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This research investigates the similarities and differences in expressing the speech
acts of directives, rejections, and inquiries in the English texts and Thai-translated texts, and
the strategies in translating them from English into Thai. The analyses focus on the linguistic
forms of directives, rejections, and inquiries in the English texts and the Thai-translated texts
and the factors governing them, as well as the translation strategies employed to cope with the
differences in the linguistic forms of these three speech acts in the two languages. The
analyses was done with the dialogues in two contemporary British fictions, Bridget Jones’s
Diary (1996) and Turning Thirty (2000), and their Thai-translated version in the three
linguistic dimensions, namely, direct-indirect speech acts, pragmatic structures, and

politeness strategies.

It is found that the direct linguistic forms are used more in the English texts than in
the Thai-translated texts, and the indirect linguistic forms are used more in the Thai-translated
texts than in the English texts, as hypothesized. These findings result from the influence of
the contexts of culture because the English language is the low-context-culture language,
while the Thai language, even in the translated texts, is the high-context-culture language. As
for the translation strategies, it turns out that the literal translation is selected to make the
translation achieve the pragmatic equivalence more than the free translation and the findings
support the hypothesis that the orientation towards literal or free translation depends on the

degree of imposition of the speech acts.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

1.1 Rationale of the study

Translation relates to two languages and two cultures communicating the same
things under the requirement of equivalence. With different cultures, the same things
are viewed and expressed differently. The challenge of translation, consequently, is
how to make the target texts equivalent to the source texts with naturalness and

acceptability.

The different perspective on the same thing as a result of different cultures is
the source of the concept which Harvey and Hanson (1996) call ‘unity-in-diversity’.
The concept of unity-in-diversity harmonizes with the philosophy of translation,
which seeks for the cultural equivalence between different cultures of the source and
target languages. Vermeer (1987: 29) gave the example of the morning ritual of
people from different cultures to explain the cultural equivalence; the details of the
morning activities of any individuals in different cultures are not similar, but they are
all considered culturally equivalent. This illustrates that “concepts are universal”
(Hassan, 2011: 4), but the ways of expression, both behaving and speaking, are
different. This is the motivation of the present research; the ways of expressing some

universal concepts of two different languages and cultures and the translation of them.

Since “translation is a culture-bound phenomenon” (Lambert, 1998: 131); it is
originated from the different languages and cultures talking about the same things.
Inevitably, although a translator tries his/her best to achieve the translation
equivalence, the differences between two languages leads to some differences from
the source texts appearing in the target texts. These differences can well signify the

salient characteristics of the target language. For example, to translate “What?” into

“pz'1322” /2a?1rajO wa?3/ ‘what sentence particle’ or “I’m not going” into “3h i1/

32 /paa2 maj2 pajo ca?2/ ‘aunt not go sentence particle’ seems to be equivalent, but



the source texts and target texts are actually different in terms of solidarity from the

sentence particles and the kinship address term added in the target texts.

From these examples, it can be roughly assumed that the solidarity or the
positive face want may be the salient characteristics in the Thai language more than
the English language. The translation without the addition of these linguistic features
can be done, but the translation will lack of the natural and realistic feelings, which is
very important, particularly in literary translation (e.g. Nida, 1964a; 1964b, Nida and
Taber, 1969). Most problems in translation are caused by the lack of this concern and
knowledge. The study of the differences, including the similarities, between the

source and target languages is beneficial with this reason.

The present research selects to study the translation of speech acts, because
speech acts are considered as a universal concept, but there are no previous studies
done on them in terms of translation strategies. Most previous studies done with
speech acts are generally limited to the cross cultural studies, that is, studying speech
acts of various pairs of languages. Moreover, the reason for selecting to study the
translation strategies of speech acts is because speech acts are “central to language use
in social interaction and tends to reflect specific cultural values” (Wang, 2009: 215).
This means that speech acts are expressed differently in each language and culture,
that is to say, speech acts has the quality of unity-in-diversity, and this makes the
study of translation strategies of speech acts interesting. Other than Wang (2009),
Wierzbicka (1991), Kallia (2009), Schrdder (2010), etc. confirm the unity-in-diversity
of speech acts. The speech acts that are chosen to be investigated in the present
research are the speech acts of directives, rejections, and inquiries, because they are
definitely basic acts of human beings; it is accepted that they are universal and natural

behaviors of human beings.

This research intends to do the comparative and contrastive study of linguistic
forms between the English source texts and their Thai-translated version, the findings
of this part of study will be a good evidence showing the differences in language use
of both languages when the same speech act in the same context of situation and
participants is seen through the different contexts of cultures. Other than the part of

the cross cultural study, the translation study of speech acts is intriguing, as Blum-



kulka, (1981 cited in Hassan, 2011: 17) stated that the duty of a translator is to
reproduce the utterances and maintain the intentions of the speech acts of the source
texts to achieve the similar effects in the target texts. Similarly, strategies in
translating speech acts are worth studying because of unity-in-diversity of the source
and target languages, which result from same messages but different cultures, together
with the requirements of respect to the source texts. How to achieve the translation
equivalence; the target texts will be oriented to the source or target languages is

waiting to be explored.
1.2 Research questions

The present research poses the following questions
1) What are the linguistic forms of directives, rejections, and inquiries in the
English texts and the Thai-translated texts and the factors governing them?
2) What are the translation strategies employed to cope with the differences
in the linguistic forms of these three speech acts in the two languages?

1.3 Objectives of the study

To find the answers of the above research questions, the present research intends,
as follows:

1) To analyze the linguistic forms of directives, rejections, and inquiries and
the factors governing them in dialogues in the English texts

2) To analyze the linguistic forms of the above speech acts and the factors
governing them in dialogues in the Thai-translated texts

3) To investigate the translation strategies adopted to cope with the
differences in the linguistic forms of directives, rejections, and inquiries in
the two languages

1.4 Statements of hypotheses

The answers of the research questions are expected, as follows:
1) In the speech acts of directives, rejections, and inquiries, direct or overt
linguistic forms are found more in English than in Thai, while indirect or
covert linguistic forms are found more in Thai than in English. Linguistic

forms found in these three speech acts are governed differently by



interpersonal and affective factors in English and Thai; linguistic forms in
Thai are governed more by interpersonal and affective factors than in
English.

2) The translation strategies adopted vary on a continuum from literal to free
translation. The translation of directives is most oriented towards free
translation followed by the translation of rejections, while the translation

of inquiries is most oriented towards literal translation.

1.5 Scope of the study

The present research looks at only the dialogues of all characters in the

fictions chosen to be the data, namely, Bridget Jones’s Diary (1996) written by Helen

Fielding and translated into Thai as lnoTsvearsain Toud (2001) /daj0?aa0rii2

khoon4 britlcetl coon(/ ‘dairy of Bridget Jones’ by Ploy Chariyawetcha, and Turning
Thirty (2000) written by Mike Gayle and translated into Thai as Turning Thirty /4 T

ag1n laa (2006) /pii0 nii3 maj2 jaakl sootl/ “year this not want single’ by Phumchai

Boonsinsuk. The narration part of first-person narrative discourse is not included
because “narration could have legitimated the use of literary form” (Poonlarp 2009,
231), which may be not as natural as the real speaking of human beings as dialogues
are. Only three speech acts: directives, rejections, and inquiries are selected from all
dialogues (see more details in data selection in Chapter 3) and only three linguistic
dimensions: direct-indirect speech acts, pragmatic structures, and politeness strategies
are studied in all three speech acts (see more details in data analysis in Chapter 3).
The reasons of selection of these three speech acts and linguistic dimensions are
clarified, as follows:

For the three speech acts, directives, rejections and inquiries are chosen to do
the research on because all of them are basic speech acts in everyone’s daily lives and
the nature of all three speech acts is interactive and all of them are face threatening
acts (FTAs) with different degrees of imposition.

Because of being the FTAs, the three speech acts are directly related to the

concepts of politeness and faceworks. These concepts can be investigated via the



three linguistic dimensions: direct-indirect speech acts, pragmatic structures, and

politeness strategies, which are expressed differently in different languages and

cultures.

1.6 Working definitions and abbreviations

Terms and concepts that are used in the present research may be misleading, since

they are still debatable. For mutually understood, their definitions used in the present

research are declared, as follows:

1)

2)

3)

Translation strategy used in the present research is defined according to
contemporary translation theories. Munday (2012: 22) clearly explains the
definition of translation strategy used in contemporary translation theories that
“a ‘strategy’ is the overall orientation of a translated text (e.g. literal
translation)”. The term ‘translation strategy’ is always confusing with the term
‘translation procedure’, but the translation procedure is “ a specific technique
used at a given point in a text (e.g. borrowing, calque, ...) (Munday, 2012).
The present research intends to investigate the translation strategies, so it
means to investigate “the overall orientation of a translated text”, on the basis
of the cline from literal to free translation.

Literal and free translation used in the present research is determined from
the comparison of linguistic forms between the English source texts and the
Thai target texts in three linguistic dimensions of analysis: direct-indirect
speech acts, pragmatic structures, and politeness strategies. Literal translation
is determined from the similarities of all three dimensions between the English
source texts and the Thai target texts, while free translation is determined from
the differences all three dimensions between the English source texts and the
Thai target texts. Besides, the present research proposes ‘near-literal
translation’ to mean the translation with differences of one out of three
dimensions, and ‘near-free translation’ to mean the translation with differences
of two out of three dimensions between the English source texts and the Thai
target texts.

Directives, rejections, and inquiries are the three speech acts studied in the

present research. They are mainly determined from the intention of the speaker



according to the thematic idea used in classifying speech acts by Searle
(1972). In the present research, these three terms are used as follows,

a. The speech act of ‘directives’ means the speech act done to get the
hearer to do something, so it includes to orders, to request, to suggest,
to warn, to persuade, to threaten, etc.

b. The speech act of ‘rejections’ means the speech act done to refuse to
accept or agree to something with the hearer.

c. The speech acts of ‘inquiries’ means the speech act done to get to
know something from the hearer or to ask questions.

4) Direct-indirect speech acts, pragmatic structures, and politeness strategies
are the three linguistic dimensions of analysis in the present research. Degrees
of politeness can be scaled from the levels of directness-indirectness
(overtness-covertness) of the linguistic forms in all of these three dimensions.
In the present research, these three terms mean as follows,

a. The linguistic dimension of ‘direct-indirect speech acts’ means the
sentence types used to perform speech acts: if the sentence type
matches correspondingly to a speech act (imperatives-directives,
declaratives with negative forms-rejections, interrogatives-inquiries),
they are direct speech acts; but if the sentence type does not match
correspondingly to a speech act, they are indirect speech acts.

b. The linguistic dimension of ‘pragmatic structures’ means the sequence
of utterances, which can function as ‘head act’ or ‘supportive move(s)’,
used in expressing speech acts.

c. The linguistic dimension of ‘politeness strategies’ means internal
modification of a head act in performing speech acts.

5) Levels of overtness and covertness used in the present research refers to
degree of overtness and covertness in communication, which can be expressed
by 1) direct-indirect speech acts; 2) pragmatic structures; and 3) politeness
strategies. Overtness can be expressed with direct speech acts, head-oriented
pragmatic structures, and politeness strategies without or with lower-
numbered redressive actions. Covertness can be expressed with indirect

speech acts, supportive move-oriented pragmatic structures, and politeness



strategies with higher-numbered redressive actions. The terms ‘overtness-
covertness’ in the present research are used as an abstract of the three
linguistic aspects and it is a gradient feature or a continuum of the degree of
directness in communication found from the differences in the two cultures in
this study. The terms ‘overtness-covertness’ are equal to the terms ‘directness-
indirectness’ but the latter pair is not used because they may confuse the
readers during discussion of other dimensions with the direct-indirect speech
acts, which is just one of three dimension analysis. The neutral terms that can
be used to discuss all dimensions without confusion are needed, so the terms
‘overt-covert’ are selected to used instead ‘direct-indirect’. Besides, it is noted
that there are the concepts of ‘overt and covert translation’ proposed by House
(1977). They mean literal and free translation, respectively. However, the
present research does not use overt and covert translation to refer to the
translation strategies. To explain this, the translation of ‘direct’ speech act in
the source text into ‘indirect’ speech act in the target is called ‘free or near-

free translation’ not ‘covert translation’.

In addition, the abbreviations used in the present research and what they stand for

are gathered, as follows:

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
6)
7)
8)

SL : Source language
TL : Target language
ST : Source text

TT : Target text

SP : Sentence particle
QW : Question word
EXC : Exclamation
CLS : Classifier



1.7 Significance of the study

The present research is useful and contributes to the body of knowledge, as

follows:

1) The present research linguistically shows that the differences between these
two languages can be overcome by the translation strategies on a basis of
pragmatic equivalence.

2) The present research empirically reveals the salient characteristics of the
English SL and the Thai TL, especially the Thai TL, which can be traced from
the differences from the STs.

3) The present research concretely proposes the methods of translation strategy
classification. It is accepted that the classification of translation strategies
should be done in a continuum, but no concrete criteria were proposed in
classifying them.

4) The present research practically gives an example of research design and

methodology of a linguistic study of translation.



CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE REVIEW

Chapter 2 presents the review of literature, including the related theories,
thoughts, and previous studies. The chapter gathers the literature related to the
principal issues that are associated with the present research and points the position of
the present research in the body of knowledge. The present research directly relates to
the study of translation strategies and the study of linguistic forms of the three speech
acts, directives, rejections, and inquiries. Hence, the chapter is divided into two
sections according to these two paradigms.

2.1 The study of translation strategies

The principal question of the present research is about the translation
strategies. To attain the fundamental knowledge for investigating the translation
strategies, the literature on translation strategies must be reviewed and presented in
2.1.1; and to locate and develop the suitable direction of investigation of translation
strategies in the present research, the literature on translation equivalence must be
explored and reported in (2.1.2), as follows.

2.1.1 Translation strategies

The investigation of translation strategies is the principal mission of the
present research. Before getting into the details of what the translation strategies are,
the term ‘strategy’ used in ‘translation strategy’ should be described clearly. The
terms ‘strategy’ or ‘method’ (Newmark, 1988), ‘kind’ or ‘type’ or ‘category’
(Catford, 1965), and ‘procedure’ are quite confusing and overlapping in translation
studies. After reviewing the earlier textbooks and articles on translation of many Thai
and foreign translation scholars, it can be concluded that ‘kinds or types of
translation’ and ‘strategies of translation’ mean the same, but the former is used
traditionally (e.g. Catford, 1965, Larson, 1984, Hatim and Mason, 1990, Unnarat,
1995, Borisuthi, 1997, Supol, 1998, Pinmanee, 2005, Jitaree, 2005) and the latter is
used contemporarily (e.g. Newmark, 1988, Schaffner, 1997, Baker, 2001, Hatim and
Munday, 2004, Montoya et al., 2004, Munday, 2012). To the researcher, it seems to
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be more germane to use the term ‘kinds or types of translation’ in referring to the
translation categorized by the kinds or types of the SL texts, e.g. literary translation,
technical translation (Supol, 1998: 18). Munday (2012: 22) defines the term
‘procedure’ as “a procedure is a specific technique used at a given point in a text (e.g.
borrowing, calque)”. However, some researchers (e.g. Lorscher, 1991, Azevedo,
2007, Tyulenev, 2014) use the term ‘strategy’ to mean ‘procedure’, as Lorscher
(1991, cited in Chesterman, 1993: 13) defines ‘translation strategy’ as ““a potentially
conscious procedure for the solution of a problem which an individual is faced with
when translating a text segment from one language into another”. Agreeing that the
term ‘strategy’ implies to the overall translation, while the term ‘procedure’ implies to
the translation in the specific points, the researcher follows the definitions of Munday
(2012). In sum, in the present study, ‘translation strategy’ means “the overall
orientation of a translated text” (Munday, 2012: 22); ‘kind or type of translation’
means the origin text types of the translated text; and ‘translation procedure’ means
the technique used specifically at a point in a translated text.

The intention of this study is to analyze the translation strategies of directives,
rejections, and inquiries in the English dialogues into Thai, so it is necessary to
thoroughly review the various perspectives on the divisions of the translation
strategies to see how the translation strategies have been categorized until now.
Overall, there are two main types of the division of the translation strategies: the
dichotomy and the continuum. Superficially, the continuum division is more intricate
than the dichotomy division, it is true to some degree, but these two kinds of divisions
deeply have different rationales. To the researcher, the dichotomy division seems to
be focused on the aim of the translated texts, which is either to maintain forms of the
SL or to communicate contents of the SL. On the other hand, the continuum division
seems to be emphasized on the degree of the similarities or differences between the
STs and TTs. However, these two divisions are related, because both ends of the cline
in the continuum are from the binary of the dichotomy. The details of these two

divisions of the translation strategies are needed to be explained henceforward.
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2.1.1.1 The dichotomy of translation strateqies

As earlier mentioned, the dichotomy of translation strategies is proposed on a
basis of the binary purposes of translation: one is to maintain forms of SL, the other is
to communicate meanings of SL. These two purposes are associated with the history
of translation. Saibua (1997: 10) separated the history of translation into two main
eras: in the past, translation is to ‘reproduce’ or ‘imitate’ the original texts which are
mostly the works of notable philosophers, scholars, or poets from the more civilized
societies, including the sacred works, e.g. bibles, so to maintain the forms of the STs
is considered to be crucial, while to adjust the STs is considered to be inappropriate;
while, in the present, translation becomes the tools of developing and exchanging
knowledge among humanity, the understanding of the receptor readers is vital, so to
communicate and spread the contents of SL is the main goal of the translation. The
binary purposes of the translation evolved over a period of time. Pinmanee (2005: 7)
briefed that the preferences of translation strategies have changed according to age, in
the early nineteenth century, the non-literal translation is preferred with the reasons
that “spirit is more important than letters, sense is more important than words,
message is more important than form, and matter is more important than manner”
(Pinmanee, 2005), Munday (2012: 30) also noted that Cicero (106-43 BC) inclined
towards non-literal translation because he put the importance on the TL receptors’
understanding more than the word-for-word rendering of the SL, but after that, in the
late nineteenth century, the cultural anthropology started to play a role in translation
and aroused the ideas that the linguistic obstacles cannot be overcome, and language
is the product of culture; the literal translation is more favorable because it can keep
both language and culture of the SL (Newmark, 1988: 45), but up to the present time,
the preference of the non-literal translation have turned back, most translation
scholars agree that translation is to transfer messages or contents from one language
to another language, not to reproduce or imitate words or forms of the SL. So far, it
can be inferred that, based on the two main translation purposes, translation strategies
can be divided into binary which can be called by various terminologies, e.qg. literal
vs. free translation, literal vs. non-literal translation, word-for-word vs. sense-for-
sense translation, source-oriented vs. target-oriented translation, SL-emphasis vs. TL-

emphasis translation. Besides these basic terms, more specific terms are proposed by
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many translation theorists, but are actually originated from the two main translation
purposes, as gathered in the following table.

Table 2.1 The dichotomy of the translation strategies in various terms based on
Poonlarp (2009)

Purposes of translation
To maintain the forms of To communicate the Proposed by
SL messages of the SL
Form-based translation Meaning-based translation Larson (1984)
Direct translation Opaque translation Vinay and Darbelnet
(1958)

Overt translation Covert translation House (1997)
Documentary translation Instrumental translation C. Nord (1991)
Asymmetrical translation Symmetrical translation Werner and Campbell

Decentered translation (1970)
Foreignization Domestication Venuti (1995)

Although the dichotomy perspective of translation strategies seems to put the
emphasis on the purposes of the translation rather than the linguistic forms of the STs
and TTs, Catford (1965) proposed the dichotomy of translation strategies which
focuses on the linguistic forms of the STs and TTs. He postulated three dimensions in
determining the translation strategies, and the translation strategies in each dimension
can be viewed into two poles. These three dimensions are extent, levels, and ranks of
translation. In terms of extent, considering the amount of STs that are translated, it
can be separated into ‘full translation’ and ‘partial translation; in terms of levels,
looking at the level of language that the SL is replaced by the TL, it can be
categorized into ‘total translation’ (all levels are replaced) and ‘restricted translation’
(only one level is replaced); and in terms of ranks, defining from “the rank in a
grammatical (or phonological) hierarchy at which translation equivalence is
established” (Catford, 1965: 24), it can be grouped into ‘rank-bound translation’ (the
equivalence is created at the same rank between the STs and TTs) and ‘unbounded

translation’(the equivalence can be created at the different rank between the STs and

TTs).




13

2.1.1.2 The Continuum of translation strategies

The continuum perspective on the translation strategies focuses on comparing
the similarities and differences between the STs and TTs elaborately. However, to the
researcher, it may not be said exactly that the continuum of translation strategies is
more elaborate than the dichotomy, because they put the emphasis on different points:
the continuum perspective puts the emphasis on the linguistic forms of the STs and
TTs, while the dichotomy perspective puts the emphasis on the purposes of
translation. Many translation scholars proposed many patterns of the continuum of
translations, but one of the most practical and frequently-referred patterns is Larson’s
(1984). Larson (1984: 17) scaled the translation strategies into seven levels from most
form-based to most meaning-based translation: 1) very literal, 2) literal, 3) modified
literal, 4) inconsistent mixture, 5) near idiomatic, 6) idiomatic, and 7) unduly free.
Among these seven scales, she suggested that the idiomatic translation is the best
choice for the good translation, because “[i]diomatic translations use the natural forms
of the receptor language, both in the grammatical constructions and in the choice of
lexical items. A truly idiomatic translation does not sound like a translation. It sounds
like it was written originally in the receptor language” (Larson, 1984: 16). The cline
proposed by Larson (1984) is scaled by the similarities and difference between the
STsand TTs. It is believed that the similarities may bring about the unnaturalness in
the TL, and the difference may lead to the naturalness in the TL, as she explained the
modified literal translation that “[i]n a modified literal translation, the translator
usually adjusts the translation enough to avoid real nonsense and wrong meanings, but
the unnaturalness still remains.” In fact, it is not necessary that the similarities will
always bring about the unnaturalness. Many Thai translation scholars refer to Larson
(1984)’s continuum, e.g. Unnarat (1995), Laisuthruklai (1999), Jitaree (2005).
Additionally, Jitaree (2005: 15-16) groups the translation strategies on Larson’s
continuum into two groups: literal translation and free translation; and groups the
idiomatic translation into the group of literal translation.

Besides, before and after the translation strategy continuum of Larson (1984),
there are other divisions proposed by other translation scholars. Dryden (1680: 25)

proposes the triple continuum of translation strategies which is composed of
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‘metaphrase’, ‘paraphrase’, and ‘imitation’. Munday (2012: 42) explained Dryden’s
(1680) three-part continuum of translation strategies with the following figure.

literal translation free translation adaptation
word for word sense for sense
metaphrase paraphrase imitation

Figure 2.1 Munday (2012)’s graphic explanation of Dryden (1680)’s triadic
continuum  of translation strategies

At first, Dryden (1680) recommended that ‘paraphrase’ is the most appropriate
strategy for the successful translation, but as noted by Munday (2012: 42) “Dryden
himself changes his stance, with the dedication in his translation of Virgil’s Aeneid
(1697) showing a shift to a point between paraphrase and literal translation”.

Other than Larson (1984),Viney and Darbelnet (1958) separates the continuum
into seven translation strategies: 1) borrowing, 2) loan translation, 3) literal
translation, 4) transposition, 5) modulation, 6) equivalence, and 7) adaptation. But to
the researcher, according to the previously-mentioned definitions of translation
strategies and translation procedures, most translation strategies postulated by Viney
and Darbelnet (1958) should be called translation procedures rather than strategies or
types of translation.

Lastly, the highest number of translation strategies on the continuum is
extended to eight by Newmark (1988). Newmark (1988)’s continuum of translation is
consisted of 1) word-for-word translation, 2) literal translation, 3) faithful translation,
4) semantic translation, 5) communicative translation, 6) idiomatic translation, 7) free
translation, and 8) adaptation. Poonlarp (2009) discussed that these translation
strategies “‘can be viewed as parallel to the different levels in linguistic studies”, that
is, word-for-word translation is used in the lexical level, literal translation in the
syntactic level, faithful and semantic translation in the semantic level, and
communicative, idiomatic, free translation and adaptation in the pragmatic level.
However, the best translation suggested by Newmark (1988) is literal translation, as

long as it produces acceptable and comprehensible TTs.
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After reviewing various divisions of the translation strategy continuum, it can
be conclude that there are overall five translation strategies scaled on the continuum,
they can be separated into two sides: two for the side of SL-oriented and two for the

side of TL oriented, and one at the middle point, as seen in the following figure.

SL-oriented side TL-oriented side

= Ty
T i -

= e
= | =

word-for-word literal idiomatic free adaptation

Figure 2.2 Overall translation strategies in the continuum concluded from many
translation theorists

From the review, word-for-word translation is not the same as literal
translation, the former is more extreme than the latter; it may cause the
incomprehensibilities and weirdness in the TTs. Most translation scholars share the
suggestion that literal translation is the best option in translation, since translation
scholars generally agree that “literal translation refers to the SL grammatical
construction that is rendered in the closest TL equivalents” (Newmark, 1998, cited in
Poonlarp, 2009: 26). Although Larson (1984) prefers idiomatic translation, which
emphasizes on the naturalness of the TL, and calls it ‘the translator’s goal’, Newmark
(1988) upheld that “it distorts the nuances of the ST to some extent” (Poonlarp, 2009).
As for free translation, they are related to the addition, omission, up to adaptation,
which is separated to be another strategy. Hence, when the most important thing in
translation is the fidelity to the SL, literal translation should be the best strategy of
translation.

In conclusion, it is likely that the two perspectives on translation strategies, the
dichotomy and the continuum, are different from each other because of the logic in
viewing, not the fineness in stratifying; the dichotomy perspective focuses on the
purposes of translation, so there are just two sides: to maintain the form of the SL or
to communicate the content of the SL, and the continuum perspective focuses on the
similarities and differences of linguistic representation of the STs and TTs, so they

can be scaled as a cline. However, Catford (1965) proposed the division of translation
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strategies in three dimensions of consideration, which puts the emphasis on the
linguistic forms of the STs and TTs. Similarly, Hatim and Mason (1990: 16) scaled
the continuum of translation strategies according to translation purposes: 1) the
author-centred translating, 2) the text-centred translating, and 3) the reader-centred
translating.

So far, after comparing the dichotomy to the continuum of translation
strategies, since the continuum of translation strategies focuses on the linguistic forms
of the STs and TTs; to see the similarities and differences between them, the
perspective of continuum should be more suitable to be applied in linguistic research,
as the present research.

2.2.1.3 Previous studies on translation strateqies

There are plentiful numbers of articles giving an opinion on more suitable
translation strategies. Definitely, there are two sides of opinions between the SL-
oriented or TL-oriented translation. Among others, Booth (2008), Dizdar (2009),
Buden et al (2009), Weissbrod (2010), Sato-Rossberg (2012), Whittlesey (2012) are
pro the SL-oriented translation. Booth (2008: 200) clearly said that “my preferred
translation strategy is ‘foreignizing’ in its determination not to succumb to a
homogenizing language that erases or diminishes the differences within the original
text, and that forces the reader (rather than the text) to accommodate to ‘the other’...it
means expecting the reader to be respectful enough of the text and interested enough
to seek out cultural knowledge on her own”. This corresponds to the idea that “a
translated text is always a hybrid” (Dizdar, 2009: 96). Dizdar (2009) commented that
“the process of translation (proper) requires the third-party position, which is an in-
between position (cf. Bhabha, 1996, Bachman-Medick, 1997, Wolf, 2000) that creates
differences and compromise in the same movement”. The pro-ST-orientation ideas
seem to be consent that “each act of translation has the potential of introducing new
models in to the target system repertoire” (Weissbrod, 2010: 273). One of the main
reasons of ST-oriented translation is the benefit of SL culture learning; this is
considered as German perspective on translation, e.g. Wilhelm von Humboldt’s
theory of translation (Buden et al, 2009: 200). The key term of the SL-orientation-pro
opinions is ‘fidelity’ and the key goal is to translate “as near as the original as I could

make it” (Sato-Rossberg, 2012: 56).
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In opposite manner, the TL-orientation-pro opinions view the TL-oriented
translation as ‘creativity’, as Ricci (2010) describes it through the article with the
terms like ‘creativity and change’, ‘a distancing from the source in the form of
creativity and poetic freedom’, ‘the processes and individuals that brought them to
home’, or ‘newly familiar’. These descriptions show that the emphasis of the TL-
oriented translation is the accessibility and familiarity of the TL readers.

In the researcher’s opinion, both fidelity to the SL and familiarity of the TL
readers are important to translation. It is difficult and futile to determine which one is
more important; it depends on many factors, e.g. the types of the STs, the target
readers of the TTs, the purposes and goals of the translation, etc. Moreover, in case of
the continuum perspective, one piece of text can be translated by various strategies, as
Hatim and Munday (2004: 14) stated that “different parts of a text may be positioned
at different points on the cline”. Consequently, the present research attempts to
investigate the linguistic correspondence and differences between the English SL and
Thai TL and the translation strategies used to deal with them, by emphasizing on the
linguistic forms and translation of the three basic speech acts in daily routine:
directives, rejections, and inquiries. The review of translation strategies helps
presuppose that both ST- and TT-oriented translations are used to translate all three
speech acts, but in different frequency, and this is interesting to investigate.

2.1.2 Translation equivalence

The concept of equivalence is directly related to the present research and most
research on the translation studies. The literature on this concept was reviewed to gain
the insight into what proper translation could be and this helps set the standard of
suitable translation equivalence in this research. The content on this concept is
divided into three main parts, they are: the rudiments of equivalence (2.1.2.1), the
presentation of equivalence (2.1.2.2), and the controversy over equivalence (2.1.2.3).
The details of each part are presented hereafter.

2.1.2.1 The rudiments of equivalence

The rudiments of the concept ‘translation equivalence’ are composed of the
definitions, the types, and the degrees of equivalence in translation. The concept of
equivalence is enormously significant to translation. A number of translation scholars

insist that translation equivalence is one of the overriding issues in translation theories
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and studies. According to Munday (2012: 76), the concept of equivalence has had
great influence over translation since 1970s and he refered to three notable translation
theorists who evidently recognize the importance of the concept of translation
equivalence and whose works clearly reflect this recognition, they are Chesterman
(1989), Baker (1992), and Bassnett (2002). Chesterman (1989: 99) indicated that
“equivalence is obviously a central concept in translation theory.” Bassnett (2002) and
Baker (1992) reserved the chapters or one part of the chapter explicating the concept
of equivalence. Baker (1992: 5-6) accepted that the concept of equivalence is useful
for describing translation. Like Chesterman (1989) and Baker (1992), Hassan (2011)
realized that equivalence is the central concept of translation. Similarly, Nord (1997:
7) perceived equivalence as “a basic concept or even constituent of translation.”
Ultimately, Nida (1964a: 164) declared the importance of the equivalence by
identifying that the successful translation results from equivalence. In addition to the
importance from its status of central concept of translation, the concept of equivalence
is important in terms of making the translation studies systematic and scientific, as
Munday (2012: 58) expressed that the investigation and study of ‘meaning’ and
‘equivalence’ in translation theories and studies is the attempt to study translation
more systematically and scientifically. Nida (1964a),who is well recognized of
studying translation in a systemic and scientific manner, may be the best example of
this perspective because he is an equivalence-based translation theorist.

Before getting into deeper details, the simplest but indispensable fundamentals
of the concept of equivalence, namely, the definition of equivalence must be shed
light on. Many translation theorists have tried to give the definitions of translation
equivalence. After reviewing these definitions, it can be seen that there has been the
modification of these definition through the period of time. The traditional definition
of equivalence was towards the strict faithfulness to the source, as Sager (1997: 25
cited in Hassan, 2011: 8) stated that “[h]istorically, it [equivalence] was perceived in
terms of accuracy and fidelity”. But after the translation theories and studies develop,
when equivalence comes to relate to ‘a relationship between texts in two different
languages, rather than between the languages themselves’ (Kenny, 2009: 98) which
can be called ‘equivalence relations’ (Koller, 1979a, 1979b, 1995) or ‘a relationship

of equality’ (Hassan, 2011), the definitions of equivalence become towards function
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of the texts, responses of or effects on TL readers , including universality of language
and cultures. To begin with the function of the texts, these ideas of Catford (1965) and
House (1997) are relevant to the function-oriented perspectives. Catford (1965: 49)
viewed that “[t]he source language and target language items rarely have ‘the same
meaning’ in the linguistic sense; but they can function in the same situation”; he
added that “translation equivalence occurs when an SL and a TL text or item are
relatable to (at least some of) the same features of substance.” (Catford , 1965: 50). In
the same way, House (1997 cited in House, 1998: 63) clearly spelt out that “the most
important requirement for translation equivalence is that translation have a function
equivalent that of its original, ...”. As for the responses of and effects on TL readers,
among others, Nida (1964a), Nida and Taber (1969) are known as the response-
emphasizing translation scholars. The core of the response-oriented perspective is
“the effect of the target text on the target language reader should be equivalent to that
of the source text on the source language reader” (Hassan, 2011: 15). These two
perspectives: the function- and response-oriented perspectives mirror the belief of
universality of language and cultures as Venuti (2000: 121 cited in Hassan, 2011: 16)
believed that “[e]quivalence in translation has been considered to be built on
universals of language and culture”. Hervey (1998) and Goffman (1999) clearly and
easily explained the concept of ‘universality’ that “what members of one culture do
can be imagined by members of another culture, even if they do otherwise, it is to this
extent that human communication is ‘universal’’’ (Hervey, 1998: 10) and “[...]
underneath their differences in culture, people everywhere are the same” (Goffman,
1999: 319).

Such translation equivalence can be achieved with the concern of context of
communication. Nida (1964a, 51) focused the importance of context of
communication in translation. Similarly, Ivir (1996) and House (1997) viewed the
same way. lvir (1996: 155 cited in House 1998: 63) pointed out that “[e]quivalence is
[...] never to be conceived as absolute but rather as inherently relative emerging
‘from the context of situation as defined by the interplay of many different factors and
has no existence outside that context’” and House (1998: 64) mentioned that this

equivalence “can be established and evaluated by referring original and translation to
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the context of situation enveloping the two texts, and by examining the inter play of
different contextual factors both reflected in the text and shaping it”.

It can be seen now that in translation studies, it is inevitable to study the
translation equivalence, since it is the main and significant issue in translation studies;
to determine translation is to determine translation equivalence, as Prasithrathsint
(2010: 25) confirmed that “the ultimate aim of translation is to have a target text that
is the best equivalent of the source text”. Therefore, the investigation of translation
strategies in the present study must be done on the consideration of translation
equivalence. As previously mentioned, translation equivalence is viewed in many
aspects, so the review of the types of equivalence is required to select the aspects of
equivalence that is suitable for the research. Types of equivalence are very significant
in translation studies, as Toury (1980: 47) said “the question to be asked in the actual
study of translations (especially in the comparative analysis of ST and TT) is not
whether the two texts are equivalent (from a certain aspect), but what type and degree
of translation equivalence they reveal.” The way the translation theorists divide the
types of equivalence is even more various than the definitions of it. Basically, the
classification of translation equivalence is mentioned on the dimension of the
linguistic levels: meaning (semantic equivalence), structure (syntactic or structural
equivalence), and usage (pragmatic equivalence) (see 2.2.2.2 The levels of
equivalence). Prasithrathsint (2010) argued that these three levels are not enough to
achieve good translation equivalence, she proposed that ‘sociolinguistic equivalence’
should be achieved by adding the sociolinguistic features markers, e.g. social group
identity markers in the TTs suitably. Other than this basic division, the ideas or
opinions about equivalence types from many translation theorists are compiled and
presented here, starting from the main and classic divisions of Nida (1964) and
Catford (1965), attaching related and/or similar divisions of others and then ending
with the types of equivalence which are proposed in group and individually, not in
pair as the classic divisions.

