twelve suggestions from the 

editor is to get their shoes shined on the street, so people will perceive ‘you’ as a cool 

working lady. 

 
3. ときどき 靴   を    磨いてもらう のは  いかが？ 
 sometimes shoes ACC  polish-PASS   TOP   how-about 
  Cosmo-J, Jan. 2002 
 ‘How about getting (your) shoes shined once in a while?’ 
 

The sentences may not actually impose the action under discussion on the addressee, 

but by using these question words, the speaker can deliver suggestions and may elicit 

a certain action from the addressee.  These sentences are categorized as 9a. 

Finally, there are some sentence fragments that seem to deliver the speaker’s 

advice or suggestion.  For example, sentence 4 is excerpted from an article in which 

the editor explains why men behave the way they do, and what ‘you’ as women can 

do to overcome the gender difference and connect with men.  The sentence appears 

right after a long discussion about men in general having a short attention span, so 

that women need to deliver their stories like ‘headlines.’ 

 
4. また、彼 の   意見  を   聞く とき  も   気くばり    を。 
 also   he POSS opinion ACC ask   when  also  consideration ACC 
  Cosmo-J, March 2001 
 ‘Also, (you should) take into consideration (the fact that he is not one of us) when 

you ask his opinion.’ 
 

In the article, example 4 begins a series of detailed suggestions: do not ask a yes-no 

question, do not ask how he feels, and so on.  Thus, the sentence can be considered 
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to have an underlying sentence ending, such as shite kudasai ‘please do’ or shiyō 

‘let’s do’ (3e and 7a, respectively).  Nonetheless, these sentences are categorized as 

10a ‘fragment’ in this study. 

 
Other directive expressions  
9a. dō/ikaga ’how about’ 
10a. fragment 
 

All sentences that directly or indirectly direct the other person’s behavior were 

extracted from the database and categorized as one of 1a through 10a.  As long as 

they share the same semantic and pragmatic functions, syntactic features such as tense, 

aspect, and negation are disregarded.  Phonological contractions and variations are 

also disregarded.  That is, the words nakya, nakutcha, and nakya nannai are all 

considered to share the meaning, ‘must,’ and therefore are categorized in 5a, 

V(stem)+nakucha ikenai. 

 

7. 3. Analysis 

7. 3. 1. Frequency 

Despite the fact that both Cosmopolitan Japan and Playboy Japan use the 

same media form, magazines, to form a discourse community for a similar type of 

target reader, the study of the use of directives suggests that they may create quite 

different social structures internally.  The sentence counts reveal that there are 

approximately three times more directives in Cosmopolitan Japan than in Playboy 

Japan (Cosmopolitan Japan: 1,051 occurrences, 14.9% of the total; Playboy Japan: 

378 occurrences, 5.4% of the total).  Furthermore, editors of the two magazines 

show rather opposite patterns: editors of Cosmopolitan Japan uses directives the most 
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out of the entire database, while editors of Playboy Japan uses directives the least 

(Cosmopolitan Japan: 676 occurrences, 18.6% of the total; Playboy Japan: 135 

occurrences, 4.0% of the total).  Table 19 shows the number of directive sentences in 

terms of the person who directs.  There are some cases, such as indirect quotations, 

in which the sender of the sentence and the person who actually directs in the 

sentence do not match.  Those sentences constitute less than 1% of the total 

occurrences and therefore are disregarded.  The percentages in parentheses are based 

on the number of sentences that are uttered by each sender group.  In this chapter, to 

make discussion simpler, I use ‘sender’ to indicate the person who directs. 

 
TABLE 19, The number of directive sentences 
 Cosmopolitan Japan Playboy Japan 

 Male Female Editor Total Male Female Editor Total 

Directive 161 
(14.7) 

214 
(9.2) 

676 
(18.6) 

1,051 
(14.9) 

126 
(5.0) 

117 
(11.0) 

135 
(4.0) 

378 
(5.4) 

Total 1,097 2,332 3,640 7,069 2,522 1,066 3,398 6,986 
 

The only apparent similarity in Table 19 is the greater use of directives by 

senders of the opposite sex from the readers (male senders of Cosmopolitan Japan 

and female senders of Playboy Japan).  Other than that, the distribution of directive 

sentences in relation to the sender is rather asymmetrical.  The asymmetrical 

distribution of directive sentences can be found not only in frequency but also in the 

addressees of directives.  For the current study, all directive sentences are 

recategorized in relation to five types of addressees: male, female, editor, reader, and 

unknown.  The directives that appear to address the editor and the readers are 

categorized as ‘editor’ and ‘reader’ respectively.  The remaining sentences are 

divided into three groups: male, female, and unknown, depending on the gender of the 
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addressee.  In Table 20, the five types of addressees are listed horizontally, while the 

three types of senders are listed vertically.  The numbers in brackets represent the 

percentage of the total. 

 
TABLE 20, The number of occurrences in relation to the types of addressees 
Cosmopolitan Japan 

addressee 
sender Male Female Editor Reader Unknown Total 

Male 6 
[3.9] 

121 
[75.1] 

0 
[0.0] 

19 
[11.6] 

15 
[9.4] 

161 
[100.0] 

Female 68 
[31.9] 

9 
[4.3] 

0 
[0.0] 

112 
[52.2] 

25 
[11.6] 

214 
[100.0] 

Editor 0 
[0.0] 

0 
[0.0] 

0 
[0.0] 

676 
[100.0] 

0 
[0.0] 

676 
[100.0] 

 
Playboy Japan 

addressee 
sender Male Female Editor Reader Unknown Total 

Male 81 
[64.3] 

21 
[16.7] 

9 
[7.1] 

3 
[2.4] 

12 
[9.5] 

126 
[100.0] 

Female 18 
[15.4] 

0 
[0.0] 

3 
[2.6] 

90 
[76.9] 

6 
[5.1] 

117 
[100.0] 

Editor 3 
[2.2] 

3 
[2.2] 

0 
[0.0] 

129 
[95.6] 

0 
[0.0] 

135 
[100.0] 

 

As Table 20 shows, editors of Cosmopolitan Japan, which uses directives the 

most frequently out of the entire database, specifically targets directives to the readers.  

Although the frequency is much lower, editors of Playboy Japan maintains the same 

tendency and uses directives mainly toward the readers.  A pragmatic examination 

reveals that all directives by editors, except three ambiguous cases, are used to give 

their readers suggestions and advice.  These facts may suggest that editors of both 

magazines play authoritative figures and give their readers directives 

straightforwardly.  This hierarchical relationship seems to be rather rigid, since 

editors almost never receive directives from the other two sender groups.  

Interestingly, this is the only similarity between the two magazines that can be found 
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in Table 20. 

In Cosmopolitan Japan, male senders utter more directives than female 

senders, and they tend to address their directives to women—not to the editors, the 

readers, or other men.  This tendency implies that male senders may discuss topics 

related to women outside the discourse community in the form of what they said to 

their girlfriends and so on.  If that is the case, the use of directives by male senders 

sustains the suggestion that is presented in Chapter 5 based on the use of third-person 

singular referential forms.  That is, male (and female) senders of Cosmopolitan 

Japan gossip and/or confess their private heterosexual relationships.  The tendency 

is weaker but is observed with female senders; one-third of the total directive 

sentences uttered by female senders are addressed to men.  However, unlike male 

senders, female senders also give directives to the readers (112 times, 52.2% of the 

total).  Although a closer examination is required, these tendencies may suggest 

interesting social relationships inside Cosmopolitan Japan.  That is, there is a group 

of men and women in Cosmopolitan Japan who share their heterosexual thoughts 

and/or experiences with the readers.  These men and women (especially men) may 

not interact with the editors and/or the readers as far as the use of directives is 

concerned.  Additionally, there is a group of women who may place themselves in a 

higher social status—like senior members of the discourse community—and give 

directives to the readers.  At an equal level, if not higher, are the editors of the 

magazine, who focuses solely on the readers and gives them suggestions and advice.  

Furthermore, based on the frequent use of second-person singular referential forms 

(see Chapter 5), it seems safe to propose that the editors of Cosmopolitan Japan 

frequently gives suggestions and advice to the readers in a very personal manner. 
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In Playboy Japan, male senders—the same gender as the target 

readers—rarely use directive sentences.  Also, when directives are used, they tend to 

address another man, not another woman like male senders of Cosmopolitan Japan do.  

The pattern is also different from female senders of Cosmopolitan Japan who address 

their directive to the target readers as the same-gender senior members.  These 

tendencies may suggest that unlike female senders of Cosmopolitan Japan, male 

senders of Playboy Japan do not overtly play a senior member role in the discourse 

community.  As for female senders of Playboy Japan, they use directives the most 

out of all sender groups in the magazine (more than twice as much as each of the 

other sender groups), and they tend to address these directives to the readers.  It 

should be noted that in the two magazines, the female senders are playing a main 

advising role and giving advice to the readers.  The tendency is stronger in Playboy 

Japan, which suggests an interactional aspect of female senders of Playboy Japan. 

 

7. 3. 2. Forms 

The forms most frequently used by each sender group also show interesting 

similarities and differences within and between the two magazine discourses.  On 

average, each sender group uses 18 to 25 different types of directives.  Female 

senders and editors tend to use more varieties than male senders of both magazines.  

In addition, each sender group of Cosmopolitan Japan uses 5 to 9 more varieties than 

their counterparts of Playboy Japan.  These numbers confirm tendencies that 

Sunaoshi (1995) found: women used more variety of structures compared to men.  In 

both magazines, the forms categorized under declarative, statement, question, and 

fragment (2, 8, 9, and 10, respectively) are rarely used.  Also, the relatively polite 
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expressions listed in Figure 6 seem to be dispreferred in both magazines.  Finally, 

the use of the first-person imperative (7) is for the most part restricted to editors of 

Cosmopolitan Japan (89.4% of the total occurrences of the form in the entire 

database).  All these tendencies seem to be clear and strong, although they do not tell 

us what is behind the differences and the tendencies.  Therefore, in order to 

understand the causes of the differences, the three most frequently used forms by each 

sender group are closely examined.  Three forms are chosen because these forms 

make up a good part—somewhere between 37.6% and 59.5%—of the total use of 

directives by each sender group.  In addition, these forms are the only forms that 

make up more than 10% of the total number of directive sentences produced by 

respective senders.  In Table 21, each column shows the three most used forms in 

descending order of frequency.  From left to right, each cell shows the category, the 

prototypical construction, the number of occurrences, and the percentage of the total 

directive sentences used by each category of sender. 

 
TABLE 21, Three most frequently used directives in relation to senders 
Cosmopolitan Japan 

Male Female Editor 
4a (-te hoshii) 31 (26.5) 1n (V te-form) 28 (13.0) 7a (Vstem+yō) 133 (19.7) 
1a (IMP) 25 (15.4) 8a (N/V/ADV) 28 (13.0) 8a (N/V) 81 (11.9) 
1n (V te-form) 25 (15.4) 3e (-te kudasai) 25 (11.6) 5g (N) 71 (10.5) 
Playboy Japan 

Male Female Editor 
1a (IMP) 48 (38.1) 1n (V te-form) 21 (17.9) 1a (IMP) 33 (24.4) 
1i (-te kure) 15 (11.9) 1f (koto) 18 (15.4) 6b (ii) 24 (17.8) 
4a (-te hoshii) 12 (9.5) 6a (dame) 15 (12.8) 1f (koto/yō ni) 18 (13.3) 
 

The majority of the top three forms used by male senders of Cosmopolitan 

Japan all address women.  However, the use of these forms may be differentiated 

syntactically or socioculturally.  A closer examination suggests that -te hoshii is most 
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likely used in statement sentences such as ‘I want her to do X’ (29 out of 31 

occurrences), while imperative forms of verbs tend to be used as direct quotation (22 

out of 25 occurrences).  The third form, the te-form of a verb, appears in both types 

of sentences.  However, this form tends to be used when male senders have 

authoritative social titles, such as medical doctors and professors.  As was previously 

discussed, the level of forcefulness and the politeness of the te-form of a verb may 

vary, depending on the context.  At any rate, the te-form of a verb is relatively polite 

within the category ‘imperative,’ and it can be more polite than -te kureru 3b and -te 

hoshii in 4a.  Ide and Inoue (1992) suggests that women of higher social status may 

use more polite forms and honorifics to display their courteousness.  Avoidance of 

forms like 1a and use of relatively polite expressions like 1n suggests that not only 

women of higher social status, but also men of higher social status, may prefer to use 

relatively polite forms in a certain context.  It should be noted that the addressee’s 

social title does not seem to affect the choice of these three forms. 

As for female senders of Cosmopolitan Japan, the te-form of a verb is most 

likely to be used with male addressees in an intimate relationship with the sender.  In 

contrast, the other two forms (8a and 3e) tend to be used to give suggestions and 

advice to the readers.  The words categorized in 8a are statements that function as 

suggestions and advice.  They sound as if the statements are the obvious decision to 

be followed.  In other words, these directives are not particularly polite and may 

express sociocultural norms and/or peer pressure toward the readers.  On the other 

hand, -te kudasai and variations form request sentences, and the level of politeness is 

rather high.  The relatively similar frequency in the use of these two forms may 

suggest that female senders of Cosmopolitan Japan use ‘the carrot and the stick’ 
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approach to relate to the readers.  It should be noted that sender’s social status does 

not seem to affect the choice of words in this case. 

This ‘carrot and stick’ approach, however, is not used by editors of 

Cosmopolitan Japan.  Rather, editors seem to assimilate their identities to the 

readers by using the volitional form of a verb.  By so doing, editors seem to act as a 

proxy for the reader and provide suggestions and advice as if they are stating an 

obvious course of action to be taken.  As discussed before, the underlying subject of 

7a (V(stem)+yō) is ‘I’ or ‘we,’ and they are commonly translated as ‘I wish,’ ‘let’s,’ 

or ‘we shall.’  However, pragmatically, these volitional forms in Cosmopolitan 

Japan are not used to express the editors’ wishes or invitations for an activity.  If 

anything, they are used to give the readers suggestions and advice.  This observation 

is supported syntactically through the use of second-person singular referential forms.  

Nearly one-third of the volitional forms used by editors have the readers as an overt 

subject or topic of a sentence (anata ‘you’: 26 sentences, 19.5% of the total; jibun 

‘self’ which is clearly identified as you from the context: 15 sentences, 11.3% of the 

total).  This correlation is three times higher than the average frequency (the use of 

second-person singular referential forms: 371 out of the total of 3,640 sentences, 

10.2%).  In other words, the frequent use of second-person singular referential forms 

with the volitional form guarantees that the sentences are not invitations or the 

editors’ wishes.  Rather, they suggest what the readers may want to do.  For this 

reason, the use of the volitional form of a verb may suggest a unique relationship 

between the editors of Cosmopolitan Japan and the readers.  That is, the use of 

volitional forms may help to assimilate the editors’ and the readers’ identities and 

help to deliver the editors’ advice as if it is the readers’ inner thoughts and/or their 
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personal wishes.  This strategy may help to create an intimate atmosphere between 

the editors and the readers despite the fact that directives can indicate the speaker’s 

perception of the power hierarchy between the giver and the receiver.  Like the 

volitional forms, various words in 8a and 5g also do not sound like wisdom from the 

editors.  These words syntactically state facts rather than the editors’ suggestions and 

advice.  Therefore, they may sound as if these are ‘the facts we all know’ and/or ‘the 

right thing to do, we all agree.’  Overall, all three forms, which are frequently used 

by the editors, may make directives sound natural, normal, and/or like the proper 

thing to do.  As a result, they may be able to put some sociocultural pressure on the 

readers to act in certain ways. 

Male senders of Playboy Japan rarely use directives.  However, when they 

do, like male senders of Cosmopolitan Japan, they often use the imperative forms of 

the verb (1a) and -te hoshii (4a).  Senders seem to alternate between these two forms 

according to the gender of the addressee.  That is, the imperative forms in 1a most 

likely address men (44 out of 48 occurrences), while -te hoshii and its variations often 

address women (7 out of 12 occurrences).  A closer examination is required; 

however, this difference suggests gender assimilation on the level of politeness by 

male senders in a mixed-gender conversation.  Based on the use of sentence-final 

particles and polite predicates, Terao and Zimmerman (2000) suggest that male 

senders use more feminine expressions—softer and more polite options—when they 

interact with female interlocutors.  As far as I know, there is no research that 

suggests gender assimilation in the choice of volitional forms.  However, it would 

not be surprising if male senders use less forceful and more polite expressions not 

only in terms of particles and polite predicates, but also in terms of directive 
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expressions.  Another frequently used form is -te kure (1i), which is located between 

the imperative forms (1a) and -te hoshii (4a) on the politeness scale.  Like the 

imperative forms in 1a, -te kure tends to address men (all occurrences).  However, 

there is a difference between these two forms in terms of the sender.  The senders of 

-te kure tend to be of higher social status than the addressees (12 out of 15 

occurrences), while the same is not particularly true with the imperative forms in 1a 

(23 out of 48 occurrences).  Although the difference may be small, this tendency 

confirms the suggestion that was made based on the use directives by male senders of 

Cosmopolitan Japan: male senders use more polite and/or less forceful directives 

when they are of higher social status. 

Female senders of Playboy Japan use directives the most in the magazine.  

The most frequently used form by these female senders is the te-form of a verb, the 

same as female senders of Cosmopolitan Japan.  The second most frequently used 

form is the nominalizer koto, which lacks politeness and may sound more forceful 

compared with the te-form of a verb.  The word dame ‘no good’ or ‘no use,’ which 

is categorized as ‘preference,’ is also used frequently.  All three types of directives 

address the readers and give them advice about relationships.  However, there is a 

difference between the use of the te-form of a verb and the use of the nominalizer koto 

or the word dame.  That is, the nominalizer koto and the word dame are used only by 

female senders who identify themselves as some sort of authority, such as a sex expert, 

an author of a well-known book, or a lecturer at a sex seminar (1f koto: 18 out of 18 

occurrences; 6a dame: 15 out of 15 occurrences).  In contrast, the female senders 

who are not identified as authorities tend to use the te-form of a verb (15 out of 21 

occurrences).  This tendency is rather counterintuitive, since male senders in higher 
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social positions seem to use comparatively more polite forms that other male senders 

of both Cosmopolitan Japan and Playboy Japan.  In contrast, authoritative female 

senders of Playboy Japan use rather forceful and less polite directive expressions 

compared with female senders without such social positions.  This tendency may 

suggest that female senders of Playboy Japan play not only the main advising 

characters, but also very powerful ones, who have distance from the readers. 

Editors of Playboy Japan use directives the least in the entire database.  

However, when directives are used, they most likely addressed to the readers (129 

occurrences, 95.6% of the total).  Therefore, it is not an accident that the addressees 

of the three most frequently used forms are the readers.  As for word choice, like 

male senders, editors of Playboy Japan prefer to use the most forceful and least polite 

forms—imperative forms of a verb in 1a—the most.  Editors also use the affirmative 

indicatives categorized in 1f and ii ‘good’ and its variants, categorized in 6b.  To 

some extent, these forms are similar to the choices of directives made by female 

senders in higher social positions.  The difference between editors and authoritative 

female senders may be the fact that editors use the less forceful expression yō ni as 

well as the relatively demanding nominalizer koto (10 out of 18 occurrences) and 

forms in ‘preference,’ which are based on a positive scale (ii ‘good’) rather than a 

negative scale (dame ‘no good’).  In general, editors of Playboy Japan use various 

imperative forms of a verb like male senders of both magazines.  Also, they use 

directives that assume some level of sociocultural expectations (1f) and personal 

expectations (6b).  However, there is no evidence to suggest that editors of Playboy 

Japan try to assimilate his identity to the readers in the way that editors of 

Cosmopolitan Japan do.
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7. 4. Conclusion 

The use of directives in Cosmopolitan Japan and Playboy Japan shows that 

some general tendencies are shared by the two magazines.  Senders of both 

magazines do not use extremely polite expressions.  This trend may suggest that both 

magazines are private and relatively friendly discourse communities in which senders 

do not have to be overtly polite.  Also, female senders seem to prefer the te-form of a 

verb, while male senders seem to prefer imperative forms of a verb.  This tendency 

supports previous studies such as Furo (1996), Smith (1992b), and Sunaoshi (1994), 

as well as sociocultural expectations of men, who can be assertive, versus women, 

who need to show deference.  As an exception, male senders of Cosmopolitan Japan 

frequently use the te-form of a verb.  Closer examination is required; however, this 

may be due to gender assimilation.  The tendency may also suggest that men of 

higher social status use more relatively polite forms than men of lower social status. 

The level of politeness may not be the only difference which interacts with the 

gender of senders.  That is, editors of Cosmopolitan Japan—an authoritative female 

voice—not only use fewer conventional directive forms (1a through 4c), but also 

shows very different word choices from editors of Playboy Japan—an authoritative 

male voice.  Smith (1992b) and Sunaoshi (1995) suggest that rather than making 

their talk like men, women in authoritative positions have chosen different words to 

empower their own speech.  Although the words which are used by female speakers 

in their data are different from what editors of Cosmopolitan Japan use, the present 

study may support the idea that Japanese politeness is not a simple binary system: 

there could be a female power continuum that is distinct from the male power 

continuum (Smith 1992b). 
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Assuming that the use of directives can indicate the speaker’s perception of 

the power hierarchy between the participants, the present study also suggests that 

these two magazines may have distinctively different social structures inside.  In 

Cosmopolitan Japan, editors and female senders—the same gender as their target 

readers—often address directives to the readers.  This tendency seems to create a 

unified discourse community, with the readers as members of lower social status.  At 

the same time, the word choices made by editors and female senders do not give the 

impression that the readers are hopeless and powerless.  This is due to the fact that 

female senders use both polite requests (3e) and expressions which convey social 

pressure (8a).  This ‘carrot and stick’ strategy allows the readers’ social status to be 

ambiguous: sometimes up, and sometimes down.  Moreover, the use of first-person 

imperatives by editors gives the impression that the directives are not handed down to 

the readers.  Rather, they are the readers’ inner thoughts, which they could not 

articulate well before.  Although these tendencies may present a friendly atmosphere 

on the surface, they may actually apply high sociocultural pressure on the readers in 

terms of what they should do and how they should think. 

Playboy Japan, on the other hand, does not seem to create a gender-specific 

discourse community.  Moreover, it seems to involve rather less group-oriented 

interactions as far as the use of directives is concerned.  The suggestions and advice 

to their male readers are mainly given by female senders—the opposite gender from 

the readers.  The forms used by female senders are not distinctively polite or less 

forceful.  Rather, they may sound relatively demanding (1f) and opinionated (6a).  

Editors, who also give directives to the readers, use similar types of directives.  The 

use of these forms over the forms in 5g and 8a suggests that editors and female 
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senders do not assume that they share the same views as the readers.  The lack of 

politeness may help to create intimacy with the readers.  However, these word 

choices do not assimilate editors’ and female senders’ identities to the readers’ 

identities.  It should also be noted that the use of directives does not particularly 

suggest that male senders of Playboy Japan play the role of big brothers or senior 

members of the discourse community.  If they actually play such social roles, it must 

be in a less direct and explicit manner than by giving directives. 
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8. PASSIVES 

8. 1. Introduction 

Whether passive sentences are derived from their active counterparts or not is 

a subject of debate.  However, there is no doubt that the passive voice highlights a 

different focus and perspective than its active counterpart (Hoffman 1977; Jespersen 

1965:167).  Not surprisingly, the shift in focus is constrained not only syntactically 

and semantically, but also socioculturally.  For instance, Jugaku (1979) finds that the 

word ai, ‘love’ in Japanese, was used only to describe a male emotion before the 

Meiji period (1868-1912).  Today, the word ai ‘love’ describes an emotion attributed 

to both genders.  However, when it is used to discuss one’s relationship, women tend 

to choose the passive voice, ai sareru ‘to be loved,’ while men tend to use the active 

voice, ai suru ‘to love’ (Jugaku 1979:114-116).  Needless to say, there is no 

syntactic constraint against there being a female agent for the verb ai suru ‘to love.’  

However, having a female agent for this particular ‘action’ does not fit 

socioculturally; therefore, Japanese women prefer to describe the situation—having a 

love relationship—in the passive voice and to present themselves as the patients of the 

action ‘to love.’  On the other hand, men prefer to describe themselves as the agents 

of the action; consequently, they may appear to be more in charge in a relationship. 

In this chapter, I study the use of the passive voice and determine whether 

there is any gender-related motivation that may promote or inhibit passivization.  

First, I review English and Japanese passive constructions, showing how comparison 

suggests that the passive voice in both languages requires a shift in focus and/or 

perspective from the active counterpart.  Also, I explore arguments that the passive 

voice in Japanese in general often suggests a sense of inevitability, a lack of control, 
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or an inability to prevent something from happening (Makino and Tsutsui 1995; 

Maynard 1997:131).  Using these claims, I discuss what tends to be the typical 

passive subject—the focus of a sender’s interest—in English and in Japanese; I also 

show how the magazines and the gender of the senders, or both, may interact with the 

differences in the focus between the two languages. 

 

8. 2. English Passives 

Givón (1979:186) defines passivization as the process by which a non-agent is 

promoted to the role of a main topic of the sentence.  Both the English passive voice 

and the Japanese passive voice fit Givón’s definition, although they can be quite 

different syntactically and semantically.  Fundamentally, passivizing an English 

sentence transforms the object of the transitive verb, which is characteristically a 

patient in the active voice, into the grammatical subject.  Consequently, the original 

subject is demoted to the object of a prepositional phrase, which is typically marked 

by the word by.  Also, the verb form is changed to the past participle, with a form of 

be or get placed before it.  There are certain syntactic restrictions on the use of the 

English transitive passive voice.  For example, not all transitive verbs can undergo 

passivization (e.g., He lacks experience.  *Experience is lacked by him.).  Also, 

some passive constructions, such as ‘I am married,’ may lose semantic passivity and 

become rather unmarked constructions, eventually becoming preferred over their 

active-voice counterparts in naturally occurring conversation (Mizutani 1985). 

Beside the transitive passive discussed above, English also has the intransitive 

passive.  The intransitive passive is also called the impersonal passive, and only a 

limited category of intransitive verbs—mainly verbs of perception, such as say, think, 
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and know—can undergo passivization.  The subject of the intransitive verb is deleted, 

and a dummy subject, which has neither thematic nor referential content, is promoted 

to the passive subject position (e.g., People say…  It is said…).  If there are both 

transitive and intransitive alternatives, the transitive passive voice tends to be 

preferred over the intransitive passive voice. 

In English, the passive voice is most likely chosen over the active counterpart 

due to one of the following pragmatic or functional reasons. 

 
a. The active subject is unknown or cannot easily be stated. 
b. The active subject is self-evident from the context. 
c. There may be a special reason (tact or delicacy of sentiment) for not 

mentioning the active subject. 
d. Even if the active subject is indicated (“converted subject”) the passive turn is 

preferred if one takes naturally a greater interest in the passive than in the 
active subject. 

e. The passive turn may facilitate the connexion of one sentence with another. 
(Jespersen 1965:167-168) 

 
Jespersen’s observations above can be summarized as agent defocusing or (active) 

subject deletion (Shibatani 1985), in which the focus of the statement shifts to the 

patient of the active sentence (Jespersen 1965; Mizutani 1985).  The motivations for 

and restrictions on the use of the passive voice may not be always easy to account for.  

However, study of English passive subjects may elucidate how the speaker perceives 

the event.  Moreover, patterns in the data may shed light on the socioculturally 

expected way of viewing a particular event. 

 

8. 3. Japanese Passives 

Japanese has at least two types of passive constructions—one called the direct 

passive, and the other called the indirect passive.  The direct passive is similar to the 
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English transitive passive: the direct object of the transitive verb in the active sentence 

is promoted to the subject position, and the verb takes the passive suffix -(r)are.29  

The original subject in the active sentence is demoted to an oblique agent and can be 

omitted.  When the agent appears in the passive sentence, it is marked by ni, ni yotte, 

kara, or de, depending on the agentive influence on the passive subject (Inoue 1976), 

the passive subject’s point of view about the situation (Kuno 1986; Kuroda 1985; 

Tsujimura 1996), the source of the situation (Makino and Tsutsui 1995), the animacy 

of the passive subject (Martin 2004), and so on.  The sentences below describe the 

same event; the first is a direct passive sentence from Playboy Japan, and the second 

is an active sentence that is semantically similar to the passive sentence.30 

 
1. (direct) Shōn wa   wakai renchū ni    chūmoku-sare-ta        kamo. 
  Shawn-TOP young-people-by take-notice-PASS-PAST maybe 

  ‘Shawn might have been noticed by young people.’ Play-J, June 2001 
 
 (active) wakai renchū wa    Shōn o    chūmoku-shi-ta    kamo. 
  Young-people-TOP Shawn-ACC take-notice-PAST maybe 

  ‘Young people might have noticed Shawn.’ 
 

In the passive sentence, a man name Shōn ‘Shawn’ (the direct object of the transitive 

verb in the active sentence) is promoted to the subject position, and wakai renchū 

‘young people’ (the subject in the active sentence) is demoted to an oblique agent and 

marked by ni.  Also, the passive suffix -(r)are attaches to the verb, chūmoku-shita 

‘took notice,’ yielding chūmoku-sareta.  Because different agent markers—ni, ni 

yotte, kara, and de—reflect somewhat different types of semantic relationships 

                                                
29 The suffix -(r)are has multiple functions: it can mark the passive voice, the potential, the 
spontaneous, and the honorific form.  Therefore, theoretically, a verb with the suffix -(r)are may have 
multiple meanings.  However, the four readings listed above have no semantic relationship; thus, it is 
rare for native speakers of Japanese to confuse the four readings (Shibatani 1990). 
30 In this section, the Japanese examples are given in rōmaji, the Roman alphabet, in order to present 
the passivization clearly.  For the same reason, particles are shown hyphenated and attached to 
morphemes in the glosses. 
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between the agent and the subject, some scholars further subdivide direct passive 

constructions based on agent marker (c.f., Maynard 1997; Tsujimura 1996).  At any 

rate, just as for English transitive passives, when the speaker uses a direct passive 

construction in Japanese, he or she is making a statement from the viewpoint of the 

patient of the action.  This also means that the passive subject is necessarily involved 

with the event denoted by the statement, although the degree of involvement may vary 

depending on the main verb (Shibatani 1990). 