1) Nida (1964) : Formal equivalence vs. Dynamic equivalence
Nida (1964a, 1964b) and Nida and Taber (1969) support the
equivalence-based translation studies. He proposed to study translation in

terms of equivalence and divided translation equivalence into two types:
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formal and dynamic equivalences. Nida (1964a) considered his two types of
equivalence as two patterns of basic orientations, which are widely perceived
as two types of translation. Nida (1964a: 159) defined formal equivalence that
“formal equivalence focuses attention on the message itself, in both form and
content ... One is concerned that the message in the receptor language should
match as closely as possible the different elements in the source language”.
As for dynamic equivalence, which is later called ‘functional’ equivalence, it
is based on what Nida (1964a) called ‘the principle of equivalent effect’,
where “the relationship between receptor and message should be substantially
the same as that which existed between the original receptors and the
message” (Nida, 1964a: 159). The definitions given by Nida (1964a) are re-
explained by Hassan (2011: 6) to make them more approachable that “a
formal equivalence translation [is the translation] in which the form and
content of the original message is to be preserved” and “a dynamic
equivalence translation [is the translation] which focuses on creating an
equivalent effect in the TL readers”. The important factor that marks the
differences between formal and dynamic equivalence is the adjustment.
Hatim (2001: 19-20) explained that little or no adjustment is done to achieve
formal equivalence while many techniques, e.g. “adding or taking away
information, altering the material, providing footnotes, generally modifying
the source text” , etc. are used in acquiring dynamic equivalence.
Consequently, formal equivalence rather distorts the TL and does not care
about the TL readers. On the other hand, dynamic equivalence is concerned
for the TL readers and rather isolates from the SL, as House (1998: 66) said
“[...] functional equivalence is aimed at, changes at the level of language and
register may, if necessary, be undertaken, and the result may well be a very
real distance from the original”. Between his two types of equivalence, Nida
(19644, 1964b) and Nida and Taber (1969) is pro dynamic equivalence
because he supports the idea of facilitating TL readers or ‘a receptor-based (or
reader-based) orientation’ (Munday, 2012: 68).

Also, dynamic, or functional equivalence can be regarded as

‘pragmatic equivalence’. This type of equivalence, no matter what name it is
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labeled, has the same objective, that is, to bring about the same effects on the
TL readers as on the SL readers. The relation among dynamic, functional, and
pragmatic equivalence can be confirmed by Sager (1997)’s explanation, he
described that “pragmatic equivalence is used to modify the content (addition
and reduction) while functional equivalence is used to preserve the purpose of
the original; ‘a writer intention’ and ‘reader expectation’. Thus, both
constitute a dynamic view of translation (Sager, 1997: 32 cited in Hassan,
2011: 8). Such ideas correspond to one of the famous modern translation
theories, Skopos Theory. The Skopos Theory was proposed by a German
linguist, Hans J. Vermeer (1930-2010). The core of the Skopos Theory is the
purpose; that is the origin of the name ‘skopos’ because ‘skopos’ means
‘purpose’ in Greek. The Skopos Theory focuses on the purpose or function of
translation; the purpose or function of translation in the philosophy of this
theory is to accommodate the TL readers. Referred to the issue of translation
strategies, translation on the basis of the Skopos Theory is considered to be
the TL-oriented translation. Ho (1998) is another one who supports the idea
of ‘purpose-preserving’, Ho (1998: 4) expressed his standpoint by defining
the translation that “[t]ranslations could not be regarded as synonymity-
preserving mappings between texts ...[but] as purpose-preserving
transformation of expressions or utterances”.
2) Catford (1965): Formal correspondence vs. Textual
equivalence
Catford (1965)’s classification of equivalence can be considered as the
criterion of equivalence classifications in the early period of translation
studies. For instance, Toury (1980a) proposed that equivalence can be
viewed in two concepts: equivalence as a theoretical concept and
equivalence as an empirical concept. These two views of equivalence
proposed by Toury (1980a) are similar to Catford (1965)’s two aspects of
equivalence. The view of equivalence as theoretical concept can be linked to
‘formal correspondence’. For the former, equivalence is regarded as a
prescriptive concept in the abstract and ideal relationship between two

languages. While the view of equivalence as an empirical concept
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corresponds to ‘textual equivalence’. For the latter, equivalence is
considered to be a descriptive term and can be observed directly in real
utterances between two languages. Other than Toury (1980a) who agreed to
Catford’s (1965) formal correspondence and textual equivalence, Kenny
(2009) categorized two types of equivalence as ‘interlingual” and
‘intertextual’ equivalence. These two types of equivalence are understood
on the basis of Saussure’s langue and parole, respectively. Kenny (2009: 98)
defined that interlingual equivalence or Catford (1965)’s formal
correspondence as “hypothetical mappings between elements of abstract
language systems.” This is at the level of langue and called
“Korrespondenz” by Koller (1979). As for intertextual equivalence or
Catford (1965)’s textual equivalence is “actual observable mappings
between elements of real ST and TT” (Kenny, 2009). This type of
equivalence is considered to be at the level of parole. Koller (1979) calls this
type of equivalence as “Aquivalenz”.
3) Others
Koller (1979: 187-191 cited in Hatim 2001, 28) proposed what is
called ‘framework of equivalence’ or ‘equivalence framework’ on the basis
of ‘equivalence relation” which means the relation between the STs and
TTs. Koller (1979) explicated that there are two linkages in the equivalence
relation, they are: the relation of the translation to the ST and the relation of
the translation to the communicative conditions on the reader’s side. He
calls these two linkages as ‘double linkage’. In his opinion, there are five
frameworks of the equivalence relations and Kenny (2009) labeled these
five equivalence frameworks as ‘typologies of equivalence’. The five
frameworks of equivalence or typologies of equivalence are as follow:
a) Denotative / referential equivalence
The ST and the TT words supposedly refer to the same thing in the
real world
b) Connotative equivalence
The ST and the TT words triggering the same or similar associations

in the minds of native speakers of the two languages
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Text-normative equivalence

The ST and TT words being used in the same or similar contexts in
their respective languages

Pragmatic / dynamic equivalence

The ST and TT words having the same effect on their respective
readers

Formal equivalence

The ST and TT words having similar orthographic of phonological
features

(Kenny, 2009: 97)

In addition to Koller (1979)’s frameworks of equivalence, there are another

two types of equivalence proposed by other translation theorists. They are:

a)

b)

Textual equivalence (Baker, 1992 cited in Kenny, 2009: 97)

This typology of equivalence is the combination of two factors: the
similarity to the ST and TT information flow and the similarity in the
cohesive roles that the ST and the TT devices play in their respective
texts.

Functional equivalence (Newman,1994: 4695 cited in Kenny, 2009:
97)

This typology of equivalence is highlighted on the priority of the
equivalence in each text because it is rather impossible to make the
STsand TTs completely equivalent in all aspects. Function of the
text is proposed to be given the first priority.

Hatim (2001) and Kenny (2009) stated that the five equivalence frameworks

of Koller (1979) can be suitably compared with the quantitative classification

of equivalence types of Kade (1968 cited in Hatim, 2001). Kade (1968)’s

quantitatively divided equivalence into four types: one-to-one- equivalence,

one-to-many equivalence, one-to-part-of-one equivalence, and nil

equivalence which are briefly described by Kenny (2009) as below;

a) one-to-one- equivalence

the single expression in the TL for a single SL expression
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b) one-to-many equivalence
more than one TL expression for a single SL expression
c) one-to-part-of-one equivalence
a TL expression that covers part of a concept designated by a single
SL expression
d) nil equivalence
no TL expression for an SL expression
In addition to the main and frequently-cited divisions of equivalence
typologies, there are many other single types of equivalence. Henceforward,
some of interesting types will be gathered. Starting with ‘situational equivalence’
proposed by Vinay and Darbelnet (1958: 91), this type of equivalence has the
similar logic as dynamic, or functional and pragmatic, equivalence, that is, it is
the receptor-based orientation translation equivalence. Situational equivalence
can be obtained by adjusting the situation in the TT accustomed to the TL
reader’s comprehension, which may be different from the ST. This is the same as
what Jakobson (2000: 114) terms ‘equivalence in difference’. Another pair of
equivalence types which are proposed separately but brought to be in comparison
because of their similarities are ‘attitudinal translation equivalence’
(Tabakowska, 1989) and ‘interpersonal equivalence’ (House, 1998). These two
types of equivalence are in common in terms of being the stepping stone to
functional equivalence, but “attitudinal translation equivalence’ puts the emphasis
only on the attitude of the SL writer while ‘interpersonal equivalence’ is achieved
by considering all aspects of context of situation.

Until now, it can be realized from the review of types of translation
equivalence that some types are overlapping and some types are similar in different
terminologies, e.g. pragmatic equivalence relates to sociolinguistic equivalence; and
pragmatic equivalence, dynamic equivalence, functional equivalence refer to the same
type of equivalence. For the present study, which attempts to study the translation of
dialogues in fictions, is considered to be the research on literary translation.
Naturalness and the true-to-life feeling are virtually essential, so the type of
equivalence that is emphasized in the present research is pragmatic equivalence (or

dynamic/functional, including sociolinguistic equivalence). Although pragmatic
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equivalence theoretically seems to be TL-oriented translation, the fidelity or
faithfulness to the SL is still important in translation. It is interesting and worth
studying to see whether literal translation or SL-oriented translation can achieve the
pragmatic equivalence; this is the challenge of the present study.

The last issue that will be included in the topic “The rudiments of
equivalence” is degrees of equivalence. The reason why this issue is considered to be
one of the fundamentals of translation equivalence, other than definitions and types, is
because degree of equivalence seems to be one of the most repeatedly-asked questions
about translation equivalence and it is one of the criteria in considering the status and
quality of translation.

It is hard to come up with the exact answer what is the best degree of
equivalence. Seemingly, only broad conclusion can be made, e.g. by Hartman and
Stork (1972) that there are two kinds of degrees of equivalence: fully (which is ideal)
and partially (which is practical). Hermans (1999: 301) viewed that the degrees of
equivalence are related to adequacy and translatability. Munday (2012: 61) supported
that “the questions of meaning, equivalence, and translatability become a constant
theme of translation studies in the 1960s”. It may seem that the concept of
equivalence is outdated nowadays, but it is still necessary for the linguistic study of
translation, as the present study. Specifically, the focal point of degrees of translation
pointed out by Jakobson (1959 cited in Munday, 2012: 60) is “differences in the
structures and terminology of languages”, not “inability of one language to render a
message that has been written or uttered in another verbal language.” This is the
motivation of the present study in studying the similarities and differences of the STs
and TTs.

The follow-up question associated with the degrees of translation equivalence
is “from what degree of equivalence can any works be considered as translation?”
This question is also debatable. Unlike traditional translation theories, modern
translation theories allow and approve ‘the production of a new text for the target
culture’ (Koller, 1995: 194) as translation. This consideration seems not to comply
with the equivalence-based idea, particularly the formal equivalence-based
perspectives. To compromise this conflict, Koller (1995) called this kind of

production as ‘translatory text reproduction’ in parallel with ‘original text
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production’. However, although the translatory text reproduction is still under
discussion whether it should be regarded as ‘translation’ or not, most translation
theories since the 1980s agree that form are not emphasized in translation studies
anymore. As Nida (1964a: 164) mentioned that “correspondence in meaning must
have priority over correspondence in style.”

When the priority in translation studies is not given to form, but to meaning or
function, the subjects of textuality and discourse analysis come to play a significant
role. The translation studies which concern the equivalence in texts stress the
importance of context and are called “context-sensitive models of translation”. The
key figure of this model of translation is Robert de Beaugrande (1946-2008).
According to Hatim (2001: 31-32), there are three prominent issues in this framework
of translation studies: context of communication; the belief that text is the unit of
translating; and the relationships between the writer, the translator, and the reader.

Hartman and Stork (1972: 713) provided the compromised inference on
degrees of equivalence that “texts in different languages can be equivalent in different
degrees (fully or partially), in respect of different levels of presentation (equivalent in
respect of context, of semantics, of grammar, of lexis, etc.) and at different ranks
(word-for-word, phrase-for-phrase, sentence-for-sentence)”. It means that translation
equivalence can be achieved in different manners, different levels, and different ranks.

In doing the research on translation, other than the types and degrees of
translation equivalence, the levels of equivalence needs to be specified in order to
make the direction of the research design and methodology clear. Subsequently, the
issue on “the levels of equivalence” should be reviewed and it is presented and
discussed in the following topic.

2.2.2.2 The levels of equivalence

Regarding levels of equivalence, Hartman and Stork (1972) identified that
translation equivalence can be observed in several units of languages ranging from
context, semantics, grammar, to lexis. In the same way but different terms,
Widdowson (1979) divided translation equivalence into three linguistic levels:
structural, semantic, and pragmatic. Baker (1992) likewise proposed that translation
equivalence can be found in textual, word, and phrase levels while Catford (1965)

pointed out that translation equivalence is frequently found at the sentence level
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because the sentence level is nearly the same as speech function within the situation.
Catford (1965) proposed ‘the conditions of translation equivalence’ or ‘a position to
consider the necessary conditions in which a given TL item can, or does, function as
translation equivalent of a given SL item’ (Catford, 1965: 49) as another important
aspect in considering translation equivalence, other than considering it as an empirical
phenomenon. he viewed that whenever what is in the TT can function the same as
what is in the ST, it can be accepted to have the condition of equivalence. In his
opinion, the condition of translation equivalence is the condition that “the TL text
must be relatable to at least some of the situational features to which the SL texts is
relatable”. When translation equivalence is regarded as ‘same function in same
situation’, it is subsequently crucial to examine ‘situational features’ or ‘situational
elements’ or ‘situation substance’ carefully. To examine the situation substances for
exploring the similarities of them between the STs and TTs, there are two levels of
relevance to a situation which must be kept in mind: the relevance in the level of
context of situation; and of context of culture. The relevance to the situation in the
level of context of situation means that any speech acts must occur “in a specific bio-
socio-physical environment at a specific time and place, between specific participants
and so on” (Catford, 1965: 52), while that in the level of context of culture is not just
related to the particular situation at that moment, but entire culture of that situation.
Agreeing with Catford (1965) to some extent, Baker (1992: 112) proposed that the
most significant level of equivalence is at text level, rather than at word or phrase
level. Similarly, Nord (1997) and Hassan (2011) agreed with this by saying
“equivalence at word rank does not imply textual equivalence” (Nord, 1997: 36) and
“the more the translator seeks equivalence at a higher level, the more successful s/he
is” (Hassan, 2011: 9).

To create equivalent texts, Munday (2012: 79) stated that “the means by which
the TTs attempt to achieve equivalent effect [...] differ”, which means the methods to
achieve translation equivalence depend on what type of equivalence is required. To
get some types of equivalence, e.g. formal equivalence or formal correspondence, the
methods may be limited only to the linguistic devices; while others, e.g. dynamic,
functional, pragmatic, situational equivalences, context of communication needs to be

put into consideration and non-linguistic methods may be applied as Leonardi (2003:
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3) refered to ‘situational equivalence’ (Vinay and Darblent, 1958) and ‘equivalence in
difference’ (Jakobson, 2000). As for the context-sensitive models of translation or the
translation studies which focus on the context, the passage to translation equivalence
is to discover the precise intension of the ST. This discovery leads to the translator’s
awareness of how to make the target readers mindful of what the source readers get or
what the writer aims to achieve. The textual model of translation views the concept of
equivalent in the broader vision, that is, to highlight on “how texts are produced and
how readers are affected by them” (Hatim, 2001: 35) and communicative factors more
than the language system. It can be realized that these are also the idea of ‘attitudinal
translation equivalence’ (Tabakowska, 1989) and ‘interpersonal equivalence’ (House,
1998), which are already mentioned in the part of equivalence types.

So far, it has been able to recognize that the concept of equivalence, including
the related issues are rather controversial. According to Kenny (2009), several norms
in determining the concept of equivalence are varied upon each school of translators
or even each translator individually or even each translation work of each translator.
Next, the proponents and opponents of the concept of equivalence and their
perspectives are presented to be the last issue in the topic of translation equivalence.

2.2.2.3 The controversy over equivalence

Admittedly, the concept of equivalence is the central or main concept in
translation theories and studies, but it is the very debatable concept. Not all translation
theorists agree on the importance and relevance of equivalence. The equivalence-
based translation theorists can be named as Catford, 1965, Nida, 1964a; 1964b; 2002,
Nida and Taber, 1969, Koller, 1979a; 1979b; 1995, Toury, 1980, Newmark, 1981, etc.
and the examples of translation theorists who may be called ‘the opponents of the
equivalence’ are e.g. Snell-Hornby, 1988, Gentzler, 1993. Kenny (2009, 96) infered
that the theorists in the latter group not only disapprove of the concept of equivalence,
but blame that this concept prevents the translation studies from making progress, it is
too vague to find the use of it. Moreover, they view that how the proponents of
equivalence define equivalence as a relationship between the ST and TT and how this
relationship enables the TT to be regarded as translation are circular. It is circular

because in their views, not only equivalence defines translation, but translation also
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defines equivalence. This may make Lambert (1998: 132) call the concept of
equivalence as “the elusive notion”.

Some translation theorists who do not reject the concept of equivalence also have
comments and accept that this concept is rather problematic as a result of the nature of
language, for instance, Jakobson (1959: 114) viewed that equivalence is “the cardinal
problem of language and the pivotal concern of linguists”; Nord (1997: 8) criticized
that “the equivalence approach lacks consistency: ...” and referred to Reiss (1977: 9)
who insisted that “real life presents situation where equivalence is not possible, ..”;
and Hassan (2011: 23) believed that “no two utterances are equivalent in two different
languages.” Papastergiadis (2011: 5) accepted that “the similarities that exist between
different languages or the introduction of new terms does not always entail an exact
replication of meaning. [...] There is always an uneven fit”, etc.

However, although the equivalence-based translation theorists support the
importance of the concept of equivalence, they admittedly accept that “there is
ordinarily no full equivalence between code-units” (Jakobson, 1959: 139) and “there
can be no absolute correspondence between languages™ (Nida, 1964: 156). The
translation equivalence in their perspectives is in the aspect of universality. As they
said that “[a]ll is conveyable in any existing language” (Jakobson, 1959: 141) and
“anything which can be said in one language can be said in another, unless the form
is an essential element of the message” (Nida and Taber, 1969: 4).

Although it is accepted that the concept of equivalence is considerably
significant in translation theories and studies, it is admitted that this perspective is
not unanimous. The clear answers about the types, the levels of presentation,
including the adequacy of the equivalence in translation have not come to a
conclusion. It is so uncertain that some translation theorists ignore this concept.
However, the concept of equivalence must be inevitably included in translation
studies further because it helps a lot to bring about understanding in translation

studies and the main goal in translation research.

2.2 The study of linguistic forms of directives, rejections, and inquiries

The introductory question of the present research is on the linguistic forms of the

three speech acts types. Before the analysis of translation strategies is done, the
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linguistic forms of the two languages must be investigated to see the similarities and
differences between the SL and TL. The two main issues reviewed in this paradigm
are speech acts (2.2.1) and politeness (2.2.2).

2.2.1 Speech acts

Speech acts are the actions that are acted through words. Pragmaticians,
including anthropologists, believe that the real basic unit of human communication
is speech act (e.g. Hymes, 1967, Searle, 1969, Thanavisuth, 1997).

The theory of speech acts was firstly proposed by Searle (1969), but the most
influential idea to the speech act theory of Searle (1969) is Austin’s (1946, 1962)
idea about the relation between the utterances and the acts and the consideration of
the utterances as acts, including the performative hypothesis. The idea of Austin
(1962) about performative functions of utterances or what he called “performative
utterances” is compiled in the book entitled How to Do Things with Words (1962) by
his students, J.O. Urmason and Marina Shisa, after his death. Austin (1946, 1962)
saw and was interested that when uttered, some sentences did an act, not just
described something. His interest was motivated by the utterances spoken in formal
patterned events or societally institutionalized utterances. This may be a reason why
Austin’s (1946, 1962) hypothesis is quite limited and later triggers a lot of argument.
Austin (1946, 1962) pointed out that there were intention of doing something or
what he called ‘illocutionary force” embedded in utterances, and when uttered, these
utterances could do some acts. From the interest of these sentences, Austin (1962)
tried to classify the performative utterances according to their illocutionary force but
later his classification is viewed just as a list of performative verbs which usually
appear in the ‘explicit performative utterances’ (he proposed two kinds of
performative utterances: ‘primary performatives’, which means the performative
utteranaces without explicit performative verbs, e.g. | will go there with you; and
‘explicit performatives’, which means the performative utterances with explicit
performative verbs, e.g. I promise that [ will go there with you.) Austin’s (1962)
classification of the performative utterances consists of five groups, as follows:

1) Verdictives: The utterances with the performative verbs which involve the

delivering of verdict, e.g. estimate, describe, analyze, value, etc
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2) Expositives: The utterances with the performative verbs which involve the
exposition, e.g. affirm, deny, identify, etc.

3) Exercitives: The utterances with the performative verbs which involve the using
of the power, e.g, demote, dismiss, order, etc.

4) Behabitives: The utterances with the performative verbs which involve the
attitudes and social behaviors, e.g. apologize, thank, welcome, bless, etc.

5) Commissives: The utterances with the performative verbs which involve the
giving of a promise, e.g. promise, contract, undertake, purpose, etc.

As mentioned above, there are lots of argument on Austin’s classification.
Searle (1969 cited in Mey, 1993: 151, 169) criticized Austin (1962) for overlapping
criteria, and for including incompatible elements, or elements that are not suitable
for the definition of his categories, in his categories. Similarly, Leech (1983: 176)
called the deficiency of Austin’s (1962) classification as ‘Illocutionary-Verb
Fallacy’ which means ““a confusion of speech acts and speech act verbs” (Mey,
1993: 151). In other words, the drawbacks of Austin’s (1962) classification are
firstly caused by too much focus on the appearance of performative verbs in the
utterances. Secondly, the difference between locutionary and illocutionary acts
which he used to be the main criterion for classification is not the suitable criterion.
His classification seems to be limited only the locutionary acts with performative
verbs showing illocutionary acts explicitly or sometimes implicitly, but he set aside
the locutionary acts without performitivity despite the illocutionary acts embedded
in these sentences.

Searle (1976) developed the way of speech act classification by having
Austin’s (1962) classification as a stepping stone. He found the distinction between
locutionary acts and illocutionary acts which Austin (1962) used to be the main
divider in his classification unsuccessful, he proposed the new perspective on speech
acts and tried “to develop a reasoned classification of illocutionary acts into certain
basic categories or types” (Searle, 1976: 27). First of all, he disagreed on Austin’s
(1962) three kinds of acts (locutionary, illocutionary, and perlocutionary acts).
Consequently, Searle (1969) proposed the new ones by excluding the perlocutionary
act or the particular effect on the hearer. In so doing, he reasoned that speech acts

should involve only the intentional meaning of the speaker because the intentional
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meaning of the speaker is the heart of speech acts, while the interpreted meaning of
the hearer may differ from the intentional meaning of the speaker and it is beyond
control. Besides excluding perlocutionary act, Searle (1976) extended the meaning
of Austin’s (1962) locutionary acts and presented it into two acts. To sum up, three
kinds of acts which proposed by Searle (1976) are:

1) Utterance acts, which means words, and sentences which the speaker utters
2)Propositional acts, which means what is referred through the utterances

3) Hlocutionary acts, which means the intention of the speaker to do something
through the utterances.

Other than viewing the acts which the speaker does in saying something
differently, Searle (1976) added an analysis model of speech acts which Austin did
not posit in his discussion. He mentioned that doing acts through words will be
successful under the suitable conditions or in other words, it must be governed by
rules. These conditions or rules are called ‘felicity conditions’. Searle’s (1976)
felicity conditions were developed from Austin’s (1962) which were focused only
on the conditions of ritual performatives. There are four types of conditions or rules
in felicity conditions postulated by Searle (1976: 66-67). They are:

1) Propositional content, which governs the details of an action which the

speaker requires the hearer does

2) Preparatory, which governs the speaker’s and hearer’s presupposition about

the truth in the context

3) Sincerity, which governs the intention and the attitude of the speaker in

saying the utterance

4) Essential, which governs the agreement or the commitment of doing any

action.

The model of felicity conditions is very useful and able to differentiate each
illocutionary act clearly and effectively, but in Searle’s (1976) classification of speech
acts, he proposed other 12 dimensions to be criteria for classifying illocutionary acts:
Illocutionary point (or the purpose of the type of act), Direction of ‘fit’(between
words and the world—when we talk, our utterances “word the world” or “world the
word”); Expressed psychological state (or the state of mind); Force (or the strength

with which the illocutionary point is expressed) ; Social status (or the position of the
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speaker and the hearer); Interest (and worries about things of the speaker and the
hearer); Discourse-related functions (or relations to the rest of the discourse); Content
(or what they are about); Speech acts or speech act verbs (some acts can be speech
acts but need not be expressed by speech act verbs); Societal institutions and speech
acts (some acts need extra-linguistic institutions and/or a social position by the
speaker and the hearer for their performance, others do not); Speech act and
performatives (some speech acts have explicit property of performativity, others do
not); Style (or the way of saying or speaking). It is obvious that these are too many
dimensions to be the practical criteria. Because of this drawback, according to Mey
(1993), Searle (1975, 1976) put the most emphasis on the first three of these 12
dimensions and considered these three dimensions and the dimension of “content” as
the main dividers of his classification. The main dividers of Searle’s (1975, 1976)
speech act classification which consists of a total of four dimensions: illocutionary
point; direction of fit; expressed psychological state; and content, can be matched to
the ‘felicity conditions’: ‘propositional condition’, which corresponds to ‘content’;
‘preparatory condition’, which corresponds to ‘direction of fit’; ‘sincerity condition’,
which corresponds to ‘expressed psychological state’; and ‘essential condition’, which
corresponds to ‘illocutionary point.” With these dividers, Searle’s (1969)
classification of speech acts are composed of five types, as follows:
1) Representatives (or Assertives): the utterances that the speaker asserts the
values of ‘true’ or ‘false.’
2) Directives: the utterances that the speaker tries to get the hearer to do
something
3) Commissives: the utterances that the speaker tries to get himself or herself, not
the hearer to do something.
4) Expressives: the utterances that the speaker expresses his/her inner state.
5) Declarations: the utterances that the speaker declares something and those
things will be changed upon.
These five types of illocutionary acts in Searle’s (1969) classification of speech act
become the most famous framework which is generally employed in researches
involving speech acts. Also, they are the canon of classifying the speech act verbs

universally.
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The criteria of speech act classification proposed by Searle (1969, 1975,
1976), which harmonized with his developed felicity conditions (1969) seem to be
more economic, but they are still criticized in terms of being impractical and circular.
Reiss (1985), who did the research on designing tools for describing the ethnography
of communicative behaviors including speech acts, found that Searle’s (1969) criteria
and classification are rather inappropriate for ethnographic data. Reiss (1985: 22-24)
stated that Searle’s (1969) criteria are the framework for the emic analysis, not for the
etic or empirical analyses, as a result of being a theory of competence rather than
performance and being highly sophisticated. Moreover, Reiss (1985: 61) saw that
proposing both the criteria of speech act classification and the felicity conditions is
redundant because they are not different from each other. In spite of being impractical
and circular, Searle’s (1969) criteria of speech act classification are most acceptable,
particularly the keynote of the idea, that is, intention of the speaker embedded in an
utterance.

The present study has the objectives to analyze the linguistic forms and the
factors governing them in the English and Thai-translated texts, including the
strategies in translating them from English into Thali, with the emphasis on three
speech acts: directives, rejections, and inquiries. According to Searle’s (1969, 1975,
1976) classification of speech acts, the speech act of ‘inquiries’ are put into the group
of ‘directives,” because within five groups, the definition of directives, “the utterances
that the speaker tries to get the hearer to do something,” is most similar to the
characteristic of inquiries, “the utterances that the speaker tries to get the hearer to
answer or give information to the speaker”. But, in daily communication, directives
and inquiries are apparently and intuitively different, particularly, when they are
considered in the context of use and judged from their forms, that is, directives are
performed directly via imperative sentences, while inquiries are performed directly
via interrogative sentences. Although it cannot be refused that inquiries have the
feature of ‘to get the hearer to do something’ as directives have, the nature and the
feeling of inquiries and directives are quite different.

There are other classifications of speech acts that separate inquiry from
directive, e.g. Vongvipanond (1982), Luksaneeyanawin (1994). Vongvipanond (1982)

proposed the classification of speech acts according to the basic kinds of sentences:
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affirmative, interrogative, and imperative. Likewise, there are three types of speech
acts in Vongvipanond’s (1982) classification. Remarkably, she calls each type of

speech act in rhythmic sound: 11341%310 /cen3 haj3 saap3/ (affirmative), olvinou

/thaam5 haj3 tcp2/(interrogative), and von 1 /beck?2 haj3 thamO/ (imperative).

Similarly, Luksaneeyanawin (1994) separated inquiries apart from directives and
agreed with Vongvipanond’s (1982) classification in classifying speech acts into three
types: assertives, inquiries, and directives, but she proposed the open type in order to
serve other types of speech acts which have not been analyzed yet. She believes that
in any languages, there are several speech acts which require the context-based
analysis and interpretation.

The speech acts of directives, rejections, and inquiries can be considered as the basic
speech acts in everyday life and they are studied pragmatically and cross culturally in
a considerable number of research. The review of the previous studies is useful in
designing the present research, and understanding the nature of the three speech acts

more, as well as learning the universalities of them.

2.2.1.1 The speech acts of directives

Chauksuvanit (1990) proposed the semantic criteria of directives, as follows,
1) The speaker expresses his/her wants to the hearer that s/he wants the
hearer to do what s/he wants.
2) The hearer can do what the speaker wants him/her to do, and the speaker
also believes so.
3) The action must be done in the future.
4) The action is not done as the hearer’s routine.
5) The speaker and the hearer have the relationship between each other.
Many acts are considered as the speech act of directives, e.g. requests,
suggestions, warnings, orders, challenges, persuasions, threats (Niemboobpha, 2001).
All of them have the same intention, but different force. Requests, orders,
suggestions, and warnings are hereby reviewed. To begin with, the most prevalent
cross cultural studies of the directives are conducted on the speech act of requests
(Leech, 1983: 106). Félix-Brasdefer (2005: 66) confirmed that requests are
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categorized as directives. One of the well-known studies is Blum-Kulka and
Olshtain’s (1984) project known as CCSARP, which stands for ‘A Cross-Cultural
Study of Speech act Realization Patterns’. The CCSARP project aims to do a cross
cultural investigation of realization patterns of requests and apologies by both native
and non-native speakers of eight languages. For requests, it is found that “requesting
behavior is inherently based on choices from a variety of options ranging from direct
to indirect ones; the scale of indirectness at least three main types of options (direct,
conventionally indirect, and non-conventionally indirect)” (Blum-Kulka and Olshtain,
1984: 209). The findings of Wiroonhachaipong (2000)’s research which is done on
the structures and strategies of requests in Thai and American English correspond to
the findings of the CCSARP Project; the request strategies employed by Thai and
American speakers can be grouped into three strategies: ‘direct strategies’,
‘conventionally indirect strategies’ e.g. asking possibilities, expressing hesitation; and
‘unconventionally indirect strategies’ e.g. reasoning, promising, apologizing. The
same strategies are used by Thai and American speakers, but with different frequency;
Thai speakers use unconventionally indirect strategies with the highest frequency,
while American speakers use both conventionally and unconventionally indirect
strategies with equally high frequency. Besides, Thai speakers use more complex and
indirect structures in performing requests than American speakers do.

Other than speech act realization patterns or structures and strategies, the
politeness strategies or norms of facework are also investigated in many studies.
Among others, Ruzickova (2007) explored the requestive hints and face redress in
Cuban Spanish, and found that the Cuban culture is an approach-based or positive
face-oriented culture. In addition, most of cross cultural studies of speech acts are
extended to investigate the factors governing the linguistic realization usage, e.g. the
relative social status of the interlocutors. Based on Brown and Levinson (1987) who
proposed that the selection of politeness strategies depends on power and distance of
the participants, as well as the degree of imposition, Fukushima (1996) designed a
research to prove the hypothesis that the higher degree of imposition, the more
complicated politeness strategies are employed in requesting in British English and

Japanese. This hypothesis is proven true in this research; both British English and
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Japanese speakers use more complicated politeness strategies in the situation with
higher degree of imposition.

As for orders, Takano (2005) and Saito (2011) did a research on the use of
directives by Japanese people in the positions of authority and leadership in the
workplace. Takano (2005) did a research on females and Saito (2011) on males. The
results of both research are in the same way: in directive discourse, Takano (2005)
reported that Japanese female superiors use the indirect framing of directives, the
strategies of contextualization, and the positive politeness, and Saito (2011) found that
Japanese male superiors employ the combination of stereotypical masculine (more
direct) and feminine (more indirect) interactional styles. Both of them discussed that
these findings resulted from the desire of “symmetrical interpersonal relationships and
voluntary collaboration” (Takano, 2005: 633) and “[persuading] subordinates to
achieve institutional objectives, as well as [maintaining] good workplace
relationships” (Saito, 2011: 1689).

Turning to suggestions, among others, Koike (1994) and Li (2010) did the cross
cultural studies on making suggestions. Koike (1994) investigated Spanish and
English suggestions and Li (2010) examined Cantonese and Australian English
suggestions. It is found the differences in each pair of languages in both research, but
all languages have their own ways of expressing politeness in language. Koike (1994)
found that both Spanish and English speakers use an interrogative suggestion in
giving the suggestions, but the negative in the interrogative suggestion in both
languages does not convey the same effect. Koike (1994: 525) noted that “in
languages such as Spanish, the negative is part of a conventionalized formula in
certain interrogative suggestions. In those cases, the negative does not convey any
pragmatic effect”, while in English, the negative can indicate the negative politeness
of Brown and Levinson (1987). In the same way, Li (2010) conducted a contrastive
study to investigate the strategies adopted by Cantonese students in making
suggestions in English and in Cantonese and by Australian students in making
suggestions in English and found some differences among these three groups of
subject. Compared with Australian students, in terms of directness, Cantonese
students in their second language (English) tend to use the direct strategies more than

the conventionally indirect ones as Australian students do, but in terms of politeness,
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Cantonese students prefer on record strategies with redress to bald-on record strategy,
while Australian students prefer going bald on record.

As for warnings, a limited number of researches are done. Among others, Coles
(2012) studied warnings in Islefio Spanish, and found that in the community of Islefio
Spanish speakers, solidarity and goodwill in group are vital since they have less
opportunity to gather in a group and speak Islefio Spanish together. Consequently,
when they perform warnings, which is a face threatening act, the politeness,
especially the positive politeness is necessary. Coles (2012) proposed that the positive
politeness in warnings in Islefio Spanish is signified by predictive conditionals.