The indirect passive, in contrast, is very different from the English passive in 

many respects.  It involves either a transitive or an intransitive verb and does not 

have an active counterpart.  A new subject, which is often adversely affected by the 

event denoted in the sentence, appears in the subject position of the passive sentence 

(Kokuritsu Kokugo Kenkyūjo 1960; Makino and Tsutsui 1995:367; Tsujimura 1996).  

In other words, the subject of the indirect passive voice often has neither control over 

the event nor direct involvement with it, but is indirectly affected by the event.  The 

example below shows an indirect passive sentence excerpted from Playboy Japan, 

followed by a constructed sentence in the active voice that denotes the same event 

from the viewpoint of the agent of the action. 

 
2. (indirect) Doggu ga  (kēsatsu ni)  tejō o         kake-rare-te-iru 
  Dog-SUBJ (police-by) handcuffs-ACC snap-PASS-PROG 

  ‘Dog is getting handcuffs on him (by the police).’ Play-J, May 2004 
 
 (active) (kēsatsu ga)    Doggu ni  tejō o          kake-te-iru 
  (police-SUBJ) Dog-on    handcuffs-ACC snap-PROG 

  ‘A policeman is snapping handcuffs on Dog.’ 
 

Both sentences describe a situation in which a bounty hunter named Dog, who is the 

main character of the article, is getting arrested by Mexican police officers.  In other 
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words, they share the same agent (kēsatsu ‘police’), patient (Doggu ‘Dog’), and direct 

object (tejō ‘handcuffs’) of the event.  Like the direct passive construction, the 

subject of the active sentence, kēsatsu ‘police,’ is demoted to an oblique agent in the 

indirect passive sentence.  However, distinct from the direct passive construction, the 

direct object of the transitive verb tejō ‘handcuffs’ is not promoted to the subject 

position in the indirect passive sentence.  Instead, the patient of the action, Doggu 

‘Dog,’ is promoted to the subject position despite the fact that he is indirectly affected 

by the police’s action—snapping on handcuffs.  The degree of the patient’s 

involvement in this particular excerpt, however, is rather high, compared with more 

unmarked cases.  For example, the constructed sentence below gives a textbook case 

of the indirect passive, in which the subject has nothing to do with the event in any 

respect. 

 
3. (indirect) (watashi wa)  akachan ni  nak-are-ta. 
  (I-TOP)      baby-by    cry-PASS-PAST 

  ‘(lit.) I was cried by the baby.’  ‘The baby cried on me.’ 
(Hatasa et al. 2000:445) 

 (active) akachan ga  nai-ta. 
  baby-SUBJ  cry-PAST. 

  ‘The baby cried.’ 
 

The basic fact denoted in the two sentences is that the baby cried.  The active voice 

states the event by centering on the agent’s point of view, and does not express what 

the speaker (who may well be an innocent bystander) thinks about the event.  In 

contrast, the indirect passive sentence above describes the situation from the speaker’s 

point of view and connotes inconvenience, suggesting that the subject of the passive 

sentence (in this case, the speaker) is affected in the sense that he or she is somehow 

inconvenienced by the event described.  Therefore, the indirect passive sentence in 3 
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is a perfect utterance to use when a speaker complains to his or her friends about not 

getting enough sleep.  It should be noted that due to the lack of direct involvement in 

the event and the adversity reading, it can be difficult to translate Japanese indirect 

passive sentences both accurately and naturally into English directly (Shibatani 

1990:318).  In the case of example 3, the pragmatically approximate translation may 

be something like, ‘(I did nothing, but) the baby cried on me (spontaneously and 

uncontrollably).’ 

The Japanese causative voice can also undergo passivization.  When a 

passive is formed from a causative sentence, the subject of the causative sentence (the 

causer) is demoted to the oblique agent of the action and marked by -ni or -kara.  

The patient of the action (the causee), who is forced or allowed to do something by 

the causer, is promoted to the subject position.  Also, the verb, which is already 

marked by the causative suffix -(s)ase, is passivized and marked by the passive suffix 

-(r)are.  In other words, the passive suffix -(r)are is to the right of the causative 

suffix, and both can be suffixed to a root verb at the same time.  The first example 

sentence below is a constructed causative sentence which states that Nike made the 

athlete Michael Johnson promise not to talk about his new shoes for the next 

Olympics.  When the same event is expressed from Johnson’s point of view, 

however, it becomes the second example sentence below, a causative passive sentence 

excerpted from Playboy Japan. 

 
4. (causative) Naiki wa  watashi ni  sore o   yakusoku-sase-te…. 
  Nike-TOP  I-to      it-ACC  promise-do-CAUS 

  ‘Nike makes me promise it….’ 
 
 (passive) (watashi wa)  Naiki kara  sore o   yakusoku-sase-rare-te…. 
  (I-TOP)     Nike-by   it-ACC   promise-do-CAUS-PASS 

  ‘I am made to promise it by Nike, and….’ Play-J, Dec. 2000 
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In the causative passive sentence, the patient, watashi ‘I’, is promoted to the subject 

position.  The causative subject, Naiki ‘Nike,’ is demoted to oblique agent position, 

and the root verb is suffixed by the causative suffix -(s)ase and the passive suffix 

-(r)are.  Syntactically, the causative passive voice is similar to the direct passive 

voice because it always has a causative voice counterpart.  At the same time, it is 

also similar to the indirect passive voice since both transitive and intransitive verbs 

can undergo passivization. 

Scholars do no agree on whether all types of Japanese passives—especially 

the direct passive voice and the indirect passive voice—should be syntactically treated 

uniformly (see Shibatani 1990 for details).  The indirect passive does not have an 

active counterpart, and the relationship between the passive subject and the event 

denoted by the sentence is very different from the relationship denoted by the direct 

passive.  The non-uniform hypothesis argues that the neutral-adversity opposition 

appears to correlate straightforwardly with the direct-indirect opposition and that 

therefore the two should be treated separately.  However, the adverse effect can also 

be seen with the direct passive (Takahashi et al. 1992; Tsujimura 1996).  Similarly, 

the adverse effect can be less significant with some indirect passive sentences, as in 

example 2.  This suggests that the adversity reading does not come from the 

direct-indirect opposition.  Rather, the adversity reading may be triggered by the 

relation between the passive subject and the event denoted in the passive sentence.  

To be more precise, the adversity reading seems to obtain when the event described 

does not directly affect the subject of the passive sentence (Martin 2004; Shibatani 

1990).  By definition, the subject of the indirect passive—especially with an 

intransitive verb—is not directly affected by the event; hence, indirect passive 
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sentences tend to have adverse meanings (Shibatani 1990).  On the other hand, the 

subject of the direct passive is usually directly affected by the event described.  Thus, 

the direct passive sentence typically does not have an adverse meaning.  In other 

words, grammatically, there is nothing to make native speakers of Japanese interpret 

the passive as adverse effect (Iori et. al. 2001).  Whether the subject is affected 

negatively or positively may depend on the local context (Makino and Tsutsui 1995) 

and on ‘common sense,’ which may be heavily influenced by sociocultural 

expectations. 

There are no explanatorily sufficient reasons for treating all passive 

constructions alike.  However, neither the direct-indirect opposition nor the 

neutral-adversity opposition sets forth criteria for distinguishing Japanese passives 

satisfactorily.  Since all passive constructions in Japanese involve the same passive 

suffix and express a focus on the passive subject, all types of passive voices discussed 

in this section are included in the analysis in the current study. 

 

8. 4. Method 

When an English text is translated into Japanese, individual sentences may be 

added, translated, or omitted (as illustrated in Figure 3, Chapter 4).  For the current 

study, all sentences that have the passive voice in the original English sentence or in 

the translated Japanese sentence were excerpted and categorized in the same manner.  

The first type, ‘added,’ consists of Japanese passive sentences that do not have any 

English equivalent (Type 1).  The second type, ‘translated,’ has sentences that have 

some English-Japanese correspondence.  The sentences in the ‘translated’ category 

are subdivided into three groups: English active voice translated into Japanese passive 
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voice (Type 2); English passive voice translated into Japanese passive voice (Type 3); 

and English passive voice translated into Japanese active voice (Type 4).  The last 

category, ‘omitted,’ contains English passive sentence that were not translated in the 

Japanese articles (Type 5).  The figure below shows each category schematically; 

shading is used to highlight passive sentences.31 

 
FIGURE 7, The relationship between Japanese and English sentences (Passive) 

Category Japanese sentence English sentence Sub-type 
Added 

 
Type 1 
 

 

  

Translated Type 2: Passivization 
 

 

 
 

 

• Others (Ex. 5) 

 Type 3 
 

 

 
 

 

• Exact translation 

 Type 4: Activization 
 

 

 
 

 

• Semantically 
same (Ex. 6) 
• Others (Ex. 7) 

Omitted Type 5  
 

 

 

 

As the ‘sub-type’ column in Figure 7 suggests, two kinds of active-to-passive 

translations are observed within Type 2.  The first group consists of sentences that 

undergo the prototypical passivization: the object of an English active sentence is 

promoted to the subject position of a Japanese passive sentence, and the subject of an 

English active sentence is demoted to an oblique agent in a Japanese passive sentence.  

There are also sentences in which a new subject—neither the subject nor the object of 

an English active sentence—is promoted to the subject position of a Japanese passive 
                                                
31 English transitive passive sentences that do not have (reasonable) active counterparts were excluded 
from the data, including ‘I was born in N.Y.,’ ‘He got engaged,’ ‘The couple got hitched,’ ‘She was 
supposed to move in with. . .,’ and so forth.  The decision to exclude these sentences was made by a 
linguist who is a native speaker of English. 
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sentence.  For example, the following English sentence and its Japanese translation 

describe the same event, in which the speaker runs into her ex-boyfriend at a New 

Year’s Eve party and spends the night with him at his house afterwards.  However, 

the event is expressed from slightly different perspectives in the examples. 

 
5. (English active sentence) 
 We ended up going home together. Cosmo-E, Feb. 2001 
 
 (Japanese passive sentence) 
         kare-no   heya  e  o-mochi-kaeri    sareta 
 (I-TOP) his-POSS room  to BEAU-take-home  do-PASS-PAST 

 ‘I was taken home by him.’ Cosmo-J, April 2002 
 

In the English sentence, the subject is ‘we’ (the speaker and her ex-boyfriend), and the 

active voice is used.  In the Japanese sentence, the unexpressed subject is the speaker, 

and the passive voice is used, with the speaker’s ex-boyfriend as the agent.  In other 

words, there is an understood first-person singular subject in the Japanese sentence 

that does not exist in the original English sentence. 

English sentences and Japanese translations in Type 3 all share the same 

subject and agent except in 5 cases (3 of 61 cases in Cosmopolitan and 2 of 338 cases 

in Playboy).  In other words, most of the Type 3 sentences consist of literal 

translations from English passive sentences to Japanese passive sentences.  However, 

Type 4 sentences—translations from English passive voice to Japanese active 

voice—vary widely.  First, as the following example sentences show, there are 

sentences that undergo prototypical activization (or depassivization).  In the process, 

the subject of an English sentence is demoted to the object position of a Japanese 

sentence, and the oblique agent of an English sentence is promoted to the subject 

position of a Japanese sentence. 
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6. (English passive sentence) 
 He can’t be expected to read my report. Cosmo-E, June 2000 
 
 (Japanese active sentence) 
 sugu       ni   yonde moraeru              nante 
 right-away at  read have-somebody-do-POT and-what-not 

 kitai         shitenakatta  wa 
 expectation do-NEG-PAST FP 

 ‘I didn’t expect him to read it right away.’ Cosmo-J, Oct. 2001 
 

The second group consists of sentences in which English and Japanese 

sentences are semantically equivalent: they share the same subject, the agent, and the 

same passive connotation.  That is, despite the fact that the Japanese sentences are 

syntactically active, the use of words such as ukeru ‘receive’ makes the sentence 

semantically passive, as shown below. 

 
7. (English passive sentence)32 
 … Copeland was … arrested … and convicted. Play-E, Feb. 2002 
 
 (Japanese active sentence) 
 Kōpurando wa … taiho   sarete   yūzai  hanketsu o    uketa. 
 Copeland-TOP   arrest do-PASS guilt judgment-ACC receive-PAST 

 ‘Copeland was arrested and received a conviction.’ Play-J, April 2004 
 

The two sentences discuss the arrest and conviction of a bomber named Copeland.  

Both sentences have ‘Copeland’ (or Kōpurando) as the subject.  Also, the first 

predicate in each of the two sentences has the passive voice (was arrested in English, 

and taiho sarete ‘be arrested’ in Japanese), and the covert agent is assumed to be the 

same—‘police officers’ or ‘law enforcement.’  Therefore, the first half of the 

sentence is categorized as Type 3.  In contrast, although they may share the same 

                                                
32 As this pair of excerpts shows, a conventional definition of “sentence” does not always help in 
counting occurrences of the passive voice.  To make the current discussion simple, therefore, the word 
“sentence” is used to count passive predicates in this chapter.  In other words, the English sentence in 
6 is counted as two sentences: ‘Copeland was arrested’ and ‘Copeland was convicted.’  Likewise, the 
Japanese translation is counted as two sentences to make a one-to-one comparison possible. 
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subject and the covert agent (e.g., ‘jury,’ ‘judge,’ or ‘judicial system’), the second 

predicate in each of the two sentences has a different voice (the passive voice in 

English and the active voice in Japanese).  Therefore, the second half of the sentence 

is categorized as Type 4.  It is possible for the second half of the Japanese sentence 

to take the passive voice.  For example, a passive phrase, such as yūzai o hanketsu 

sareta ‘(Copeland) was judged as guilty,’ could be used.  However, this type of 

passive phrase does not occur in the data.  This suggests that the use of the 

semantically passive word ukeru ‘receive’ is most likely an unmarked passive 

expression in this context.  This type of Japanese active sentence is considered to be 

a semantically literal translation of English passive sentence, and is categorized as 

‘semantically equivalent.’  All other cases of passive-to-active translations are 

categorized as ‘other.’  It should be noted that all sentences in Types 1, 2, and 3 

share a similarity: all Japanese translated sentences have the passive voice.  Likewise, 

all sentences in Types 3, 4, and 5 share a similarity: all original English sentences 

have the passive voice. 

In order to compare the subjects of English passives (Types 3, 4, and 5) and 

Japanese passives (Types 1, 2, and 3), the subjects of all passive sentences are 

classified as one of the seven following categories: male, female, general, first-person 

plural, first-person singular, second-person singular, and other.  The categories are 

further subdivided into 18 types, as listed below.  These types will be mentioned 

only when they display significant differences. 
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TABLE 22, Categories of the subjects 
Category Type Example words 

Male Generic Men, most men, boys, guys 
 Specific Clinton, James 
 Partner My boyfriend, fiancé, husband 
Female Generic Women, girls, ladies 
 Specific Monica, the actress 
 Partner My girlfriend, fiancée, wife 
General People People, volunteers, staffers 
 Authority figure Boss, supervisor, judge 
 Institution/society FBI, Mexico 
1st-person plural Couple My wife and I 
 Other My friend and I 
1st-person singular Male I 
 Female I 
2nd-person singular Male You 
 Female You 
 Reader You 
Other Non-human Dogs, pets 
 Inanimate Hookups, dinner plans, love, sex 

 

In many cases, the subject of a passive sentence is not explicitly stated.  In such 

cases, the subject is understood from the local context.  When there is more than one 

option, a previously mentioned word provides a context for deciding on the meaning.  

All subjects, whether or not they were explicitly stated, were analyzed, in order to 

understand general interactions between language and gender. 

 

8. 5. Analysis 

8. 5. 1. Passive subject in English and Japanese 

The sentences excerpted for this study—Types 1 through 5—total 1,026 for 

Cosmopolitan; 1,195 for Cosmopolitan Japan; 1,475 for Playboy; and 1,041 for 

Playboy Japan.  Comparisons between English passive sentences categorized in 

Types 3 through 5 and Japanese passive sentences categorized in Types 1 through 3 in 

terms of the type of subject they used were undertaken.  The tables below show the 
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number of occurrences in relation to the three types of senders and the type of subject 

(abbreviated and listed vertically).  The numbers in parentheses indicate the 

percentage of the total passive sentences uttered by each sender.  Bold is used to 

highlight the types of subjects that constitute more than 15 percent of the total. 

 
TABLE 23, The number of occurrences in relation to the type of subject 
English passive (Types 3, 4, and 5) 
 Cosmopolitan Playboy 

 Male Female Editor Total  Male Female Editor Total 

Male generic 19 
(16.0) 

12 
(4.8) 

32 
(8.7) 

63 
(8.5)  

5 
(1.2) 

4 
(4.7) 

14 
(2.2) 

23 
(2.0) 

Male specific 0 
(0.0) 

4 
(1.6) 

20 
(5.4) 

24 
(3.3)  

29 
(7.1) 

0 
(0.0) 

181 
(28.3) 

210 
(18.6) 

Male partner 0 
(0.0) 

24 
(9.6) 

23 
(6.3) 

47 
(6.4)  

0 
(0.0) 

0 
(0.0) 

0 
(0.0) 

0 
(0.0) 

Female generic 3 
(2.5) 

24 
(9.6) 

12 
(3.3) 

39 
(5.3)  

12 
(3.0) 

16 
(18.8) 

4 
(0.6) 

32 
(2.8) 

Female specific 0 
(0.0) 

0 
(0.0) 

46 
(12.5) 

46 
(6.2)  

18 
(4.4) 

0 
(0.0) 

37 
(5.8) 

55 
(4.9) 

Female partner 0 
(0.0) 

0 
(0.0) 

3 
(0.8) 

3 
(0.4)  

36 
(8.9) 

7 
(8.2) 

0 
(0.0) 

43 
(3.8) 

General: people 16 
(13.4) 

18 
(7.2) 

24 
(6.5) 

58 
(7.9)  

39 
(9.6) 

3 
(3.5) 

53 
(8.3) 

95 
(8.4) 

General: others 0 
(0.0) 

7 
(2.8) 

14 
(3.8) 

21 
(2.8)  

14 
(3.4) 

0 
(0.0) 

23 
(3.6) 

37 
(3.3) 

1st plural 0 
(0.0) 

22 
(8.8) 

18 
(4.9) 

40 
(5.4)  

16 
(3.9) 

0 
(0.0) 

0 
(0.0) 

16 
(1.4) 

1st singular 43 
(36.1) 

68 
(27.2) 

2 
(0.5) 

113 
(15.3)  

101 
(24.9) 

28 
(32.9) 

0 
(0.0) 

129 
(11.4) 

2nd singular 0 
(0.0) 

0 
(0.0) 

0 
(0.0) 

0 
(0.0)  

0 
(0.0) 

0 
(0.0) 

3 
(0.5) 

3 
(0.3) 

2nd reader 0 
(0.0) 

19 
(7.6) 

90 
(24.5) 

109 
(14.8)  

8 
(2.0) 

2 
(2.4) 

8 
(1.3) 

18 
(1.6) 

Other 38 
(31.9) 

52 
(20.8) 

84 
(22.8) 

174 
(23.6)  

128 
(31.5) 

25 
(29.4) 

317 
(49.5) 

470 
(41.6) 

Total 119 
(100.0) 

250 
(100.0) 

368 
(100.0) 

737 
(100.0)  

406 
(100.0) 

85 
(100.0) 

640 
(100.0) 

1,131 
(100.0) 
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Japanese passive (Types 1, 2, and 3) 
 Cosmopolitan Japan Playboy Japan 

 Male Female Editor Total  Male Female Editor Total 

Male generic 15 
(16.7) 

4 
(2.8) 

31 
(9.1) 

50 
(8.7)  5 

(1.8) 
15 

(20.0) 
3 

(0.7) 
23 

(2.9) 

Male specific 0 
(0.0) 

2 
(1.4) 

13 
(3.8) 

15 
(2.6)  25 

(8.8) 
0 

(0.0) 
132 

(29.9) 
157 

(19.6) 
Male partner 0 

(0.0) 
16 

(11.3) 
21 

(6.1) 
37 

(6.4)  0 
(0.0) 

0 
(0.0) 

0 
(0.0) 

0 
(0.0) 

Female generic 2 
(2.2) 

12 
(8.5) 

21 
(6.1) 

35 
(6.1)  0 

(0.0) 
19 

(25.3) 
2 

(0.5) 
21 

(2.6) 

Female specific 0 
(0.0) 

4 
(2.8) 

26 
(7.6) 

30 
(5.2)  2 

(0.7) 
0 

(0.0) 
18 

(4.1) 
20 

(2.5) 

Female partner 3 
(3.3) 

5 
(3.5) 

5 
(1.5) 

13 
(2.3)  14 

(4.9) 
6 

(8.0) 
5 

(1.1) 
25 

(3.1) 

General: people 8 
(8.9) 

2 
(1.4) 

19 
(5.6) 

29 
(5.1)  19 

(6.7) 
5 

(6.7) 
36 

(8.1) 
60 

(7.5) 

General: others 0 
(0.0) 

4 
(2.8) 

0 
(0.0) 

4 
(0.7)  0 

(0.0) 
0 

(0.0) 
10 

(2.3) 
10 

(1.3) 

1st plural 0 
(0.0) 

6 
(4.2) 

0 
(0.0) 

6 
(1.1)  0 

(0.0) 
4 

(5.3) 
5 

(1.1) 
9 

(1.1) 

1st singular 40 
(44.5) 

72 
(50.7) 

0 
(0.0) 

112 
(19.5)  62 

(21.9) 
21 

(28.0) 
8 

(1.8) 
91 

(11.4) 

2nd singular 3 
(3.3) 

0 
(0.0) 

0 
(0.0) 

3 
(0.5)  1 

(0.4) 
0 

(0.0) 
5 

(1.1) 
6 

(0.8) 

2nd reader 0 
(0.0) 

1 
(0.7) 

81 
(23.7) 

82 
(14.3)  0 

(0.0) 
0 

(0.0) 
4 

(0.9) 
4 

(0.5) 

Other 19 
(21.1) 

14 
(9.9) 

125 
(36.5) 

158 
(27.5)  155 

(54.8) 
5 

(6.7) 
214 

(48.4) 
374 

(46.7) 

Total 90 
(100.0) 

142 
(100.0) 

342 
(100.0) 

574 
(100.0)  283 

(100.0) 
75 

(100.0) 
442 

(100.0) 
800 

(100.0) 
 

The tables suggest that similar patterns are observed between English and 

Japanese passives.  Male senders and female senders of all four magazines 

frequently use the first-person singular as the passive subject, while editors of all four 

magazines rarely use them.  Passive subjects categorized as ‘other’ are also observed 

throughout the data, except for female senders of the two Japanese magazines.  

Japanese passive sentences with inanimate subjects are said to be relatively new and a 

reflection of Western influence (Miura 1979; Mizutani 1985).  They are also said to 

be less subjective, less emotional, and more objective than sentences with animate 
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subjects (Masuoka 1991:197).  If so, the lack of an inanimate subject may create the 

impression that female senders are rather conservative or emotional. 

Another difference between English and Japanese passives can be seen in the 

use of first-person plural subjects in the Cosmopolitan magazines.  Although the 

number is low, the passive subject ‘we’ is used to signify the sender and the readers of 

Cosmopolitan (13 times by female senders; 18 times by editors).  This type of ‘we’ 

is not observed elsewhere—not in Cosmopolitan Japan, Playboy or Playboy Japan.  

The use of ‘we’ in Cosmopolitan supports Talbot (1992), who claims we and you 

contribute to setting up ‘synthetic personalization’ in British women’s magazines 

(Talbot 1992:575-576).  Hence, it may be safe to say that taking the perspective of 

‘we’ (as a unit composed of the editor and the readers) is a unique technique preferred 

by editors of women’s magazines written in English. 

Female senders of Playboy and Playboy Japan also use English and Japanese 

passive differently.  In Playboy Japan, female senders have a tendency to use 

generic male, generic female, and first-person singular passive subjects.  In other 

words, the perspective for the state or action tends to center around ‘I’, ‘men in 

general,’ or ‘women in general.’  This is different from female senders of Playboy, 

who tend to center their perspective around ‘I’ or ‘women in general.’  Based on the 

use of directives, it can be suggested that female senders of Playboy Japan may play a 

teacher’s role—they give the most directives to the magazine readers (see Chapter 7).  

If these two tendencies feed each other, it is possible that the directives given by 

female senders to the readers of Playboy Japan tend to center their points of view on 

‘men/women in general’ and thus may have a sense of ‘normativity’ rather than 

‘personal ideas’ and may put sociocultural pressure on them. 
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Differences can be seen not only between the two languages, but also between 

the two magazines, Cosmopolitan and Playboy.  All male senders use first-person 

singular subjects extensively, but male senders of both Cosmopolitan magazines also 

use generic men as passive subjects.  This tendency suggests that male senders of 

both Cosmopolitan magazines frequently create passive sentences centering around a 

man’s general point of view.  Interestingly, they rarely use generic women as passive 

subjects.  This may mean that male senders of Cosmopolitan magazines only speak 

for themselves or their side of a gendered world.  This tendency is not seen with 

male senders of both Playboy magazines.  If there are any similarities, female 

senders of both Playboy magazines tend to use generic women (and generic men for 

Playboy Japan) as passive subjects. 

Editors of Cosmopolitan and Playboy also show characteristic differences in 

their choices of passive subjects.  Second only to ‘other,’ editors of both Playboy 

magazines often use a ‘specific man,’ commonly the main character of the article, as 

the passive subject.  This may suggest that editors of both Playboy magazines tend to 

set their focus and perspective on a male third-person outside the discourse 

community.  In contrast, editors of both Cosmopolitan magazines prefer to use 

second-person singular subjects, shifting their focus and perspective to the reader.  

Based on the use of person referential forms and directives, it was argued that editors 

of Cosmopolitan Japan assimilate their identity to the readers, and frequently talk to 

them.  However, the use of second-person singulars as passive subjects may further 

suggest that editors of both Cosmopolitan not only talk to the reader, but also put the 

reader at the center of their perspective. 
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8. 5. 2. Passive subject in relationships 

When we focus our discussion on how the passive voice is used to describe a 

personal relationship, other factors emerge.  For instance, the use of the passive 

voice tremendously increases in the two Japanese magazines, and the tendency is 

especially strong with the Cosmopolitan magazines: from 41 occurrences in 

Cosmopolitan to 227 occurrences in Cosmopolitan Japan, and from 53 occurrences in 

Playboy to 128 occurrences in Playboy Japan.  This is especially interesting since 

Table 23 suggests that the use of the passive voice in general has opposite tendencies.  

More specifically, the passive voice in general is used more in the English magazines, 

and the difference is greater for the Playboy magazines than for the Cosmopolitan 

magazines.  Unlike English passives, which are often used in relatively formal 

written discourse, Japanese passives are used in casual conversation as a way for the 

speaker to express his or her subjective feelings and stance (Mizutani 1985:113, 116).  

Therefore, these tendencies may suggest that personal relationships—from an 

argument with a partner to a deed between the sheets—are discussed casually in all 

four magazines.  Also, since the passive voice in Japanese in general often suggests a 

sense of inevitability or a lack of control, frequent use of the passive voice in Japanese 

may suggest that senders prefer to present personal relationships as ‘happenings,’ 

rather than well-planned actions over which they have full control and take 

responsibility.  This tendency is stronger in Cosmopolitan Japan than in Playboy 

Japan. 

The choice of passive subject also shows different tendencies between senders 

of the four magazines.  Table 24, below, is organized in the same manner as Table 

23.  This time, however, only sentences that discuss personal relationships are 
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selected.  To be sure about the effect of the topic, sentences are excerpted from 

articles about relationships and sexual activities with a partner. 

 
TABLE 24, Choice of passive subject in relationship talk 
 Cosmopolitan Cosmopolitan Japan 

 Male Female Editor Total  Male Female Editor Total 

Male generic 0 
(0.0) 

0 
(0.0) 

5 
(27.8) 

5 
(12.2)  

12 
(19.7) 

0 
(0.0) 

6 
(5.6) 

18 
(7.9) 

Male partner 0 
(0.0) 

6 
(60.0) 

4 
(22.2) 

10 
(24.4)  

0 
(0.0) 

15 
(25.9) 

18 
(16.7) 

33 
(14.5) 

Female generic 0 
(0.0) 

0 
(0.0) 

0 
(0.0) 

0 
(0.0)  

2 
(3.3) 

0 
(0.0) 

9 
(8.3) 

11 
(4.8) 

Female specific 0 
(0.0) 

0 
(0.0) 

0 
(0.0) 

0 
(0.0)  

0 
(0.0) 

0 
(0.0) 

3 
(2.8) 

3 
(1.3) 

Female partner 0 
(0.0) 

0 
(0.0) 

0 
(0.0) 

0 
(0.0)  

3 
(4.9) 

5 
(8.6) 

3 
(2.8) 

11 
(4.8) 

General: people 0 
(0.0) 

0 
(0.0) 

0 
(0.0) 

0 
(0.0)  

0 
(0.0) 

0 
(0.0) 

12 
(11.1) 

12 
(5.3) 

1st plural 0 
(0.0) 

4 
(40.0) 

3 
(16.7) 

7 
(17.1)  

0 
(0.0) 

3 
(5.2) 

0 
(0.0) 

3 
(1.3) 

1st singular 10 
(76.9) 

0 
(0.0) 

2 
(11.1) 

12 
(29.3)  

37 
(60.7) 

30 
(51.7) 

0 
(0.0) 

67 
(29.5) 

2nd reader 0 
(0.0) 

0 
(0.0) 

4 
(22.2) 

4 
(9.8)  

0 
(0.0) 

0 
(0.0) 

27 
(25.0) 

27 
(11.9) 

Other 3 
(23.1) 

0 
(0.0) 

0 
(0.0) 

3 
(7.3)  

7 
(11.5) 

5 
(8.6) 

30 
(27.8) 

42 
(18.5) 

Total 13 
(100.0) 

10 
(100.0) 

18 
(100.0) 

41 
(100.0)  

61 
(100.0) 

58 
(100.0) 

108 
(100.0) 

227 
(100.0) 
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 Playboy Playboy Japan 
 Male Female Editor Total  Male Female Editor Total 