It can be concluded from the review of many pragmatic studies and cross cultural
pragmatic studies of directives that directness and indirectness of the linguistic forms,
and degree of politeness, especially in terms of facework, including factors governing

them are the main objectives of such studies.

2.2.1.2 The speech acts of rejections

Niemboobpha (2001) proposed the felicity conditions of rejections, as follows,

1) Propositional content: any propositions
2) Preparatory precondition:
(8) The speaker disagrees to the hearer’s utterances.

(b) The speaker believes that his/her idea is better than the hearer’s

idea.

(c) It cannot be clearly concluded that the hearer’s utterances are

definitely correct.

3) Sincerity conditions: The speaker wants to argue or express that his/her

opinions are different from the hearer’s.

4) Essential conditions: The speaker attempts to argue the hearer’s
utterances or opinions, and sometimes tries to make the hearer think

and do as the speaker thinks
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Mostly, pragmatic studies on rejections have the same goals as the studies of
directives, that is, to investigate directness and indirectness of the linguistic forms,
and degree of politeness, as well as factors governing them e.g. the researches of
Panpothong (1990), Promsrimas (2000), and Lerlertyuttitham (2006). These studies
attempt to investigate the strategies in performing rejections in Thai. Overall, they
found quite similar results, that is, the strategies in rejections, which cover refusals,
and disagreements, emphasize on avoiding bluntness, mitigating, and downtoning.
Panpothong (1990) studied rejections to a request. She found that the strategy which
is mostly used among Thais is to apologize. In addition, Panpothong (1990) pointed
out that social status and social distance influence on performing rejections in Thai.
Promsrimas (2000) investigated the strategies in refusing favor-expressing speech
acts. The results showed that there are 18 linguistic strategies used by Thai
respondents. These strategies can be grouped into the direct and indirect types.
Among these 18 strategies, the most often-used strategy is to reason, which is one of
the indirect strategies. Promsrimas (2000) also found that social status governed the
decision of different strategies, and the speaker put the more important on the
hearer’s face than his/her own face. Similarly, Lerlertyuttitham (2006) paid attention
to the issue on facework in her research, since her research was conducted on
business correspondence, she proposed that the positive politeness is important in
business culture. Additionally, in terms of linguistic markers, the frequently-found

linguistic features of rejections in Thai are the question word ‘how’, the expression

‘919n1n° /taan1 haak1/, and the sentence particle ‘az’ /1a?1/ (Niemboobpha, 2001:

149). As for other languages, Bella (2014) also examined the factors governing the
refusal strategies in Greek by controlling the situation with equal and unequal status
of the interlocutor, and the results are quite similar to many works on Thai, that is,
the indirect strategies are used more than the direct ones, and social status plays a
role in deciding the strategies.

Besides the pragmatic studies, the cross cultural contrastive studies on
rejections are reviewed to realize the differences of different languages and cultures.
Among others, Liao and Bresnahan (1996), Widjaya (1997), Sairhun (1999) did the
cross cultural contrastive studies on rejections. Liao and Bresnahan (1996) studied
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refusal strategies between American English and Mandarin. The findings are that the
relationships between people are important in Chinese culture than American culture.
Furthermore, Chinese tend to use the strategy of giving specific reasons more than
American, e.g. when refusing, Chinese say “Sir, I’'m sorry. I have to write my
homework in the evening” in Mandarin, while American say “I’m sorry I’d like to
help but I got other plans”. Widjaya (1997) did a study of date refusal in English on
Taiwanese women and American women. Widjaya (1007) used the criteria of strategy
analysis of Beebe et al. (1990), that is, more direct strategies are categorized as
‘negatively direct politeness strategy’ and more indirect strategies as ‘positively direct
politeness strategy’. The results show that Taiwanese use ‘negatively direct
politeness strategy’ more, and American use ‘positively direct politeness strategy’
more. Widjaya (1997) discussed that the reason that Taiwanese use ‘negatively direct
politeness strategy’ more may be because the English language is not their mother
tongue language, and it is possible that the beginners are taught to use ‘No, thank you’
in refusals. Other than the interlanguage of the subjects, the pragmatic transfer is also
found and affects the language use of the subjects, as seen in a study English refusal
strategies in Thai learners of English as a foreign language of Sairhun (1999). She
found that English refusal strategies of Thai students are different from those of
American students, that is, Thai students tend to avoid direct strategies, but use the
hesitation in refusals. Moreover, pragmatic transfer is found in refusals of Thai
students, that is, Thai students tend to use Thai preferences or norms of refusals in

making refusals in English, e.g. intensifying the apologies, thanking, and reasoning.

2.2.1.3 The speech acts of inquiries

Although Searle (1969) did not posit the types of inquiry as one of his
taxonomy, he realized that inquiry is interesting and special. As he mentioned that
“the overlap of conditions...shows us that certain kinds of illocutionary acts are really
special cases of other kinds; thus asking questions is really a special case of
requesting...” (Searle, 1969: 69). By this, it seems to him that there are both
similarities and differences between inquiry and directives, but he chose to propose
inquiries (including request) into the types of directive.

Niemboobpha (2001) proposed the felicity conditions of rejections, as follows,
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1) Propositional content: any propositions
2) Preparatory precondition:

(@) The speaker does not know or is not sure in the information about
something, or the speaker may have so much information that s/he
cannot estimate the real answer.

(b) The speaker believes that the hearer can give the answer to him/her.

(c) The speaker and the hearer have mutual background knowledge
about the asked topic.

(d) Itis still not clear for both speaker and hearer that the hearer can

give the answer to the speaker immediately.

3) Sincerity conditions: The speaker wants know the information.

4) Essential conditions: The speaker tries to get the answers from the hearer.
Whereas a lot of previous cross cultural pragmatic studies of directives and rejections
with the significant aims of studying linguistic forms in terms of directness in
communication, and degree of politeness in terms of facework, including factors
governing them, previous cross cultural pragmatic studies of inquiries with these aims
are rarely found. In fact, most pragmatic studies of inquiries focused on studying the
system of questions in various languages, e.g. a comparative project across 10
languages on question-response sequences. However, such studies provide the
knowledge on “the different kinds of social actions that questions can be used to
perform” (Brown, 2010: 2627), which is relevant to the present study in terms of data
selection. From the previous studies on questions, it can be concluded that most
languages, e.g. American English (Stivers, 2010), Dutch (Englert, 2010), Korean
(Yoon, 2010), Lao (Enfield, 2010), Tzeltal (Brown, 2010), have the same lexico-
grammatical options for making questions: polar (yes-no) questions, content (wh-)
questions, and declarative questions, but they are used to perform different social
actions with different frequency in each language. For example, polar questions are
used more than content questions in Tzeltal, but vice versa in Lao; declarative
questions are used frequently in American English conversation, but not expected to
gain the information in Dutch; other initiation of repair (OIR, e.g. huh?, pardon?,

excuse me?) is used in Korean more than other languages. Moreover, the social
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actions performed through questions in most languages are requesting information,
requesting confirmation, initiating repair, seeking agreement together with giving
assessment or opinion, and making suggestion/offer/request; all actions can be
considered as inquiry except the last one, but Macaulay (2001) did the research on
tough talk and found that indirect requests are used to ask tough question.
Niemboobpha (2001: 150) concluded that in Thai, asking questions can be done in

many categories, namely,

1) Questions for contents: the question words, e.g. ‘1ns” /khajo/ ‘who’,
‘0¢'ls’ /2a?1rajo/ ‘what’, <1vw’ /naj4/ ‘which’, ¥y’ /thamOmajo/
‘why’, ‘08145’ /yaanlraj0/ ‘how’, am'ly’ /thaw2raj0/ ‘how much’,
“iials’ /muwa2raj0/when, A /kiil/ “how many’, and the sentence
particles ‘az’ /1a?2/, “ug’ /na?3/ ‘Uz’ /ma?l1/are usually found.

2) Yes-no questions: the sentence particles ‘%50’ /runw4/, “1vy’ /majd/, ‘ug’
/na?3/ are usually found.
3) Questions for choosing: the sentence particles ‘W38’ /runwdé/ is usually

found.

2.2.2 Relation of politeness and indirectness

It is realized from the reviews of the previous pragmatic and cross cultural
pragmatic studies of speech acts that the important issues in such research are the
degrees of directness and politeness of linguistic representations used in performing
speech acts. A large number of research show that indirectness relates to politeness,
e.g. the research of Brown and Levinson (1987), Lakoff (1990), Macaulay (2001),
Stadler (2011). Traditional theories of politeness are based on the relation between
indirectness or implicitness and politeness, that is, the more indirect the linguistic
realizations are, the more polite they express, or in like manner, the more direct the
linguistic realizations are, the less polite they express. However, the relation of
politeness and indirectness does not convince a number of scholars. Among others,

Blum-kulka (1987: 131) “[re-examined] the notions of indirectness and politeness as
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applied to requests” and “argued that ... the two notions do not represent parallel
dimensions; indirectness does not necessarily imply politeness”. In her work, Blum-
Kulka (1987) proposed a definition of politeness as “the interactional balance
achieved between two needs: The pragmatic clarity and the need to avoid
coerciveness”. According to this definition, “direct strategies can be perceived as
impolite because they indicate a lack of concern with face, and non-conventional
indirect strategies (hints) can be perceived as impolite because they indicate a lack of
concern for pragmatic clarity” (Blum-Kulka, 1987). Félix-Brasdefer (2005) agreed
with Blum-Kulka (1987). Giving the evidence from Mexican requests, he noted that
the most indirect request strategy, that is, unconventionally indirect strategy, is not
judged to be the most polite strategy, but the most polite request strategy turns out to
be the conventionally indirect strategy, and directness is not considered as
impoliteness. Despite the disagreement of the parallel of the degree of directness and
politeness, “it appears that it has not been questioned that the degree of explicitness or
implicitness has some kind of effect on how polite a speech act is perceived to be”
(Stadler, 2011: 36). Nonetheless, in terms of cross cultural perspective, Ogiermann
(2009: 189) concluded that “the relationship between indirectness and politeness is
interpreted differently across cultures”. In addition, the threat of each speech act is not
regarded equally across cultures, e.g. “requests [in other cultures] are not regarded as
threats to the hearer’s face to the degree that they are in Western Europe” (Ogiermann
(2009). These differences leads to the different degree of directness in performing
each speech act in each language. Inevitably, to study the degrees of politeness in
performing each speech act in each language and culture, the levels of indirectness of

linguistic forms must be analyzed.

2.2.2.1 Linqguistic dimensions of analysis

The knowledge from the reviews of previous research on cross cultural
pragmatics of directives, rejections, and inquiries is adapted in the research design and
the methodology, ranging from data selection to data analysis in the present study. It
is realized from the previous research that the analysis must be focused on the
directness-indirectness of the linguistic forms used in performing the speech acts,

since it reflects the norms of politeness of the English SL and Thai TL. Although
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some research suggests that indirectness and politeness is different from each other, it
is acceptable that they are closely related. Consequently, the analysis of the present
study is designed into three dimensions: direct-indirect speech act, pragmatic
structures, and politeness strategies, in order to cover both external and internal
modification of linguistic forms in expressing the linguistic politeness in the two

languages.

1) Direct-indirect speech acts

The way of expressing speech act can be divided into two types--direct speech act
and indirect speech act, on the basis of the association between the intention of the
speaker and the sentence type used in expressing the speech act.

The framework of direct-indirect speech act analysis is based on Searle’s (1991)
theory of indirect speech acts. Searle (1975: 60-61 ) mentioned that “in indirect
speech acts the speaker communicates to the hearer more than he actually says by way
of relying on their mutually shared background information, both linguistic and
nonlinguistic, together with the general powers of rationality and inference on the part
of the hearer”. More clearly, the indirect speech act is the type of speech act that the
sentence type used in expressing the speech act is not identical with the intention of
the speaker. In the same way, direct speech act is the type of speech act that the
sentence type used in expressing the speech act is identical with the intention of the
speaker.

The sentence types can be classified by purpose in the English Grammar (see, for
example, Sanford, 1979; Kuehner and Reque, 1981; Broughton , 1990; Downing and
Locke , 2006) and in the Thai Grammar (see, for example, Vongvipanond , 2005;
Phanthumetha , 2011; Pankhuenkhat , 2011). In English traditional grammar, there are
four major basic sentence types which have different functions (Broughton, 1990:
279):

a) Declaratives: to make a statement
b) Interrogatives: to ask a question
C) Imperatives: to give commands

d) Exclamations: to exclaim
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In Thai grammar, one of many approaches to classify the sentence types is to decide
them from the intention of the speaker which can be classified into 3 types
(Phanthumetha, 2011: 296-311):

a) A sentence to inform (“UsgTeaudelingn”)
b) A sentence to inquire (“U5z Tonnulinon”)

c) A sentence to instruct (“152 Toavuen1H¥in™)

2) Pragmatic structures

The concept of ‘pragmatic structure’ is adapted from the concept of ‘pragmatic
formula’ which is adjusted from the concept of ‘semantic formula’ of Fraser (1981)
by Modehiran (2005). Fraser (1981) used the ‘semantic formula’ framework in
analyzing the speech act of apologies. With this framework, he found that in
performing apology via the utterances, one or more semantic formulas are expressed,
one is the core part of apologizing--the expression of apology, the others are the
explanation of the situation, the acknowledgement of responsibility, etc. Obviously,
the meanings of these expressions are analyzed in this framework, thus, it is called the
‘semantic formula’ framework. The semantic formula framework is employed by
many researchers in the analysis of various speech acts. One of them is Modehiran
(2005). She used this framework in analyzing the speech act of correction making, but
she replaced the term ‘semantic formula’ with the term ‘pragmatic formula’. She gave
the reason for not following the term ‘semantic formula’ that her research investigated
“how to use language in making corrections in different contexts of situations and
participants, which is more proper for ‘pragmatic’ than ‘semantic’” (Modehiran,
2005: 13). With the same reason, this research follows the idea of replacing the term
‘semantic’ with the term ‘pragmatic’, but the term ‘formula’ is adapted into
‘structure’ according to the unit of analysis, namely the sequence of the utterances.
Originally and basically, the concept of ‘pragmatic formula’ of Modehiran (2005) or
even the concept of ‘semantic formula’ of Fraser (1981) do not intend to examine the
sequence of the utterances in performing speech acts. They intend to investigate the

pragmatic function of the utterances in performing speech acts, as Modehiran (2005:
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44) explained the meaning of the term ‘formula’ in her research that “a ‘formula’
comes from a ‘pragmatic formula’ which means a basic unit of one or more utterances
or linguistic forms that meets a particular basic pragmatic criterion...For example, Oh
is a pragmatic formula called Exclamation, ...” The sequence of utterances relates to
levels of indirectness because of the number and the position of the supportive
move(s).

As for the analysis method of the pragmatic structures, the work of Blum-
Kulka and Olshtain (1984) must be reviewed. The work of Blum-Kulka and Olshtain
(1984) investigated the same thing as this research, it is what they call ‘patterns of
realization’ of speech act, which means what Fukushima (1996) called ‘structures of
head act and supportive move(s)’. All of these are what is called “pragmatic structure”
in this research. Importantly, the overtness-covertness (directness-indirectness) scale
of the pragmatic structures can be measured more clearly in the investigation of the
sequences of the utterances according to Blum-Kulka and Olshtain (1984)’s analysis
method rather than the investigation of the formulas or pragmatic functions according
to Fraser (1981).

The most significant process in analyzing the pragmatic structures according
to Blum-Kulka and Olshtain (1984)’s analysis method is segmentation.
“Segmentation is meant to delimit the utterance(s) that constitute the nucleus of the
speech act (the ‘Head act’)” (Blum-Kulka and Olshtain, 1984: 200), that is to say,
segmentation is to analyze the utterance(s) used in expressing the speech act and to
determine it or them as the head act or the supportive move(s). The definitions of the
head act and supportive move are as follows;

‘head act’ is “the nucleus of the speech act..., i.e. that part of the sequence

which might serve to realize the act independently of other elements” (Blum-

Kulka and Olshtain, 1984: 200) and “the minimal unit which can realize [the

act]; it is the core of the [...] sequence” (Blum-kulka, House, and Kasper,

1989: 275-276 cited in Fukushima, 1996: 673).

‘supportive move’ or ‘adjunct to head act’ is “a unit external to the [act],

which modifies its impact by either aggravating or mitigating its force”

(Blum-kulka, House, and Kasper, 1989: 275-276 cited in Fukushima, 1996:

673) or it is meant an element that is used “to strengthen or support an act
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realized by other verbal means” (Blum-Kulka and Olshtain, 1989: 200),
including to give “additional information to justify the [act]” (Wang , 2009:
216).
These definitions are the criteria of deciding which utterance is head act (= h) and
which is supportive move (= s), and the pragmatic structures can be decided on the
sequence of these elements.

3) Politeness strategies

The term ‘politeness’ in ‘politeness strategies’ is not similar to the term
‘courtesy’ or ‘deference’. Though these terms are parts of politeness strategies
(Davies, slides). The term ‘politeness’ in ‘politeness strategies’ is linguistic
politeness, which Grundy (2000: 151), among many others, e.g. Brown and Levinson
(1987), Holmes (1995), Green (1996), Yule (1996), explained that “politeness is the
term we use to describe the extent to which actions, including the way things are said,
match addressees’ perceptions of how they should performed”. Hence, politeness
strategies are used to guide the feeling of the hearer to the direction the speaker wants,
e.g. the feeling of approaching or the feeling of distancing. Moreover, politeness
strategies can lessen the imposition or the threatening of the act on the hearer or even
the speaker him/herself. The possible politeness strategies that can be found in
performing directives, rejections, and inquiries in both the English texts and Thai-
translated texts are: bald on-record strategy, positive politeness strategy, negative
politeness strategy, and off-record strategy.

One of well-known and acceptable framework of politeness strategy analysis
is Brown and Levinson’s (1987) strategies for doing Face Threatening Acts (FTA),
which are the acts that “intrinsically threaten face, namely those acts that by their
nature run contrary to the face wants of the addressee and/or of the speaker” (Brown
and Levinson, 1987:65). Among many other models of politeness, Brown and
Levinson’s (1987) model is selected, because it can associate and reflect the cross
cultural pragmatics well. Although Brown and Levinson’s (1987) politeness theory is
highly debatable and gets lots of disagreement in terms of its claim of universality, it
is practical and useful in making comparison of SL and TL in translation studies.

Brown and Levinson’s (1987) model is based on the concept of ‘face’ (Goffman ,
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1967), which relates to the two basic wants of human beings: ‘autonomy’ (negative
face) is “the want of every ‘competent adult member’ that his actions be impeded by
others” (Brown and Levinson, 1987: 62) and ‘self-worth’ (positive face) is “the want
of every member that his wants be desirable to at least some others” (Brown and
Levinson, 1987: 62). It is claimed that each culture puts the importance on each face
differently. These differences can be evidenced by language and the model of
‘possible strategies for doing FTAs’ (Brown and Levinson, 1987: 69) provides the
guideline on the analysis of the linguistic strategies. This model can be used to
compare the linguistic strategies of the STs and TTs, and the importance that each
language puts on each face will be disclosed. This is the reason why this research
selects Brown and Levinson’s (1987) model as the framework of politeness strategy
analysis. While other models, e.g. the models of Lakoff (1973) or (Leech (1983)), are
rule-or principle-governed, they may be more suitable for the study of language usage
than the study of cross cultural pragmatic. The politeness principles of Lakoff (1973)
is derived from one of the pragmatic competence proposed by herself, they are ‘be
clear’ and ‘be polite’. Lakoff (1973) proposed three rules of ‘be polite’ varied upon
the level of intimacy between the participants, they are 1) don’t impose, for the
distance relationships 2) give options, for the acquaintances 3) make your addressee
feel good, for the intimate relationships. As for the politeness principles proposed by
Leech (1983: 132), they are composed of six maxims: tact, generosity, approbation.
modesty, agreement, and sympathy.

The linguistic forms of directives, rejections, and inquiries of the English texts and
the Thai-translated texts are analyzed in these three linguistic dimensions of analysis
in the present research in order to see the similarities and differences of degrees of
politeness between the English SL and the Thai TL, which are from different contexts

of cultures.

2.2.2.2 High-low contexts of culture

Originally, the concept ‘high- and low-context culture” was proposed by the
anthropologist, Edward T. Hall (1914-2009). Hall (1976) proposed the term ‘high-low
context’ to imply to messages used in daily communication in each culture, ‘the high-

context’ refers to the speaking style that highly depends on contexts in the
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collectivism culture, so it can be indirect and let the contexts explain, while ‘the low-
context’ refers to the speaking style that lowly depends on contexts in the
individualism culture, so it must be more direct.
To specify the issue of culture, there are a lot of cultural surveys conducted by many
researchers to investigate values and ways of thinking of people around the world.
Among them, Hofstede (1984; 1991; 2001; 2005; 2006)’s survey is one of the most
well-known, accepted, and clearly-described studies. Though Hofstede’s research is
focused on work-related values, the conclusion and discussion of his studies can
imply the general views of people in each culture. The analyses of Hofstede (1984,
1991; 2001) and Hofstede and Hofstede (2005) can be concluded that there are five
dimensions of cultures, as follows:
1) Power distance
This dimension involves the degree of equality among people in the society.
According to this dimension, cultures can be divided into ‘large or high power
distance’ and ‘small or low power distance’ societies. Large power distance
society puts the importance on hierarchy in the society. There are inequality, gap,
caste system, social distance, privileges and social symbols in the society. Power
is centralized in this group of culture. As for small power distance society, it
focuses on independence and equality. Members of this kind of society always do
as their will and they believe in upward mobility. Power in this type of culture is
decentralized.
2) Individualism
This dimension is related to the relationship between the individual and the
group. This dimension divides cultures into ‘collectivism’ and ‘individualism’.
Collectivism is close-knit type of relationship and puts the importance of “we”.
These can be seen in forms of extended families, and face-threatening acts, e.g.
direct communication or confrontation are always avoided. Individualism puts the
importance of “I”’, so members in this kind of society believe in skill and
performance. They live in nuclear family and dare to communicate directly and

explicitly.
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Masculinity

This dimension focuses on the role, importance, control, and power of male in the
society. This dimension provides two groups of culture: ‘masculinity’ vs.
‘femininity’. Cultures in the side of masculinity have clear gender role, high
discrimination, including decisive and aggressive management; while in the side
of femininity, there are overlap role of gender, low discrimination, and
consensus, negotiation and compromise in the society.

Uncertainty avoidance

This dimension involves the feeling of tolerance for uncertainty and ambiguity.
There are two types of cultures divided by this dimension: ‘strong uncertainty
avoidance and ‘weak uncertainty avoidance’. People in the society with strong
uncertainty avoidance always obey rules, and strongly believe in precision and
expertise. Details and specific plans are required in this kind of society. People in
the society with weak uncertainty avoidance always use their common sense.
They are accustomed to conflict, differentiation, ambiguous situations and
unfamiliar risks.

Long-term orientation

This dimension, according to Tisapramotkul (2007: 38), was actually added on
after Hofstede (2005) worked with Michael Harris Bond from the Chinese
University of Hong Kong conducted a Chinese Value Survey in 23 countries. It
focuses on the long-term adherence to forward thinking values. Cultures can be
categorized into two categories based on this dimension: ‘long-term’ and ‘short-
term’ orientation societies. People in long-term orientation society always have
long-term planning. They have perseverance and thrift and believe in network of
acquaintances. People in short-term orientation society have short-range
schedules and believe in near foreseeable future and the matter of “now”. They
are willing to change. Freedom, rights, and achievements are what they put
emphasis on.

These five dimensions help categorize cultures into ‘high-context’ and ‘low-

context’ cultures. According to Hofstede (2006), the dimensions of power distance

and individualism are the most important dimensions among five to play the leading

role in categorizing cultures into high-context or low-context cultures. The cultures
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with an emphasis on power distance and towards collectivism, e.g. the Thai culture
(Hofstede 2006), are grouped to be high-context cultures; while the cultures with
small or no emphasis on power distance and towards individualism, e.g. the British
culture (Hofstede 2006), are categorized as low-context cultures. However, the other
three dimensions should not to be overlooked, because they are related and dominate
one another as mentioned above. The main properties of high and low context cultures
according to the five cultural dimensions of Hofstede (1984; 1991; 2001) and
Hofstede and Hofstede (2005) can be summed up in the following table.

Table 2.2 The division of types of cultures according to cultural dimensions proposed
by Hofstede (1984; 1991; 2001) and Hofstede and Hofstede (2005)

Types of Dimensions of Cultures

Cultures e.g. Power Individualism | Masculinity | Uncertainty | Long-term
Distance Avoidance Orientation

High Thai Large/High | Collectivism Femininity Strong Long-term

context

Low British | Small/Low | Individualism Masculinity | Weak Short-term

context

These five dimensions in categorizing cultures proposed by Hofstede are
known as ‘Hofstede’s cultural dimensions theory’. The present study is based on the
cultural division into high- and low-context by Hofstede’s cultural dimensions theory,
so English is categorized as a low-context culture and Thai is categorized as a high-
context culture. Also, based on Hall’s (1976) concepts of high- and low-contexts, the
present study hypothesizes that in the speech act of directives, rejections, and inquiries,
the direct linguistic forms are found more in the English texts than in the Thai-
translated texts, while the indirect linguistic forms are found more in the Thai-
translated texts than in the English texts and the linguistic forms in Thai are governed
more by interpersonal and affective factors than in English. The translation of the three
speech acts from English into Thai, therefore, would be more indirect.

Context of culture is highly influential to language use, because it governs
linguistic choices. The notion of ‘context of culture’ is proposed in the theory of
context of communication is proposed by Firth (1935; 1957), one of the main figures of
the British School of Linguistics. The main idea of this theory is that all communication

must happen under contexts which are separated in hierarchy from culture to
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participants. Firth (1935; 1957) was acutely aware of the importance of context of
communication in interaction among people. His idea of context of communication was
based on the idea of ‘context of situation’ of his colleague, Malinowski (1923; 1935).
Before getting into Firth’s ‘context of communication’, Malinowski’s ‘context of
situation’ is study-worthy.

Malinowski’s (1923; 1935) notion of ‘context of situation” was originated
from his research done with the islanders on Trobriand Islands, a group of islands in
the southwestern Pacific Ocean. These people speak the Kiriwinian language.
Malinowski tried to seek for how to translate Kiriwinian texts into English
comprehensibly. He found that either free translation or literal translation did not
work. Free translation was understandable but all of linguistic and cultural aspects
disappeared, while literal translation would keep all aspects of the original but in an
unintelligible way for the target text readers. In the end, Malinowski found the
satisfactory way out to render the Kiriwinian texts into English comprehensibly; he
added a commentary into the translation, or in other words, he described everything
taking place at the time, including cultural background in his translation. His solution
gave birth to the notions of ‘context of situation” and ‘context of culture’. Although
Malinowski was not a linguist (he was actually an anthropologist), his idea greatly
contributed to linguistics.

Firth (1935, 1957) adopted and extended Malinowski’s (1923, 1935) notions
of ‘context of situation’ and ‘context of culture’, as Halliday and Hason (1989: 8)
recalled that, “he [Firth] took over Malinowski’s notion of the context of situation and
built it into his own linguistic theory”. From the context of situation and context of
culture proposed by Malinowski (1923, 1935), Firth (1935, 1957) added the ‘context
of experience of participants,’ the ‘verbal context,” and the ‘phonetic context’, he
arranged and linked the relation of these contexts in hierarchy, and called them

‘Context of Communication” which is more general for linguistic description.
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Firth (1935) hierarchically divided contexts into 5 related levels as follows,
1) Context of Culture

2) Context of Situation

3) Context of Experience of Participants

4) Verbal Context

5) Phonetic Context

Firth (1935) presented the hierarchal relationship of these five levels of

context in the following figure.

Context of culture

|
Context of situation

Context of Experience
of participants

[
Verbal context

Phonetic
context

Figure 2.3 Hierarchy of context of communication based on the process of
contextualtization of Firth (1935)

Firth (1935) mentioned the context of communication and proposed the
above diagram in the article titled The Use and Distribution of Certain English
Sounds (1935), but he did not explicate it in detail. However, his idea has had an
impact on linguistics until now. There are a lot of followers of this theory. To
understand Firth’s (1935; 1957) idea of context of communication, the above diagram
must be interpreted. First of all, it must be understood that each level of context are
hierarchically related, they are all linked, not separated. The top level, context of

culture governs all contexts of situations. It means that situations will be viewed
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according to the way or norm of each culture. Under each context of situation, they
are contexts of experience of participants, including other events. This means contexts
of experience of participants and other events are parts of the context of situation, and
all of them are governed by culture. And finally, all of the above contexts influence
verbal context and phonetic context. To sum up, Firth’s diagram shows that any
contexts of situation are governed by context of culture and are reflected in verbal and
phonetic contexts.

Firth’s (1935) theory of context of communication is interpreted and followed
by many linguists, e.g. Crystal and Davy (1969), Luksaneeyanawin (1994). Crystal
and Davy agreed with Firth (1935) and added that linguistic situations are always
governed by the dimensions of space and time, and this phenomenon produces ‘style’.
Crystal and Davy proposed factors that make various types of style. They are:

1) Time, which covers era or period

2) Individuality, which has two dimensions: person and
personality. These two dimensions were first proposed by Firth
(1950). According to him, individuality can be seen in terms of
nature, and nurture. He explained that when each human being
is born, s/he naturally gets status of individuality or s/he is a
person. But after social cultivation, nurturing, and learning, s/he
socially acquires status of individuality or s/he has personality.

3) Region

4) Social entity

Luksaneeyanawin (1994) followed Firth (1935) and Crystal and Davy (1969)
in her explanation about language use. In addition, she clarified the dimensions of
time and space that time and space or ‘context of situation’ in Firth’s (1935)
terminology are very closely related dimensions: ‘time’ means point and period of
time that a situation happens; and ‘space’ does not mean just place or area, but means
state and status of things and persons in that situation or ‘context of experience of
participants’ in Firth’s (1935) term. Other than time and space, Luksaneeyanawin
(1994) added the other factors that play important role in style selection or selecting

proper language use or way of speaking. They are:
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1) Medium of communication, for example face to face
communication may be less explicit than telephone
communication

2) Mode of communication, oral mode or written mode

3) Experiences of senders and receivers, which are caused by the
following factors

a) Basic assumption on self, proposition, and listener

b) Speaker’s intention

c) Listener’s attitude and stance
The notion of context of communication of Firth’s (1935; 1957) followers can be also
explained by Figure 2.1. This figure makes the description of contexts clearly by
explicating the linkage of each level of context.

In sum, it can be stated that the present study is originated from the concept of
context of communication. To explain this, since context of communication covers
from the biggest context in communication to the smallest one, that is, context of
culture to context of participants, it is interesting to study the linguistic forms within
the different contexts of cultures (the SL and TL cultures), but the same other contexts

in the translation of dialogues in the fictions, as illustrated below.

Context of culture of Context of culture of
SL TL

Context of situations:
Same story, same plot, etc.

Context of participants:
Same characters

Linguistic forms of Linguistic forms of
SL TL

Figure 2.4 Context of communication in translation
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The review of these two main paradigms: the study of translation, and the study
of linguistic forms of directives, rejections, and inquiries, gives the important
knowledge and direction to the present research, which attempts to study the
strategies in translating the speech acts of directives, rejections, and inquiries in the
English dialogues into Thai. The research methodology was designed based on this

direction and presented in the following chapter.
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CHAPTER 3
METHODOLOGY

The intention of this chapter is to present the research design and procedures
taken in this study, including the theoretical frameworks used in the analysis. To
make the content comprehensible and easy-to-follow, this chapter is divided into four
following sections: research tools, data selection, data collection, and data analysis.

The first three sections, Research tools (3.1); Data selection (3.2); and Data
collection (3.3) describe what are used to obtain the data in this research, how the data
are chosen and gathered, and the last section, Data analysis (3.4) explains how the
data are investigated and analyzed to discover the linguistic forms of directives,
rejections, and inquiries in dialogues in the English texts and the Thai-translated texts
and the factors governing them, including the strategies for translating these three
speech acts from English into Thai.

3.1 Research tools

The present research makes use of a corpus to study the linguistic forms of
directives, rejections, and inquiries in the English and Thai-translated dialogues and
the strategies for translating them from English into Thai. There is a great deal of data
which are the English dialogues of the characters in the two fictions and their Thai
translated version. Because of the enormous quantity of data, it is very time-
consuming and bears the risk of mistakes if the data are managed manually. The
corpus is beneficial in this research because the form of a corpus is ready for
computer processing, which is very helpful in operating a great quantity of data.
Besides, one of the principal tasks of linguistic corpus is to analytically compare the
different languages and cultures (Johansson, 1998: 4 cited in Poonlarp, 2009: 3),
which is what the present study intends to do. The corpus is very practical in this kind

of research. However, in this research, the critical and complicated procedures,
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namely, the procedure of annotation, or the procedure of analysis, needs to be
operated manually.

The corpora of both fictions used in this research are advocated by Poonlarp
(2009), who constructed the corpora from 12 fictions for her Ph.D dissertation, The
Transfer of Expressive Meaning in the Translation of English Intensifiers into Thai
(2009). All of those 12 fictions are well recognized, written by the well-known
authors, and translated into Thai by well-qualified, reliable, and famous translators.
The content of each fiction involves the interpersonal relationship, love, and
emotions. Most characters always have some conflicts, both internal conflicts and
conflicts with others. The reason why Poonlarp (2009) chose such contents was
because of the expressive meanings conveyed via intensifiers, which are the
objectives of her research. In doing this research, the researcher looked for fictions
with the content focusing on the various types of relationship because the linguistic
variation upon the uses can be apparently and abundantly found in conversations
between the various kinds of characters in the fictions with such content.
Coincidentally, the fictions selected by Poonlarp (2009) are also suitable for this
research.

Also, the programme of Microsoft Excel facilitates the processes of collecting
and processing large amount of data. It helps these procedures run orderly,
conveniently and more quickly. These research procedures will be described in
greater details in the section of Data collection (3.3).

Last but not least, the R-Programme, which is the free software programme
and language used in statistical computing and graphics, is used in the present
research to calculate the p-values in the statistical significance testing, like Pearson’s
chi-squared test, in order to confirm the association of the linguistic variables and the

contextual variables.

3.2 Data selection

In doing research, the process of data selection is the very important first step
which can determine whether the research will be conducted suitably. The reliability
of the findings more or less depends on this process. To answer the research

questions: “What are the linguistic forms of directives, rejections, and inquiries in the
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English texts and the Thai-translated texts and what are the translation strategies
employed to manage the differences in the linguistic forms of these three speech acts
in the two languages?”, the most appropriate data are the dialogues in the English
fictions with the Thai translated versions. The procedure of selecting data in this
research can be divided into two major stages: the selection of fictions, and then the
selection of dialogues. The details of each stage in selecting data in this research will
be described as follows:

3.2.1 Selection of fictions

The data of this research are the secondary data which are selected from the 12
already-constructed fictional corpora of Poonlarp (2009) with a set of criteria, that is,
the contemporary British setting written in British English by British authors. Among
the 12 corpora of fictions, there are two fictions that perfectly meet the criteria, which
are 1) being a contemporary fiction; 2) being in a British setting and 3) being written
in British English by a British author. They are Bridget Jones’s Diary (1996) written
by Helen Fielding and Turning Thirty (2000) written by Mike Gayle. Both Bridget
Jones’s Diary and Turning Thirty are the contemporary fictions with the British
setting and written in British English by the British authors. Both of them are first-
person narrative fictions with dialogues. The present research is done on the dialogues
found in these two fictions. And fortuitously, the most important character who is the
narrator of each fiction is one, female and the other, male: the female is Bridget Jones
of Bridget Jones’s Diary; and the male is Matt Beckford of Turning Thirty. This
should make the data unbiased in terms of sex. Both of these two fictions are about
the British working adults who try to find the ways of living their lives happily in
terms of family, love life, and career. The stories are full of the variety of
relationships, viz. family members, lovers, and colleagues, which make these two
fictions contain the wanted interpersonal and affective factors for investigation.