Male generic 5 
(20.8) 

0 
(0.0) 

0 
(0.0) 

5 
(9.4)  5 

(13.9) 
12 

(18.2) 
0 

(0.0) 
17 

(13.3) 

Female generic 0 
(0.0) 

9 
(40.9) 

0 
(0.0) 

9 
(17.0)  0 

(0.0) 
17 

(25.8) 
2 

(7.7) 
19 

(14.8) 

Female specific 0 
(0.0) 

0 
(0.0) 

0 
(0.0) 

0 
(0.0)  0 

(0.0) 
0 

(0.0) 
3 

(11.5) 
3 

(2.3) 

Female partner 13 
(54.2) 

0 
(0.0) 

0 
(0.0) 

13 
(24.5)  14 

(38.9) 
6 

(9.1) 
5 

(19.2) 
25 

(19.5) 

General: people 0 
(0.0) 

3 
(13.6) 

0 
(0.0) 

3 
(5.7)  4 

(11.1) 
5 

(7.6) 
0 

(0.0) 
9 

(7.0) 

1st plural 0 
(0.0) 

0 
(0.0) 

0 
(0.0) 

0 
(0.0)  0 

(0.0) 
0 

(0.0) 
5 

(19.2) 
5 

(3.9) 

1st singular 4 
(16.7) 

0 
(0.0) 

0 
(0.0) 

4 
(7.5)  13 

(36.1) 
21 

(31.8) 
0 

(0.0) 
34 

(26.6) 
2nd reader 0 

(0.0) 
0 

(0.0) 
0 

(0.0) 
0 

(0.0)  0 
(0.0) 

0 
(0.0) 

4 
(15.4) 

4 
(3.1) 

Other 2 
(8.3) 

10 
(45.5) 

7 
(100.0) 

19 
(35.8)  0 

(0.0) 
5 

(7.6) 
7 

(26.9) 
12 

(9.4) 

Total 24 
(100.0) 

22 
(100.0) 

7 
(100.0) 

53 
(100.0)  36 

(100.0) 
66 

(100.0) 
26 

(100.0) 
128 

(100.0) 
 

The general use of the passive voice suggests that male senders primarily use 

it with first-person singular and generic male subjects.  The same tendency is 

confirmed with male senders of Cosmopolitan Japan in relationship talk, but it is not 

observed with male senders of Cosmopolitan.  Female senders, who frequently use 

the first-person singular subjects in general, tend to use ‘male partner’ (e.g., 

boyfriend, fiancé, husband) as well as the first-person singular subjects.  On the 

other hand, editors, who frequently use the second-person singular subjects (and the 

first-person plural subjects in English) in general, tend to use male partner as well as 

the second-person singular subjects.  The ways female senders and editors choose 

the passive subject may suggest that when a personal relationship is discussed in 

Cosmopolitan Japan, female senders tend to center their perspectives around ‘my 

partner’ and ‘I’, and editors echo this tendency and center their perspectives around 
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‘you’ and ‘your partner.’  Since other linguistic patterns suggest that editors of 

Cosmopolitan Japan often talk to the readers, the readers may feel as if they are a part 

of the conversation between the two parties. 

In the Playboy magazines, male senders use first-person singular subjects in 

general.  In addition, when they talk about their personal relationships, they also use 

female partner (e.g., girlfriend, fiancé, wife) as passive subjects.  There are not 

enough passive sentences to suggest any tendencies (even weakly) for any other 

senders of both Playboy magazines except for female senders of Playboy Japan.  

Female senders of Playboy Japan show the same tendencies regarding the choice of 

passive subject inside and outside relationship talk, that is, they tend to use passive 

sentences with generic male, female, and first-person singular subjects.  These 

tendencies are interesting because they are opposite from those in Cosmopolitan 

Japan.  In Cosmopolitan Japan, female senders seem to be rather private—centering 

their perspectives around ‘my partner’ and ‘I’—compared with their male 

counterparts, who seem to be rather public, centering their perspectives around ‘I’ and 

‘men in general.’  On the other hand, female senders of Playboy Japan seem to be 

more public—centering their perspectives around ‘I’ and ‘men or women in 

general’—compared with their male counterparts, who seem to be rather private, 

centering their perspective around ‘my partner’ and ‘I’.  In other words, in the 

female world of the Cosmopolitan magazines, female senders have a more private 

perspective, while in the male world of the Playboy magazines, male senders more 

often take a private perspective. 

For my own personal amusement, I counted some relationship words used in 

the two Japanese magazines.  The words include ai suru ‘to love,’ furu ‘to leave,’ 
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aibu suru ‘to fondle,’ toriko ni suru ‘to smite,’ toriko ni naru ‘to become smitten,’ and 

their passive counterparts.  Most of the words seem to be passivized based not on the 

gender of the subject but on who might be adversely affected by the event.  This 

result may be due to the magazines’ characteristics; both magazines claim to support 

open sexuality and equal partnership.  However, a difference is seen between the use 

of toriko ni suru ‘to smite’ and toriko ni naru ‘to become smitten’ in Cosmopolitan 

Japan.  It is always a woman who smites men (all 17 cases), while it is always a man 

who becomes smitten by a woman (all 5 cases).  As for the use of ai suru ‘to love,’ 

the passive voice is rarely used (7 times in Cosmopolitan Japan; 6 times in Playboy 

Japan), and there were no gender differences observed.  Moreover, the active voice 

is also rarely used in Playboy Japan (11 times).  However, interestingly, the active 

voice is frequently used in Cosmopolitan Japan (51 times), and the active subject 

tends to be a man (43 times).  It has been almost three decades since Jugaku (1979) 

claimed that the active voice ai suru ‘to love’ is restricted to a male agent.  

Nonetheless, the girl power of Cosmopolitan may not be powerful enough to break 

down the traditional gender difference even today. 

 

8. 6. Conclusion 

The choice of passive subjects suggests how similarly and differently each 

type of sender of the four magazines sets his or her perspective in describing a 

particular state or action.  All male senders and female senders frequently use 

first-person singular subjects.  This tendency may not be a surprise since the passive 

voice is often used due to a greater interest in the passive subject than in the active 

subject (Jespersen 1965).  If so, the lack of first-person singular subjects by editors 
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of all magazines should be considered a significant similarity between the two 

languages and the two magazines, because the lack of the first-person singular 

subjects may signify that editors of the magazines put some effort into not centering 

their perspectives around themselves—at least not explicitly.  Instead of making 

themselves the subject of a passive sentence, editors of both Playboy magazines use a 

male character as the passive subject.  This choice suggests that editors are interested 

in the male third-person outside the discourse community.  In contrast, editors of 

both Cosmopolitan magazines use the second-person singular as the passive subject.  

This suggests that editors of the two women’s magazines signal to the readers that it is 

‘you’ whom ‘we’ are interested in.  The use of the first-person plural subjects by 

editors of Cosmopolitan supports this characteristic of the women’s magazines. 

Another similarity can be seen in the use of inanimate subjects.  They are 

preferred by all senders except female senders of both Japanese magazines.  Lack of 

inanimate subjects may signal that female senders of the Japanese magazines are 

portrayed as conservative, subjective, and emotional—characteristics that reflect 

hegemonic views of femininity in Japan. 

As far as the choice of the passive subject is concerned, editors of both 

Cosmopolitan magazines use ‘you’ (and ‘we’ in English) to put the focus of the 

statement on the readers.  If the passive voice can convey a sense of inevitability 

(Makino and Tsutsui 1995; Maynard 1997:131), it may imply that editors of both 

Cosmopolitan magazines place the readers in a powerless position.  Female senders 

seem to pay no attention to the readers since they primarily use ‘I’ as the passive 

subject and use ‘my partner’ and ‘I’ to discuss their relationships.  However, the 

choice of passive subject seems to intertwine with editors’ choices.  That is, when 



 

166 

female senders say ‘I’, editors say ‘you’ (or ‘we’), and when female senders say ‘my 

partner’ and ‘I’, editors say ‘you’ and ‘your partner.’  Based on the use of directives 

and person referential forms, it is suggested that editors of Cosmopolitan Japan 

identify with the readers.  If this is so, the implicit echoing between editors and 

female senders help to create an illusion for the readers that they are part of the 

discourse.  In other words, editors and female senders collaboratively create the 

Cosmo world by implicitly linking their focus and perspectives.  However, male 

senders do not seem to play a part in this collaboration.  Both in English and in 

Japanese, male senders use ‘I’ and ‘men in general’ as the passive subject.  These 

choices may give the impression that male senders stand outside the Cosmo world and 

present a statement as centering around them personally or as a part of a bigger 

picture of men in general. 

In both Playboy magazines, the choice of passive subject does not suggest a 

tight relationship between senders.  Editors tend to use a male character as the 

passive subject.  The tendency suggests that editors deliver someone else’s 

experiences, making the man the subject of interest.  Male senders frequently use ‘I’ 

(or ‘I’ and ‘my partner’ in relationship talk).  Hence, both editors and male senders 

sound detached from the local discourse, and provide personal experiences as merely 

information, without expecting persuasion or interaction.  As far as the choice of 

passive subject is concerned, female senders of both Playboy magazines seem to show 

their interest not only as centering on themselves, but also as centering on women 

(and men in Playboy Japan) in general.  The use of directives suggests that female 

senders of Playboy Japan may play the role of an authority or a teacher for the readers 

(see Chapter 7).  If this is so, credence for the suggestions may be established by 
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editors’ centering their perspectives on generic men and women.  The actions—the 

number of directives and the choice of passive subject—suggest that female senders 

of both Playboy magazines (especially in Playboy Japan) are portrayed as strong 

willed.  However, the expressions—the use of strongly feminine sentence endings 

and the lack of inanimate passive subjects—may suggest that their assertiveness is not 

absorbed by masculinity.  Rather, female senders of both Playboy magazines may 

somehow successfully establish their identity as very feminine and very assertive at 

the same time. 



 

168 

9. SUMMARY 

The current research attempts to find out the ways in which men and women 

behave in the highly gendered contexts of Cosmopolitan and Playboy magazines.  In 

these two publications, one of the ultimate goals is to be attractive, heterosexual men 

and women, in addition to being successful in one’s career, having a high-quality 

modern life, and living it up.  The only major difference between the two magazines 

is that one primarily targets female readers while the other primarily targets male 

readers.  In this final chapter, I would like to compare how men and women use 

language similarly and differently in the men’s magazine and the women’s magazine, 

and how the language use may affect and/or reflect local discourse communities. 

 

9. 1. Men, Women and Editors of Cosmopolitan Japan 

Frequent use of polite copulas suggests that Cosmopolitan Japan in general is 

comparatively more polite than Playboy Japan (Cosmopolitan Japan: 913 

occurrences; Playboy Japan: 407 occurrences).  In addition, a greater use of 

sentence fragments and markers of emotion (e.g., exclamation marks and question 

marks) suggests that Cosmopolitan Japan has the characteristics ascribed to 

conventional femininity (e.g., being polite, emotional, and tentative). 

In this conventionally feminine discourse community, male senders display 

some of the most masculine personae of all senders in the data.  First, the choice of 

the first-person (boku and ore) and the second-person referential forms (anata and 

kimi) suggests that male senders prefer to use gender-specific forms that are not 

always polite, but can be casual and rather vulgar.  Male senders also prefer to use 

plain copulas (223 occurrences, 22.9% of the total), which may imply assertiveness or 



 

169 

lack of politeness.  When they use gendered sentence extensions, they tend to use 

masculine or strongly masculine forms (masculine: 219 occurrences, 23.3% of the 

total; strongly masculine: 50 occurrences, 5.3% of the total).  Even though the 

frequency is low, the use of strongly masculine sentence endings is higher for male 

senders of Cosmopolitan Japan than for any other sender groups in the data. 

In contrast, female senders of Cosmopolitan Japan display stereotypical 

feminine characteristics.  They use culturally expected polite first- and 

second-person referential forms (watashi ‘I’: 424 occurrences, 89.6% of the total; 

anata ‘you’: 80 occurrences, 87.0% of the total).  They also use polite copulas more 

than any other sender groups in the data (605 occurrences, 30.3% of the total).  

When they use gendered sentence extensions, they tend to use feminine or strongly 

feminine forms (feminine: 223 occurrences, 10.5% of the total; strongly feminine: 

254 occurrences, 16.0% of the total). 

Compared with male and female senders, who are rather gender-centered, 

editors of Cosmopolitan Japan tend to be neutral in many respects.  They tend to use 

bare sentence endings without any sentence extensions (1,677 occurrences, 55.1% of 

the total).  The lack of polite and plain copulas implies that their utterances are 

relatively neutral in terms of the level of politeness and assertiveness.  When they 

choose to use sentence extensions, they tend to use gender-neutral forms more than 

any other sender groups in the data (1,873 occurrences, 81.0% of the total).  

Therefore, regarding the level of masculinity and femininity, it is safe to say that they 

are neither particularly feminine nor particularly masculine. 
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9. 2. Readers’ Position in The Cosmo World 

The world of Cosmopolitan Japan is created by these three groups of senders: 

masculine and relatively casual and assertive male senders; feminine and polite 

female senders; and gender-neutral editors who are neither particularly polite nor 

particularly assertive.  Based on the use of person referential forms, it is suggested 

that all three groups of senders of Cosmopolitan Japan frequently mention 

third-parties (male: 469 occurrences in a total of 1,097 sentences; female: 898 

occurrences in a total of 2,332 sentences; editors: 2,118 occurrences in a total of 3,640 

sentences).  Since male senders tend to refer to female third-persons, and female 

senders tend to refer to male third-persons, it may be safe to assume that utterances in 

Cosmopolitan Japan center around talking about the opposite sex.  Although male 

and female senders frequently talk about the opposite sex, the choice of the passive 

subject suggests that their primary interest may be the first-person singular—the 

sender him- or herself.  In addition to first-person singular forms, male senders of 

both Cosmopolitan and Cosmopolitan Japan use generic men as the passive subject, 

and this tendency is stronger when personal relationships are being discussed.  Thus, 

it may be safe to say that the typical male sender of Cosmopolitan magazine is 

characterized as a representative of all men: a person who informs on what men in 

general feel, think, and wish.  In other words, the tendencies may suggest that male 

senders of Cosmopolitan magazines are not presented as a core member of the 

discourse community, but as informants outside the Cosmo world.  This proposal is 

also supported by the fact that male senders prefer to give directives to female 

third-persons (121 occurrences, 75.1% of the total), but rarely give them to the readers 

(19 occurrences, 11.6% of the total).  On the contrary, female senders seem to pay a 
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little more attention to the readers.  First, more than half the second-person 

referential forms uttered by female senders are addressed to the readers (52 

occurrences, 56.5% of the total).  Similarly, more than half the directives uttered by 

female senders also address the readers (112 occurrences, 52.2% of the total).  As for 

the nature of the relationship between female senders and the readers, it seems to be 

rather polite, yet hierarchical.  The fact that female senders often use the 

second-person pronoun anata when addressing the readers suggests that female 

senders place themselves above the reader.  Also, the choice of the referential form 

is the most polite form, anata, which suggests that the relationship and/or the local 

context are rather formal and polite.  The use of the te-form of a verb to give 

directives to the readers may suggest an assertive side of female senders as having 

higher social status than the readers.  However, frequent use of the polite request 

form -te kudasai as a directive confirms this high level of politeness; it may also 

suggest that female senders do not put the readers in the strictly lower position that 

the use of the second-person referential form might suggest.  I called this mixed use 

of a polite request and an imperative directive ‘the carrot and the stick’ in Chapter 7, 

indicating that female senders are sometimes polite and respectful toward the readers, 

and sometimes rather hierarchical and assertive.  This fluid, hierarchical yet not 

bossy relationship may reflect or be reflected by the role that female senders take in 

Cosmopolitan Japan—they often have problems and questions to share with the 

readers, yet they also have more experience and knowledge, compared with the 

readers. 

Like female senders, editors of Cosmopolitan Japan also show their interest in 

the readers, but the degree and the type of interest seem to be different from what 
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female senders display linguistically.  First, unlike female senders, who divide their 

interest between themselves and the readers, editors focus on the readers more 

intensively.  They use second-person singular referential forms to address the readers 

more than any other group in the data (366 occurrences out of a total of 422 

occurrences of addressing the readers).  They also use directives the most, and all 

directives address the readers (676 occurrences, 100% of the total).  Since both 

Cosmopolitan and Cosmopolitan Japan frequently use the second-person singular 

referential form as the passive subject, it may be safe to say that one of the primary 

goals of editors of both Cosmopolitan magazines is to center their perspective around 

the readers and to present their utterances as if they are talking to an individual reader.  

The tendency is consistent with what Talbot finds for British magazines for teenage 

girls (Talbot 1992).  Therefore, this peer-discourse style might be a general tendency 

in women’s magazines.  The quality of the relationship is also different from the 

hierarchical but polite relationship created by female senders.  The use of volitional 

forms as directives suggests that editors not only try to bond with the readers, but they 

may also try to assimilate their identity to the readers’.  I suggested that a lack of 

polite and plain copulas may make editors’ utterances neutral in politeness and 

assertiveness.  Since politeness and assertiveness play important roles in interaction, 

the lack of these aspects may also make editors’ utterances less interactive, sounding 

therefore more like inner thoughts.  Additionally, the lack of gendered sentence 

endings may help editors connect with all kinds of readers—from rather feminine 

readers to rather tomboyish readers, and from novice readers of Cosmopolitan 

magazines to experienced Cosmo girls.  In other words, these seemingly less 

significant, neutral characteristics of utterances by editors may actually help to 
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de-emphasize editors’ identities and help them assimilate to various identities that the 

readers may have. 

The characteristics and tendencies discussed above are schematically 

summarized in Figure 8.  The figure illustrates the hypothetical hierarchical 

relationships between senders and readers.  I place editors and readers in the center 

of the figure and circle them to imply that most sentences in Cosmopolitan Japan are 

not only used to establish a relationship between these two groups, but also used to 

establish a shared identity.  It is rather interesting that the summary of linguistic 

characteristics is parallel to my impression of what constitutes the Cosmo World, after 

reading over 100 issues of Cosmopolitan magazines.  The editor, Helen Gurley 

Brown, presents herself as the success story of a girl who had no money and no looks 

(Brown 1962).  She claims that she has a lot of secrets to make her attractive and 

rich, and she is ready to share them all with any girl who wants to be as successful as 

she is.  In other words, Helen is a teacher and a big sister for all women who want to 

be like her, a Cosmo girl.  The people who work for the magazines—photographers 

and all chief editors of Cosmopolitan magazines in the world—are products of 

Helen’s hard work.  They too are Cosmo girl success stories and senior members of 

the Cosmo World.  Helen and the people around her—like editors and female 

senders in the data—always try to raise the next generation of Cosmo girls.  In this 

tight community of sisters, men are always outsiders.  They are the ones whom you 

have to learn about, the ones whom you have to manipulate, and the ones who make 

you happy. 
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FIGURE 8, Cosmopolitan Japan 
 
General characteristics: 

• Conventionally feminine discourse 
• Hierarchical 
• All about opposite sex (gender emphasized) 
• High peer pressure 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

The ‘↔’ symbol indicates the sender’s primary addressee for the utterance. 

 

9. 3. Men, Women and Editors of Playboy Japan 

Playboy Japan, on the other hand, shows more conventional characteristics of 

the Japanese language than does Cosmopolitan Japan.  For example, more sentences 

end with a period (Cosmopolitan Japan: 4,174 occurrences, 59.2% of the total; 

Playboy Japan: 5,385 occurrences, 77.1% of the total).  More sentences end in verbs 

(Cosmopolitan Japan: 3,254 occurrences, 46.0% of the total; Playboy Japan: 3,940 

occurrences, 56.4% of the total), and fewer sentences end in a fragment 

(Cosmopolitan Japan: 930 occurrences, 13.2% of the total; Playboy Japan: 583 
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occurrences, 8.4% of the total).  A greater use of bare endings, without any sentence 

extensions, may suggest a lack of politeness and a lack of interactional dynamics in 

the utterances of Playboy Japan (Cosmopolitan Japan: 2,667 occurrences, 44.3% of 

the total; Playboy Japan: 3,605 occurrences, 57.7% of the total).  The lack of 

interactional dynamics, especially toward the readers, can be seen in other aspects of 

Playboy Japan, as well.  The use of directives addressed to the readers of Playboy 

Japan is fewer than one-third of the total number of occurrences of directives in 

Cosmopolitan Japan (Cosmopolitan Japan: 807 occurrences, 76.8% of the total; 

Playboy Japan: 222 occurrences, 58.7% of the total).  Similarly, the use of 

second-person singular referential forms addressed to the readers is close to 

one-fourth of the occurrences in Cosmopolitan Japan (Cosmopolitan Japan: 422 

occurrences; Playboy Japan: 115 occurrences).  Since the second-person singular 

referential form is also rarely used as a passive subject (4 occurrences), and the same 

tendency is observed with Playboy, the lack of interaction with and/or focus on the 

readers may well be a general tendency of both Playboy magazines. 

In this rather conventional and detached discourse community, male senders 

show polite but masculine characteristics.  They use polite copulas the most among 

all senders of Playboy Japan, although the frequency is lower than that of male 

senders of Cosmopolitan Japan (Cosmopolitan Japan: 165 occurrences, 17.0% of the 

total utterances by male senders; Playboy Japan: 307 occurrences, 13.6% of the total 

utterances by male senders).  The choice of the first-person (watashi and boku) and 

second-person referential forms (anata and kimi) also suggests that male senders 

display politeness as part of their identity.  At the same time, they show masculine 

characteristics in the choice of sentence extensions (masculine: 580 occurrences, 
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28.1% of the total; strongly masculine: 46 occurrences, 2.2% of the total), the choice 

of directive expressions (use of imperative expressions: 63 occurrences, 50% of the 

total), and the frequent use of plain copulas (551 occurrences, 24.5% of the total). 

In contrast, female senders of Playboy Japan show the most feminine, but not 

particularly polite, characteristics.  Based on the frequent use of strongly feminine 

sentence extensions, female senders of Playboy Japan appear to be the most feminine 

in the data (female senders of Cosmopolitan Japan: 354 occurrences, 16.0% of the 

total use of sentence extensions by female senders; female senders of Playboy Japan: 

313 occurrences, 35.6% of the total use of sentence extensions by female senders).  

Also, they use culturally expected polite first- and second-person referential forms 

(watashi ‘I’: 175 occurrences, 73.5% of the total; anata ‘you’: 18 occurrences, 

100.0% of the total).  However, they do not use polite copulas (60 occurrences, 6.8% 

of the total sentences), and tend to use bare sentence endings, with or without 

sentence extensions (bare sentence endings: 387 occurrences, 44.4% of the total; bare 

sentences with sentence extensions: 377 occurrences, 43.2% of the total). 

As for editors, editors of Playboy Japan have a relatively assertive, masculine 

voice.  They tend to use bare sentence endings (bare sentence endings: 2,205 

occurrences, 70.4% of the total) and plain copulas (673 occurrences, 21.5% of the 

total), which suggests assertiveness or a lack of politeness.  The primary choice for 

gendered sentence extensions is neutral, but the frequency is lower than the use of 

gender-neutral sentence extensions by editors of Cosmopolitan Japan (Cosmopolitan 

Japan: 1,873 occurrences, 82.0% of the total; Playboy Japan: 2,263 occurrences, 

78.0% of the total).  Additionally, the frequency of masculine forms (558 

occurrences, 19.2% of the total) suggests that editors are moderately masculine. 
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9. 4. Readers’ Position in The Playboy Mansion 

The world of Playboy Japan is created by these three groups of senders: polite, 

yet masculine, male senders; the most feminine, yet not particularly polite, female 

senders; and slightly assertive, masculine editors.  Similar to Cosmopolitan Japan, 

the choice of the passive subject suggests that a primary focus of male and female 

senders is most likely themselves.  In addition, all senders frequently use 

third-person referential forms, which suggests that they often talk about third-parties 

who are outside the discourse community.  However, the choice of third-person 

referential forms suggests that the world of Playboy Japan may not be as fanatical 

about the opposite sex as is the world of Cosmopolitan Japan.  First, male senders 

tend to discuss other men—specific named men.  Since this male third-person is also 

chosen as the passive subject, it may be safe to say that male senders do not only refer 

to a man frequently, they also focus on him.  In addition, most directives by male 

senders are addressed to a specific man (81 occurrences 64.3% of the total), which 

may suggest that the interaction often occurs between male senders and another man.  

The woman in a relationship—wife, fiancée, or girlfriend—is also often referred to by 

male senders and used as the passive subject.  However, the frequency is lower than 

references to specific men. 

Female senders of Playboy Japan seem not to limit their interest to the 

opposite sex, either.  The frequency of the use of the third-person referential forms 

suggests that female senders may talk about women as much as they talk about men 

(male addressee: 255 occurrences; female addressee: 216 occurrences).  More 

specifically, they often refer to men and women in general (e.g., men, women), and to 

a man or woman in a relationship (e.g., boyfriend, husband, girlfriend, or wife).  As 
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for their focus, female senders of both Playboy and Playboy Japan often use the word 

‘women’ as the passive subject.  In addition, female senders in Playboy Japan show 

similar frequencies in the use of the word ‘men’ as the passive subject.  These 

tendencies may suggest that female senders of Playboy magazines in general may be 

characterized as a representative of women in general, and they gain their voice in 

Playboy Japan as a representative of a ‘relationship expert’—they talk not only from 

women’s perspectives, but also from men’s perspectives.  Although female senders 

do not center their perspective on the readers, the use of second-person referential 

forms and the directives suggests that they may have the most interaction with the 

readers of Playboy Japan.  In relation to the total sentences uttered by each sender, 

female senders give the reader directives the most in Playboy Japan (90 occurrences 

in 1,066 sentences).  Also, the use of the second-person referential form is limited to 

addressing the readers (17 occurrences out of the total of 18 occurrences).  Since the 

choice of the form is the most polite form, anata, and it is used infrequently, it 

appears that female senders are not trying to put the readers down.  However, the 

choice of directive expressions suggests that female senders do not present themselves 

as subordinates, either.  Rather, they tend to use a type of imperative expression; 

thus, they may sound relatively demanding or opinionated.  These tendencies may 

create and/or reflect a certain personality—a knowledgeable buddy (or what is called 

a ‘sexpert’) who talks about what men and women in general desire and what the 

reader should know, based on her personal experiences. 

Editors also refer to male third-persons and female third-persons, but do so 

more often to male than female referents (male referent: 986 occurrences; female 

referent: 704 occurrences).  Since they tend to use proper names to address male and 
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female third persons, it suggests that editors may prefer to talk about a specific third 

party.  This tendency is partially supported by the choice of the passive voice; 

editors prefer to have ‘a man with a name’ as the passive subject in both Playboy and 

Playboy Japan.  Although editors do not make the readers the passive subject as do 

editors of Cosmopolitan magazines, there are some interactional aspects in the 

relationship between editors and the readers.  The frequency relative to the total 

number of sentences by editors might not be high; however, editors do use the 

second-person referential forms (95 occurrences) and sometimes give directives to the 

readers (129 occurrences).  The choice of the second-person referential forms anata 

and kimi implies that editors are relatively polite to the readers.  However, the choice 

of directives is the most forceful imperative (33 occurrences) and forms that assume 

some level of sociocultural expectation and personal expectation.  These tendencies 

may suggest that editors place themselves above the readers, even though they are 

polite to the readers. 

The preceding discussion is schematically summarized in Figure 9.  Reading 

more than 100 issues of the Playboy magazines gave me the impression that the 

relationships shown in the figure resemble the relationships lived within the walls of 

the famous Playboy Mansion on some level.  There is the editor, Hugh Hefner, who 

has confidence, but never comes across as an overtly masculine, macho man.  He has 

a strong sense of the ‘values of a man’s life,’ which may not be mainstream, but are 

iconicized and idolized in the Playboy Mansion.  Some cool guys—celebrities of 

some sorts—may visit the Mansion.  These men establish their own styles and 

enviable ways of living, but they are not residents of the Mansion.  They are not 

Hugh-wanna-bes or Hugh’s products, but may be taken as a living example of how 
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one can apply the Playboy style in reality.  On the other hand, women who live in 

the Playboy Mansion seem to have a very different mentality.  They take pride in 

being the chosen ones and approved members of the Mansion.  They are Hugh’s 

products and ultimate beauties, and they often express a desire to have a life-style 

similar to Hugh’s.  The readers may dream about living Hugh’s life, but their 

purpose in subscribing to the magazine is not to learn how to become the next Hugh.  

Therefore, there are not many demands for interaction between editors and the 

readers. 

 
FIGURE 9, Playboy Japan 
 
General characteristics: 

• Conventional Japanese language 
• Not interactional 
• Less focus on the readers 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The ‘↔’ symbol indicates the sender’s primary addressee for the utterance. 

 
 
9. 5. Potential Impacts of the Gendered Magazines 

If the choice of magazine leads the readers through different socialization 

The Playboy Mansion  ↔ Man (& Partner) 
 
 
Male sender: a playboy outside the 
magazine 
• Most polite in the magazine 
• Masculine 

Male 

Reader 

Editor: a playboy in the magazine 
• Slightly masculine and assertive 
 

  ↔ Man (& Woman) 
  peer pressure 

Editor 

Men & Women ↔ 
 
Female sender: Sexpert 
• Most feminine of all 
• Not particularly polite 
 
 

Advice from Sexpert 
• Feminine and assertive 

Female 



 

181 

experiences, how different might the expectations be for the readers of Cosmopolitan 

Japan and Playboy Japan?  By reading Cosmopolitan Japan, the readers may be 

exposed to conventional feminine discourse: many sentence fragments, many 

sentences ending with marks of emotion, and many passive voice sentences used in 

describing personal relationships.  Moreover, the language used by male senders and 

female senders confirms and may emphasize conventional gender differences and 

roles in Japan.  In other words, language use in Cosmopolitan Japan may suggest 

that men should speak in a manly way, and women should speak politely in a 

womanly way.  There are major differences between the use of language by editors 

(who are female) and female senders; editors prefer to use gender-neutral sentence 

extensions and do not use polite copulas.  These differences between the 

same-gender senders may imply the importance of social status over gender, thus 

suggesting the importance of social hierarchy.  It should be noted that women in 

power (editors) are not particularly feminine or assertive in terms of their word 

choices.  This suggests that Cosmopolitan Japan may not teach the readers how to 

use language to be powerful and assertive when they earn a higher social status.  If 

women’s language is created and nurtured through different sex-specific socialization 

experiences, as the Difference Model claims (Coates 1989a, 1989b, 1996; Holmes 

1986, 1992, 1995; Maltz and Borker 1982; Tannen 1982a), the readers of 

Cosmopolitan Japan may learn the importance of gender differences, hierarchy, and 

politeness as a part of femininity.  However, they may not learn how to be feminine 

and powerful at the same time. 