The three criteria in selecting the fictions are set to suit the objectives of this
research, which intends to analyze the linguistic forms of directives, rejections, and
inquiries in dialogues and the factors governing them in the English texts and the
Thai-translated texts, as well as to examine the translation strategies adopted to cope
with the differences of the two languages. To achieve these goals of the study, the

temporal setting of the fiction, the cultural setting of the fiction, and the English
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language variation used by an author of the fiction must be controlled because it is
rather cumbersome to study fictions with different temporal and cultural settings,
including different variations of the English language. The reason why the criteria of
selecting the fictions are set from “the contemporary British setting written in British
English by British authors” is because: firstly, there is no formal research on cross
cultural pragmatics in English-Thai translation, so it is better that the first step should
be done with the contemporary fictions rather than the dated fictions, besides, the
usefulness of investigating linguistic forms in contemporary setting can be extended
to the study of how language is used nowadays; and secondly, although British
English is grouped as the low-context-culture language, it is prevalently considered to
have social hierarchy both in culture and language, when compared with other
variations of the English languages. The social hierarchy makes the factors governing
the linguistic forms clearly influential both in the English and Thai languages.

3.2.2 Selection of dialogues

As mentioned above, dialogues are the most suitable data in this research, but
not all dialogues in the selected fictions are used. The research intends to analyze the
linguistic forms of the three speech acts, directives; rejections; and inquiries. The very
crucial procedure is how to select dialogues expressing these three speech acts. Thus,
the speech acts cannot be chosen and classified only from their sentence types, that is,
the directives cannot be chosen only from imperative sentences; the rejections cannot
be selected only from declarative with negative sentences; and the inquiries cannot be
chosen only from interrogative sentences. The suitable criteria are needed to tackle
this complication. Theoretically, the criteria of speech act classification are available,
and the most notable and powerful criteria are Searle’s (1969; 1975; 1976) (see
Chapter 2). However, the criteria employed in this research are not totally adopted
from Searle’s (1969; 1975; 1976), they are partly based on the core part of his criteria,
that is, the intention of the speaker, which is extremely important in determining
speech act. The core concept of Searle’s (1969; 1975; 1976) is kept and set as the
main criterion in dialogue selection of this research, but there are another two criteria
which are suitable for the data from fictions. The other two criteria are linguistic
action verbs (LAV) and the effect of the utterance on the hearer which can be found in

the narration part of the fiction. These two extra criteria are used to confirm the main
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criterion and/or substitute the main criterion when the main criterion is unclear. The
explanation of these three criteria of dialogue selection used in this research is given
as follows:
1) The intention of the speaker
As specified above, the intention of the speaker is appointed to be the main
criterion of dialogue selection in this research since it is most significant in
determining speech acts. It is so important that even Searle (1972: 39)
called ‘speech act’ as ‘illocutionary act’, in his paper “What is a Speech
Act?” (1972) by saying “...the paper might have been called “What is an
[llocutionary Act?” There are various terms having the meaning of the
intention of the speaker, e.g. illocutionary act; intended illocutionary act;
illocutionary force; illocutionary point; communicative intention;
intentionality; extra-linguistic function; essential condition. Their usage
and meaning are sometimes ambiguous and often overlapped, as Thomas
(1995: 51) mentioned “in fact, you will find the terms speech act,
illocutionary act, illocutionary force, pragmatic force, or just force, all
used to mean the same thing”. In order to get rid of this ambiguity and
overlap, the researcher chooses to use the most general term, that is,
intention. The primary intention of the speech acts of directives, rejections,
and inquiries which is used to be the main criterion in determining and
selecting them are:
a) Directives : getting the hearer to do something
b) Rejections : refusing to accept or agree to something with the
hearer
c) Inquiries : getting to know something from the hearer
However, the intention of people is difficult to determine, especially in
real-life communication which there is only context assisting in
determination. But in fictions, the intention of the speaker can be confirmed
by the two following criteria.
2) The linguistic action verbs
“Linguistic action verb” (LAV) is the term proposed by Verchuren (1990:

4138). It is used to describe verbal behaviors realistically, not theoretically
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as ‘speech act verb’ (SAV) is. In other words, LAV is used to tell what
actions the speaker is really doing through words, not just categorize the
real actions into the general types of action done by the speaker as SAV is.
Because LAV can be found in the narration part of novels and fictions, it is
another helpful criterion of identifying speech acts of the dialogues. For

example,

a) Directives, e.g. beg (ST) — 131701 /waw3woon0/ (TT), warn (ST) —
iU /tian0/ (TT)
b) Rejections, e.g. protest (ST) — a1u /khaan3/ (TT)

c) Inquiries, e.g. enquire (ST) — a1 /thaam4/ (TT), plead (ST) — 51151

/rop3raw3/ (TT)
The intended effect of the utterance on the hearer
The intended effect of the utterance on the hearer is called “perlocutionary
act” in the Speech Act Theory. It is proposed by J.L. Austin (1962) as one
of the three acts in doing speech acts (locutionary, illocutionary,
perlocutionary acts), but Searle (1969) disagreed on these three kinds of
acts. He excluded the perlocutionary act from the consideration of speech
acts with the reasons which Reiss (1985: 25) interpreted that “illocutionary
acts are conventionalized messages which are intended to be understood....
Perlocutionary acts, the further effects a speaker accomplishes through his
speech are not conventionalizable in the same way... Here success is not
predictable in the same way it is predictable in illocutionary acts...” The
unpredictability of the perlocutionary act is true in real communication, but
in fictions, the effect on the hearer can be seen. Consequently, the effect on
the hearer could be the other criterion which can help determine the speech
acts of the dialogues in the fictions. However, like the intention of the
speaker, the effect on the hearer is the general term which is selected to be
used instead of the technical term “perlocutionary act” which may generate

confusion and lead to debate. The effect of the utterance on the hearer
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which can be found in the narration part of the fictions or the interacted
utterances of the interlocutor is given the examples, as follows.

1) Directives : As the directives are to get the hearer to do something,
the intended effect of the directives is that the hearer does what the
speaker wants him/her to do. This intended effect can be seen from
the narration part or the utterance of the hearer. For example, in
Bridget Jones’s Diary, the speaker, Bridget, wanted the hearer,
Vanessa, to open the card, she said ‘Shall we open it?’. It can be
recognized that VVanessa opened the card from the narration part
describing “I handed it to her. ... and she slit open the envelope
with the kitchen knife she was holding.”

2) Rejections: As the rejections are to refuse to accept or agree to
something with the hearer, the intended effect of the rejections is
the hearer’s capitulation or explanation. For example, in Turning
Thirty, the speaker, who is the taxi driver, said, ‘I can’t take that’ to
refuse to get the money from the hearer. It can be understood that
the hearer gave in because he replied, ‘Well, thanks a lot.’

3) Inquiries: As the inquiries are to get to know something from the
hearer, the intended effect of the inquiries is that the hearer gives
the information to the speaker. For example, in Turning Thirty, the
speaker, Matt, wanted to know what the hearer, Ginny, does for a
living by saying ‘What are you up to?’, the hearer, then, told him
that ‘I teach art.’

These are the criteria used in selection of dialogues in this research. What
follow are the examples of dialogues which are selected as the data in this research

according to the set criteria.
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3.2.3 The data

With the set of criteria stated in the previous sub-section, 1,301 dialogues (532
from Bridget Jones’s Diary and 769 from Turning Thirty) which meet the criteria are

selected. These are all data selected in this research.

Table 3.2 The total number of the data in this research

Speech acts Number
directives 319
rejections 342
inquiries 640

Total 1,301

After the required data are chosen, the next important step before analyzing
them is to collect and prepare them to be prompt and convenient for the researcher in
the stage of data analysis. How to collect the data systematically is clarified in the
section that follows.

3.3 Data collection

The process of collecting data is very important in doing research. Good data
collection leads to orderly and convenient working. As a result of effective data
collection, data analysis can be performed accurately and successfully. In the present
research, the data collection involves the data processing, the data annotation, and the
coding system. As stated in the section of Research tools (3.1), it is better, for this
research, to collect and process the data with the assistance of the software computer
programme, Excel.

The data processing in this research started from scanning the English texts
and converting them into the computer-readable form or OCR (Optical Character
Recognition). Providentially, this process was already done by Poonlarp (2009). After
that, the dialogues of each character must be extracted. Although the computer
processing can facilitate the researcher a lot, some processes that require human
consideration or critical determination, e.g. the dialogue extraction, had to be done
manually. How to extract the dialogues manually is to do these processes step-by step,

as follows:
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1) To pick up only the dialogues which meet the set criteria of dialogue
selection which is already presented in Data selection (3.2)

2) To copy the selected STs from the corpus and paste them into the

worksheet

3) To map the selected STs and TTs linearly

4) To type the TTs in the worksheet manually, because the Thai alphabets

cannot be converted into a computer-recognizable form via the OCR
feature as the English alphabets can.

When the data is already selected and prepared, they are ready to be annotated
in a computer programme, Microsoft Excel. This programme can facilitate researchers
in data processing; it can help sort or filter the data quickly and correctly, what the
researchers have to do is only setting the organized system of coding and filling the
data systematically.

In this research, the coding system for annotating the dialogues is set upon the
dimension of relationship between participants in terms of interpersonal and affective
relations, namely, sex, age, status, and social distance. These four dimensions are
considered as the factors governing the linguistic forms and can cover all aspects of
contexts of participants in each context of situation in the selected fictions, but the
dimension of social class is excluded. The reasons why social class is not included in
the set of interpersonal and affective variables in this research are firstly, the
characters in Bridget Jones’s Diary (1996) and Turning Thirty (2000) are in the same
social class, that is, the middle class, as determined by their career, education, family
background, and lifestyle; secondly, unlike social status, social class is a broad
concept which is difficult to determine the relative relation between participants, as
well as, “social class is not an easy concept to define precisely or measure accurately,
...” (Stockwell, 2002: 11 cited in Poonlarp, 2009: 73). With these reasons, social class
is not included in the coding system for annotating the dialogues. Therefore, the
coding system is composed of a total of four social factors, which vary dimensions of

relations between a speaker and a hearer, as follows.
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1) The factor of sex

The determination of the sex factor in this research is quite simple
because it is based on the basic division of biological sex of human, which is

male and female. The codes are:

a) ss (same sex)
b) cs (cross sex)
c) mp (multiple participants)

The present research attempts to see the role of the interpersonal
factors in governing the linguistic forms when the participants are in the same
or different sex, but does not intend to study the woman talk or the man talk as
such, so the interpersonal relations which are investigated are not divided
further to male-to-male, or female-to-female conversations.

2) The factor of age

The age factor is determined from the age group of the characters in
the selected fictions. Generally, the age of each character is not exactly
specified in the fictions, but the readers can recognize the age group of the
characters from the content and the relationships of the characters, for
example, friends are always in the same age group, the superiors are always
older than the subordinates. It is not as various as the real life situations which
the much older or younger people can be friends, or the younger person can be
a boss. However, Turning Thirty which talks about the man who is getting
thirty years old, the age of this character, including his friends can be clearly
implied. The age factor can be coded as:

a) ea (equal age)
b) sj (senior to junior)

c) Js (Junior to senior)
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3) The factor of social status

The determination of the social status factor depends on the domain of
situation in the fictions. There are three domains in the selected fictions:
family, friends and lovers, and colleagues. The domains of family and
colleagues can be seen the hierarchy, but the relation in the domain of friends

and lovers is in the same level. So, the codes are:

a) es (equal status)
b) hl (higher to lower status)
c) |nh (lower to higher status)

4) The factor of social distance

The social distance factor is determined on the basis of the duration of
the acquaintance of the character. For example, the people that have just met
each other, like the taxi driver and the passenger, the chemist and the customer
in a pharmacy, can be determined as ‘unfamiliar’. Palakornkul (1972: 76)
suggested that how long the people meet or know each other is one of the
social-cultural factors that can condition role relationships and vary the
familiarity between people. The codes of the social distance factor are:

a) f (familiar)
b) unf (unfamiliar)

After the coding system is set, the data are filled in the worksheet in the Excel
programme systematically. Not only all the data annotated according to the set coding
system, but also the data analysis will be done and gathered in this worksheet, so the
worksheet must be designed carefully and practically.

To get the data ready for the process of data analysis, the data annotation must
be completed. There are four paradigms designed for the data annotation in the
worksheet. They are: 1) Participants, 2) Interpersonal relations of the participants, 3)
Speech act classification, and 4) Texts.
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Each paradigm is separated into many columns according to the details related

to the paradigm and necessary to the upcoming data analysis. The columns in the

worksheet under each paradigm are as follows:

1)

2)

Participants

a) Column A: Name of the speaker

b) Column B: Name of the hearer
Interpersonal relations of the participants

The set coding system, which is declared above, is used to fill the

columns in this paradigm.

3)

4)

a) Column C: Sex of the speaker and the hearer

b) Column D: Age of the speaker and the hearer

¢) Column E: Social status of the speaker and the hearer
d) Column F: Social distance of the speaker and the hearer
Speech act classification

a) Column G: Name of the speech act

b) Column H: ST linguistic action verb (optional)

c) Column I: TT linguistic action verb (optional)

d) Column J: Speech act classifying criteria

Texts

a) Column K: ST (the English original dialogues)

b) Column L: TT (the Thai-translated dialogues)

After operating the process of data analysis, more columns must be inserted

between the column of ST (Column K) and the column of TT (Column L) to collect

the information of ST analysis and the information of TT analysis in the same

worksheet, including other aspects will be kept next to the Column L of TT. (See Data

analysis, in 3.4.1)

The example of how to collect and annotate data according to the coding

system is illustrated in the figure below:
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A B e D E F G H 1 1 K L
1 Participants Interpersonal realations of the participants |Speech act classification Texts
Hame of SA classifying
2 _ Speaker Hearer Sex Age Status | distance SA LAV-ST | LAV-TT criteria ST T

int, eff Who is it? Tasuy

int, eff

3 Matt Elaine cs sj es f

4 Elaine Matt cs js es f Are you in? xiuaniiaguy

5 Matt Elaine [ sj es f int, eff ‘Where's my dinner? Haifunusy

laiviy
wrhidriasduuimnsanay du
]

6 Elaine Matt's mom _[ss js Ih int, eff No

7 Elaine Matt's mom |ss js Ih int, eff 1 don't think It'll be Matt, Cvnthia

8 Matt

Elaine

protested

fu

int, LAV, eff

It was vour furn to cook,'

Auilifhunsaavnanmsiin

9 Matt

Elaine

int, eff

[How Tong were you on the phone
to her anyway?

T AaRUAU LA
Y
it

10 Matt

Elaine

asked

o

int, LAV, eff

‘What were you two talking about?

aaquarlsfuwinniy

11 Matt

Elaine

int, eff

‘What kind of girl stuff?

Basuubnsmsgndass

12 Matt

Elaine

int, eff

[She wasn't asking you when
'we're having kids again, was she?

wiaabinmauanidmuieasd
i
anfuula’ls

13 Matt

Elaine

int, eff

Tell me she wasn't.

UENFEBIB T W BT e B e
T

14 Matt

Elaine

So what did you say?

wihamuanuwilikiaials

Figure 3.1 Screen-capture of data collection in the Microsoft Excel

Last but not least, after the process of data collection is finished, the process of
data analysis can be started. The details of this significant step are presented in the
following section.

3.4 Data analysis

To answer the research questions and to achieve the objectives of this
research, the data analysis in the present research must be carried out in two main
parts: analysis of linguistic forms (3.4.1), and analysis of translation strategies (3.4.2).
Although the analysis is separated into two parts, they are still associated. These two
parts of the analyses are done both qualitatively and quantitatively. The percentage
calculation is used to make a comparison between the data with different base
numbers in both parts of analysis and the chi-square calculation is used to locate the
association of the linguistic forms and the interpersonal and affective factors
governing them. At the end of the section, after the details of these analyses are
provided, the expected findings (3.4.3) will be given to make the overall picture of
this research clear and complete. All of these will be explicated from now on.

3.4.1 Analysis of linguistic forms

This part of analysis is done to answer the research question on the linguistic
forms of the directives, rejections, and inquiries and the factors governing them in the
English texts and the Thai-translated texts. In this part, the linguistic forms of the
directives, rejections, and inquiries and the factors governing them in the English texts
and the Thai-translated texts must be analyzed separately, that is, all dialogues from
the English texts are investigated first, and then all dialogues from the Thai-translated
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texts are explored, to locate the linguistic forms of the directives, rejections, and
inquiries and the factors governing them in each language in the same dimensions of
analysis. To do this, it is expected to see some differences between the English texts
and the Thai texts, although the Thai texts are the translated version of the English
texts. These differences can be assumed as the salient characteristics of the Thai TL,
because they are deviated from their English STs. In addition, these differences can be
linked to the other part of analysis, analysis of translation strategies.

As mentioned above, the linguistic forms of directives, rejections, and
inquiries and the factors governing them in the English texts and the Thai-translated
texts must be analyzed separately with the same dimensions. Now, the dimensions of
analysis are introduced. In this research, the data will be analyzed in three linguistic
dimensions of analysis. They are: Direct-indirect speech acts, Pragmatic structures,
and Politeness strategies. The rationale for the selection of these three dimensions
must be clarified here. The thematic idea of this research is the differences between
the English SL and Thai TL. The analysis of the linguistic forms in the same context
of situation under the different contexts of culture is the core challenge of this
research. These three linguistic dimensions can reflect the low-context culture of the
English SL and the high-context culture of the Thai TL via the degree of politeness of
the linguistic forms within each dimension. The degree of politeness can be scaled
and related to the degree of indirectness. Besides, it is believed that the interpersonal
and affective relations between the speaker and the hearer play a role in determining
the use of them. Hofstede (1980: 94 cited in Grundy, 1995: 121) described ‘high-
context culture’ as ‘status consistency’ and ‘low-context culture’ as ‘overall equality’
and Grundy (1995:122) added that “the high-context culture will be ‘shame’-driven
(an individual’s behavior is conditioned by the opinions of others), ..., and low-
context cultures will be ‘guilt’-driven (individuals are accountable to themselves for
their behavior). The low-context cultures which have less detailed interpersonal
factors are expected to be more overt, while the high-context cultures which have
more detailed interpersonal factors are expected to be more covert. Hence, the cross
cultural pragmatics of the English SL and Thai TL can be examined from these three

selected linguistic dimensions.
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All the data from both the English texts and the Thai-translated texts must be
analyzed to find the linguistic forms in these three dimensions. The findings of the
analysis of linguistic forms are presented in Chapter 4. The linguistic forms that can
be found in each dimension are presented below along with the framework and the
process of analysis.

3.4.1.1 Analysis of direct-indirect speech acts

The analysis of direct-indirect speech acts can be done with the sentence types
used in expressing the core part of speech act. The analysis of the sentence type is
based on the principle of basic sentence types classified by purpose in the English
Grammar (see, for example, Sanford, 1979; Kuehner and Reque , 1981; Broughton ,

1990; Downing and Locke , 2006) and the sentences expressing the intention

(“Usz Toauaaauanu”) in the Thai Grammar (see, for example, Vongvipanond , 2005;

Phanthumetha , 2011; Pankhuenkhat , 2011).

According to classifications of basic sentence types in both the English and
Thai grammar (see Chapter 2), the direct speech act of each speech act in the current
research can be decided from the sentence type which is presented in the following

table, and the other sentence types will be the indirect speech acts.

Table 3.3 The sentence types expressing the direct speech acts of directives,
rejections, and inquiries

Speech act Sentence type
Directives Imperatives
Rejections Declaratives

(with a negative form)

Inquiries Interrogatives

According to the table and the theory of indirect speech acts of Searle (1991),
these are the examples of the analysis of direct-indirect speech acts, the speech act of

directives is used as an example.
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(the examples from Bridget Jones’s Diary or BJ from now on)
ST
(1) Tell us more.
= direct speech act (direct directive : imperative sentence)
(2) Will you shut up?
= indirect speech act (indirect directive : interrogative)
1T

(3) i l¥ianiesd /law2 haj2 fan0 nojl si?1/ ‘tell to listen a bit SP’

= direct speech act (direct directive : imperative sentence)

(4) Rovweila Ivy /piap2 sa?l thii0 daj2 maj4/ ‘quiet once QW’

= indirect speech act (indirect directive : interrogative sentence)

From the above examples, the speech act of directives which is performed by
the interrogative sentence, instead of the imperative sentence, is considered as using
the indirect speech act, because the direct directives must be expressed by the
imperatives.

The direct speech of each speech act must be expressed by the sentence type
identified in Table 3.3. However, it is possible that the sentence types identified as the
direct speech act can turn out to be the indirect speech act, if that sentence does not
communicate the meaning in the context directly. For this case, such sentence will be
decided to be indirect speech act, as seen in the following examples:

ST (from Turning Thirty or T30 from now on)
(5) It’s not going to break the bank.

The example (5) is the speech act of rejection performed by the declarative
with a negative form, but they are analyzed to be the indirect speech act. This decision
is made from the context. It is not expressed directly in the contexts. The context of
the example (5) is that the speaker is trying to refuse his mother’s treat for their meal
and her order to make him keep his money. His mother said, “You don't want to be
spending your hard-earned money on me and your dad. Put your money away. Your dad
will get it.” If he had protested his mother’s order directly, he should have said ‘I won’t
put my money away’. The sentence ‘I won’t put my money away’ will be analyzed to

be the direct rejection, because it is the declarative sentence with a negative form and
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it communicates the meaning in the context directly. He said “It’s not going to break
the bank” which is also the declarative sentence with a negative form. Although the
declarative sentence with a negative form is identified to be the direct speech act of
rejections, the sentence ‘It’s not going to break the bank’ conveys the indirect
meaning in the context, it is consequently analyzed to be indirect speech act.

To sum up, the analysis of the direct-indirect speech acts is not only based on
the sentence type, but also the meaning in context of the sentence.

3.4.1.2 Analysis of pragmatic structures

The analysis of pragmatic structure can be done with the sequence of
utterances used in expressing speech act. Pragmatically, speech act can be performed
via one or more utterances which can be divided into ‘head act’ (=h) and ‘supportive
move’ (=S). In performing speech act each time, it is composed of at least one of these
two elements. The sequence of head act and supportive move(s) is called ‘pragmatic
structure’ in this research and it can reflect the indirectness of the utterances in
performing speech act. As a result of the number and position of the supportive
moves, the structures with more supportive moves or supportive moves in the front
position of the head act, e.g. sth+s, s+h are more indirect than the structures with less
or without supportive moves or supportive moves in the rear position of the head act,
e.g. h, h+s. The possible pragmatic structures that can be found in performing
directives, rejections, and inquiries in both the English texts and Thai-translated texts
are: h, h+s, s+h, s+h+s, and s.

The framework of pragmatic structure analysis is based on Blum-kulka and
Olshtain (1984) in terms of analysis method and Fraser (1981) in terms of overall
concept (see Chapter 2). Below are the examples of the segmentation. Besides, these
examples can illustrate the possible structures which can be varied upon the sequence
of head act and supportive move(s). To show the examples, head acts are in square
brackets, and supportive moves are in round brackets.

The English texts
(6) [Mind the shop.] : the pragmatic structure ‘h’ (T30-directive)

(7) [Is this a good idea,] (Matt)? : the pragmatic structure ‘h+s’ (T30-

rejetion)
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(8) (And) [what about my next bloke]? : the pragmatic structure ‘s+h’ (T30-
inquiry)

(9) (Uncle Matt,) [will you play that record again?] (The one we were just
dancing to?) : the pragmatic structure ‘s+h+s’ (T30-directive)

(10) (So?) : the pragmatic structure ‘s’ (T30-inquiry)
The Thai-translated texts

(11) [wgetaonunlaa] : the pragmatic structure ‘h’

/[phrun2 nii3 co20 kanO kiil moon0]/ ‘[tomorrow see together what time]’
(BJ-inquiry)

(12) [Bunseqd] (@n) : the pragmatic structure ‘h+s’

/[y#n0 tron0 tron0 si?0] (luuk2)/ ‘[stand straight straight SP] (child)’ (BJ-

directive)

a

(13)  (w1ag) [MMHE] : the pragmatic structure ‘s+h’

/(?aw0 la?1) [maa0 thaan0 nii3 si?0]/ ‘(Well) [come way this SP]” (BJ-

directive)

(14)  (15) [otheoud] (U3A9) : the pragmatic structure ‘s+h-+s’

/(thoo?2) [yaal non0 si?0] (brit0)/ ‘(INTRJ) [do not sulk SP] (Bridge)’ (BJ-

directive)

(15)  (ana9Mn?) : the pragmatic structure ‘s’

/(tok1 lon0 waa2)/ ‘(agree that)’ (T30-inquiry)

From the above examples, they show that the utterance that bears the
important message or the utterance that signifies the speech act, no matter what direct
or indirect speech act is determined as ‘head act’, while the remainders that give the
supporting details to the core message, e.g. calling, exclaiming, linking are
determined as ‘supportive moves’. Furthermore, the examples show all five possible
pragmatic structures that can be found in the data, namely, the pragmatic structures
‘h’, ‘h+s’, ‘sth’, ‘sth+s’, and ‘s’.

The level of directness-indirectness of these five possible structures can be

scaled according to the position and number of the supportive move(s). The left-
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handed position of the head act (or ‘pre-h supportive move’) gains more indirectness
than the right-handed position of the head act (or ‘post-h supportive move’), because
it helps conceal the head act. Subsequently, the pragmatic structure ‘s+h’ is more
indirect than ‘h+s’. In the same way, in terms of the number, the more supportive
moves the dialogue has, the more indirect the dialogue is. Thus, the pragmatic
structure ‘sth+s’ is more indirect than ‘s+h’.

In addition, more than one supportive move can be found in a row, they are
divided according to the occurrence, that is, one occurrence is counted as one token of
supportive move. Thus, a string of supportive moves can be counted according to the
number of supportive move occurrence, as the examples given below.

(16) (So,) (come on,) (then,) (Bridget!) [How's yer love-life?] : the

pragmatic structure ‘s+h’ (BJ-inquiry)

(17) (voulvdy) (e laidnandz](mainq) : the pragmatic formula ‘s+h+s’

/(khoop1l caj0 ya?2) (teel) [maj2 dee0 kwaal ca?2] (numl numl) ‘(thank you
SP) (but)[no better SP](young men)’ (T30-rejection)

The example (16) is the English text in the pragmatic structure ‘s+h’ with a
total of four pre-h supportive moves, and the example (17) is the Thai-translated text
in the pragmatic structure ‘s+h+s’ with two pre-h supportive moves and one post-h
supportive move. When more than one supportive move are put together in a series,
the number of them can be counted to measure the degree of indirectness of the
dialogues, as stated above, the more supportive moves the dialogue has, the more
indirect the dialogue is. As seen in the examples (16)-(17), the series of supportive
moves are divided according to the number of occurrence. For the example (16), four
pre-h supportive moves are coordinator (so), expression of persuasion (come on),

conclusory marker (then), and address term (Bridget). For the example (17), there are

two pre-h supportive moves: expression of appreciation (voulage /khoopl cajo ya?2)/
‘thank you’) and coordinator (1161 / tee1/ ‘but’); and one post-h supportive move:

address term (Wu¢) /numl numl/ ‘young men”).

The supportive moves can be grouped according to the function of them.

Other than the position and number, the function of the supportive moves influences
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on the degree of indirectness of the pragmatic structures. Based on Blum-Kulka,
House, and Kasper, 1989: 275-276 cited in Fukushima, 1996: 673, the functions of
the supportive moves can be categorized into two groups: ‘softening supportive’,
which mitigates the force of the head act or gives the insignificant additional
information; and ‘strengthening supportive moves’, which aggravates the force of the
head act or gives the significant, but not independent additional information. From the
examples (16) —(17), all the supportive moves found are softening supportive moves.
The examples of the strengthening supportive moves are given below.

(18) (I told you,)[ I'm on the phone.] (BJ-rejection)

(19) (v399) [mu1¥nae1uneU] /(cind cind) [phom4 haj2 khun( aaapl
koonl]/ “(really really) [I give you bath before]” (BJ-rejection)
From the examples (18)-(19), the supportive moves are categorized as the

strengthening supportive moves, because they increase the force of the head acts,

which are both indirect rejections by expression of blaming (I told you), and
intensifier (9399 /cin0 cin0/ ‘really really’).

3.4.1.3 Analysis of politeness strategies

The analysis of politeness strategies can be done with the way of expressing
speech act via internal modification of the head act in terms of meanings, but can be
evidenced by linguistic features. The framework of politeness strategy analysis in the
present research is based on Brown and Levinson’s (1987) strategies for doing Face
Threatening Acts (FTA).

To analyze the politeness strategies according to Brown and Levinson’s
(1987) model, first of all, the logic of the model should be understood profoundly.
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Possible strategies for

doing FTAS
I l
Do the FTAs Dion’t do the FTAs
(Stratezy 3)
I
I ]
On-record strategies Off-record strategy
(Strategies 1,2, 3) (5 trategy 4)
Without redress
- Bald (Strategy 1) Positive politensss

u (Stratzgy 2)

With redress

(Strategies 2, 3)

WNegahive politensss

(Strategy 3)

Figure 3.2 Possible strategies for doing FTAs based on Brown and Levinson (1987)

The figure shows that there are five possible strategies that can be selected to
employ in doing FTAs. These five strategies include the ‘don’t do the FTAs’ as the
fifth strategy, because in doing FTAs, first decision is to select between ‘do’ or ‘don’t
do’ them, if the decision is ‘don’t do’, there will be not any further decisions.
Consequently, in doing the FTAs, there are practically four strategies to be put into
consideration. Within these four strategies, or within the ‘do the FTA’ strategies, there
are two choices between ‘on record’ and ‘off record’ to choose. Within the ‘on
record’ strategies, there are the strategies without and with redressive action. The ‘on
record’ strategy without redressive action (Strategy 1) is to perform speech act baldly
or most explicitly, while the ‘on record’ strategies with redressive action are to
perform speech act with positive politeness (Strategy 2) and with negative politeness
(Strategy 3). These two latter strategies, Strategies 2-3, require the understanding of

the concepts of positive and negative faces.
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The selection of each strategy is depended on the seriousness of the threat that
the act can have on the participants’ faces, as Brown and Levinson (1987: 73) said
that “the more dangerous the particular FTA X is, in [speaker]’s assessment, the more
he will tend to choose the higher-numbered strategy”. Brown and Levinson (1987)
also proposed that the seriousness of the threat is counted on three factors: power,
social distance, and size of imposition, and Thomas (1995) later saw that there should
be another factor added, namely, rights and obligations. All of these factors influence
the selection of the politeness strategies, because they are related to the interpersonal
relations between participants, even the size of imposition itself can also be relied on
these relations, i.e. the weightiness of the speech act can be increase or decrease upon
the interpersonal relations between participants, for example, we usually feel
comfortable to do the directive speech act with the intimate person or the person with
lower power than us. However, these factors are not static, they can be altered upon
the situation, for example, a plumber has more power than a doctor in the situation of
fixing a leaky tap. This is why the contexts of situation is important and the linguistic
politeness means “behaving appropriately in the circumstances” (Davies, slides).

After the model is understood clearly, the process of the analysis can be
started. The analysis of the politeness strategies using the model of Possible Strategies
for Doing FTAs of Brown and Levinson (1987) which puts an emphasis on a total of
four politeness strategies will be shown along with the examples, as follows.

1) Strategy 1: Bald-on record strategy
To begin with, the strategy of ‘on record without redressive action’

(Strategy 1) is the most uncomplicated strategy. Brown and Levinson (1987:

69) explained this strategy with terms, e.g. most direct, clear, unambiguous,

and concise. That is to say, via this strategy, the speech act is performed most

explicitly, frankly, and openly. These are the examples.
(20) [Don’t lie,] Matt. (T30-directive)

(21) [t50019:M1 115] /[thoo0 aaal yu?3 thaw2 raj1]/ [you age how

much]’ (BJ-inquiry)
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2) Strategies 2-3: On record strategies with positive and
negative politeness

The strategies of ‘on record with redressive action’ can be divided into
two strategies: the positive politeness strategy (Strategy 2) and the negative
politeness strategy (Strategy 3). The division of these two strategies must be
based on the concepts of ‘face’ (Goffman, 1967). To clearly separate the
notion of ‘positive politeness’, which is originated from the positive face, from
the notion of ‘negative politeness’, which is derived from the negative face,
the important characteristics of them are compiled from Brown and Levinson
(1987) and many others, e.g. Rojjanaprapayon, 2010, etc., as seen below;

Table 3.4 The characteristics of the positive and negative politeness

Positive politeness Negative politeness

a) Solidarity a) Individuality

b) Friendliness b) Formality

C) Approach-based strategy c) Avoidance-based strategy

d) Approaching strategy: d) Distancing strategy:
reducing social distance, widening social distance,
expecting to be close and expecting to keep distance
belong to the same group

e) A social accelerator e) A social brake

These characteristics of each strategy bring about the strategy features
which are used to analyze the politeness strategies. As mentioned earlier, the
analysis of the politeness strategies is based on the meaning or semantic
criteria, but can be signified by the linguistic features. Thus, the strategy
features are the meaning features, but can be identified by linguistic
realizations. Brown and Levinson (1987) proposed three groups of positive
politeness features (15 features) and five groups of negative politeness features
(10 features). Although the analysis is based on these groups of features, the

present research proposes the presentation which is done through some
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rearrangements and renames of the groups, in order to make the complete
separation of these two strategies and to reflect the characteristics more
clearly.

The strategy features, together with the examples of linguistic
realizations of the positive politeness and negative politeness used in the
analysis of politeness strategies in this research are presented below, starting
with the positive politeness strategy, and followed by the negative politeness
strategy.

2.1)  Strategy 2: Positive politeness strategy

The features of the positive politeness strategy which reflect the
characteristics of solidarity, friendliness and close relationship are: 1) Care for
and interest in the hearer, 2) In-group identity, and 3) Kindness.

The methods and the examples of each feature are given below, and
the linguistic realizations expressing the meanings of the features will be
underlined.