At a metalinguistic level, the readers of Cosmopolitan Japan may feel a type 

of attention and interaction known as ‘synthetic personalization’—“a compensatory 
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tendency to give the impression of treating each of the people ‘handled’ en masse as 

an individual” (Fairclough 1989:62).  This special treatment may eventually lead the 

readers into a rather peer-oriented social structure.  The readers might feel at home 

in the girls-only secret club, with the company of experienced senior members and a 

big sister who knows them inside out.  However, the discourse community can be a 

rough environment.  That is, the strong notion of common ground, which is mainly 

created by editors’ identity assimilation, may place significant peer pressure on the 

readers.  If reading Cosmopolitan can covertly affect the way the readers associate in 

reality, they might crave personal attention and shared experiences more than 

independence and freedom. 

In the case of Playboy Japan, the readers may be exposed to rather 

conventional Japanese language: lots of complete sentences ending with a period, 

rather than an emotional mark.  Also, the language used by male and female senders 

may confirm and emphasize conventional gender differences in Japanese.  However, 

male senders are only moderately masculine—the only strongly masculine form used 

in Playboy Japan is the imperative directive—while female senders are extremely 

feminine.  Since the use of feminine forms and polite forms do not correlate in 

Playboy Japan, gender and politeness may not be associated: women can be feminine, 

and not polite, and men can be masculine and polite.  Moreover, since the use of 

polite copulas is the major difference between male senders and editors (who are 

male), politeness may be directly linked to social hierarchy and power, rather than 

gender differences.  In other words, if one can learn the meaning of gender 

differences in Japanese through reading Playboy Japan, it may be disconnected from 

hierarchy and power, thus becoming more unassailable parts of who readers are.  If 
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this is so, it is interesting that men are only moderately masculine, while women are 

extremely feminine—in terms of frequency, female senders of Playboy Japan use 

more than twice as many strongly feminine forms as female senders of Cosmopolitan 

Japan do.  These tendencies may suggest that Playboy Japan is a community where 

gender differences need to be emphasized, and where it is believed that these 

differences should be emphasized by women.  Finally, unlike the readers of 

Cosmopolitan Japan, the readers of Playboy Japan may not feel that they belong to a 

‘social club’-like discourse community.  Rather, the lack of direct interaction and 

identity assimilation may deceive the readers and give them the impression that they 

are independent and free from peer pressure. 

 

9. 6. Hegemonic Masculinity and Femininity 

Men’s and women’s language are culturally constructed within social groups.  

In the two discourse communities, which target similar types of readers, there are 

significant similarities, suggesting shared characteristics of hegemonic masculinity 

and femininity in current Japanese society.  The men in the magazines share only a 

few tendencies.  They tend to use more sentences ending in verbs and fewer 

sentences ending in fragments.  The use of the imperative form of a verb and the 

inanimate passive subject seem to be limited to men.  For women, however, more 

similarities are found throughout the data.  First, the choice for the first- and the 

second-person referential forms is limited to the most polite forms, watashi and anata.  

Women tend to use sentence fragments more than men do, and they use strongly 

feminine forms that are often claimed to be disappearing or to be reserved for older 

women (Abe 2000; Endo 1997a, 1997b; Ishiguro 1940; Jorden 1990:2-3, Kobayashi 
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1993; Matsumoto 1996; Okamoto 1994, 1995, 1996; Okamoto and Sato 1992; Ozaki 

1996; Reynolds 1990; Uchida 1993).  Women do not use inanimate objects as the 

passive subject.  Although the choice of the first- and second-person referential 

forms suggests otherwise, women in the magazines tend to have more choices than 

men in all other aspects that I analyzed for the current study.  That is, they use a 

wider variety of the third-person referential forms, sentence extensions, combinations 

of various copulas, and directive expressions. 

Cameron states that “most people do experience gender as an inalienable part 

of who they are, and the treatment they get reflects who others think they are” 

(Cameron 1996:47).  However, ways of being women and men are diverse and 

continually changing, and so are ways of talking (Eckert and McConnell-Ginet 

1992:579).  Thus, this research merely captures how Cosmo girls and Playboys use 

language at this very moment.  For this very reason, however, the current study 

reveals how these two magazines portray the ways in which attractive heterosexual 

men and women should talk in today’s Japan.  I found some similarities in language 

use between the two magazines, which most likely echo Japanese socio-cultural 

expectations.  I also found some differences that suggest men and women may have 

different expectations about how they and the opposite sex should talk.  Language is 

a source and moving force for gender ideologies (Ochs 1993:149).  Moreover, 

through language, we share our values and perspectives toward the gendered world, 

and values we may pass down to the next generation.  I hope the current study sheds 

light on what we unknowingly believe that men and women are in relation to the use 

of language. 
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APPENDIX A: 
 

LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS 
 
 
A adjective 
ACC accusative marker 
BEAU beautification honorific marker 
CAUS causative 
COND conditional 
CONJ conjunction 
COP copula 
DES desiderative form 
FP sentence-final particle 
HON respect honorific 
HUN humble honorific 
IMP imperative 
N noun; noun phrase 
NEG negative 
NML nominalizer 
PART particle 
PASS passive 
PAST past 
POL polite suffix 
POSS possessive marker 
POT potential 
PROG progressive 
QUOT quotation marker 
SUBJ subject marker 
TOP topic marker 
V verb 
‾ (macron) long vowel 
________ the issue in discussion 
… omission 
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APPENDIX B: 
 

SUMMARY OF JAPANESE GENDERED SENTENCE-ENDING FORMS 
 
Strongly Feminine Variations  

Representative Structures Example Sentences 
V/i-A(plain)+(n)+(COP)+wa / 

N/na-A(plain)+(na-COP+n)+COP+wa / 
1) iku wa / 

go   FP / 
2) iku n  da wa / 

go   NML COP FP / 

3) iku n  desu  wa / 
go   NML COP-POL FP / 

4) iki masu  wa / 
go   COP-POL FP / 

5) ōkii desu  wa / 
big   COP-POL FP / 

6) inu da wa / 
dog  COP FP / 

7) inu na n  da wa / 
dog  COP NML COP FP / 

8) inu na n  desu  wa / 
dog  COP NML COP-POL FP / 

9) inu desu  wa / 
dog  COP-POL FP / 

* Mild emphasis; softener; rapport 
V/i-A(plain)+(n)+(COP)+wa yo 

N/na-A(plain)+(na-COP+n)+COP+wa yo 
1) iku wa yo 

go   FP  FP 

* Mild emphasis 

V/i-A(plain)+(n)+(COP)+wa ne 
N/na-A(plain)+(na-COP+n)+COP+wa ne 

1) iku wa ne 
go   FP  FP 

V/i-A(plain)+(n)+(COP)+wa yo ne 
N/na-A(plain)+(na-COP+n)+COP+wa yo ne 

1) iku wa yo ne 
go   FP  FP  FP 

N/na-A(plain)+yo (/) 1) inu yo 
dog  FP 

2) kirē    yo 
beautiful FP 

* Introducing new information; 
warning; implies pushiness 
** May be derived by COP-deletion. 
a) inu da yo 

dog  COP FP 
b) inu desu  yo 

dog  COP-POL FP 
N/na-A(plain)+yo ne 1) inu yo ne 

dog  FP  FP 
** May be derived by COP-deletion. 

V/i-A(plain)+no \ 
N/na-A(plain)+na-COP+no \ 

no-nominalization \ 

1) iku no \ 
go   FP ¥ 

2) ōkii no \ 
big    FP ¥ 

3) inu na no \ 
dog  COP FP ¥ 

4) kirē    na no \ 
beautiful COP FP ¥ 

* Rapport 
** May be derived by 
no-nominalization and/or COP-deletion. 
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a) iku no da 
go   NML COP 

V/i-A(plain)+no ne(e) 
N/na-A(plain)+na-COP+no ne(e) 

1) iku no ne 
go   FP  FP 

** May be derived by 
no-nominalization and/or COP-deletion. 
a) iku no da ne 

go   NML COP FP 
V/i-A(plain)+no yo 

N/na-A(plain)+na-COP+no yo 
1) iku no yo 

go   FP  FP 

* Mild emphasis; mild assertion 
** May be derived by 
no-nominalization and/or COP-deletion. 

V/i-A(plain)+no yo ne 
N/na-A(plain)+na-COP+no yo ne 

1) iku no yo ne 
go   FP  FP  FP 

** May be derived by 
no-nominalization and/or COP-deletion. 

V(HON, plain)+no (/) 1) irassharu no 
come-HON     FP 

** May be derived by 
no-nominalization and/or COP-deletion. 

V/i-A(plain)+(n)+COP(polite)+no (/) 
N/na-A(plain)+(na-COP+n)+COP(polite)+no (/) 

1) iku n  desu  no 
go   NML COP-POL FP 

2) iki masu  no 
go   COP-POL FP 

3) ōkii n  desu  no 
big   NML COP-POL FP 

4) inu desu  no 
dog  COP-POL FP 

5) inu na n  desu  no 
dog  COP NML COP-POL FP 

6) kirē    desu  no 
beautiful COP-POL FP 

7) kirē    na n  desu  no 
beautiful COP NML COP-POL FP 

V/i-A(plain)+(n)+COP(polite)+mono 
N/na-A(plain)+(na-COP+n)+COP(polite)+mono 

1) iku n  desu  mono 
go   NML COP-POL FP 

2) iki masu  mono 
go   COP-POL FP 

* Discontent; dissatisfaction 
C+(no-nominalizer)+kashira 1) iku kashira 

go   FP 

* Dubitative (‘I wonder’) 

 
Feminine Variations 

 

Representative Structures Example Sentences 
N/na-A(plain)+ne(e) 1) inu ne 

dog  FP 

* Imposing one’s point of view; sharing 
information/feeling/belief/desire 

N/na-A(plain)+COP+yo ne 1) inu da yo ne 
dog  COP FP  FP 

koto-nominalization 1) iku koto 
go   NML 

2) kirē    na inu da koto 
beautiful COP dog  COP NML 

* Mild exclamation; surprise  
** Clausal nominalizer koto which 
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corresponds to the English subordinator 
that. 
** May be derived by interrogative 
marker-deletion and/or COP-deletion. 
a) iku koto ka 

go   NML   FP 

b) iku koto da 
go   NML    COP  

c) iku koto desu ka 
go   NML   COP   FP  

koto-NML+yo 1) iku koto yo 
go   NML   FP 

* Mild emphasis 
koto-NML+ne 1) iku koto ne 

go   NML   FP 
V/i-A(plain)+(n+COP(plain))+mono 

N/na-A(plain)+(na-COP+n)+COP(plain)+mono 
1) iku mono 

go   FP 
2) iku n  da mono 

go   NML COP FP 
3) inu da mono 

dog  COP FP 
4) inu na n  da mono 

dog  COP NML COP FP 

* Discontent; dissatisfaction 
V/i-A(plain)+(n+COP(plain))+mon(o) ne 

N/na-A(plain)+(na-COP+n)+COP(plain)+mon(o) ne 
1) iku mon ne 

go   FP   FP 

* Mild assertion 
i-A(plain)+ya 1) ii  ya 

good FP 
no/n+desu-COP(polite) 1) iku n  desu 

go   NML COP-POL 
COP(polite)+no yo 1) iku n  desu  no yo 

go   NML COP-POL FP FP 
2) iki masu  no yo 

go   COP-POL FP  FP 

3) inu desu  no yo 
dog  COP-POL FP  FP 

4) inu na n  desu  no yo 
dog  COP NML COP-POL FP FP 

COP(polite)+nē 1) iku n  desu  nē 
go   NML COP-POL FP 

2) iki masu  nē 
go   COP-POL FP 

COP(polite)+tte nē 1) iku n  desu  tte nē 
go   NML COP-POL QUOT FP 

2) iki masu  tte nē 
go   COP-POL QUOT FP 

* Quoting; counter argumentative 
desho(o)/mashō 1) iku deshō 

go    COP-POL 
2) iki mashō 

go    COP-POL 
* Seeking agreement; probability; 
confirmation 

desho(o)/mashō +yo 1) iku deshō yo 
go   COP-POL FP 

2) iki mashō yo 
go   COP-POL FP 
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V(HON)+nasai 1) irasshai nasai 
go-HON      do-HON 

* Imperative 
V(HON)+nasai+yo 1) irasshai nasai  yo 

go-HON      do-HON FP 

* Imperative 
(V(te-form))+chōdai 1) chōdai 

give-me-please 

2) itte chōdai 
go     please 

* Imperative 
COP(HON/HUN, NEG)+no 1) iku n  ja-arimasen no 

go   NML COP-HON-NEG    FP 

2) iku n  ja-gozaimasen no 
go   NML COP-NEG-HUN      FP 

3) ikitaku arimasen no 
go-wish   COP-NEG-HON FP 

4) ōkii n  ja-arimasen no 
big   NML COP-NEG-HON    FP 

5) ōkii n ja-gozaimasen no 
big  NML COP-NEG-HON      FP 

6) ōkiku arimasen no 
big    COP-NEG-HON FP 

7) inu na n ja-arimasen no 
dog  COP NML COP-NEG-HON   FP 

8) inu na n ja-gozaimasen no 
dog COP NML COP-NEG-HUN     FP 

9) inu ja-arimasen no 
dog  COP-NEG-HON    FP 

10) inu ja-gozaimasen no 
dog  COP-NEG-HUN      FP 

11) kirē ja arimasen no 
beautiful COP FP  

* Affirmative statement 
COP(HON/HUN, NEG)+ka 1) iku n  ja-arimasen ka 

go   NML COP-HON-NEG    FP 
V(te-form) 1) itte 

go 

* Command; Request 
V(te-form)+yo 1) itte yo 

go    FP 
V(te-form)+ne 1) itte ne 

go    FP 

* Request 
V(HON, te-form) 1) irasshatte 

go-HON 

* Imperative 
V(HON, te-form)+yo 1) irasshatte yo 

go-HON        FP 

* Imperative 
V(polite)+yō ni 1) iki masu yō  ni 

go   COP    PART PART 

* Request 
** may be derived by a deletion of 
shitekudasai ‘please do.’ 

C+keredo 1) keredo 
however 

* Hesitation 
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Neutral Variations  
Representative Structures Example Sentences 

V/i-A(plain)+(n)+(COP)+wa \ 
N/na-A(plain)+COP+wa \ 

1) iku wa \ 
 go   FP \ 

* Mild assertion; personal evaluation 
V/i-A(plain)+yo (/) 

 
1) iku yo 
  go   FP 
* Assertion; emphasis 

V/i-A(plain)+ne (/) 1) iku ne 
  go   FP 

* Tag-imperative (‘you go, will you?’); 
confirmation (‘don’t you think?’) 