1) Care for and interest in the hearer

a. Asking for reasons

(22) [Why don't you sit down,] (Mum)? (T30-directive)
(23) (gnd1) [ luda laillneruunsaaz] /(luuk2 caad) [thamOmajo

jan0 maj2 pajo khujo kapl maak3 la?2]/ ‘(child SP) (why yet not
chat with Mark SP]* (BJ-directive)
b. Intensifying interest to the hearer
(24) [Where do you keep your soup ladles?] (BJ-inquiry)
(25) [Is that too milky for you,] (Colin)? (BJ-inquiry)

(26) [viee 15v03niiz] /[tham0 aa?1rajO khoon4 khun0 na?2]/ ‘[do

what your SP]” (BJ-inquiry)

The examples (22)-(26) demonstrate the positive politeness strategy in
the features of ‘care for and interest in the hearer’. Self-worth is the theme of
the positive face, so making the hearer feel that s/he is important is the
positive politeness strategy. From the examples (22) and (23), the speakers ask

for the reasons with ‘why’ from the hearers. This makes the hearer feel
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important. In the examples (24)-(26), the speakers intensify the interest to the
hearers by specifying the ‘you-topic’, as expressed via the underlined
linguistic realizations, e.g. ‘where do you keep your soup ladles?’ instead of
‘where are the soup ladles?’. This also makes the hearer feel important.

2) In-group identity

a. Using in-group markers
(27) (So) [what's not cool]? (T30-inquiry)
(28) [pendaz 1hiaenin](U3as) /[yaal yua?3 pajo 10aj0 naa2](brit1)/ ‘[not
angry go beyond SP](Bridge)’ (BJ-directive)
b. Including the speaker and the hearer
(29) [Let’s go shopping.] (T30-directive)

(30) (80) (1%) [M)wamnunes] /(a0o4)(chaj2)[pajo chon0 chaa0 kan0

tha?1]/ ‘(INTRJ)(yes)[go brew tea together SP]’ (BJ-directive)
c. Seeking agreement
(31) [She's incredibly attractive, isn't she]? (BJ-inquiry)

(32) [nan3eneudlnu] /kotl krigl koonl dii0 maj4]/ “ring bell before
QW] (BJ-directive)

d. Avoiding disagreement
(33) [Isn't this a bit tight?] (T30-inquiry)
(34) [iv39azahe] /[maj2 cin0 la?1 maan3]/ ‘not real SP SP’ (T30-
rejection)

e. Sharing common ground
(35) [What's she like, this Ms P]? (T30-directive)

(36) [ﬂuﬁiwﬁﬁﬁui’ﬂw"lwudz] /[khonO thii2 waa2 nii2 khin2 paaj2 naj4

la?2]/ ‘[human that say this get bus-stop which SP]* (T30-inquiry)

The examples (27)-(36) illustrate the feature of ‘in-group identity” of
positive politeness strategy. This feature shows the solidarity which is one of
the crucial characteristics of the positive face. The solidarity can be expressed
by using the in-group markers, e.g. slangs, colloquial, etc. as seen in the
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examples (27)-(28); by including the speaker and the hearer in the examples
(29)-(30); by seeking agreement in the examples (31)- (32); by avoiding
disagreement in the examples (33)-(34); and by sharing common ground in the
examples (35)-(36).

3) Kindness

a. Being optimistic
(37) [It's okay,] (Mum.) (I don't eat much, these days.) (T30)
(38) [There's nothing wrong.] (T30)

(39) [laitios 151130n] /[maj2 mii0 aa?1rajo rook1]/‘[not have what SP]’

(BJ)
b. Offering

(40) [dn laiasrud Insanagiu] /[thaa2 khaw4 maj2 chuan0 khoo?2

thoo0 maa0 1a?3 khan0]/ ‘[if he not invite then call come over together]’ (BJ-
directive)

The examples (37)-(40) explain the positive politeness strategy in
terms of kindness. The meaning of the examples (37)-(39) is being optimistic
which is expressed by the underlined expressions. In the example (40), it
expresses the speech act by offering the option to the hearer.

2.2)  Strategy 3: Negative politeness strateqy

The features of the negative politeness strategy which reflect the
characteristics of individuality, formality and distance relationship are: 1)
Deference, 2) Consideration, and 3) Freedom.

These three major groups of negative politeness strategy features are
expressed by the following methods and are demonstrated by the examples, as
follows;

1) Deference

a. Using courteous markers
(41) (Oh,) [please,] (Bridget.) (Remember, I gave you the gift of life.)
(T30-directive)

(42) [igg] /[maj2 kha?2]/ <[no SP]’ (T30-rejections)
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b. Being conventionally indirect
(43) (Uncle Matt,) [will you play that record again?] (The one we were

just dancing to?) (T30-directive)

(44) [wg'a‘fz uunoe l)minala ] /[phrun?2 nii3 phom4 khoj2 pajo
haa4 khunO daj2 maj4]/ ‘[tomorrow I then go see you can QWY]’
(BJ-rejection)

c. Impersonalizing the speaker and the hearer

(45) ['Your company would be appreciated.] (T30-directive)

(46) [Fuiivenlivulueuu@ssthauniz] /[cinOnii2 bookl haj2

khin2 pajO noon0 bon0 tian0 khaan2bon0 ne?2]/ ‘Ginny tell give up go sleep
upstairs SP]’(T30-directive)

The examples (41)-(46) illustrate the negative politeness strategy
feature of ‘deference’. This feature can be expressed by courteous markers,

e.g. the word ‘please’, including the past form of modals, e.g. ‘would’,

‘should’, ‘could’ in English, or the politeness sentence particles ‘Az’ /kha?2/

‘a1’ /khrap3/ in Thai, including formal words or expressions, as seen the

examples (41)-(42); by conventionally indirect expressions, as seen in the
examples (43)-(44); and by passive constructions or reported speech to
impersonalize the speaker and the hearer, as seen in the examples (45)-(46).
2) Consideration
a. Hedging
(47) [Ldon't think It'll be Matt,] (Cynthia.) (T30-rejection)

(48) [tn3anvziduvnienis] /[kreen0 waa2 ca?1 pen0 khawl raaj3

na?1]/ ‘[afraid that will be new bad SP]’ (T30-rejection)
b. Minimizing the imposition
(49) [Hang on a sec.] (T30-directive)

(50) (wise)[ran 1 Waruesd] /(rood) [law2 haj2 fan0 nojl si?1)/

‘(QW)[tell to listen a bit SP]’
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c. Admitting the impingement

(51) (g’u)[mﬁ’uamasim?\mﬁ’uﬁ’mﬁaﬂ’n] (3u) /(nan3) [khoo4 chan4

thaam4 yaanldiaw0 kan0 kap1 thaa0 baan2](cin0)/ ‘(so)[request I ask

same together with you some](Gin)’ (T30-inquiry)

The examples (47)-(51) are the examples of negative politeness feature
of ‘consideration’. As stated earlier, the negative face want is a wish not to be
imposed on by others (e.g. Grundy, 2008 and Hassan, 2011). So, when the
speaker imposes on the hearer, s/he shows the consideration by hedging, as in
the examples (47)-(48); by minimizing the imposition, as in the examples
(49)-(50); and by admitting the impingement, as seen in the example (51).

3) Freedom

Not coercing the hearer

(52) [She can sleep in my bed, if she wants.] (T30-directive)

(53) (91) [éumﬂma&uﬁauﬁ] /(?aal) [roam2 caakl tron0 nan3 konl

koo2 daj2]/ ‘(INTRJ)[start from that before that’s alright]’ (T30-directive)

The examples (52)-(53) explain the negative politeness feature of
‘freedom’. This feature reflects the main characteristics of the negative face,
namely, the autonomy. It can be expressed by not coercing the hearer.

3) Strategy 4: Off-record strategy

The strategy of ‘off record’ (Strategy 4) is the last politeness strategy
that can be chosen when the speaker decides to do the FTAs. This strategy is
to perform the speech act in the most indirect way. The off-record utterances
can have more than one interpretations, so the contexts and the mutual
background knowledge between the speaker and the hearer play a very
important role in making the communication effective. The ‘off-record’
strategy is the highest-numbered strategy in Brown and Levinson’s (1987)
model. It is likely to be used in the most unsafe acts for either the speaker’s
face or the hearer’s or both, because it is the strategy that “the actor leaves
himself an ‘out’ by providing himself with a number of defensible
interpretations; he cannot be held to have committed himself to just one

particular interpretation of his act” (Brown and Levinsin, 1987: 211).
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The ‘off-record’ strategy features can be grouped according to a
Gricean Maxim (1975) (or Cooperative Principles: CP, namely, Relevance,
Quality, Quantity, Manner), but they are in the form of violation. The methods
and the examples of the violation of each maxim to gain the ‘off-record’
politeness strategy are provided, as follows;

1) Violation of relevance maxim

: Giving hints

Situation: At the department store, the speaker is the shop assistant refusing

the idea of the customer that the shirt he was trying on was too small
(54) [It's cut to be close-fitting.] (T30-rejection)

Situation: the speaker was asked to go out and she refused

v A o

(55) [nuuua] (BJ-rejection)

The examples (54)-(55) are the examples of the violation of relevance
maxim, which is one of the features of the ‘off-record’ strategy. To violate
relevance maxim is to speak out of the topic, not to speak relevantly, or not to
speak what really want to speak directly, but to hide the real messages under
some hints. However, the messages are still communicated because of the
contexts.

2) Violation of quality Maxim

a. Using irony
(56) [Only itis quite late,] (Matthew.) (T30-rejections)

(57) [@,uﬁ’aiiu%amﬁmﬁuﬁ] /[duu0 leew3 naa2chia2 lia4 koonO nii2}]/

‘look already believable excessively’

b. Using rhetorical questions
(58) [Are you actually going to speak to me or do | have to guess?]
(T30-directive)

(59) [ax 1 uriez 15 uenir1daz] /[ca?l haj2 chand thamO 2a?1raj0

najo hon2naam3 daj2]/ ‘will give me do what in bathroom can]’ (BJ-

rejection)
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c. Using contradictions
(60) (Oh,) [now you're not going to go looking like a sloppy tramp in
dull colours.] (BJ-directive)
d. Using metaphors
(61) [A firm hand, that's all it needs.] (BJ-directive)
The examples (56)-(61) demonstrate the violation of quality maxim.

To violate quality maxim is to deviate the way of expressing the messages.
Irony, rhetorical questions, contradictions, and metaphors are the deviated
ways used to express the messages, instead of using the explicit utterances.

3) Violation of guantity maxim

a. Overstating
(62) (Light grey?) [I'd spend my life tripping backwards and forwards
from the dry-cleaners, riot in a million years,] (my dear.) (T30-

rejection)
b. Understating
(63) (Well,) [I.don't know.] (BJ-rejection)

(64) [@jﬁ;’ﬁ] /[maj2 ruu3 di?1]/ ‘[not know SP]’ (T30-rejection)
The examples (62)-(64) exemplify the violation of quantity maxim. To
violate quantity maxim is to speak too much, including speak exaggeratedly,

as seen in the example (62), or to speak too little, including not provide the

wanted information, as seen in the examples (63)-(64).

4) Violation of manner maxim

a. Being incomplete
(65) (And) [Jimmy is?] (T30-inquiry)
(66) (#9)[tnuiies...?] /(sin2) [theenO thii2 ca?l ...}/ “(that)[instead of

...]” (T30-inquiry)
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b. Displacing the hearer
(67) [I shouldn't do that.] (T30-directive)

(68) [udusiu funs ey Tnavinatiunsenuy] /[thaa2 pen0

chan4 chan4 khon0 maj2 ni?3yaam0 man0 hootl kha?1naatl nan3]/

‘[if be me I may not define it cruel like that SP SP]” (T30-rejection)

The examples (65)-(68) illustrate the violation of manner maxim. The
manner maxim is to speak clearly, truthfully, and completely. So, speaking
incompletely in the examples (65)-(66) and supposing to be the hearer in the
examples (67)-(68) are violating the maxim.

All of these are the analyses of linguistic forms in the three linguistic
dimensions employed in this research. In this research, other than the three linguistic
dimensions of analysis, the factors that govern the linguistic forms are carefully
selected. All factors are set from all aspects of the interpersonal and affective relations
between the participants: sex, age, social status, and social distance. It is believed that
these factors determine the linguistic forms when performing speech acts. They can
be called the contextual variables and grouped into three major groups of contexts of
participants, they are:

1) Equal group: same sex, equal age, equal social status, and familiar relation

2) Unequal-downwards group: senior-to-junior, and higher status-to-lower status
3) Unequal-upwards group: cross sex, junior-to-senior, lower status-to-higher-
status, and unfamiliar relation

Hypothetically, these factors or variables will be more detailed and dominant
in the Thai TL which is in the high-context culture than in the English SL which is in
the low-context culture. In other words, the TL linguistic forms should be varied upon
these variables more than the SL linguistic forms in all dimensions of analysis. To
find the associations of the linguistic forms and the factors governing them, the chi-
square calculation is done. The p-value that is considered to signify the significant
association in this research is < 0.05.

Next, the other part of analysis will be introduced.



90

3.4.2 Analysis of translation strategies

To answer the second research question: what are the translation strategies
employed to handle the differences in the linguistic forms of the directives, rejections,
and inquiries in the English SL and Thai TL?, this part of analysis must be achieved.
To analyze the translation strategies, the linguistic forms of the directives, rejections,
and inquiries in the English STs will be compared with those of the Thai TTs
linearly, that is, each dialogues from the English STs is investigated along with its
translated version in Thai one by one in all three dimensions of analysis: direct-
indirect speech acts, pragmatic structures, and politeness strategies. To do this, the
similarities or differences can be found between the English STs and Thai TTs. The
comparison of linguistic forms in the STs and TTs is presented in Chapter 5, and the
translation strategies are presented in Chapter 6.

The analysis of the translation strategies will be analyzed in the three linguistic
dimensions according to the selected frameworks and processes, which are already
presented in the previous section (3.4.1 Analysis of linguistic forms). Those
frameworks and processes are still used in the analysis of translation strategies, but in
this part, the analysis will be done in the manner of linear mapping to find the
similarities or difference between the linguistic forms of the English STs and Thai
TTs in all three dimensions. These similarities and difference can be linked to the
concepts of literal and free translation strategies. The literal translation strategy
intends to keep the same as the STs as much as possible, while the free translation
strategy results from the adjustments done in the TTs and make the TTs different from
the STs for the sake of naturalness and acceptability of the TL.

As stated above, the details of the analysis frameworks and processes of each
dimension are already presented, so they will not be repeated. Hereafter, the analysis
of translation strategies by comparing the STs and TTs linearly in three dimensions
will be shown.

3.4.2.1 Comparison of direct-indirect speech acts in the STs and TTs

The comparison of direct-indirect speech acts is to see whether the English
STs and the Thai TTs use similar or different direct or indirect speech acts, as

exampled below.



91

1) Similar direct or indirect speech acts (from T30-directive)
(69) ST: [Have aguess.]

TT:  [enqa] /[daw0 duuO si?1]/ ‘[guess look SP]’

2) Different direct or indirect speech acts (from T30-directive)
(70) ST: [Can we see it?]

TT:  [veguiuesd] /[khoo5 duu nojl si?1]/ ‘[request see little

SP)
The examples (69)-(70) illustrate the comparison of directOindirect speech act
used in expressing directives in the English STs and Thai TTs. In the example (69),
both ST and TT use the direct speech act, i.e. both of them use the imperative
sentence. But, in the example (70), the ST uses the indirect speech act, that is, the
interrogative sentence, while the TT uses the direct speech act, that is, the imperative
sentence.

3.4.2.2 Comparison of pragmatic structures in the STsand TTs

The comparison of pragmatic structures is to see whether the English STs and
the Thai TTs use the same or different pragmatic structure in performing the speech
act, as seen in the examples below.

1) Similar pragmatic structures (from BJ-rejection)

(71) ST:  (Mark,) (what are you saying?) [There is no normal.]

TT:  (usn) (aameoezls) [iuhidnddnmies] /(Maak3 khun0

phuut2 aa?1raj0)[man0 maj2 pa?1lka?1ti?1 sakl noojl] ‘(Mark you say
what)[it not normal just a bit]’

2) Different pragmatic structures (from BJ-rejection)

(72) ST:  [Something's wrong,] (though,) (I just know.)

TT:  (ua)[Nuraindug] /(teel) [man0 phitl pa?1ka?dti?1

na?3]/ ‘(but)[it wrong normal SP]’

The examples (71)-(72) demonstrate the comparison of the pragmatic
structures used in expressing rejections in the English STs and Thai TTs. In the
example (71), both ST and TT use the same pragmatic structure, i.e. both of them use

the structure ‘s+h’, and the same number and function of the supportive moves. But,
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in the example (72), the ST uses the structure ‘h+s’ with two supportive moves, while
the TT use the structure ‘s+h’ with one supportive move.

3.4.2.3 Comparison of politeness strategies in the STsand TTs

The comparison of politeness strategies is to see whether the English STs and
the Thai TTs employ the similar or different strategies redressing the head act in
performing speech acts, as the following examples.

1) Similar politeness strategies (from T30-inquiry)
(73) ST:  (And) [where do you know me from?]

TT:  (ud2)(@nas)[naisnauunain lvuu] /(leewd)

(tokOlon0)[khunO ruu3 cakl phom4 maa0 caakl naj4]/ ‘(and)(then)[you know
me from where]’

2) Different politeness strategies (from T30-inquiry)

(74) ST: [How did you guess?]

TT: [ngﬂ”lsﬁ'"lmz] /[daw0 thuuk1 daj2 najO wa?3]/ ‘[guess

right can how SP]’

The examples (73)-(74) explain the comparison of the politeness strategies
used in expressing inquiries in the English STs and Thai TTs. In the example (73),
both ST and TT use the same politeness strategy, i.e. both of them use the ‘bald-on
record’ strategy (Strategy 1). But, in the example (74), the ST uses the ‘bald-on
record’ strategy, while the TT use the positive politeness strategy (Strategy 2) because

of the sentence particle ‘32’ /wa?3/ which is the in-group marker used with the

intimate person.

More importantly, the findings of similar and different linguistic forms
between the English STs and Thai TTs in each dimension of analysis are not the end
of this part of analysis, i.e. to find out the similarities and differences is not enough,
the crucial findings after this is to know how different they are: to see whether the
linguistic forms in the TTs is more covert than those in the STs. The findings of how
different can reflect the more complete and clearer picture of the translation from the
English SL into Thai TL.
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3.4.3 The research design vs. the hypothetical explanations of the expected
findings

As explicated so far in this chapter, the overall picture of this research is
related to four paradigms; as follows,

1) Texts: the English STs and Thai TTs

2) Speech acts: directives, rejections, and inquiries

3) Contexts: sex, age, social status, and social distance between the speaker

and hearer
4) Dimensions of analysis: direct-indirect speech acts, pragmatic structures,
and politeness strategies

The research is designed according to the research questions: What are the
linguistic forms of directives, rejections, and inquiries in the English STs and Thai
TTs and what are the translation strategies employed to deal with the differences in
the linguistic forms of these three speech acts in the two languages? These research
questions are the questions on the cross cultural pragmatics of the English SL, which
is in the low-context culture, and the Thai TL, which is in the high-context culture.
Moreover, the speech acts selected to be studied have the different degree of
imposition and the contexts of situations and participants are specified by the different
interpersonal and affective relations between the speaker and the hearer. All of these
determine the degrees of politeness via the three linguistic dimensions. It is
hypothesized that the high-context culture is more oriented to the indirect way of
communication than the low-context culture, the speech acts with more imposition are
performed through more indirect linguistic forms than the speech acts with less
imposition, and the participants with different interpersonal relations, especially the
participants in the unequal-upwards group use more indirect linguistic forms than the
participants with the equal or unequal-downwards groups of interpersonal relations.
The mentioned degrees of politeness can be traced from the linguistic forms in each
dimension of analysis, which can be scaled the level of directness-indirectness. And
these hypothetical predictions can be applied with the translation strategies, i.e. the
differences between the English STs and Thai TTs should be in the direction of ‘being

more indirect’ in the TTs. However, to prevent the misunderstanding, the terms
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‘overt-covert’ will substitute for the terms ‘direct-indirect’ in discussing all three
dimensions of analysis, because the terms ‘direct-indirect’ may mislead the readers to
think about only ‘direct and indirect speech acts’. Below is the illustration of the

above explanation.

more overt more covert
Texts ST T
Speech acts nquiries rejections directives
Contexts equal unequal-downwards unequal-upwards
Dimensions of analysis
: Speech acttype direct indirect
: Pragmatic structures h hts sth sthts 5
: Politeness strategy bald positive negative offrec

Figure 3.3 The research design vs. the hypothetical explanations of the expected
findings

All the findings will be presented in the following chapters. The next chapter
is the findings of analysis of linguistic forms of directives, rejections, and inquiries in

dialogues in the English texts and Thai-translated texts.
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CHAPTER 4
ANALYSIS OF LINGUISTIC FORMS
OF DIRECTIVES, REJECTIONS, AND INQUIRIES
IN THE ENGLISH TEXTS AND THAI-TRANSLATED TEXTS

Chapter 4 presents the findings of the first major part of analysis in this
research, it is the analysis of linguistic forms, which is done with the English texts and
the Thai-translated texts separately, but the findings of them are presented together in
order to show the similarities and the differences between the two languages clearly.
This part of analysis is done to answer the research question, “What are the linguistic
forms of directives, rejections, and inquiries in the English texts and Thai-translated
texts and the factors governing them?” The purpose of Chapter 4 is to show the
similarities and differences of the linguistic forms used in the English texts and Thai-
translated texts. Although the Thai-translated texts may not reflect the real language
usage of the Thai language as the naturally occurring texts do, because they are
motivated by the STs, the differences or the deviations from the STs found in the
Thai-translated texts can signify the important features of the Thai language well.

The content of the chapter will be presented according to the three linguistic
dimensions of analysis, so there will be three main sections in this chapter: Direct-
indirect speech acts (4.1), Pragmatic structures (4.2), and Politeness strategies (4.3).
In each section, the presentation is divided into sub-sections according to the three
speech acts: directives, rejections, and inquiries.

4.1 Direct-indirect speech acts

As explicated in Chapter 3, the section of Data analysis (3.4), the direct-
indirect speech acts are determined by the correspondence between the sentence type
and the speech act (see Table 3.3). Direct or indirect speech acts can be determined
from the basic sentence type of the head act. This research follows the categorization
of basic sentence types of the English grammar (e.g. Broughton, 1990) and the Thai
grammar (e.g. Phanthumetha, 2011), and hypothesizes that the selection of direct-
indirect speech acts in performing the speech acts is governed by the context of
culture. So, direct speech acts tend to be used more in the English texts, which is in
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the low-context culture, than in the Thai-translated texts, which is in the high-context
culture, while indirect speech acts tend to be selected more in Thai-translated texts
than in the English texts.

Now, the direct-indirect speech acts used in directives, rejections and inquiries
in the English texts and Thai-translated texts, along with the interpersonal and
affective factors governing them will be presented, as follows;

4.1.1 Direct-indirect speech acts of directives

Searle (1976: 11, 1999: 13) defined directives that “they are (of varying
degrees, and hence, more precisely, they are determinates of the determinable which
includes attempting) by the speaker to get the hearer to do something. They may be
very modest “attempts” as when I invite you to do it or suggest that you do it, or they
may be very fierce attempts as when I insist that you do it.” Also, Yule (1996: 129)
explicated that the speech act of directives is “a speech act used to get someone else to
do something”. Thus, the directive speech act is performed directly by the imperative
sentence. If the directives are performed by any other sentence types, they are indirect
speech acts.

In performing the speech act of directives, both direct and indirect speech acts
are found in the English texts and the Thai-translated texts. In performing the speech
act of directives via the direct speech act, the imperative sentence is used, as
exemplified below.

(1) [Eat up.] (T30)

(2) (Ooh.) [Tell us more.] (BJ)

(3) [Go back to work.] (BJ)

(4) [onian] /[yok3 look2]/ ‘[cancel]’ (T30)
(5) [uenu@] /[bookl maa0 si?1]/ “[tell come SP]’ (BJ)

(6) (16’1)[@%] /(@aaw2) [duu0 sa?3]/ ‘(INTRIJ)[look SP]” (BJ)

The examples (1)-(6) demonstrate the direct directives. All of them are the
imperative sentences. The examples (1)-(3) are the examples of the direct directives in

the English texts, and the examples (4)-(6) are in the Thai-translated texts.
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As for the indirect directives, they can be performed via other types of
sentence, namely, the declaratives, the interrogatives, or the exclamations. These are
the examples.

(7) [You should be with Elaine.] (T30)

(8) [Don't you think you should get dressed,] (darling)? (BJ)

(9) [Please!] (T30)

(10) [gmiwzagigﬂmﬁau%muuz] /Mluuk2 naa2 ca?1 yuul pen0 piian2

aii0len0 na?3]/ ‘[kid should stay be friend Elaine SP]’ (T30)

11)  (@wunzgiumavisie] (an3)[ke?! duu0 kan0 1oaj0 diid maj3)/

‘(so)[unwrap look together beyond good QW]’ (BJ)
(12)  [39]/[cu?3 cu?3]/ <[Chu Chu]’ (BJ)

The examples (7)-(12) illustrate the indirect directives. The examples (7)-(9)
are the examples of the indirect directives in the English texts, and the examples (10)-
(12) are in the Thai-translated texts. The examples (7) and (10) show the indirect
directives via the declarative sentence, the examples (8) and (11) via the interrogative
sentence, and the examples (9) and (12) via the exclamation sentence.

Although both direct and indirect speech acts are used to perform the speech
act of directives in the English texts and the Thai-translated texts, it is expected that
the direct directives should be found more in the English texts than the Thai-translated
texts, and vice versa in the indirect directives, because the English language is in the
low-context culture, while the Thai language is in the high-context culture. Although
the Thai language is studied through the translated texts, it is believed that the
influence of the context of culture still exists. Surprisingly, this research does not

support this hypothesis, as seen in the following table.
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Table 4.1 The direct-indirect speech directives in the English texts and the Thai-
translated texts

Usage
Direct-indirect English texts Thai-translated texts
Frequency (%o) Frequency (%)
Direct speech act 177 (55.49%) 214 (67.08%)
Indirect speech act 142 (44.51%) 105 (32.92%)
Total 319 (100%) 319 (100%)

From the table, it can be seen that the direct speech act is used in expressing
directives more than the indirect speech act in the English texts and the Thai-
translated texts keep the same selection. It is unexpected that the Thai-translated texts
use more direct directives, and less indirect directives than the English texts do.

In the English texts, the direct speech acts are used more than the indirect
speech acts around 11%. It shows that although the degree of imposition of the
directive speech act is high because it imposes the hearer behaviorally, the English
language still prefers the direct speech act to the indirect ones in performing
directives.

Similarly, in the Thai-translated texts, the direct directives are found more
than the indirect directives. From the table, it can be viewed that 67.08% of the direct
speech acts are double of 32.92% of the indirect speech act. This is not a wonder
because the translated texts are usually motivated by the STs and they are expected to
follow the STs. But, it is a wonder that the direct directives are found more in the
Thai-translated texts than in the English texts around 12%. To discuss this wonder,
this may be a result of the different convention of the English and Thai languages in
using the indirect directives in contexts, that is, in some contexts, it is more suitable to
translate the indirect directives in English into the direct directives in Thai. This
increases the proportion of the direct directives in the Thai-translated texts. The
comparison of the English STs and the Thai TTs can give a clearer picture, as seen

below.

(13) ST: [Why don't you sit down,] (Mum)? (T30)

TT: (ui)[adaz] (mee2)[nan2 si?1 ha?3)/ (mum)(sit SP SP]’
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From the example, the indirect directive in the English ST is translated into the
direct directive in Thai. This is because the context of participants in this example is
the son talking to his mother. The indirect directive in ‘why not’ construction is not

suitable in the context of unequal upwards participants in Thai, because the

expression ‘71114, /thamOmajo maj2/ ‘why not’ in Thai conveys the feeling of

blame. Hence, the indirect speech act in the English ST is converted into the direct
speech act in Thai TT to get the suitable meaning in this context.

As seen, the use of direct or indirect speech acts in performing directives in
the English texts and the Thai-translated texts is governed by the interpersonal and
affective factors differently. The following table presents the selection of the direct-
indirect speech acts governed by the interpersonal and affective factors in the English

texts and the Thai-translated texts.

Table 4.2 The use of direct and indirect directives governed by the interpersonal and
affective factors in the English texts

Direct Indirect Total
Factors Relations Freq. (%) Freq. (%) Freq. (%)
sex Same sex 50 50 100
(50.00%) (50.00%) (100%)
Cross sex 122 87 209
(58.37%) (41.63%) (100%)
Multiple 5 5 10
participants (50.00%) (50.00%) (100%)
age Equal age 115 88 203
(56.65%) (43.35%) (100%)
Senior-to-junior 47 35 82
(57.32%) (42.68%) (100%)
Junior-to-senior 15 19 34
(44.12%) (55.88%) (100%)
Social status Equal status 106 79 185
(57.30%) (42.70%) (100%)
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Higher-to-lower 55 41 96
(57.29%) (42.71%) (100%)
Lower-to-higher 16 22 38
(42.11%) (57.89%) (100%)
Social Familiar 173 129 302
distance (57.28%) (42.72%) (100%)
unfamiliar 4 13 17
(23.53%) (76.47%) (100%)

The above table shows that the primary inference that “the English language,

which is in the low-context culture, usually communicate directly” is generally true,

because in most contexts of participants, the direct directives are used more than the

indirect directives, but it is not always true in all contexts. From the table, the contexts

in unequal-upwards group, namely, the contexts of ‘junior-to-senior’, ‘lower-to-

higher status’, and ‘unfamiliar’ relation, use the indirect directives more than the

direct ones. This shows that seniority, social status, and intimacy also have a role in

the language use in the English language, despite the low-context culture.

Table 4.3 The use of direct and indirect directives governed by the interpersonal and
affective factors in the Thai-translated texts

Factors Relations Direct Indirect Total
Freq. (%) Freq. (%) Freq. (%)
sex Same sex 64 36 100
(64.00%0) (36.00%0) (100%)
Cross sex 143 66 209
(68.42%) (31.58%)
(100%)
Multiple participants 5 5 10
(50.00%) (50.00%) (100%)
age Equal age 136 67 203
(67.00%) (33.00%) (100%)
Senior-to-junior 57 25 82
(69.51%) (30.49%) (100%)
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Junior-to-senior 19 15 34
(55.88%) (44.12%) (100%)
Social status Equal status 127 58 185
(68.65%) (31.35%) (100%)
Higher-to-lower 65 31 96
(67.71%) (32.29%) (100%)
Lower-to-higher 20 18 38
(52.63%) (47.37%) (100%)
Social Familiar 204 98 302
distance (67.55%) (32.45%) (100%)
unfamiliar 8 9 17
(47.06%) (52.94%) (100%0)

Comparing Table 4.2 with Table 4.3, as the translated texts, the selection of
the direct-indirect speech acts in performing directives in the Thai-translated texts
follows that of the English texts in almost all contexts of participants, except the
contexts of ‘same sex’, ‘junior-to-senior’ and ‘lower-to-higher status’. The possible
reason is already discussed in the example (13).

However, the findings shown in the Table 4.2 and 4.3 cannot prove that the
interpersonal and affective factors and the selection of the direct-indirect speech acts
in performing directives are associated, so the chi-square test needs to be done to
investigate this association. The chi-square test in the present research is done via the
R-program, which calculates the p-value indicating significant association between
the linguistic forms and the interpersonal and affective factors at level of <0.05. The
calculation must be done with raw frequencies of the data, not percentages. The

results are presented in the following table.
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Table 4.4 The p-values from chi-square test of association between the direct-indirect
directives and the interpersonal and affective factors

P-Value
Interpersonal and affective factors English texts Thai-translated
texts
Sex 0.36 0.40
Age 0.37 0.35
Social status 0.20 0.16
Social distance 0.01 0.14

From the table, it shows that in the English texts, the factor of social distance
is the only factor that gets less than 0.05 p-value, while the p-values of the factors of
sex, age, and social status are more than 0.05. This means that there is a significant
association between the social distance and the selection of direct-indirect directives
in the English texts at the p-value of 0.01. Thus, referred to Table 4.2, in performing
the directives in the English texts, the familiarity has a significant role in governing
the use of direct directives more than the indirect directives in the familiar
interlocutors, and the use of indirect directives more than the direct directives in the
unfamiliar interlocutors. While in the Thai-translated texts, the p-values from the chi-
square test of the factors of sex, age, social status, and social distance are all more
than 0.05. Hence, statistically, none of the factors brings about the significant
association with the selection of the direct-indirect speech acts in performing the
directives in the Thai-translated texts. Although the factor of social distance is
significant in the use of direct-indirect directives in the English STs, it is not
significant in the Thai TTs. This is possible that direct-indirect speech acts are not the
sensitive linguistic forms of directives in the Thai language, that is, when directives
are performed in Thai, the importance is not put on the selection of direct-indirect
speech acts. Thus, the findings show that there are not significant social factors
associated with the selection of direct-indirect directives in the Thai-translated texts

despite one significant factor in the English texts.
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4.1.2 Direct-indirect speech acts of rejections

The definition of ‘rejection’ used in this research is based on its definitions in
dictionaries. Most dictionaries give the definitions of ‘rejection’ or ‘to reject’ in the
same way, for example, “to refuse to take, agree to, accede to, use, believe, etc.”
(Webster , 1999: 1,208), “the act of not accepting, believing in, or agreeing with
something” (Longman , 2003: 1,383), “to refuse to accept or consider something”
(Oxford , 2003: 1,072), “if you reject something such as a proposal, a request, or an
offer, you do not accept it or you do not agree to it” (Collins COBUILD , 2006:
1,211), “when someone refuses to accept, use or believe someone or something”
(Cambridge , 2008: 1,199), “a refusal to accept something or someone” (Macmillan ,
2010: 673). In some research (e.g. Waldron and Applegate, 1994; Locher, 2004;
Sifianou, 2012), the term ‘disagreement’ is used to refer to ‘rejection’ in this research.
Sifianou (2012: 1554) defined the disagreement as “the expression of a view that
differs from the expressed by another speaker” and she insisted that “disagreement
needs not be seen only in negative terms”. In conclusion, the speech act of rejections
is a refusal to accept, agree, or approve something, including the rejection of the idea
of the interlocutor, emphasizing not just the assertion of the negative statement, e.g.
the utterance “I don’t eat beef” is counted as the speech act of rejection when it is
used to refuse the offer of beef, but if it is used just to inform the interlocutor, it is the
assertion or the speech act of assertive. Consequently, the contexts are very important
in considering the speech act of rejections, as explicated in Chapter 3.

The rejection speech act is performed directly by the declarative sentence with
negative forms, but not all declarative sentences with negative forms will be the direct
rejections, this can be determined by the contexts. However, if the rejections are
performed by any other sentence types, they are indirect speech acts.

The speech act of rejections can be expressed by direct or indirect speech acts
in both the English texts and the Thai-translated texts. In performing the speech act of
rejection via the direct speech act, the declarative sentence with negative forms is
used, as exemplified below.

Situation: Bridget’s mother asked her to join the interview show which a pre-

menopausal is in need by saying “They're wanting someone younger for me to
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interview on "Suddenly Single": someone pre-menopausal and Suddenly
Single who can talk about, well, you know, darling, the pressures of
impending child.” And Bridget refused by saying,

(14) [I’m not pre-menopausal,] (Mother!) (BJ)

Situation: Matt paid the taxi fare to the taxi driver, but he refused to accept it,
because they went to the same high-school when they were young. The taxi-
driver refused that,

(15) [l can't take that.] (T30)

Situation: In a reunion party, the old friends talked about the nicknames they
had given to their classmates, Ginny tried to reject Gershwin’s idea of thinking
that Ginny and her friends were the ones who called Faye “No-mate-stick girl”
, by saying,

(16)  [We didn't call her that,](Shelley Heath did.) (T30)

The examples (14)-(16) illustrate the direct rejections in the English texts via

the declarative sentences with negative forms. If the context of situations is not

provided, these utterances can be understood as the assertions of the negative

statements. The examples of the direct rejections in the Thai-translated texts are given

below.

Situation: Matt tried to reject his mother’s idea that his brother, Tony, liked

sprouts. He refused that,
a7 [Tmﬁ@%mzwﬁmaﬂ] /[thooOnii2 maj2 choop2 ka?llamldookl1]/
‘[Tony not like sprouts]’ (T30)

Situation : Bridget’s mother wanted her to go to Malcolm and Elaine’s

wedding anniversary party with Mark. Bridget refused to go, she said,
(18)  [wyli'ly] /[nuud maj2 pajo]/ “[I not go]’ (BJ)

The examples (17)-(18) show the direct speech acts of rejections in the Thai-

translated texts via the declarative sentences with negative forms. These utterances

can be counted as the assertions of the negative statements if they are

decontextualized.

As for the indirect rejections, they can be performed via the declaratives

without negative forms, the interrogatives, the imperatives, including the declaratives
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contexts. These are the examples.
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Situation: Bridget’s mother wanted to give Bridget a suitcase with wheels
attached, and she tried to satisfy her that it was like air-hostesses have. Bridget
did not like her mother’s idea and did not want the suitcase, so she refused by
saying that,

(19) [I've already got a bag.] (BJ)

Situation: In a reunion party, the old friends talked about the jokes and gossips
in their school hood. One of them is that David Coote had three nipples. Mark
did not believe this, and he asked Bev to tell him the truth. Bev refused to
explain to him by saying that,

(20)  [How should I know?] (T30)

Situation: Bridget requested her mother to go to the police station to see
whether she was going to be charged with anything, because her mother’s
friend made illegal things and escaped. Her mother refused to go, by saying
that,

(21)  (Oh,) [don't be silly,] (darling.) (BJ)

Situation: Matt requested her mother to tell his friend who called him late at
night while he was sleeping that he would call back. His mother refused to do,
by saying that,

(22)  [I'm not your skivvy,] (you know.) (T30)

The example (19) shows the indirect rejection in the English texts via the

declarative sentence, the example (20) via the interrogative sentence, the example

(21) via the imperative sentence, and the example (22) via the declarative sentence

with negative forms.

The indirect rejections in the Thai-translated texts are demonstrated, as

follows.

Situation: Mark invited Bridget to go out with him, but she refused to go by
saying that,

v A

(23)  [#uliia] /[chan4 mii0 nat3]/ ‘I have appointment’ (BJ)
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Situation: lan wanted to go back home from the party, but Mark refused him
to go by saying,
(24) [vzndurhuaeuil 1] /[ca?l klap2 baan2 toon0 nii3 daj2 najo]/ ‘[will

go back home now how]’ (T30)
Situation: Matt planned to make his thirtieth birthday simple, but his best
friend, Gershwin prepared something surprised for Matt. Gershwin rejected

Matt’s idea by saying that,
(25)  [Aulilneg] /[fan4 pajo tho?1]/ ‘[dream go SP]’ (T30)

Situation: Bridget’s friends tried to ask her about her boyfriend, but she

refused to answer, by saying that,

26) [hilgi50sveswanise] /[maj2 chaj2 itan2 khoond phuak? thaa0]/ “[not

story of you]’

The example (23) shows the indirect rejection in Thai with the declarative
sentence, the example (24) with the interrogative sentence, the example (25) with the
imperative sentence, and the example (26) with the declarative sentence with the
negative form.

According to the hypothesis based on the influence of the context of culture, to
perform the rejections, the direct speech act should be used more in the English texts
than in the Thai-translated texts, and the indirect speech should be used more in the
Thai-translated texts than in the English texts. The findings of this research support
the hypothesis, as shown in the table below.

Table 4.5 The direct-indirect rejections in the English texts and the Thai-translated
texts

Usage
Direct-indirect English texts Thai-translated texts
Frequency (%) Frequency (%)
Direct speech act 196 (57.31%) 185 (54.09%)
Indirect speech act 146 (42.69%) 157 (45.91%)
Total 342 (100%) 342 (100%)

The table shows that the direct speech acts are used in performing the speech

act of rejections more than the indirect speech acts in the English texts and Thai-




107

translated texts follow this choosing. When the proportions of the two direct-indirect
speech acts in each language are examined, the direct speech acts are used more in the
English texts than in the Thai-translated texts, and the indirect speech are used more
in the Thai-translated texts than the English texts, as hypothesized.

From the table, it can be seen that in the English texts, the direct speech acts
are used 14% approximately more than the indirect speech act. This is another
evidence that the English languages, which is the low-context-culture language, tends
to communicate overtly. Based on and motivated by the English STs, the direct
rejections in the Thai-translated texts are also found more than the indirect ones about
8%. This shows the faithfulness of the translated texts. However, the influence of the
high-context culture of the Thai language can still be seen from the proportions of the
usage of direct and indirect rejections of the Thai-translated texts compared with the
English texts, that is, the Thai-translated texts use slightly more indirect and less
direct rejections than the English texts do.

The selection of direct or indirect speech acts in performing the speech act of
rejections in the English texts and Thai-translated texts is controlled by the

interpersonal and affective factors, as presented in the following table.

Table 4.6 The use of direct and indirect rejections governed by the interpersonal and
affective factors in the English texts

Factors Relations Direct Indirect Total
Freq. (%) Freq. (%) Freq. (%)
sex Same sex 59 53 112
(52.68%) (47.32%) (100%)
Cross sex 135 92 227
(59.47%) (40.53%) (100%)
Multiple 2 1 3
participants (66.67%) (33.33%) (100%)
age Equal age 131 89 220
(59.55%) (40.45%) (100%)
Senior-to-junior 21 27 48
(43.75%) (56.25%) (100%)
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Junior-to-senior 44 30 74
(59.46%) (40.54%) (100%)

Social status Equal status 133 88 221
(60.18%) (39.82%) (100%)

Higher-to-lower 14 28 42
(33.33%) (66.67%) (100%)

Lower-to-higher 49 30 79
(62.03%) (37.97%) (100%)

Social distance Familiar 178 138 316
(56.33%) (43.67%) (100%)

unfamiliar 18 8 26
(69.23%) (30.77%) (100%)

From the table, it is confirmed that the English language, which is in the low-
context culture, prefers the direct speech act to the indirect speech act in performing
rejections. However, the table shows some opposite findings, there are some contexts
of participants that the indirect rejections are used more than the direct ones. And they
are even more surprising that they are the contexts of participants in the unequal-
downwards group which the covertness seems to be unnecessary, namely, the
contexts of ‘senior-to-junior’ and ‘higher-to-lower status’. The reason of these
surprising findings is understood when the data are considered. From the data, it is
found that the indirect rejections that are used in these contexts of participants are
mostly the rejections with irony or rhetotric, for example, the examples (21)-(22).
They are conventionally indirect in terms of the politeness strategies, as proposed by a
number of research (e.g. Blum-kulka, 1987, Felix-Brasdefer, 2005, Ogiermann,
2009), at the same time, they are the indirect speech acts. They are often used
figuratively or rhetorically by the seniors or the characters with the higher status in
rejecting the juniors, or the characters with the lower status in the data, so the
percentage of the indirect rejections is more than that of the direct ones in these

contexts of participants.
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Table 4.7 The use of direct and indirect rejections governed by the interpersonal and
affective factors in the Thai-translated texts

Factors Relations Direct Indirect Total
Freq. (%) Freq. (%) Freq. (%)

sex Same sex 56 56 112
(50.00%) (50.00%) (100%)

Cross sex 129 98 227
(56.83%) (43.17%) (100%)

Multiple 1 2 3

participants (33.33%) (66.67%) (100%)

age Equal age 124 96 220
(56.36%) (43.64%) (100%)

Senior-to-junior 24, 27 48
(43.75%) (56.25%) (100%)

Junior-to-senior 41 33 74
(55.41%) (44.59%) (100%)

Social status Equal status 125 96 221
(56.56%) (43.44%) (100%)

Higher-to-lower 15 27 42
(35.71%) (64.29%) (100%)

Lower-to-higher 46 33 79
(58.23%) (41.77%) (100%)

Social distance Familiar 171 145 316
(54.11%) (45.89%) (100%)

unfamiliar 15 11 26
(57.69%) (42.31%) (100%)

It can be seen from the table that the selection of direct and indirect rejections

found in the Thai-translated texts follows the English STs in each context of

participants, according to the principle of respect to the STs in the translation. The

Thai-translated texts also keep the same selection of the indirect rejections more than

the direct ones as The English texts even in the contexts of ‘senior-to-junior’ and
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‘higher-to-lower status’. This shows that the Thai language can express the same way
of irony in the speech act of rejections as the English language does.

The association between the contexts and the selection of the direct-indirect
speech acts in expressing rejections in the English texts and Thai-translated texts is
examined by calculating the chi-square. The p-values are presented in the table below.

Table 4.8 The p-values from chi-square test of association between the direct-indirect
rejections and the interpersonal and affective factors

p-value
Interpersonal and affective factors English texts Thai-translated
texts
Sex 0.28 0.31
Age 0.12 0.28
Social status 0.003 0.03
Social distance 0.29 0.88

From the table, the p-values from the chi-square test of the factors of sex, age,
and social distance are more than 0.05, whereas the p-values of the factor of social
status is less than 0.05. This can be inferred that the factor of social status is
significantly associated with the selection of direct-indirect rejections in the English
texts at the p-value of 0.003 and the Thai-translated texts can follow this at the p-
value of 0.03. Although it cannot be explicitly concluded that the factor of social
status is really influential in the selection of direct-indirect rejections in the Thai
language, or it is because of the motivation of the English STs, it can be seen from
Table 4.6 and 4.7 that, in expressing the rejections both in the English texts and the
Thai-translated texts the factor of social status governs the selection of more direct
speech acts than the indirect speech acts in the contexts of ‘equal status’ and ‘junior-
to-senior’, while the selection of more indirect speech acts than the direct speech acts
in the context of ‘senior-to-junior’, but the indirect speech acts are frequently used
ironically, as previously discussed.

4.1.3 Direct-indirect speech acts of inquiries

The speech act of inquiries is the act to ask questions in order to get answers,
as Losada and Heaphy (2004: 745) affirmed that “a speech act was coded as ‘inquiry’

if it involved a question aimed at exploring and examining a position”. The speech act
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of inquiries is not meant only the official or public search, it means to any search for
information or knowledge (Vocabulary.com: online), which is made literally, not
rhetorically, playfully, figuratively, fictionally, or ironically (Adler, 2006: online). So,
the inquiry speech act can be made directly by the interrogative sentence, but it does
not include interrogative sentences which are not used to ask in order to get the
answers. Besides, inquiries can be performed by any other sentence types. In this
case, they are considered as indirect speech acts.

The speech act of inquiries can be made directly and indirectly in both the
English texts and Thai-translated texts. The direct inquiries can be made by the
interrogative sentence, as the examples given below.

(27)  [How long are you home for?] (T30)

(28)  [Where to,] (mate)? (T30)

(29) [How many did you get?] (BJ)

(30) (Daniel,)[have you met Vanessa?] (BJ)

(31) [lasug] /[khrajo na?2)/ ‘[who SP]’ (T30)

(32)  (@.)(Wimin)[1&a Tyioz 151haaz] /(?aa0 brit3cetl daj2 duu0 chool

?a?raj0 baan?2 la?1]/ ‘(ah)(Bridget)(get see show what some SP]’ (BJ)

(33) [émaz“liw%] [[rian2 ?a?rajo ri4]/ ‘[story what SP]” (T30)

The examples (27)-(32) are the interrogative sentences expressing the speech
act of inquiry directly. The examples (27)-(30) are the examples of the direct inquiries
in the English texts, and the examples (31)-(33) are in the Thai-translated texts. The
reason why they are direct inquiries is not only because they are made by the
interrogative sentences, but because they perform the act of asking, and perform it
explicitly.

Other than the direct speech act, the inquiries both in the English texts and
Thai-translated texts can be made by the indirect speech act, as presented in the
following examples. They are made by the other types of sentence, namely, the
declaratives and the imperatives.

(32) [l have no idea what you're on about. ] (T30)

(33) [What I want to know is what is going on with you and Ginny.] (T30)
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(34)  [uulaug] /[n€€3 cajo na?3]/ [sure SP] (T30)

(35)  [1nd] /[waa2 maa0 si?1]/ ‘tell come SP]’ (T30)

The examples (32)-(34) show the speech act of inquiries made by the

declarative sentences, the sentence particle ‘U’ /na?3/ in the example (34) can be

counted as a question particle in Thai, and the example (35) by the imperative
sentence. The underlying intention in these sentences is to ask to get the answers, but
they are not spelt out as explicitly as the interrogative sentences.

In addition, there is one pattern of interrogative sentence that are used in
asking and getting the answers politely, but it is considered grammatically indirect
guestions, because the main meaning of inquiry is not communicated directly, for
example,

(34) [Do you know who that is?] (T30)
(35) [Do you know where the sieve is?] (BJ)

(36) [¥luudziriilas] /[ruu3 maj4 ca?3 waa nii2 khrajo]/ [know or not SP

that this who]’

The examples (34)-(36) illustrate the interrogative sentences beginning with
‘Do you know....?" They are the indirect questions in the English grammar. Although
they are the interrogative sentences, they perform inquiries implicitly for the purpose
of politeness. Consequently, they are considered to be indirect speech act.

Although the speech act of inquiries can be made by the direct and indirect
speech act both in the English texts and Thai-translated texts, it is hypothesized on the
basis of the contexts of culture that the direct inquiries should be found more in the
English texts than in the Thai-translated texts, and the indirect inquiries should be
found more in the Thai-translated texts than in the English texts. This hypothesis is

proven true, as seen in the following table.
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Table 4.9 The direct-indirect inquiries in the English texts and the Thai-translated

texts

Direct-indirect

Usage

English texts

Thai-translated texts

Frequency (%o) Frequency (%)
Direct speech act 619 (96.72%) 578 (90.31%)
Indirect speech act 21 (3.28%) 62 (9.69%)
Total 640 (100%) 640 (100%)

It can be recognized from the table that in both the English texts and Thai-
translated texts, the direct speech acts are used extremely more than the indirect
speech act in making the speech act of inquiries. It is possible that the reason why the
direct speech act is used considerably in making inquiries because the seriousness of
its imposition is not much, it requires only the information from the hearer. Moreover,
the findings confirm the hypothesis, that is, in comparison the English texts with the
Thai-translated texts, the direct inquiries are found more in the English texts than in
the Thai-translated texts, and the indirect inquiries are found triple more in the Thai-
translated texts than in the English texts. This can confirm the influence of the context
of culture.

The selection of direct or indirect speech acts in performing inquiries in the
English texts and the Thai-translated texts is controlled by the interpersonal and
affective factors, as shown in the following table.

Table 4.10 The use of direct and indirect inquiries governed by the interpersonal and
affective factors in the English texts

Factors Relations Direct Indirect Total
Freq. (%) Freq. (%) Freq. (%)
sex Same sex 154 7 161
(95.65%) (4.35%) (100%)
Cross sex 459 13 472
(97.25%) (2.75%) (100%)
Multiple 6 1 7
participants (85.71%) (14.29%) (100%)
age Equal age 455 14 469
(97.01%) (2.99%) (100%)




114

Senior-to-junior 90 5 95
(94.74%) (5.26%) (100%)
Junior-to-senior 74 2 76
(97.37%) (2.63%) (100%)
Social status Equal status 434 12 446
(97.31%) (2.69%) (100%)
Higher-to-lower 92 5 97
(94.85%) (5.15%) (100%)
Lower-to-higher 93 4 97
(95.88%) (4.12%) (100%)
Social Familiar 585 20 605
distance (96.69%) (3.31%) (100%)
unfamiliar 34 1 35
(97.14%) (2.86%) (100%)

From the table, it can be seen even more clearly that in performing the speech

act of inquiries, the English texts use the direct speech acts much more than the

indirect speech act in all contexts of participants, or it can be said that almost 100% of

the inquiry speech act in the English texts are performed via the direct speech act. As

stated earlier, the reason of the preference of the direct inquiries in the English texts is

not only because the English language is in the low-context culture and prefers the

overt communication, but because the nature of the inquiry speech act is not so face-

threatening.

Table 4.11 The use of direct and indirect inquiries governed by the interpersonal and
affective factors in the Thai-translated texts

Factors Relations Direct Indirect Total
Freq. (%) Freq. (%) Freq. (%)

sex Same sex 149 12 161
(92.55%) (7.45%) (100%)

Cross sex 439 33 472
(93.01%) (6.99%) (100%)

Multiple 6 1 7

participants (85.71%) (14.29%) (100%)
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age Equal age 432 37 469
(92.11%) (7.89%) (100%)

Senior-to-junior 88 7 95
(92.63%) (7.37%) (100%)

Junior-to-senior 74 2 76
(97.37%) (2.63%) (100%)

Social status Equal status 412 34 446
(92.38%) (7.62%) (100%)

Higher-to-lower 89 8 97
(91.75%) (8.25%) (100%)

Lower-to-higher 93 4 97
(95.88%) (4.12%) (100%0)

Social distance Familiar 561 44 605
(92.73%) (7.27%) (100%)

unfamiliar 33 2 35
(94.29%) (5.71%) (100%)

As the translated texts, this table shows that the selection of the direct-indirect
speech acts in making inquiries in the Thai-translated texts follows that of the English
texts, that is the direct speech acts are employed much more than the indirect ones, in
all contexts of participants. It can be presumed that other than the slight imposition of
the inquiries, the influence of the English STs leads the Thai-translated texts to use
the direct speech act a lot.

However, when compared with the English texts, the Thai-translated texts use
less direct and more indirect speech acts in making inquiries in all contexts of
participants. This insists that the Thai language, which is in the high-context culture,
tends to be more covert than the English language.

Also, the chi-square test was done to see the association between the
interpersonal and affective factors and the usage of the direct-indirect speech acts in
performing inquiries in the English texts and the Thai-translated texts. The p-values

are reported in the following table.
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Table 4.12 The p-values from chi-square test of association between the direct-
indirect inquiries and the interpersonal and affective factors

Interpersonal and affective factors

P-Value

English texts

Thai-translated

texts

Sex 0.53 1
Age 0.66 0.33
Social status 0.30 0.63
Social distance 1 0.99

From the table, the p-values of all factors are more than 0.05. This can be
inferred that there is no significant association between the interpersonal and affective
factors and the selection of direct-indirect inquiries in the English texts and the Thai-
translated texts show the same results. According to results of the chi-square test and
the figures from Table 4.10, it may bring about the assumption that in performing the
inquiries in all contexts, the direct speech act is a default speech act in the English
language. As for the Thai language, although the findings of the Thai-translated texts
are the same as the English texts, it cannot be clearly concluded that the direct speech
act is a default speech act in performing the inquiries in the Thai language, because
they are motivated by the English texts. However, it can be roughly concluded that the
direct inquiries can be used in the Thai-translated texts in all contexts without causing
unnaturalness and unacceptability; otherwise the different findings would have been
found. This non-significance is surprising and interesting. It can be discussed that the
direct-indirect speech acts are not the sensitive linguistic forms in making inquiries in
in English, that is, when making inquiries, British people do not emphasize on the
selection of direct-indirect speech acts. Thus, the findings show that there are not
significant social factors associated with the selection of direct-indirect inquiries in
the English texts. As for the Thai-translated texts, it may not be precisely assumed
that the factor of social status is not really significant in the selection of direct-indirect

inquiries, or it is because of the motivation of the English ST.
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4.2 Pragmatic structures

Based on Blum-Kulka and Olshtain (1984), the investigation of the pragmatic
structures is to study the sequence of the utterances in performing speech acts. Hence,
the pragmatic structure analysis is started from the segmentation of the utterances in
order to identify the head act and the supportive moves. The position of the head act
and the position and number of the supportive moves can indicate the overtness-
covertness of the speech act. The most overt pragmatic structure is the structure
without supportive moves, viz. the pragmatic structure ‘h’; the structures with pre-h
supportive moves are more covert than the structures with post-h supportive moves,
1.e. the pragmatic structure ‘s+h’ is more covert than the pragmatic structure ‘h+s’;
and the structures with more supportive moves are more covert than the structures
with less supportive moves, i.e. the pragmatic structure ‘s+h+s’ is more covert than
the pragmatic structure ‘s+h’. Other than these four pragmatic structures, the other
possible structure that can be found in doing speech acts is the pragmatic structure
without the head act or the only-s structure, which is considered as the most covert
pragmatic structure.

In addition to the position and number, the function of the supportive moves in
performing speech acts is also worth examining. The function of the supportive
moves can be categorized into two categories: h-strengthening supportive moves, and
h-softening supportive moves. Both of them can support the head act, but in the
different ways. The h-strengthening supportive moves aggravate the head acts, while
the h-softening supportive moves mitigate them (Blum-Kulka and Oshtain, 1984:
203-205).

It is hypothesized that the selection of the pragmatic structures in performing
speech acts is governed by the context of culture. Consequently, the overt structures
should be found more in the English texts than in the Thai-translated texts, and the
covert structures should be found more in the Thai-translated texts than in the English
texts, because the English language is the low-context-culture language, while the
Thai language is the high-context-culture language. Although the Thai texts are the
translated texts, which are expected to follow the STs, it is believed that the
preference of covertness should appear in the proportion of using the pragmatic

structures.
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The pragmatic structures employed in the speech acts of directives, rejections
and inquiries in the English texts and the Thai-translated texts, including the
interpersonal and affective factors governing them will be reported henceforward. To
show the examples, head acts are in square brackets, and supportive moves are in
round brackets.

4.2.1 Pragmatic structures of directives

As known, the imposition of the directive speech act is quite high because
doing directives imposes on the hearer in terms of action, not just information or
opinion. Still, the speech act of directives is not performed only by the covert
pragmatic structures. These are the pragmatic structures found in performing the
speech act of directives in the English and Thai-translated texts.

The pragmatic structure ‘h’

(37) [Let’s go shopping.] (T30)

(38)  [ialvfisudn11i57] /[peat] haj2 raw0 khaw2 pajO rew0]/ ‘[open for us

enter quickly]” (BJ)

The examples (37)-(38) illustrate the directives in the most overt pragmatic
structure, that is, the pragmatic structure with only head act or without supportive
moves in the English texts and Thai-translated texts, respectively. The speakers
uttered what they wanted the hearers to do overtly in the dimension of the pragmatic
structure, i.e. they used only the head act. (to go shopping in the example (37) and to
open the door in the example (38)). In terms of pragmatic structures, this is most overt
because the head act is not dressed by any supportive moves. Hence, the hearers can
understand what the speakers wants them to do explicitly.

The pragmatic structure ‘h+s’

(39) [Why don't you come over and say hello to Gershwin?] (He's here as
well.) (It's his birthday today.) (He'd love to see you.) (T30)

40)  [lineziii](Bew)(iNeuen) /[paj0 the?1 naa2] (?ian0)(phiian2 yaak2)/
‘[go SP SP](Ian)(friend tough)’ (T30)

The examples (39)-(40) show the directives in the pragmatic structure with

head act and post-h supportive moves in the English texts and Thai-translated texts,
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respectively. In the example (39), there are three post-h supportive moves. All of
these three post-h supportive moves give the reasons why the speaker wanted the
hearer to do something (to come over and say hello to Gershwin). Blum-Kulka and
Oshtain (1984: 204) and Fukushima (1996: 683) call the reasons given to explain why
the speech act is done as ‘grounder’ and categorize it to be the softening supportive

moves. The example (40) has two post-h supportive moves and both of them are h-
softening. They mitigate the head act by calling the name of the hearer, 180w /?ian0/
‘lan’ and using the endearment term, iouen / phiian2 yaak2/ ‘friend tough’ which

means a best friend.

The pragmatic structure ‘s+h’

(41) (Now,) (darling,) [you will be coming to Geoffrey and Una’'s New
Year's Day Turkey Curry Buffet this year, won't you?] (BJ)

(42) (ﬁ)(uw)[ﬂqﬁauuz] /(nii2) (meet3) [fan0 konl na?3]/

‘(here)(Matt)[listen before SP] (T30)

The examples (41)-(42) exemplify the directives in the pragmatic structure
with head act and pre-h supportive moves in the English texts and Thai-translated
texts, respectively. The example (41) shows the directive in the pragmatic structure
with two pre-h supportive moves, which are the h-softening supportive moves, They
mitigate the head act by gaining time before getting to the head act too abruptly.
Concluding (e.g. now) and calling (e.g. darling) serve as time-gaining before the head
act is uttered. Similarly, there are two pre-h supportive moves in the example (42),
and both of them function as the h-softening supportive moves. They are used in

prolonging the appearance of the head act or time-gaining.

The pragmatic structure ‘st+h+s’

(43) (It's all chop-change chop-change with you.) [Either go out with me
and treat me nicely, or leave me alone.] (As I say,) (I am not interested in
fuckwittage.) (BJ)
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44)  (ua)[FuniRutheuaanihsaafei unnoz il 13 (wsz)(Fuazng
ﬁg?;m‘fj)
[(teel)[thaa3 kee0 ma;j2 riip2 yaaj3 kon2 lon0 maa0 khaan2laan2
diaw4nii3 kee0 koo2 ca?1l maj2 mii0 wan0 ruu3](phro?3)(chan4 ca?l
waarn0 huu4 diaw4nii3)/
‘(but)[if you not hurry move ass down come downstairs now you then will
no have day know](because)(I will put ear now)’ (T30)

The examples (43)-(44) demonstrate the directives in the pragmatic structure
with head act which is in-between pre-h and post-h supportive moves in the English
texts and Thai-translated texts, respectively. Both examples have one pre-h and two
post-h supportive moves. In the example (43), all supportive moves function as the h-
strengthening supportive moves. The speaker scolded the hearer before and after she
uttered the head act, these aggravate the head act. Modehiran (2005: 43) categorizes
‘resentment to the hearer’ as one of strengthening devices. In the example (44), the
pre-h supportive move is the h-softening supportive move which is used in time-
gaining. As for the post-h supportive moves, the former one is h-softening, used in
linking the ideas, but the latter one is the h-strengthening supportive move which is
used in threatening the hearer.

These are four patterns of pragmatic structures found in performing the
directives in the English texts and Thai-translated texts. It can be realized from the
examples that the pragmatic structure or the sequence of the utterances affects the
level of politeness of the directives which is related to the overtness-covertness of the
pragmatic structures. Based on the contexts of culture, the overt pragmatic structures
are hypothesized to be found more in the English texts than in the Thai-translated
texts, and the more-covert structures are expected to be found more in the Thai-
translated texts than in the English texts. The hypothesis is quite true, as shown in the

following table.
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Table 4.13 The pragmatic structures of directives in the English texts and the Thai-

translated texts

Usage
Pragmatic structures English texts Thai-translated texts
Frequency (%) Frequency (%)
h 148 (46.39%) 131 (41.07%)
h+s 68 (21.32%) 73 (22.88%)
s+h 79 (24.76%) 90 (28.21%)
s+h+s 24 (7.52%) 25 (7.84%)
S 0 (0.00%) 0 (0.00%)
total 319 (100%) 319 (100%)

From the table, it can be seen that only the structure ‘h’ is found more in the

English texts than in the Thai-translated texts. The other structures with the supportive

moves, which can be considered to be more covert, are found more in Thai-translated

texts than in the English texts, especially the structure ‘s+h’, which is found around

4% more in the Thai-translated texts. The findings support the hypothesis that the

overt linguistic forms are found more in the English texts than in the Thai-translated

texts, while the covert linguistic forms are found more in the Thai-translated texts

than in the English texts.

Regarding the selection of the pragmatic structures in performing directives, it

can be seen apparently that the most overt pragmatic structure, namely the pragmatic

structure ‘h’ is used most and the most covert pragmatic structures, namely the

pragmatic structures ‘sth+s’ and ‘s’ are used least until not used at all. The Thai-

translated texts follow the same ranking of pragmatic structure usage of the English

texts. It is interesting that the pragmatic structure ‘s+h’ is at the second ranking in

performing the directives, that is, the pragmatic structure ‘h+s’ is used less than the

pragmatic structure ‘sth’. The degree of imposition of the directives may play a role

in this finding, that is, the high imposition of the directives may govern the speaker to

select the more-covert structure ‘s+h’ more than the more-overt structure ‘h+s’.

However, as previously stated, other than the position of the supportive moves which

identifies the pragmatic structures, the overtness-covertness of the pragmatic

structures can be measured from the number, and the function of the supportive
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moves. To confirm that the pragmatic structure ‘s+h’ is really more covert than the
pragmatic structure ‘h+s’, the number of the supportive moves in performing the
directives in each pragmatic structure in the English texts and the Thai-translated texts
are studied and reported below.

Table 4.14 The numbers of the supportive moves in the pragmatic structures of
directives in the English texts and the Thai-translated texts

Pragmatic Numbers Frequency
structures with of the supportive moves (%)
supportive Eng Th- Eng Th-translated
moves min-max translated
min-max
h+s 1-4 1-5 87 (32.10%) 93 (33.33%)
s+h 1-3 1-4 113 (41.70%) | 117 (41.94%)
st+h+s pre: 1-3 pre: 1-3 71 (26.20%) 69 (24.73%)
post: 1-5 post: 1-4
Total 271 (100%) 279 (100%)

From the table, it shows that 271 supportive moves are found in performing
the directives in the English texts, and 279 supportive moves in the Thai-translated
texts. Wiroonhachaipong (2000) found in her research on the structures of requests in
Thai and American English that the supportive moves in Thai are much more than in
English. Although the present research found that the number of the supportive moves
used in performing directives in the English texts and the Thai-translated texts are not
considerably different because the Thai texts are translated from the English texts, it
can support that the Thai language tends to use the supportive moves more than the
English language does in performing the directives. In addition, within a string of
supportive moves used in performing the speech act of directives each time, the
number of the supportive moves in the Thai-translated texts is usually more than that
of the English texts, i.e. the maximum number of the post-h supportive moves (or the
supportive moves in the structure ‘h+s’) in the English texts is four, but in the Thai-
translated texts is five; or the maximum number of the pre-h supportive moves (or the
supportive moves in the structure ‘s+h’) in the English texts is three, but in the Thai-

translated texts is four. However, the Thai-translated texts follow the ranking of the
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usage of supportive moves of the English texts, the post-h supportive moves is the
most frequently used supportive moves in performing the directives.

Then, the functions of these supportive moves are further studied to see their
frequency in the English texts and the Thai-translated texts. All supportive moves can
be divided into two functions with different quantity, as shown below.

Table 4.15 The functions of the supportive moves in performing directives in the
English texts and the Thai-translated texts

Functions Frequency (%)
of supportive moves English Thai-translated
h-strengthening 24 (8.86%) 27 (9.68%)
h-softening 247 (91.14%) 252 (90.32%)
Total 271 (100%) 279 (100%)

The table shows that the h-softening supportive moves are used in performing
the directives extremely more than the h-strengthening in the English texts, likewise
the Thai-translated texts, with more or less proportion.

So far, it can be concluded that, in doing directives in the English texts, the
pragmatic structure ‘h’ which is the most overt is used most and the structure ‘s+h+s’
is used least, other than these two structures, the pragmatic structure ‘s+h’, which is
proved to be more-covert from the number of the supportive moves found, is used
more than the pragmatic structure ‘h+s’. In addition, in doing directives in the English
texts, the h-softening supportive moves are preferable than the h-strengthening ones.
All of these findings are the same in the Thai-translated texts.

Besides, the selection of the pragmatic structures in performing the speech act
of directives in the English texts and the Thai-translated texts varied upon the
interpersonal and affective factors is investigated and the findings are shown in the

following table.
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Table 4.16 The use of pragmatic structures of directives governed by the interpersonal
and affective factors in the English texts

Factors Relations h h+s s+h s+h+s Total
Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. (%) Freq.
(%) (%) (%) (%)
sex Same sex 41 25 21 13 100
(41.00%) (25.00%0) (21.00%0) (13.00%) (100%)
Cross sex 100 42 56 11 209
(47.85%) | (20.10%) (26.79%) (5.26%) | (100%)
Multiple 7 1 2 0 10
participants (70.00%) (10.00%) (20.00%) (0.00%) (100%)
age Equal age 109 41 46 7 203
(53.69%) (20.20%) (22.66%) (3.45%) (100%)
Senior-to- 21 19 26 16 82
junior (25.61%) | (23.17%) (31.71%) | (19.51%) | (100%)
Junior-to- 18 8 7 1 34
senior (52.94%) (23.53%) (20.59%0) (2.94%) (100%)
Social status | Equal status 102 37 42 4 185
(55.14%) | (20.00%) (22.70%) (2.16%) | (100%)
Higher-to- 28 21 29 18 96
lower (29.17%) | (21.88%) (30.21%) (18.75%) | (100%)
Lower-to- 18 10 8 2 38
higher (47.37%) | (26.32%) (21.05%) (5.26%) | (100%)
Social Familiar 142 60 76 24 302
distance (47.02%) (19.87%) (25.17%) (7.95%) (100%)
unfamiliar 6 8 3 0 17
(35.29%) (47.06%0) (17.65%) (0.00%) (100%)

From the table, the details of the pragmatic structure usage according to the

contexts of participants are provided. It is found that when investigated with the
interpersonal and affective factors, some findings are different from the findings on
the whole presented in Table 4.13. Overall, in almost all contexts, the most overt
pragmatic structure: the structure ‘h’ is used most and the most covert pragmatic
structure: the structure ‘st+h+s’ is used least, as shown in Table 4.13. However, the
pragmatic structure ‘h’ is not most frequently used in all contexts of participants. The
contexts of participants that do not use the pragmatic structure ‘h’ most are the

contexts of ‘senior-to-junior’ and ‘higher-to-lower status’. And surprisingly, the most
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found pragmatic structure in doing the directives in these two contexts is the
pragmatic structure ‘s+h’. It is surprising because these two contexts are in the
‘unequal-downwards’ group of contexts, which the covertness is not expected. To
find the reason of these surprising findings, it can be observed from the data that the
senior or the person with the higher status often calls the name of the hearer in
performing directives to specify who they are talking to. In so doing, the frequency of
the pragmatic structure ‘s+h’ is most, as the examples below.