V/i-A(plain)+yo ne 1) iku yo ne 
  go   FP  FP 
* Seeking agreement 

V/i-A(plain)+no / 
N/na-A(plain)+na-COP+no / 

1) iku no / 
  go   FP / 

2) inu na no / 
  dog  COP FP / 

* Informal question; explanations; 
surprise; emotional emphasis; reduces 
the harshness 
** May be derived by 1) a clausal 
nominalizer no which corresponds to the 
English subordinator that, and 2) 
interrogative marker-deletion and 
COP-deletion. 
a) iku no ka / 

go   NML FP / 
b) iku no desu ka 
  go   NML COP   FP 

V/N/A(plain)+ka na 
no-NML+ka na 

1) iku ka na 
  go   FP  FP 

2) iku no ka na 
  go   NML FP FP 

* Dubitative (‘I wonder’)  
COP(polite) 1) iki masu 

  go   COP-POL 
2) inu  desu 
  dog   COP-POL 

COP(polite)+yo 1) iki masu  yo 
  go   COP-POL FP 
2) inu  desu yo 
  dog   COP-POL FP 

COP(polite)+ka 1) iki masu  ka 
  go   COP-POL FP 
2) inu  desu ka 
  dog   COP-POL FP 

COP(polite)+ne 1) iki masu  ne 
  go   COP-POL FP 
2) inu  desu ne 
  dog   COP-POL FP 

COP(polite)+ka ne 1) iki masu  ka ne 
  go   COP-POL FP FP 
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2) inu  desu ka ne 
  dog   COP-POL FP FP 

* Dubitative (‘I wonder’) 
V/N/A(plain) 1) iku 

  go 

2) ōkii 
  big 

3) inu 
  dog 

4) kirē 
  beautiful 

V/N/A(plain) / 1) iku / 
  go   / 

2) ōkii / 
  big   / 

3) inu / 
  dog  / 

4) kirē    / 
  beautiful / 

** Interrogative deletion 
a) iku ka /  (masculine) 
  go   FP / 

b) iki masu  ka /  (feminine) 
  go   COP-POL FP / 

V(gerund) 1) Amerika iki 
  America going 

V/i-A(plain)+n+ja nai 
N/na-A(plain)+ja nai 

1) iku n ja nai 
  go  NML COP NEG 

2) ōkii n  ja nai 
  big   NML COP NEG  
3) inu ja nai 
  dog  COP NEG 

4) kirē   ja nai 
  beautiful COP NEG 
* Mild assertion; seeking agreement 

V/i-A(plain)+(n)+jan 
N/na-A(plain)+jan 

1) iku jan 
  go   COP 

* Mild assertion; seeking agreement 
V/i-A(plain)+(n)+jan ne 

N/na-A(plain)+jan ne 
1) iku jan ne 
  go   COP  FP 

* Mild assertion 
V/i-A(plain)+(n+COP(plain))+mon 

N/na-A(plain)+(na-COP+n)+COP(plain)+mon 
1) iku mon 
  go   FP 

* Mild explanatory assertion 
V/i-A(plain)+(n+COP(plain))+tte / 

N/na-A(plain)+(na-COP+n)+(COP(plain))+tte / 
1) iku tte / 
  go   QUOT / 

2) iku n  da tte / 
  go   NML COP QUOT / 
3) inu tte / 
  dog  QUOT / 

4) inu da tte / 
  dog  COP QUOT / 
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5) inu na n  da tte / 
  dog  COP NML COP QUOT / 
* Quoting; counter argumentative 

V/i-A(plain)+(n+COP(plain))+kedo 
N/na-A(plain)+(na-COP+n)+COP(plain)+kedo 

1) iku kedo 
  go   CONJ 

2) iku n  da kedo 
  go   NML COP CONJ 
4) inu da kedo 
  dog  COP CONJ 

5) inu na n  da kedo 
  dog  COP NML COP CONJ 
* Hesitation 

V/i-A(plain)+(n+COP(plain))+kedo ne 
N/na-A(plain)+(na-COP+n)+COP(plain)+kedo ne 

1) iku kedo ne 
 go   CONJ  FP 

* Hesitation 
V/i-A(plain)+(n+COP(plain))+kedo sa 

N/na-A(plain)+(na-COP+n)+COP(plain)+kedo sa 
1) iku kedo sa 
 go   CONJ  FP 

* Hesitation 
C+wake 1) iku wake 

 go   reason 
C+to/tte+yū+ka 1) iku tte yū ka 

 go   QUOT say FP 
C+to ka 1) iku to  ka 

 go   PART FP 
 
Masculine Variations 

 

Representative Structures Example Sentences 
V/N/A(plain)+sa(a) 1) iku sa 

go   FP 

* Neglectful; indifference 
** sa(a) can be used as a 
sentence-medial particle by both 
genders. 

V/i-A(plain)+(n+COP)+na(a) 
N/na-A(plain)+(na-COP+n)+COP+na(a) 

1) iku na 
go   FP 

2) iki masu  na 
go   COP-POL FP 

3) iku n  da na 
go   NML COP FP 

4) iku n  desu  na 
go   NML COP-POL FP 

5) inu da na 
dog  COP FP 

6) inu desu  na 
dog  COP-POL FP 

7) inu na n  da na 
dog  COP NML COP FP 

8) inu na n  desu  na 
dog  COP NML COP-POL FP 

* Imposing one’s point of view; 
tag-question; exclamatory 
** Women may use this form in 
monologue. 

V(plain)+na 1) iku na 
go   FP 

* Prohibition; request 
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** Functionally different from the one above. 
V/i-A(plain)+ya 1) iku ya 

go   FP 
Interrogative ka(a) 1) iku ka 

go   FP 

* Question; invitation; offer 
no-NML+interrogative ka(a) 1) iku no ka 

go   NML FP 

2) kirē    na inu na no ka 
beautiful COP dog  COP NML FP 

* Clausal nominalizer no 
** May be derived by COP-deletion. 
a) iku no desu ka 

go   NML COP   FP 
V/N/A(plain)+ka ne 

no-NML+ka ne 
1) iku ka ne 

Go   FP  FP 

2) iku no ka ne 
Go   NML FP  FP 

* Dubitative (‘I wonder’)  
N/na-A(plain)+COP(plain) 1) inu da 

dog  COP 

2) kirē    da 
beautiful COP 

N/na-A(plain)+COP(plain)+yo 1) inu da yo 
dog  COP FP 

N/na-A(plain)+COP(plain)+ne(e) 1) inu da ne 
dog  COP FP 

N/na-A(plain)+COP(plain)+yo ne 1) inu da yo ne 
dog  COP FP  FP 

V/i-A(plain)+n(o)+COP(plain) 
N/na-A(plain)+na-COP+no-NML+COP(plain) 

1) iku n  da 
go   NML COP 

2) inu na n  da 
dog  COP NML COP 

V/i-A(plain)+n(o)+dai-COP 
N/na-A(plain)+na-COP+no-NML+dai-COP 

1) iku n  dai 
go   NML COP 

2) inu na n  dai 
dog  COP NML COP 

* Counterargument 
V/i-A(plain)+n(o)+COP(plain)+yo 

N/na-A(plain)+na-COP+no-NML+COP(plain)+yo 
1) iku n  da yo 

go   NML COP FP 

2) inu na n  da yo 
dog  COP NML COP FP 

V/i-A(plain)+n(o)+COP(plain)+ne 
N/na-A(plain)+na-COP+no-NML+COP(plain)+ne 

1) iku n  da ne 
go   NML COP FP 

2) inu na n  da ne 
dog  COP NML COP FP 

V/i-A(plain)+n(o)+COP(plain)+na(a) 
N/na-A(plain)+na-COP+no-NML+COP(plain)+na(a) 

1) iku n  da na 
go   NML COP FP 

2) inu na n  da na 
dog  COP NML COP FP 

V/i-A(plain)+n(o)+COP(plain)+yo ne 
N/na-A(plain)+na-COP+no-NML+COP(plain)+yo ne 

1) iku n  da yo ne 
go   NML COP FP FP 

2) inu na n  da yo ne 
dog  COP NML COP FP FP 

V/i-A(plain)+n(o)+COP(plain)+yo na(a) 
N/na-A(plain)+na-COP+no-NML+COP(plain)+yo na(a) 

1) iku n  da yo na 
go   NML COP FP FP 

2) inu na n  da yo na 
dog  COP NML COP FP FP 
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V/i-A(plain)+(n+COP(plain))+doro(o)/(da)rō 
N/na-A(plain)+(na-COP+n)+COP(plain)+doro(o)/(da)rō 

1) iku darō 
go   COP 

2) iku n  darō 
go   NML COP 

3) inu darō 
dog  COP 

4) inu na n  darō 
dog  COP NML COP 

* Probability; seeking agreement; 
confirmation 

V/i-A(plain)+(n)+ja nai+yo 
N/na-A(plain)+ja nai+yo 

1) iku n ja nai yo 
go  NML COP NEG FP 

2) inu ja nai yo 
dog  COP NEG FP 

V/i-A(plain)+(n)+ja nai+zo 
N/na-A(plain)+ja nai+zo 

1) iku n ja nai zo 
go  NML COP NEG FP 

2) inu ja nai zo 
dog  COP NEG FP 

V/i-A(plain)+n(o)+COP(plain)+ga+ne 
N/na-A(plain)+(na-COP+no-NML)+COP(plain)+ga+ne 

1) iku n  da ga  ne 
go   NML COP SUBJ FP 

2) inu da ga  ne 
dog  COP SUBJ FP  

3) inu na n  da ga  ne 
dog  COP NML COP SUBJ FP 

C+wake+yo 1) iku wake yo 
go   reason FP 

C+to/tte+yū+ka 1) iku tte yū ka 
go   QUOT say FP 

C+to ka 1) iku to  ka 
go   PART FP 

 
Strongly Masculine Variations 

 

Representative Structures Example Sentences 
V/i-A(plain)+(n+COP(plain))+mon(o)+na(a) 

N/na-A(plain)+(na-COP+n)+COP(plain)+mon(o)+na(a) 
1) iku mon na 

go   FP   FP 
V/i-A(plain)+(n)+(COP)+wa na 

N/na-A(plain)+(na-COP+n)+COP+wa na 
1) iku wa na 

go   FP  FP 

2) iku n  da wa na 
go   NML COP FP  FP 

3) iku n  desu  wa na 
go   NML COP-POL FP  FP 

4) iki masu  wa na 
go   COP-POL FP  FP 

5) ōkii desu  wa na 
big   COP-POL FP FP 

6) inu da wa na 
dog  COP FP FP 

7) inu na n  da wa na 
dog  COP NML COP FP FP 

8) inu na n  desu  wa na 
dog  COP NML COP-POL FP FP 

9) inu desu  wa na 
dog  COP-POL FP FP 

V/i-A(plain)+(n+COP(plain))+yo na(a) 
N/na-A(plain)+COP(plain)+yo na(a) 

1) iku yo na 
go   FP  FP 

2) iku n  da yo na 
go  NML COP FP  FP 

 



 

195 

3) inu da yo na 
dog  COP FP  FP 

* Seeking agreement 
V/i-A(plain)+(n(o)+COP(plain))+ze(e) 

N/na-A(plain)+(na-COP+no-NML)+COP(plain)+ze(e) 
1) iku ze 

go   FP 

2) iku n  da ze 
go   NML COP FP 

3) inu da ze 
dog  COP FP  

4) inu na n  da ze 
dog  COP NML COP FP 

* Friendly insistent; friendly advice or 
warning 

V/i-A(plain)+(n(o)+COP(plain))+zo 
N/na-A(plain)+(na-COP+no-NML)+COP(plain)+zo 

1) iku zo 
go   FP 

2) iku n  da zo 
go   NML COP FP 

3) inu da zo 
dog  COP FP  

4) inu na n  da zo 
dog  COP NML COP FP 

* Emphatic; strong assertion; strong 
determination; threatening; warning 
** Women may use this form in 
monologue 

Interrogative ka+yo 1) iku ka yo 
go   FP FP 

* Defiance; criticism 
Interrogative kai 1) iku kai 

go   FP 

* Question; Counterargument 
Interrogative kke 1) iku kke 

go   FP 
2) iki masu  kke 

go   COP-POL FP 
3) iku n  da kke 

go   NML COP FP 
4) iku n  desu  kke 

go   NML COP-POL FP 
5) inu da kke 

dog  COP FP 
6) inu desu  kke 

dog  COP-POL FP 
7) inu na n  da kke 

dog  COP NML COP FP 
8) inu na n  desu  kke 

dog  COP NML COP-POL FP 

* Recollecting 
desu+yo 1) iku n  su    yo 

go   NML COP-POL FP 

2) inu ssu    yo 
dog  COP-POL FP  

3) inu na n  su    yo 
dog  COP NML COP-POL FP 

** Phonological deduction of ‘desu.’ 
a) iku n  desu  yo 

go   NML COP-POL FP 
desu+yo ne 1) iku n  su    yo ne 

go   NML COP-POL FP FP 
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V(IMP) 1) ike 
go-IMP 

2) miro 
look-IMP 

V(IMP)+yo 1) ike  yo 
go-IMP FP 

V(plain)+na yo 1) iku na yo 
go   FP  FP 

V(PASS/HON, stem)+tai 1) ikare    tai 
go-PASS/HON wish 

* Polite request 
C+ttara 1) iku ttara 

go   CONJ 

* Irritating 
** ‘ttara’ may be derived from ‘to 
ittara’ (if/when one says X’) 

-ē 1) ikanē 
go-NEG 

** Phonological deduction, which 
substitutes ‘ai’ or ‘oi.’ 

 
 
 
A List of Abbreviations for Appendix B: 
 
A  both i-adjective and na-adjective 
 i-A i-adjective 
 na-A na-adjective (adjectival noun) 
C clause 
CONJ conjunction 
COP polite and plain forms of desu and masu and their variations 
COP(polite) desu and masu and their polite variations 
COP(plain) da and its casual variations 
 na-COP na copula 
 dai-COP dai copula 
 desu-COP desu copula (excluding any of its variations) 
FP  sentence-final particle 
HON respect honorific 
HUN humble honorific 
IMP  imperative form 
N  noun or noun phrase 
NEG negative form 
NML both no-nominalizer and koto-nominalizer 
 no-NML no-nominalizer 
 koto-NML koto-nominalizer 
PART particle 
PASS/HON passive form used as honorific 
POL polite form 
QUOT quotation marker 
SUBJ subject marker 
V  verb 
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(gerund) gerund form of verb 
(plain) direct form 
(polite) distal form 
(stem) stem form of verb 
(te-form) te-form form of verb 
/ rising intonation (parenthesis indicates the rising intonation is option.) 
\ falling intonation (parenthesis indicates the falling intonation is option.) 
 
Notes: 
• In order to make the figure simple and comprehensible, not all structures and their 

variations (e.g., past tense and negation) are listed even when they are available.  
• If there are widely-agreed meanings attached to the structures or the forms, they 

are listed after an asterisk. 
• Some syntactical notes to clarify the nature of the form can be seen after a 

double-asterisk. 
• So-called ‘double particles’ are listed as a sequence of multiple particles. 

However, it is arguable that each double particle can be defined as an independent 
particle rather than a combinations of multiple particles. 
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