Context ‘senior-to-junior’,‘higher-to-lower status’: Bridget’s mother speaking
to Bridget

(45) (Bridget.) [Turn your television set to BBC1.] (BJ)

Context ‘higher-to-lower status’ : The cameraman speaking to the camera

assistant
(46)  (Derek!) [Get us a Twix and a Lion Bar, will you?] (BJ)
Context ‘senior-to-junior’, ‘higher-to-lower status’ : Matt’s mother speaking to
Matt
(47)  (Matthew,) [it's the phone for you.] (T30)
Besides, the other interesting usage is at the selection of the structures ‘h+s’ and ‘s+h’

which are not the same in each context of participants. The findings of most contexts
are in accordance with the overall findings in Table 4.13, that is, the structure ‘s+h’ is
used more than the structure ‘h+s’, as discussed above that it may be because of the
degree of imposition of directives. But, there are some contexts of participants,
namely, the contexts of ‘same sex’, ‘junior-to-senior’, ‘lower-to-higher status’ and
‘unfamiliar’ participants, which the structure ‘h+s’ is used more than the structure
‘sth’. These contexts are in the ‘unequal upwards’ group of contexts, which is
expected to be oriented to the more covert pragmatic structures, except the context of
same sex participants. The reason of these surprising findings may be because the
head act expressed in these contexts can be covert in other dimensions of analysis,
e.g. direct-indirect speech acts, including the more number and the h-softening
function of the supportive moves can make the pragmatic structure ‘h+s’ more covert

in these contexts, as illustrated in the following examples.
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Context ‘junior-to-senior’, ‘lower-to-higher status’ : Matt speaking to his

mother
(48) [Why don't you sit down,] (Mum)? (T30)
Context ‘unfamiliar’ : Simon D. speaking to Bridget (They just met in the
party.)
(49) [Would you mind?] (I'd be most awfully, awfully grateful.) (BJ)

From the above examples, although they are in the pragmatic structure ‘h+s’, the head
acts are in the indirect speech acts. Besides, the supportive moves, i.e. calling in the
example (48), and giving reasons in the example (49) can soften the head acts. Thus,
the overt pragmatic structures which are used in these dialogues are felt more covert
in such contexts because of the indirect speech act and the softening supportive

moves.

Table 4.17 The use of pragmatic structures of directives governed by the interpersonal
and affective factors in the Thai-translated texts

Factors | Relations h h+s s+h s+h+s Total
Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq.
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
sex Same sex 42 29 20 9 100
(42.00%) | (29.00%) | (20.00%) | (9.00%) | (100%)
Cross sex 83 43 67 16 209
(39.71%) | (20.57%) | (32.06%) | (7.66%) | (100%)
Multiple 6 1 3 0 10
participants | (60.00%) | (10.00%) | (30.00%) | (0.00%) | (100%)
age Equal age 89 44 60 10 203
(43.84%) | (21.67%) | (29.56%) | (4.93%) | (100%)
Senior-to- 23 21 25 13 82
junior (28.05%) | (25.61%) | (30.49%) | (15.85%) | (100%)
Junior-to- 19 8 5 2 34
senior (55.88%) | (23.53%) | (14.71%) | (5.88%) | (100%)
Social Equal 80 41 56 8 185
status status (43.24%) | (22.16%) | (30.27%) | (4.32%) | (100%)
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Higher-to- 30 23 28 15 96
lower (31.25%) | (23.96%) | (29.17%) | (15.63%) | (100%)
Lower-to- 21 9 6 2 38
higher (55.26%) | (23.68%) | (15.79%) | (5.26%) | (100%)
Social Familiar 125 65 87 25 302
distance (41.39%) | (21.52%) | (28.81%) | (8.28%) | (100%)
unfamiliar 6 8 3 0 17
(35.29%) | (47.06%) | (17.65%) | (0.00%) | (100%)

From the table, it shows that the Thai-translated texts follow the same
selection of the pragmatic structures in performing directives as the English texts in
almost all context of participant, even in surprising findings of some contexts. This
shows that the Thai-translated can use the same ways of doing directives as the
English STs do in most contexts of participants. Except the contexts ‘higher-to-lower
status’, which are marked by double underlines, it is found that the directives in the
Thai-translated texts are performed differently from the English texts, that is, in the
Thai-translated texts, the pragmatic ‘h’ is used most, while the English texts, the
pragmatic ‘h’ is used the next most in this context of participants. This can be
explained by the data that the supportive moves, especially the endearment terms in
the STs are frequently omitted in the translation, as seen in the following examples.
This can bring about the different proportion of the pragmatic structures in performing
directives between the English and the Thai-translated texts in the context of ‘higher-

to-lower’.
(50) ST: [Don't you think you should get dressed,] (darling)?
TT:  [gnurvzuassinthauz] /[luuk2 naa2ca?l teenltual baan2 na?3)/
‘[kid should dress some SP]’
(51) ST: [Give him hell, baby.]

TT:  [Bam3ldeeauas] /[cat] kaan0 haj2 saa4som4 152j0]/ [tackle

give deserve beyond]’
Lastly, the chi-square test was done to investigate the association between the

contexts of participants and the selection of the pragmatic structures in performing
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directives in the English texts and the Thai-translated texts. The results are presented
in the following table.

Table 4.18 The p-values from chi-square test of association between the pragmatic
structures of directives and the interpersonal and affective factors

P-Value
Interpersonal and affective factors English texts Thai-translated
texts
Sex 0.04 0.10
Age 0.0002 0.05
Social status 0.00001 0.04
Social distance 0.49 0.80

From the table, in the English texts, the p-values of the statistic test in the
factors of sex, age, and social status are all less than 0.05, except in the factor of
social distance, whose the p-value is more than 0.05, while in the Thai-translated
texts, the p-values of the factors of age, and social status are less than 0.05, but the p-
values of the factor of sex and social distance are more than 0.05. This means that, in
the English texts, the sex, age, and social status between the participants have
significant association with the most selection of the pragmatic structure ‘h’ and the
next most selection of the pragmatic structure ‘s+h’ in the context of ‘cross-sex’,
‘equal age’, and ‘equal status’ of the participants, but in reverse in the contexts of
‘senior-to-junior’ and ‘higher-to-lower status’ of the participants. As for the Thai-
translated texts, the age has significant association with the different selection of the
pragmatic structures in each contexts of participants, that is, in the context of ‘equal
age’: the ‘h’ structure is used most, the ‘s+h’ structure is used the second; in the
context of ‘senior-t0-junior’: the ‘s+h’ structure is used most, the ‘h’ structure is used
the second; and in the context of ‘higher-to-lower status’: the ‘h’ structure is used
most, the ‘h+s’ structure is used the second, while the social status has significant
association with the most selection of the pragmatic structure ‘h’ and the second
selection of the pragmatic structure ‘s+h’ in the contexts of ‘equal status’ and ‘higher-
to-lower’, but in the context of ‘lower-to-higher’, the pragmatic structure ‘h+s’ is

selected the second instead.
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Interestingly, the table shows that the factor of sex is significant in the English
texts, but not in the Thai-translated texts. It can be concluded from this finding that in
performing directives, the factor of sex governs the use of the pragmatic structure in
English, but not in Thai. Also, it can be interpreted that in the selection of pragmatic
structures for performing directives, the sex of the hearer is not really brought into
consideration in the Thai language, otherwise it should be the significant factor in the
Thai-translated texts as motivated by the English STs.

4.2.2 Pragmatic structures of rejections

Among all of the three speech acts studied in the present research, the speech
act of rejections is considered to have the second highest degree of the imposition. It
does not require any behavioral changes from the hearer, which is determined the
highest imposition, as the speech act of directives does, while it does not require just
the information, which is determined the lowest imposition, as the speech act of
inquiries does. The speech act of rejections is performed when the speaker wants to be
against or refuse to accept or agree with the hearer’s opinion. This is the new
perspective on the speech act of rejections, because the speech act of rejections was
viewed as “a form of conflict” (Waldron and Applegate, 1994 cited in Locher, 2004:
94) and it can destroy social solidarity (Heritage, 1984: 268 cited in Sifianou, 2012:
1554). This perspective has changed after the work of Schiffrin (1984) which
proposed that “disagreement among friends can signal sociability rather than a breach
of civility” (Sifianou, 2012: 1554).

The pragmatic structures that are found to be used in performing the speech
act of rejections are presented and exemplified, as follows.

The pragmatic structure ‘h’

(52) [l wasn't thinking anything.] (T30)

(53) [”laj”lﬁ’ﬁmﬂﬁqé’q?u] /[maj2 daj2 maaj4 thin4 yaanl nan3]/ ‘[not mean

like that]’ (T30)

The examples (52)-(53) show the rejections via the most overt pragmatic
structure, that is, the structure without supportive moves in the English texts and the
Thai-translated texts, respectively. In the example (52), the speaker explicitly refused
what the hearer thought that he was thinking something. And in the example (53), the
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speaker refused the understanding of the hearer by saying that she did not mean like
the hearer understood. These two examples are composed of only the head act, they
are not led or followed by any supportive moves.

The pragmatic structure ‘h+s’

(54) [l don't think you'll be needing that taxi,]( Jones.) (BJ)

(55)  [lurenin](gnd) (uitnenenudd) (gnluflaes) /[maj2 2aw0 naa2] (luuk2

caad)(mee2 khooj0 bookl leew3)(luuk2 maj2 fan0 ?een0/ ‘[not get
SP](child SP)(mother used to tell already)(child not listen yourself)’ (BJ)
The examples (54)-(55) demonstrate the rejections via the pragmatic structure

‘h+s’ in the English texts and the Thai-translated texts, respectively. Although this
pragmatic structure is more covert than the pragmatic structure ‘h’, it is quite overt as
well, because the rejections in this structure are performed through the immediate
occurrence of the head act, or h-beginning structure. The example (54) shows the
rejection in the pragmatic structure ‘h+s’ with one post-h supportive move. The head
act is at the beginning, but the supportive move makes it more covert, as seen in this
example, the post-h supportive move is h-softening by calling the name of the hearer.

The example (55) has a total of three post-h supportive moves. In the example, the

first supportive move, gﬂ%1 /luuk?2 caa4/ ‘child SP’, is h-softening because it helps

mitigate the head act by calling the hearer with the kin term together with the sentence

particle expressing affection and familiarity; whereas the other two, titngnentian

Imee2 khaojO book1 leew3/ ‘mother used to tell already” and gn liateq /luuk2 maj2

fan0 ?een0/ ‘child not listen yourself®, are h-strengthening, because they aggravate the
head act by blaming the hearer.
The pragmatic structure ‘s+h’

(56)  (Honestly,) (Mum.)['l don't think I can manage all these.] (BJ)

v
(57)  (18v) (tnef¥Iu) [wams litimehes lseshaiuduunisen]

/(h9j3)(kao0chwin0)[phuak2 raw0 maj2 mii0 thaan0 thamO ?a?raj0 yaanl
nan3 kapl kee0 rook1]/ ‘(EXC)(Gershwin)[we no have way do what like
that with you SP]” (T30)
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The examples (56)-(57) illustrate the rejections via the pragmatic structure
‘sth’ in the English texts and the Thai-translated texts, respectively. The example (56)
shows the rejection in the pragmatic structure with two pre-h supportive moves, one is
the h-strengthening supportive move, namely, ‘honestly’ which is used to intensify
the head act, and the other is the h-softening supportive move, namely, ‘mum’ which
is used to gain time before getting to the head act. In the example (57), there are two
pre-h supportive moves, which are the h-softening supportive moves. Both of them
are used in time-gaining before the appearance of the head.

The pragmatic structure ‘s+h+s’

(58) (Oh,) [don't be a silly-willy,] (darling.) (Of course) (I told you.) (You

must learn to listen.) (BJ)

(59)  (vouled)(ua)[lidna1dz] (muina) /(khooplcajo ya?2)(tee1)[maj2 dii0

kwaal ca?2] (numl numl)/ ‘(thanks SP)(but)[no better SP](boys)’ (T30)
The examples (58)-(59) are the examples of the rejections via the pragmatic
structure ‘sth+s’ in the English texts and the Thai-translated texts, respectively. In the
example (58), there are one pre-h and four post-h supportive moves, In this example,
the pre-h supportive move ‘oh’ is h-softening by time-gaining with the exclamation
before getting to the head act. As for the post-h supportive moves, all of them
function as the h-strengthening supportive moves by blaming and intensifying. In the

example (59), there are two pre-h and one post-h supportive moves. All of them are

the h-softening supportive moves: the two pre-h ones are thanking, that is veulage
/khooplcajO ya?2/ ‘thanks’, and linking, that is e /tee1/ ‘but’, and the post-h one is

calling, that is wue) /aum1 num1/ ‘boys’.

The above examples demonstrate various pragmatic structures that are found
to be used in doing rejections in the English texts and the Thai-translated texts. As
always mentioned, the appearance of the head act relates to the overtness-covertness
of the pragmatic structures. It is predicted that in performing the speech act of
rejections, the more-overt pragmatic structures will be used more in the English texts

than in the Thai-translated texts, while the more-covert ones will be found more in the



132

Thai-translated texts than in the English texts. The findings show that the prediction is

not completely accurate, as reported in the following table.

Table 4.19 The pragmatic structures of rejections in the English texts and the Thai-

translated texts

Usage
Pragmatic structures English texts Thai-translated texts
Frequency (%) Frequency (%)
h 164 (47.95%) 170 (49.71%)
h+s 97 (28.36%) 92 (26.90%)
s+h 54 (15.79%) 56 (16.37%)
s+h+s 27 (7.89) 24 (7.02%)
s 0 (0.00%) 0 (0.00%)
total 342 (100%) 342 (100%)

From the table, the proportion of the pragmatic structure ‘h+s’, which is more

overt, is found more in the English texts, and the proportion of the pragmatic structure

‘st+h’, which is more covert, is found more in the Thai-translated texts, as predicted.

However, contrasting with the prediction, the structure ‘h’, which is most overt, is

found more in the Thai-translated texts than in the English texts, while the structure

‘sth+s’, which is most covert, is found more in the English texts than in the Thai-

translated texts. To discuss the reason of the unpredicted findings, it is possible that in

translating the speech act of rejections from English into Thai, some supportive

moves, which do not bear crucial contents, are omitted. This omission can increase

the proportion of the structure ‘h’, and decrease the proportion of the structure

‘sth+s’ in the Thai-translated texts, as exemplified below.
(60)  ST: (Oh,) [don't be silly,] (darling.)

TT: [ma2lvavi] /leew4 laj4 naa2/ silly SP” (BJ)

The example (58) shows the omission of the h-softening supportive moves,

both the pre-h one, ‘oh’, which is used to exclaim, and the post-h one, ‘darling’,

which is used to address the hearer. These supportive moves, which do not have any

important messages, are sometimes omitted in the translation.

Regarding the ranking of the usage, Table 4.19 reports that the rejections are

performed via the pragmatic structure ‘h’ most, and the other pragmatic structures are
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used in descending order according to the scale of covertness in the English texts and
the Thai-translated texts follow this order. However, not only the position of the
supportive moves, but the number of the supportive moves are also important and
related to the overtness-covertness of the pragmatic structures, the number of the
supportive moves are studied to confirm that the pragmatic structures used in
performing the rejections in the Thai-translated texts seem to be more overt than those
of the English texts. The findings are shown in the following table.

Table 4.20 The number of the supportive moves in the pragmatic structures of
rejections in the English texts and the Thai translated texts

Pragmatic Numbers Frequency
structures of the supportive moves (%)
with Eng Th- Eng Th-translated
supportive min-max | translated
moves min-max
h+s 1-4 1-3 126 (42.57%) 115 (42.12%)
s+h 1-6 1-4 94(31.76%) 95 (34.80%)
s+h+s pre: 1-3 pre: 1-2 76 (25.68%) 63 (23.08%)
post: 1-4 post: 1-4
Total 296 (100%) 273 (100%)

From the table, it is found that there are 296 supportive moves used in
performing rejections in English texts, while there are 273 supportive moves used in
the rejections in the Thai-translated texts. The post-h supportive moves are found
most in terms of frequency (42.57% in the English texts, and 42.12% in the Thai-
translated texts), but the pre-h supportive moves are found most in terms of number in
each serial of supportive moves (a maximum of 6 in the English texts, and a
maximum of 4 in the Thai-translated texts).

In comparison with the English texts, the supportive moves in the Thai-
translated texts are 23 less; the less proportions are seen in the supportive moves of
the pragmatic structures ‘h+s’ and ‘s+h+s’, and the maximum number of each serial
of supportive moves in the Thai-translated texts are less than that of the English texts.
The findings show that the supportive moves in the Thai-translated texts are not

always more than the supportive moves in the English texts. The findings of the
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number of the supportive moves quite support that the pragmatic structures used in
performing rejections in the Thai-translated texts seem to be more overt than those of
the English texts.

It is interesting to study further the proportion of each function of the
supportive moves used in rejections in the English texts and the Thai-translated texts.
The findings are reported in the following table.

Table 4.21 The functions of the supportive moves in performing rejections in the
English texts and the Thai-translated texts

Functions Frequency (%o)

Thai-translated

of supportive moves

English

h-strengthening

59 (19.93%)

57 (20.88%)

h-softening

237 (80.07%)

216 (79.12%)

Total

296 (100%)

273 (100%)

When compared with the supportive moves in the rejections in the English

texts, it is found that the h-strengthening supportive moves are more, whereas the h-

softening supportive moves are found less in the Thai-translated texts. It shows that

the h-softening supportive moves can be omitted more than the h-strengthening ones.

After all aspects of supportive moves, position, number, and function are

explored, it can be said that the pragmatic structures used in performing the rejections

in the Thai-translated texts seem to be more overt than those of the English texts.

Then, the selection of the pragmatic structures in doing the speech act of

rejections in the English texts and the Thai-translated texts, which is governed by the

interpersonal and affective factors is also explored, and the findings are presented in

the following table.

Table 4.22 The use of pragmatic structures of rejections governed by the interpersonal
and affective factors in the English texts

Factors | Relations h h+s s+h st+h+s Total
Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq.
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
sex Same sex 46 30 21 15 112
(41.07%) | (26.79%) | (18.75%) | (13.39%) | (100%)
Cross sex 115 67 33 12 227
(50.66%) | (29.53%) | (14.54%) | (5.29%) | (100%)
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Multiple 3 0 0 0 3

participants | (100.00%) | (0.00%) (0.00%) (0.00%) | (100%)

age Equal age 103 74 30 13 220
(46.82%) | (33.64%) | (13.64%) | (5.91%) | (100%)

Senior-to- 23 9 8 8 48
junior (47.92%) | (18.75%) | (16.67%) | (16.67%) | (100%)

Junior-to- 38 14 16 6 74
senior (51.35%) | (18.92%) | (21.62%) | (8.11%) | (100%)

Social Equal 112 70 27 12 221
status status (50.68%) | (31.67%) | (12.22%) | (5.43%) | (100%)

Higher-to- 14 9 10 9 42
lower (33.33%) | (21.43%) | (23.81%) | (21.43%) | (100%)

Lower-to- 38 18 17 6 79
higher (48.10%) | (22.78%) | (21.52%) | (7.59%) | (100%)

Social Familiar 154 91 47 24 316
distance (48.73%) | (28.80%) | (14.87%) | (7.59%) | (100%)

unfamiliar 10 6 7 3 26
(38.46%) | (23.08%) | (26.92%) | (11.54%) | (100%)

This table corresponds to Table 4.19 which reports that the overall usage of
the pragmatic structures in performing rejections in the English texts is in the
descending order according to the level of covertness, and this order happens in
almost all contexts of participants, except the contexts of ‘junior-to-senior’, ‘higher-
to-lower status’ and ‘unfamiliar’ participants. The pragmatic structure ‘s+h’ is used
more than the pragmatic structure ‘h+s’ in these three contexts. However, these
different results can be understood in the case of the contexts of ‘junior-to-senior’ and
‘unfamiliar’ participants because these two contexts are in the ‘unequal-upwards’
groups which the politeness is expected. The surprising finding turns up in the context
of ‘higher-to-lower status’ because this context of participants is in the kind of context
that the politeness not expected. Other than the pragmatic structure ‘s+h’ is used more
than the ‘h+s’, it is found that the covertness-oriented pragmatic structures are used
quite much in this context. There are two observations of this phenomenon: first, the

more-covertness pragmatic structures, e.g. ‘s+h’, ‘sth+s’ are used in the context of
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‘higher-to-lower status’ in nagging, which use many supportive moves; and second,
many supportive moves used in these structures are the h-strengthening supportive
moves, which make the rejections via the more-covertness pragmatic structures strong
enough for the speaker with the higher status used to speak to the hearer with the
lower status. The examples are provided below.

Situation: Bridget’s mother was nagging.

(61)  (What's Una done with this gravy?) (Durr!) [We're going to have to
use the Magimix!] (BJ)

(62) (Oh,) (darling,) [you can't go around with that tatty green canvas
thing.] (You look like some sort of Mary Poppins person who's fallen on
hard times.) (BJ)

In the example (61), Bridget’s mother was nagging because she did not agree
with the way Una and Bridget prepared gravy. She uttered a few utterances which are
the supportive moves before getting into the head act that she refused Una and
Bridget’s method and she would do it the way she thought. In the example (62),
Bridget’s mother was nagging Bridget on her cloths. Bridget’s mother refused to
accept Bridget’s clothes and tried to compare her to a funny thing.

Situation: Matt speaking to the taxi driver who went to the same high school

(63) (But) [I wasn't the most popular kid at school,] (that's for sure.) (T30)

Situation: Bridget’s father speaking to Bridget

(64)  (Oh) [no, that was just the Vicar's new vestments which set her off this
morning.] (They were a little on the frou-frou side,) (to tell the truth.) (BJ)

The examples (63)-(64) illustrate the second observation of the more usage of
the more-covert pragmatic structures in doing the rejections in the context of ‘senior-
to-junior’. They show that although there are many supportive moves, the head acts
can be strengthen by the h-strengthening supportive moves, e.g. the supportive moves
used in intensifying the head acts, namely, ‘that’s for sure’ in the example (63), ‘to

tell the truth’ in the example (64).
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Table 4.23 The use of pragmatic structures of rejections governed by the interpersonal
and affective factors in the Thai-translated texts

Factors | Relations h h+s s+h st+h+s Total
Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq.
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
sex Same sex 49 28 24 11 112
(43.75%) | (25.00%) | (21.43%) | (9.82%) | (100%)
Cross sex 118 64 32 13 227
(51.98%) | (28.19%) | (14.10%) | (5.73%) | (100%)
Multiple 3 0 0 0 3
participants | (100.00%) | (0.00%) | (0.00%) (0.00%) (100%)
age Equal age 106 68 35 11 220
(48.18%) | (30.91%) | (15.91%) | (5.00%) | (100%)
Senior-to- 24 12 7 5 48
junior (50.00%) | (25.00%) | (14.58%) | (10.42%) | (100%)
Junior-to- 40 12 14 8 74
senior (54.05%) | (16.22%) | (18.92%) | (10.81%) | (100%)
Social Equal 113 64 31 13 221
status status (51.13%) | (28.96%) | (14.03%) | (5.88%) | (100%)
Higher-to- 17 12 9 4 42
lower (40.48%) | (28.57%) | (21.43%) | (9.52%) | (100%)
Lower-to- 40 16 16 7 79
higher (50.63%) | (20.25%) | (20.25%) | (8.86%) | (100%)
Social Familiar 156 86 51 23 316
distance (49.37%) | (27.22%) | (16.14%) | (7.28%) | (100%)
unfamiliar 14 6 5 1 26
(53.85%) | (23.08%) | (19.23%) | (3.85%) | (100%)

In comparison with Table 4.22, this table shows that the ranking of the

selection of the pragmatic structure in performing rejections in the English texts can

be maintained in the Thai-translated texts, except the context of ‘higher-to-lower

status’ and ‘unfamiliar’ of participants, which are marked by double underlines. In

these two contexts, the pragmatic structure ‘h+s’ is found more than the pragmatic
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structure ‘sth’ in the Thai-translated texts, but it is the other way round in the English
texts. Again, this is evidence that the pragmatic structures used in performing
rejections in the Thai-translated texts tend to be more overt than those of the English
texts.

Finally, the chi-square test was done to examine the association between the
contexts of participants or the interpersonal and affective factors and the selection of
the pragmatic structures in doing rejections in the English texts and the Thai-
translated texts. The results are recounted in the following table.

Table 4.24 The p-values from chi-square test of association between the pragmatic
structures of rejections and the interpersonal and affective factors

P-Value
Interpersonal and affective factors English texts Thai-translated
texts
Sex 0.03 0.12
Age 0.01 0.05
Social status 0.004 0.21
Social distance 0.18 0.88

The table shows that sex, age, and social status between the participants are
significantly associated with the selection of the pragmatic structures in doing
rejections in the English texts, because the p-values of the chi-square test in the
factors of sex, age, and social status are all less than 0.05, but the p-value of the factor
of social distance is more than 0.05. It can be interpreted from the Table 4.22 that the
selection of pragmatic structures in the descending order is significantly associated
with all contexts governed by sex, but in the contexts governed by age and social
status, the pragmatic structure ‘s+h’ is selected more than the structure ‘h+s’ in the
contexts ‘junior-to-senior’ and ‘higher-to-lower status’. In the Thai-translated texts,
the only factor that has the < 0.05 p-value from the chi-square test is the factor of age.
The other factors get more than 0.05 p-values. Statistically, this means that the age
between the participants governs the selection of the pragmatic structures in
performing the rejections in the Thai-translated texts, that is, in the context ‘junior-to-
senior’, the pragmatic structure ‘s+h’ is significantly selected more than the structure

‘h+s’, as seen in Table 4.23.
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Markedly, there are more significant factors that govern the selection of the
pragmatic structures in performing rejections in the English texts than in the Thai-
translated texts. The factors of sex and social status do not associate with the selection
of the pragmatic structures of the rejections in Thai, but do in English. This means
that in selecting the pragmatic structures to perform rejections, the factors of sex and
social status are not put the importance in Thai despite the influence of the English
texts.

4.2.3 Pragmatic structures of inquiries

The speech act of inquiries is considered to have least imposition among all
three speech acts in this research. When performing inquiries, the speaker imposes on
the hearer just the information which s/he supposes the hearer knows. However, some
inquiries are general and easy to give the answer, e.g. ‘what time is it?’, the others are
personal and difficult to give the information, e.g. ‘how is your love life?’. It is found
from the data that the speech act of inquiries is the only one among three speech acts
that is performed via all five possible pragmatic structures. This may be because the
nature of the inquiries is easily understood, the hearer, including the readers of the
fictions can grasp the intention of the speaker even if there is no explicit head act.

These are the pragmatic structures found in performing the speech act of
inquiries in the English and Thai-translated texts.

The pragmatic structure ‘h’
(65) [What did she say?] (T30)
(66) [Is your name Matt Beckford?] (T30)

(67) [wweglvunz] /[meE2 yuul naj4 kha?3]/ ‘[mum stay where SP]’ (BJ)

68) [lRvesiidesnsnsunseds] /[daj2 khoon4 thii2 ton2kaan0 khrop3 riid

yan0]/ ‘[get things that want all or yet]” (T30)

The example (65)-(68) are the examples of the inquiries in the most overt
pragmatic structure, that is, the pragmatic structure ‘h’ in the English texts and the
Thai-translated texts, respectively. In the examples (65) and (67), the speakers posed
the question with a wh-question to get the answer from the hearers about ‘what’ in the

example (65) and ‘where’ in the example (67). In the examples (66) and (68), the
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speakers asked with a yes-no question to get the answer ‘yes’ or ‘no’ from the hearers.
All of them are performed without any supportive moves.
The pragmatic structure ‘h+s’
(69) [What?] (Building them?) (Using them?) (Wearing them on your
head?) (T30)

(70)  [oonlylnu](uSadn) /[200k1 pajO naj4] (britlcetl)/ ‘[out go

where](Bridget)’ (BJ)

The example (69)-(70) illustrate the inquiries in the pragmatic structure ‘h+s’
in the English texts and the Thai-translated texts, respectively. In the example (69),
the three post-h supportive moves are all the h-softening supportive moves. The
situation of this inquiry is that the speaker asked the hearer what he did with the
computer, after the hearer said that he worked in the computer company. The first two
supportive moves, ‘building them?’ and ‘using them?’, are supported the head act,
‘what?’ by explicating it or giving more information to make the head act clearer,
while the last supportive move ‘wearing them on your head?’ is a kidding. In the

example (70), there is one post-h supportive move and it is also h-softening. It softens

the head act by calling the name of the hearer, YA /britl cetl/ ‘Bridget’.

The pragmatic structure ‘s+h’

(71)  (So,) (come on,) (then,)(Bridget!) [How's yer love-life?] (BJ)

(72)  (t311) (un) (181mi1) Gavd?) [vennezidlarhng: Tdsesoany 1ddalee]

/(ceeOraa0)(kee0)(?aj2 thaw2)(ril khop3 chuu3)[bookl maa0 waa2 ca?l

paatl faad khra?1proon0 rot3 saap3 daj2 yan0 ?ajo wa?3]/

‘(Jerrers)(you)(old man)(dare to have affair)[tell come that will open

bonnet Saab how SP]’ (BJ)

The example (71)-(72) show the inquiries in the pragmatic structure ‘s+h’ in

the English texts and the Thai-translated texts, respectively. The example (71)
exemplifies the inquiry in the pragmatic structure with four pre-h supportive moves.
The four pre-h supportive moves in the example are all the h-softening supportive
moves. All of them are used in time-gaining before getting to the head act. It is

possible that as a result of a personal question, the supportive moves are used this
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much to mitigate the invasion of the head act. In the example (72), there are also a

total of four pre-h supportive moves. In the example, 1351 /ceeOraa0/ ‘Jerrers’ and (L

/kee0/ ‘you’ are the h-softening supportive moves, they are used to gain attention from
the hearers, while the other two , 181ai1/2aj2 thaw2/ ‘old man’ and Saug /ri1 khop3
chuu3/ ‘dare to have affair’ are the h-strengthening supportive moves which are used

to scold the hearer.

The pragmatic structure ‘st+h+s’

(73)  (But) [you're not serious about going to Australia now,] (surely)? (T30)

(74)  (ud2)(enas) [gnidluedialsha](uum) /(leew3)(tok 1lon0 waa2)[luuk2

pen0 yaan1 raj0 baan2](meet3) ‘(and)(then)[child be how some](Matt)
(T30)

The example (73)-(74) demonstrate the inquiries in the pragmatic structure
‘sth+s’ in the English texts and the Thai-translated texts, respectively. In the example
(73), there is one each of the pre-h and post-h supportive moves. In this example, the
pre-h supportive move is h-softening, it is the connector, which is used to link the
ideas between the utterances that were being spoken and the previous utterances that
were already spoken, while the post-h supportive moves is h-strengthening because it
is used in intensifying the head act. In the example (74), there are two pre-h and one

post-h supportive moves. All supportive moves in the example (74) are h-softening.

The former pre-h supportive move, ‘U&7’ / leew3/ “and’, is the connector used to link

the ideas of the being-spoken utterances with the already-spoken ones and the latter

one, ‘Anav11’ /tok1lon0 waa2/ ‘then’ is the conclusory marker used to conclude the

idea. As for the post-h supportive move, it is the address term used in calling the
hearer.

The pragmatic structure ‘s’

(75)  (So?) (T30)

(76)  (And?) (T30)

(77)  (Yeees?) (BJ)

(78)  (#na311?) /(tok1lon0 waa2?)/ ‘(then?)’ (T30)
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The example (75)-(78) show the inquiries in the most covert pragmatic

structure, the structure ‘s-only” or the pragmatic structure without the head act in the

English texts and the Thai-translated texts, respectively. All of them can be

understood that they are the inquiries from the contexts, the speaker and the hearer are

mutually and naturally understood. The examples (75) and (76) are the connectors

used to imply that the speaker would like to ask what is next. The example (77) is

used to imply the questions like ‘what’s wrong’ or ‘what did you say?’. The example

(78) is used to imply the question like “what’s going on?”.

All above examples are the pragmatic structures that are used in doing

inquiries found in the English texts and the Thai-translated texts. Like the two

previous speech acts, it is still predicted that in performing the speech act of inquiries,

the more overt pragmatic structures will be found more in the English texts than in the

Thai-translated texts, and the more covert pragmatic structures will be found more in

the Thai-translated texts than in the English texts, because the English language is in

the low-context culture and the Thai language is in the high-context culture. This

prediction is verified, as follows;

Table 4.25 The pragmatic structures of inquiries in the English texts and the Thai-

translated texts

Pragmatic structures

Usage

English texts

Thai-translated texts

Frequency (%) Frequency (%)
h 449 (70.16%) 393 (61.41%)
h+s 64 (10.00%) 44 (6.88%)
s+h 103 (16.09%) 183 (28.59%)
s+h+s 14 (2.19%) 19 (2.97%)
s 10 (1.56%) 1 (0.16%)
total 640 (100%) 640 (100.00%)

From the table, it can be seen that the more-overt pragmatic structures,

namely, two h-beginning structures, are found more in the English texts than in the

Thai-translated texts. The other structures or the s-beginning structures, which can be

considered to be more covert, are found more in Thai-translated texts than in the

English texts. The findings support the hypothesis that the overt linguistic forms are
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found more in the English texts than in the Thai-translated texts, while the covert
linguistic forms are found more in the Thai-translated texts than in the English texts.
However, there is one contrast, that is, the structure ‘s-only’, which is the most covert
pragmatic structure, is found more in the English texts than in the Thai-translated
texts. These examples can explain the contrary finding.

(79) ST: (Yeees?)

TT: [11lams0] /[waa2 pajO res4]/ ‘[say how QW] (BJ)

(80)  ST: [S0?]

TT: (1d2)(anasdn)[eenelsan] /( leew3)(tok11on0

waa2?)[yaaglraj0tool]/ ‘(and)(then)[how next]’ (T30)

It can be observed that the inquiries without the head act in the pragmatic
structure ‘s-only’ in the English STs are usually translated into Thai by adding the
head act to make what the speaker intends to say more explicit. In the examples (79)-
(80), the implicit inquiries in the English STs are made more explicit by adding the

specific question ‘how’ into the Thai TTs. In fact, there are also these implicit

inquiries used in everyday communication the Thai language, e.g. #? /hw?3/ ‘Yes?”,

11812? /leew3/ ‘And?’ or ‘Then?’, but when it is the translation, clarity may be required

to prevent the misunderstanding. The addition of the head act converts the pragmatic
structure ‘s’ in the STs into the pragmatic structures ‘h” and ‘s+h’, respectively. This
is the reason why the structure ‘s-only’ is found less in the Thai-translated texts than
in the English texts.

According to Table 4.25, it shows apparently the pragmatic structure ‘h’ is
used most and it is used far more than other pragmatic structures in the English texts
and the Thai-translated texts conform to the same usage. Furthermore, when
compared with the other two speech acts, the speech act of inquiries is performed via
the pragmatic structure ‘h’ most. This is related to the weightiness of the imposition.
As already discussed, the speech act of inquiries has not much imposition, it imposes
on the hearer just the information, so it can be performed via the most overt pragmatic
structures. However, it is interesting that the pragmatic structure ‘s+h’, which seems

to be more covert is used more than the pragmatic structure ‘h+s’, which seems to be
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more overt. The overtness-covertness of the pragmatic structures can be rechecked by
investigating further the number of the supportive moves used in making the
inquiries.

Table 4.26 The numbers of the supportive moves in the pragmatic structures of
inquiries in the English texts and the Thai-translated texts

Pragmatic Numbers of the supportive Frequency (%)
structures moves
with Eng Th- Eng Th-translated
supportive min-max translated
moves min-max
h+s(1-3) 1-3 1-4 70 (29.91%) 50 (16.45%)
s(1-4)+h 1-4 1-4 124 (52.99%) 213 (70.07%)
s(1)+h+s(1-2) pre: 1 pre : 1-2 30 (12.82%) 40 (13.16%)
post: 1-2 post: 1
s(1) 1 1 10 (4.27%) 1 (0.33%)
Total 234 (100%) 304 (100%)

From the table, it shows that 234 supportive moves are found in performing
inquiries in the English texts, and 304 supportive moves in the Thai-translated texts.
Although the speech act of inquiries can basically be expressed overtly, it turns out
that the frequency of supportive moves used in the inquiries apparently increase in the
Thai-translated texts. However, the Thai-translated texts still follow the ranking of the
use of the supportive moves of the English texts. The most-used supportive move is
the pre-h supportive moves or the supportive moves in the pragmatic structure ‘s+h’.
From the investigation on the number of the supportive moves used in inquiries, it can
be concluded that the pragmatic structure ‘s+h’ is more covert than the pragmatic
structure ‘h+s’, and both the English texts and the Thai-translated texts use the
pragmatic structure ‘s+h’ more than the pragmatic structure ‘h+s in making inquiries.

Next, the functions of these supportive moves used in inquiries are studied, the

findings are presented in the next table.
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Table 4.27 The functions of the supportive moves in performing inquires in the
English texts and the Thai-translated texts

Functions Frequency (%o)
of supportive moves English Thai-translated
h-strengthening 5 (2.14%) 8 (2.63%)
h-softening 229 (97.86%) 286 (97.37%)
Total 234 (100%) 304 (100%)

From the table, it shows that the h-strengthening supportive moves are used
much less than the h-softening supportive moves. In comparison with the English
texts, the proportion of the two functions in the Thai-translated texts is quite equal to
that of the English texts. This shows that although the number of the supportive
moves increases, the function is still kept the same in the Thai-translated texts.

The selection of the pragmatic structures in doing the speech act of inquiries in
the English texts and the Thai-translated texts is governed by the interpersonal and
affective factors. The various usages upon the various contexts of participants are

investigated and reported in the following table.

Table 4.28 The use of pragmatic structures of inquiries governed by the interpersonal
and affective factors in the English texts

Factors Relations h h+s s+h s+h+s S Total
Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. | Freq. Freq.
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
sex Same sex 98 22 29 7 5 161
(60.87%) (13.66%) (18.01%) (4.35%) (3.11%) (100%)
Cross 344 42 74 7 5 472
(72.88%) (8.90%) (15.68%) (1.48%) (1.06%) (100%)
sex
Multiple 7 0 0 0 0 7
participants | (100.00%) (0.00%) (0.00%) (0.00%) (0.00%) (100%)
age Equal 332 43 79 8 7 469
(70.79%) (9.17%) (16.84%) (1.71%) (1.49%) (100%)
age
Senior- 62 10 17 4 2 95
o (65.26%) (10.53%) (17.89%) (4.21%) (2.11%) (100%)
to-junior
) (72.37%) (14.47%) (9.21%) (2.63%) (1.32%) (100%)
to-senior
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(74.22%) (7.17%) (15.25%) (2.02%) (1.35%) (100%)
status status
H Ig her_ 55 14 21 4 3 97
(56.70%) (14.43%) (21.65%) (4.12%) (3.09%) (100%)
to-lower
Lower_ 63 18 14 1 1 97
) (64.95%) (18.56%) (14.43%) (1.03%) (1.03%) (100%)
to-higher
Social Familiar 423 61 98 14 9 605
) (69.92%) (10.08%) (16.20%) (2.31%) (1.49%) (100%)
distance
unfamiliar 26 3 5 0 1 35
(74.29%) (8.57%) (14.29%) (0.00%) (2.86%) (100%)

The table shows that the selection of the pragmatic structures in doing
inquiries in the English texts is varied upon the contexts of participants, and it
confirms that the most overt pragmatic structure or the pragmatic structure ‘h’ is used
most in doing inquiries in all contexts of participants. Besides, this table confirms the
findings presented in Table 4.25 that the pragmatic structure ‘s+h’ is used more than
the pragmatic structure ‘h+s’, but not in all contexts. Interestingly, the exception can
be found in the ‘unequal-upwards’ group, namely, the contexts of ‘junior-to-senior’
and ‘lower-to-higher status’ of participants, which is anticipated to involve the more-
covert pragmatic structure more. To explain this unexpected finding, the data is
reviewed and it is found that some supportive moves, e.g. address terms, conclusory
markers, that are put in front of the head act in other contexts will be put after to the
head act in the contexts of ‘junior-to-senior’ and ‘lower-to-higher status’ participants.
It seems that in the speech act of inquiries, the post-h supportive moves signify
respect to the hearer, as illustrated in the examples below.

Situation: The taxi driver speaking to Matt

(81) [Where to,] (mate)? (T30)

Situation: Matt speaking to his mother

(82) [What's for dinner,] (then)? (T30)

From the examples, the address term ‘mate’ and the conclusory marker ‘then’

are put after the head act. If they had been put before the head act, for example,

“Mate, where to?” or “Then, what’s for dinner?”, it would have made the inquiries get
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the abrupt-tone. In the speech act of inquiries, it feels softer when such supportive
moves are put after the head act.

Table 4.29 The use of pragmatic structures of inquiries governed by the interpersonal

and affective factors in the Thai-translated texts

Factors | Relations h h+s s+h s+h+s S Total
Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq.
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
sex Same sex 84 19 50 7 1 161
(52.17%) (11.80%) (31.06%) (4.35%) (0.62%) (100%)
Cross sex 305 25 130 12 0 472
(64.62%) (5.30%) (27.54%) (2.54%) (0.00%) (100%)
Multiple 4 0 3 0 0 7
participants (57.14%) (0.00%) (42.86%) (0.0010%) (0.00%) (100%)
age Equal age 298 20 141 10 0 469
(63.54%) (4.26%) (30.06%) (2.13%) (0.00%) (100%)
Senior-to- 52 11 27 4 1 95
junior (54.74%) (11.58%) (28.42%) (4.21%) (1.05%) (100%)
Junior-to- 43 13 15 5 0 76
senior (56.58%) (17.11%) (19.74%) (6.58%) (0.00%) (100%)
Social Equal status 278 17 139 12 0 446
status (62.33%) (3.81%) (31.17%) (2.69%) (0.00%) (100%)
Higher-to- 52 14 26 4 1 97
lower (53.61%) (14.43%) (26.80%) (4.12%) (1.03%) (100%)
Lower-to- 63 13 18 3 0 97
higher (64.95%) (13.40%) (18.56%) (3.09%) (0.00%) (100%)
Social Familiar 366 42 177 19 1 605
distance (60.50%) (6.94%) (29.26%) (3.14%) (0.17%) (100%)
unfamiliar 27 2 6 0 0 35
(77.14%) (5.71%) (17.14%) (0.00%) (0.00%) (100%)

In comparison with the findings of the English texts in Table 4.28, the Thai-

translated texts have the same ranking of the pragmatic structures used in making

inquiries in almost all contexts of participants, except the contexts of ‘junior-to-

senior’ and ‘lower-to-higher status’ which use the pragmatic structure ‘h+s’ more than

the pragmatic structure ‘s+h’ in the English texts. The rankings of the pragmatic

structures used in making the inquiries in the Thai-translated texts in all contexts of

participants are the same as the overall ranking presented in Table 4.25, that is, the

most overt pragmatic structure or the pragmatic structure ‘h’ is most frequently used,

the next rankings are the pragmatic structure ‘s+h’, ‘h+s’, ‘s+h+s’, and ‘s’,

respectively. This differs from the findings of the English texts, because in the Thai-

translated texts, the pragmatic structure ‘s+h’ is selected more than the pragmatic
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structure ‘h+s’ in the contexts of ‘junior-to-senior’ and ‘lower-to-higher status’
participants. This is not a surprise because the covert structures are expected in these
two contexts, especially in the Thai language. Furthermore, the pragmatic structure
‘sth’ is found more than the pragmatic structure ‘h+s’ in the Thai-translated texts is
because some post-h supportive moves in English must be translated by left-moving
into the pre-h position for the acceptable and natural utterances in Thai, as seen in the
following example.
(83) ST:[What are we doing,] (then)?
TT: (&) [519zvhedelsnuaay] /(leew3)[raw0 ca?1 tham0 yaan1rajO

kan0 dii0 la?2]/ ‘(then)[we will do how together good SP]’ (BJ)
In this example, the post-h supportive move, which is the conclusory marker

‘then’ is translated into ‘U&7’ /leew3/ and moved left into the pre-h position in the

Thai-translated texts, because it will be weird and unacceptable, if ‘1182’ /leew3/ is put

at the post-h position in Thai. This results from the linguistic difference of the English
SL and the Thai TL.

However, the association between the interpersonal and affective factors and
the selection of the pragmatic structures used in making the inquiries in the English
texts and the Thai-translated texts cannot be confirmed until the chi-square tests are
done. The results of the chi-square test calculation are reported in the following table.

Table 4.30 The p-values from chi-square test of association between the pragmatic
structures of inquiries and the interpersonal and affective factors

Interpersonal and affective factors P-Value
English Thai-translated
Sex 0.007 0.004
Age 0.34 0.00001
Social status 0.009 0.00001
Social distance 0.71 0.07

The table reports the p-values from the chi-square calculation and it shows that
in the English texts, the p-values of the factors of sex and social status are less than
0.05, whereas the p-values of the factors of age and social distance are more than

0.05. This infers that the sex and social status between the participants are
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significantly associated with the selection of the pragmatic structures in making
inquiries in the English texts. As for the Thai-translated texts, the factors of sex, age,
and social status are less than 0.05 p-values, while the p-values of the factor of social
distance is more than 0.05. This can be interpreted that the sex, age, and social status
between the participants lead to the significant association with the selection of the
pragmatic structures in making the inquiries in the Thai-translated texts. Referred to
Table 4.28 and Table 4.29, in making inquiries, the pragmatic structure ‘h’ is
significantly used most, and the next most is the structure ‘s+h’ in the contexts
governed by sex, age, and social status in the Thai-translated texts, while in the
English texts, the pragmatic structure ‘h’ is significantly used most and the next most
is the structure ‘s+h’ only in the contexts governed by sex, but in the contexts
governed by social status, the next most turns to be the structure ‘h+s’ in the contexts
of ‘higher-to-lower status’ participants.

Interestingly, the factor of age is not significant in the English texts, but it
turns to be significant in the Thai-translated texts. This can be concluded that the
factor of age is noticeably important in Thai in selecting the pragmatic structure of the
inquiries. Despite the non-significance in the English texts, the factor of age becomes
significant in the Thai-translated text. This shows that this factor is so salient in the
selection of pragmatic structures for making inquiries inThai that it gives the different
result from the English texts.

4.3 Politeness strategies

The politeness strategy analysis is the third and last linguistic dimension of
analysis in the present research, it is done to explore another methods of minimizing
the imposition or the threat that may occur on the hearer, or sometimes, the speaker
him/herself when the speech act is performed in the English texts and the Thai-
translated texts. The frame of analysis is based on Brown and Levinson’s (1987)
model which puts the highlight on the concept of ‘face’ proposed by Goffman (1967).
Goffman’s (1967) concept of ‘face’ relates to the meaning of the linguistic politeness,
which is different from the meaning of the general politeness. The linguistic
politeness does not mean only the deference, the courtesy, or the formality as the
general politeness does, it means the face-saving. He divides ‘face’ into two kinds,

which correspond to the two basic wants of each person: the positive face (the want of
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self-worth) and the negative face (the want of autonomy). To analyze the politeness

strategies, the internal modification of the head act is investigated on the semantic

criteria which can be identified by linguistic features. According to Brown and

Levinson’s (1987) model, there are theoretically five possible politeness strategies in

performing the speech acts (see Figure 3.2), the last or fifth strategy, which is

deciding not to do the speech act at all, is included. But, practically, there are a total

of four politeness strategies used in doing the speech acts, as follows

1) Strategy 1 : bald-on record strategy

2) Strategy 2 :
3) Strategy 3:

4) Strategy 4 : off record strategy

positive politeness-on record strategy
negative politeness-on record strategy

These are the linguistic features signifying each strategy found in the English

texts and the Thai-translated text. The linguistic features provided in the following

table are just examples found in the data used to be the guideline in the analysis.

Table 4.31 Linguistic features signifying each politeness strategy

Politeness
strategy &

strategy features

Linguistic features

English texts

Thai-translated texts

Bald strategy

Without redressive action

Without redressive action

Positive politeness

strategy

1) Care for and

asking for reason with ‘why

asking for reason with ‘s’

interest in the not’ /thamOmaj0 maj2/ ‘why not’
hearer

2) In-group slangs, colloquial expressions | slangs, colloquial expressions,
identity intimate pronouns, Kinship

a. Using in-group

markers

terms, endearment terms,
sentence particles expressing

intimacy, e.g. 1= /wa?3/,

lya?3/, 5= /ca?3/




151

b. Including the
speaker and the

pronouns ‘we’, ‘us’, an

expression with ‘let’s’

pronouns ‘i1’ /raw0/ ‘winisn’

/phuak2raw(/ ‘we’, sentence

hearer particles expressing persuasion
“fumez” / kanO tho?1/, vin/naa2/

c. Seeking question tags The expression ‘a1’ /dii0

agreement maj4/ ‘good or not’

d. Avoiding negative questions A sentence particle expressing

disagreement

¢y

uncertainty ‘s’ /man3/

e. Sharing common

mutually-known words,

mutually-known words,

ground jargons jargons
3) Kindness being optimistic by the being optimistic by the
expressions like ‘that’s OK’ expressions like “hifluls’ /maj2
pen0 raj0/ ‘not a matter’
Negative

politeness strategy

1) Deference
a. Using courteous

markers

modals in the past form,
formal words, expressions

with ‘please’

formal words, sentence
particles expressing deference
‘ez’ /kha?2/, ‘asu’ /khrap3/

b. Being
conventionally

indirect

conventionalized indirect

expressions

conventionalized indirect

expressions

c. Impersonalizing
the speaker and the

hearer

passive construction, reported

speech

passive construction, reported

speech

2) Consideration

a. Hedging

the expression ‘I don’t

think...’

the expression ‘nsin..” /kreen0

waa2/ ‘afraid that’

b. Minimizing the

imposition

the expressions ‘a second’, ‘a

minute’

the expression ‘wmies’ / n0j1/ ‘a

bit’
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3) Freedom not coercing the hearer with the expression ‘i14” /koo: daj»/
conditionals ‘alright’
Off-record
strategy
1)Violation of hints hints
relevance maxim
2) Violation of irony, rhetorical questions, irony, rhetorical questions,
quality Maxim contradictions, metaphors contradictions, metaphors
3) Violation of overstatement, understatement | overstatement, understatement

quantity Maxim

4) Violation of being incomplete with being incomplete with

manner Maxim unfinished statement unfinished statement

Other than these four possible politeness strategies, which are the hypothetical
politeness strategies proposed by Brown and Levinson (1987) in doing the FTAs, it is
found empirically in the data that there are more politeness strategies employed in
doing the speech acts. These politeness strategies are the combination of the two
original strategies. The combination of the politeness strategies is called ‘hybrid
strategy’ and ‘mixing strategy’ by Brown and Levinson (1987: 230-232). The hybrid
strategy means the combination of the positive and negative politeness strategies, and
the mixing strategies are the combination of the on-record and off-record strategies.
When scaled the level of covertness, all politeness strategies that are found in the
study can be arranged from the most overt to the most covert, as shown in the

following figure.

Bald Positive Negative Hybnid Off-rec Mmmg

(Strategy 1) (Strategy 2) (Strategy 3) (Strategy 2+3) (Strategy 4)  (Strategy 4+2/4+3)

Figure 4.1 The degree of politeness strategies
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The politeness strategies found in the present research are scaled as above
according to the degree of politeness. The main strategies (Strategy 1-4) proposed by
Brown and Levinson (1987) are already arranged according to the degree of
politeness by labelling with the number, the higher-numbered strategies are more
polite than the lower-numbered ones. When the hybrid and mixing strategies which
are found in this research are included in the scale, the hybrid strategy is considered to
be more polite than the positive and negative politeness strategies because it is the
combination of these two strategies which makes it more complicated, but it is less
polite than the off-record strategy because the hybrid strategy is still in the group of
the on record strategies; while the mixing strategy is considered as the most polite
politeness strategies because it is the off-record strategy which is redressed with the
positive or negative politeness strategies.

Brown and Levinson (1987) propose that the selection of the politeness
strategies is determined by the seriousness of the imposition of the speech acts, i.e. the
higher the imposition is, the higher-numbered strategy is selected. Besides, it is
hypothesized in the present research that the selection of the politeness strategies in
performing the speech acts is governed by the context of culture, i.e. the low-
numbered strategies tend to be found more in the English texts than in the Thai-
translated texts, and the high-numbered strategies tend to be found more in the Thai-
translated texts than in the English texts, since the English language is in the low-
context culture, whereas the Thai language is in the high-context culture.

Afterwards, the politeness strategies selected in performing the speech acts of
directives, rejections and inquiries in the English texts and the Thai-translated texts,
together with the interpersonal and affective factors governing them will be compiled
below.

4.3.1 Politeness strategies of directives

Basically, the speech act of directives is done to get the hearer to do
something, that is, it imposes on the hearer behaviorally. So, the seriousness of
imposition of the directive speech act is generally considered to be quite high.
Theoretically, it is believed that the high-numbered politeness strategies should be
used in doing directives. However, the seriousness of the imposition is not the only

factor governing the way of expressing the speech acts. Many other factors, e.g.
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power and distance between the speaker and the hearer (Brown and Levinson, 1987)
also influence on the selection of the politeness strategies. Another factor that plays
the fundamental role in determining the politeness strategies is the culture, as earlier
hypothesized.

In performing the speech act of directive in the English texts and Thai-
translated texts, all four possible politeness strategies are used, as given the examples
below.

(84) [Go away,] (Daniel.) (BJ)

(85) [Why don't you book somewhere for next weekend?] (Nice country

house hotel.) (BJ)

(86) [You should be with Elaine.] (T30)

(87)  [I'm waiting.] (Matt.) (T30)

The examples (84)-(87) represent the politeness strategies 1-4, respectively in

the English texts. As previously informed, the politeness strategies are identified in
the head act. The example (84) illustrates Strategy 1: bald-on record strategy. It can be
seen that the head act of the example (84), ‘go away’ is performed without redress.
The example (85) illustrates Strategy 2: positive politeness strategy, in the feature of
care for and interest in the hearer. The directive is performed by asking the reason
from the hearer with ‘why don’t you’. The example (86) illustrates Strategy 3:
negative politeness strategy, in the feature of deference by using the past form of
subjunctive mood ‘should’, which is considered as conventionally indirect directives.
Moreover, using ‘should’ can express the feature of freedom, because its meaning is
not coercing the hearer. Lastly, the example (87) illustrates Strategy 4: off record
strategy. The situation of this example is that Ginny wanted Matt to tell her what is
wrong with him, so she did the directive covertly by saying a hint that she was

waiting for his story instead of saying overtly, e.g. ‘Tell me’.
(88) [Bunseq a1(gn) /[yiin0 tron0 tron0 si?1](luuk2)/ ‘[stand straight straight
SP](child)’ (BJ)

89)  [nyoweslihuluresusuneua Inu](gn) /[nuud 2aw0 khoon4 pajo

kepl najO hon2noon0 koonl dii0 maj4](luuk2) [you take things go keep in
bedroom before good QW](child)’ (T30)
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(90) [wudwqmmﬁﬂzmaﬂiﬁuuz] /[phom4 waa2 khun0 khuanOca? haa4

?a?1raj0 kin0 na?3]/ ‘I think you should find what eat SP]* (BJ)

91)  (#)[naiAnzdaoumsaliasnsele] /(nii2)[khund maj2 khit3 ca?l

kuu2 sa?1thaa4na?3kaan0 195j0 rii4 naj0]/ ‘(this)[you not think will

improve situation beyond or how]’ (T30)

The examples (88)-(91) exemplify all four politeness strategies used in
performing the directives in the Thai-translated texts. The example (88) illustrates the

‘bald-on record’ strategy, because the head act is performed explicitly without

redress. Furthermore, a sentence particle ‘@’ /si?1/ is used in commanding,

suggesting, and persuading in Thai (Phanthumetha, 2011: 121). The example (89)

explains the ‘positive politeness-on record’ strategy. There is the positive politeness
feature of in-group identity expressed in the head act. The pronoun ‘#y’ /nuu4/ is
used to mark the in-group identity and the question ‘@'lvin’ /dii0 maj4/ ‘good or not” is

used to seek agreement. The example (89) demonstrates the ‘negative politeness-on

record’ strategy, because the head act is modified by the negative politeness features
of consideration and freedom. The consideration is expressed by the hedge ‘wWu37’
/phom4 waa2/ ‘I think’, and the freedom is expressed by the modal ‘A3592’

/khuanOca?/ ‘should’. In English, the modal ‘should’ expresses deference because the

past forms in English relate to deference, but in Thai, there are no past forms, so the
modal ‘A359¢” is considered by its meaning, not its form. It means ‘not coercing the
hearer’, compared with the modal ‘Aoq’ /ton2/ ‘must’, which means ‘coercing the

hearer’. And the last example, the example (91) describes the ‘off record’ strategy,
because the head act is expressed by violating the quality maxim with the rhetorical

question. The answer is not required when the speaker asks ‘3019’ /rii4 naj0/ ‘or

how’ in this example.
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In addition, the hybrid and mixing strategies are also found in doing the
directives in the English texts and the Thai-translated texts, as reported below.

Hybrid strategy (the positive plus negative politeness strategies)

(92) [We could go to the Dome.] (T30)

(93) [l think we should try to stay up all night again.] (T30)

The examples (92)-(93) explain the combination of the positive and negative

politeness strategies in the English texts. It proves that two faces or two types of basic
wants can be saved at the same time. From the examples, the in-group identity which
is the feature of the positive politeness is expressed by including the speaker and the
hearer with the pronoun ‘we’, at the same time, the deference and consideration which
are the features of the negative politeness are expressed by being courteous and
conventionally indirect with the past form of subjunctive moods ‘could’ in the
example (92) and ‘should’, including by hedging with the expression ‘I think...’, in
the example (93).

94) [hluhidunval Taveuu nsealanazaz] /[thamOmajo maj2

samdphaat2 coo0?een0naal throlOloopl la?1 kha3]/ ‘why not interview
Joanna Trollope SP SP]” (BJ)

(95) [Bulusmeneweglaganudndniia lnu] /chand waa2 raw0

pha?3yaa0yaam0 yuul too2run2 kan0 ?iik1 sakl thiiO dii0 maj4]/ ‘[l think

we try stay up dawn together again just one time good QW]’ (T30)

Both of the above examples illustrate the combination of the positive and
negative politeness strategies in doing the directives in the Thai-translated texts. The

example (94) expresses the positive politeness feature of ‘care for and interest in the
hearer’ by asking the question 71114’ /thamOmajO maj2/ ‘why not’, while the
negative politeness feature of deference is also expressed by the sentence particle ‘Az’

/kha?3/ which is considered to be the courteous marker in Thai. As for the example

(95), there are the positive politeness feature of in-group identity which is signified by

using the in-group marker, namely, the pronoun ‘151 /raw0/ ‘we’” and by seeking

agreement with the question ‘@ 1w’ /dii0 maj4/ which means ‘is it good?’, and the
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negative politeness feature of consideration which is indicated by the hedge ‘au27’

/chan4 waa2/ ‘I think’; and by the imposition minimizer ‘@n#1’ /sak1 thii0/ which

means ‘just one time’.

Mixing strateqy (the positive politeness plus the off-record strategies)

(96) (Mark,) [if you ask me once more if I've read any good books lately
I'm going to eat my head.] (BJ)

(97)  (Look,) [will you shut up?] (BJ)

The examples (96)-(97) illustrate the mixing strategies between the positive
politeness strategy and the off-record strategy in the English texts. In the example
(96), a joke ‘I’'m going to eat my head’ communicates the positive politeness feature
of in-group identity, while the if-clause violates quality maxim and makes the
utterance off-record. In the example (97), the expression ‘shut up’ is used to mark the
in-group identity, but it is uttered in the form of a rhetorical question, which is one of

the methods in the off-record strategy.

98) (180) [gnazqueuz] (Fdusinile) /(200j3)[luuk2 ca?l duuO yee2
na?3](sii4san4 naa2 biial)/ ‘(EXC)[child will look bad SP](colour boring)’ (BJ)

The example (98) explains the mixing strategies between the positive
politeness-on record strategy and the off-record strategy in the speech act of directives

in the Thai-translated texts. The situation is that Bridget’s mother wanted Bridget to
change her dress, because she thought its color was not interesting. The positive

politeness strategy is expressed by the kin term ‘gn’ /luuk2/ ‘child’ which signifies

the feature of in-group identity, while the off-record strategy is expressed by the hint

‘auenz’ /ca?l duu0 yee2 na?3/ ‘will look bad SP> which violates relevance maxim.

Mixing strategy (the negative politeness plus the off-record strategies)
(99) (For God's sake,) [will you sit still for two minutes?] (BJ)

The example (99) illustrates the mixing strategies between the negative
politeness-on record strategy and the off-record strategy in the speech act of directives

in the English texts. Like the example (97), this utterance is in the form of a rhetorical
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question, but at the same time the negative politeness feature of consideration is

conveyed by minimizing the imposition with the expression ‘for two minutes’.

(100) (uag)[HuprataNuAaAfIIULAL] /(Mee2 kha?3)[mee2 2aatl mii0

khwaamOphitl kha?3dii0 ?aa0yaa0 na?3 kha?3] ‘(mom SP)[mom may

have wrong doing lawsuit criminal SP SP] (BJ)

This is the example of the mixing strategies between the negative politeness-

on record strategy and the off-record strategy in doing directives in the Thai-translated

texts. The situation is that Bridget asked her mother to tell the police about her

mother’s boyfriend who did the illegal thing. Bridget did not perform the directive

explicitly by saying, like ‘Tell the police’, but she selected to use the off record

strategy by violating relevance maxim instead. She gave her mother a hint that her

mother may be charged with a criminal offence. Other than the off-record strategy,

the negative politeness-on record strategy is also used. There are the negative

politeness feature of deference which is expressed by the courteous sentence particle

‘Az’ /kha?3/; and the negative politeness feature of consideration which is signified by

the modal expressing the hedge, namely, ‘©19° /?aatl/ ‘may’.

For the selection of the politeness strategies, as previously mentioned, it is

hypothesized that the low-numbered strategies tend to be found more in the English

texts than in the Thai-translated texts, and the high-numbered strategies tend to be

found more in the Thai-translated texts than in the English texts. It is found that the

hypothesis is partially true, but more interestingly, the selection of politeness

strategies can reflect the face preference of the English and Thai languages. The

findings are reported in the following table.

Table 4.32 The politeness strategies of directives in the English texts and the Thai-

translated texts

Politeness strategies

Usage

English texts
Freq. (%)

Thai-translated texts
Freq. (%)

Bald

144 (45.14%)

112 (35.11%)

Positive

51 (15.99%)

76 (23.82%)
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Negative 79 (24.76%) 73 (22.88%)
Hybrid 24 (7.52%) 41 (12.35%)
Off-record 17 (5.33%) 10 (3.13%)
Mixing (positive) 3 (0.94%) 5 (1.57%)
Mixing (negative) 1 (0.31%) 2 (0.63%)
Total 319 (100%) 319 (100.00%)

From the table, it shows that the ranking of politeness strategy selection of the
English texts and the Thai-translated texts are different. Strategy 1: bald-on record is
employed most in performing the directives in the English texts, and the Thai-
translated texts can follow this first rank of the English texts, but the different ranks
are at the politeness strategy (Strategy 2) and negative politeness strategy (Strategy 3),
that is, the English texts use Strategy 3 as the second rank, while the Thai-translated
texts use Strategy 2 as the second rank. This shows the face preference of each
language. However, other than the second rank, the Thai-translated texts can keep the
same ranking as the English texts, that is hybrid strategy (Strategy 2+4), off record
strategy (Strategy 4), mixing strategies (Strategy 2+4 and Strategy 3+4), respectively.
Moreover, compared with the proportion of the English texts, the findings support the
hypothesis that the low-numbered politeness strategies tend to be found more in the
English texts than in the Thai-translated texts, and the high-numbered politeness
strategies tend to be found more in the Thai-translated texts than in the English texts,
except the positive and negative politeness strategies, which relate to the issue of face
wants more than the degree of politeness.

The different frequency of the positive and negative politeness strategies in the
English texts and Thai-translated texts can be explained that the western cultures put
the importance on the negative face, which symbolizes the privacy and rights, so the
English texts use the negative politeness strategy more than the positive politeness
strategy, while the Thai culture puts the emphasis on the positive face, which means
the solidarity, so the Thai-translated texts select the positive politeness strategy more
than the negative politeness strategy. (Hongladarom, and Chauksuvanit, 2008: 129).

To further investigate the factors which influence on the use of the politeness
strategies in doing directives, the frequency of each politeness strategies in each
context of participants is studied. The results are shown in the following table.
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Table 4.33 The use of politeness strategies of directives governed by the interpersonal
and affective factors in the English texts

Factors | Relations | Ba]q Positive | Negative | Hybrid | Off-rec | Mixing | Mixing | Total
Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. (+) ) Freq.
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) Freq. | Freq. | (%)

(%) (%)
sex Same sex 42 23 22 5 8 0 0 100
(42.00%) | (23.00%) | (22.00%) | (5.00%) | (8.00%) | (0.00%) | (0.00%) | (100%)
Cross sex 99 25 56 16 9 3 1 209
(47.37%) | (11.96%) | (26.79%) | (7.66%) | (4.31%) | (1.44%) | (0.48%) | (100%)
Multiple 3 3 1 3 0 0 0 10
particioan's | (30.00%) | (30.00%) | (10.00%) | (30.00%) | (0.00%) | (0.00%) | (0.00%) | (100%)
age Equal 83 33 55 19 9 3 1 203
age (40.89%) | (16.26%) | (27.09%) | (9.36%) | (4.43%) | (1.48%) | (0.49%) | (100%)
Senior- 50 12 13 1 6 0 0 82
to-junior | (60.98%) | (14.63%) | (15.85%) | (1.22%) | (7.32%) | (0.00%) | (0.00%) | (100%)
Junior-to- 11 6 11 4 2 0 0 34
senior | (32.35%) | (17.65%) | (32.35%) | (11.76%) | (5.88%) | (0.00%) | (0.00%) | (100%)
Social Equal 76 32 46 18 10 2 1 185
status status | (41.08%) | (17.30%) | (24.86%) | (9.73%) | (5.41%) | (1.08%) | (0.54%) | (100%)
Higher- 55 13 20 2 6 0 0 96
to-lower | (57.29%) | (13.54%) | (20.83%) | (2.08%) | (6.25%) | (0.00%) | (0.00%) | (100%)
Lower- 13 6 13 4 1 1 0 38
to-higher | (34.21%) | (15.79%) | (34.21%) | (10.53%) | (2.63%) | (2.63%) | (0.00%) | (100%)
Social | Familiar 140 51 70 20 17 3 1 302
distance (46.36%) | (16.89%) | (23.18%) | (6.62%) | (5.63%) | (0.99%) | (0.33%) | (100%)
unfamilia 4 0 9 4 0 0 0 17
r (2353%) | (0.00%) | (52.94%) | (23.53%) | (0.00%) | (0.00%) | (0.00%) | (100%)

This table gives the same overall picture as the previous table, that is, in doing
the speech act of directives in the English texts, the bald strategy (Strategy 1) is used
most in all contexts, and the negative politeness strategy (Strategy 3) is used more
than the positive one (Strategy 2) in most contexts. However, this table provides more
details which show that the interpersonal and affective factors influence on the
politeness strategy usage indeed. To explicate this, when compared with other
contexts, The bald strategy is found most in the contexts of ‘senior-to-junior’ and
‘higher-to-lower status’ participants. Other than this, although the negative politeness
strategy is generally used more than the positive politeness strategy as a result of the
importance of the negative face in the English language, the negative politeness
strategy is found least in the contexts of ‘senior-to-junior’ and ‘higher-to-lower status’

participants when they are compared with the use of this strategy in other contexts .
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Whereas, when compared with other contexts, the negative politeness strategy is
found most in the contexts of ‘junior-to-senior’ and ‘lower-to-higher status’
participants, and within these ‘upwards’ contexts, the negative politeness strategy is
use as often as the bald strategy. This may reflect that even in the English texts, the
politeness-expected contexts, namely, the contexts of ‘junior-to-senior’ and ‘lower-to-
higher status’ participants, govern the selection of more ploite politeness strategies,
and the ‘downwards’ contexts, namely, the contexts of ‘senior-to-junior’ and ‘higher-
to-lower status’ participants, govern the selection of the less polite politeness
strategies. This association between the interpersonal factors and the politeness
strategy selection has to be checked by the chi-square test.

Table 4.34 The use of the politeness strategies in performing the directives governed
by the interpersonal and affective factors in the Thai-translated texts

factors | relatio | Bald Positive | Negativel Hybrid Off-req Mixing | Mixing | Total
ns Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freqg. | (+) ) Freq.
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) | Freq. | Freq. | (%)
(%) (%)
sex Same sex 25 38 13 17 2 3 2 100
(25.00%) (38.009%) (13.00%) (17.00%) (2.00%) (3.00%) (2.00%) (100%)
Cross sex 86 34 59 21 7 2 0 209
(41.15%) (16.27%) (28.23%) (10.05%) (3.35%) (0.96%) (0.00%) (100%)
Multiple 1 4 1 3 1 0 0 10
participants (10.00%) (40.00%) (10.00%) (30.00%) (10.00%) (0.00%) (0.00%) (100%)
age Equa| age 74 46 55 21 4 2 1 203
(36.45%) (22.66%) (27.09%) (10.34%) (1.97%) (0.99%) (0.49%) (100%)
Senior- 35 2 9 9 4 3 0 82
to-junior (42.68%) (26.83%) (10.98%) (10.98%) (4.88%) (3.66%) (0.00%) (100%)
Junior-to- 3 8 9 11 2 0 1 34
senior (8.82%) (23.53%) (26.47%) (32.35%) (5.88%) (0.00%) (2.94%) (100%)
Social Equa| 66 42 49 21 5 1 1 185
status status (35.68%) (22.70%) (26.49%) (11.35%) (2.70%) (0.54%) (0.54%) (100%)
Higher- ) % 3 10 7 3 0 %
to-lower (41.67%) (27.08%) (13.54%) (10.42%) (4.17%) (3.13%) (0.00%) (100%)
Lower- 6 8 11 10 1 1 1 38
to-higher (15.79%) (21.05%) (28.95%) (26.32%) (2.63%) (2.63%) (2.63%) (100%)
Social Familiar 108 73 66 38 10 5 2 302
distance (35.76%) (24.17%) (21.85%) (12.58%) (3.31%) (1.66%) (0.66%) (100%)
unfamilia 4 3 7 3 0 0 0 17
; (23.53%) (17.65%) (41.18%) (17.65%) (0.00%) (0.00) (0.00%) (100%)

Interestingly, the percentage reported in Table 4.34 is quite different from the
Table 4.32, which shows the overall use of the politeness strategies in the English
texts and the Thai-translated texts, that is to say, when the interpersonal and affective

factors are brought into consideration, the percentage of each politeness strategy used
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in doing the speech act of directives in the Thai-translated texts differs from the
overall findings. Similarly, when compared with Table 4.33, the use of the politeness
strategies in the Thai-translated texts according to the contexts of participants is
different from that of the English texts.

This table reports that the politeness strategies used in each context of
participants in the Thai-translated texts is not in the descending order, as found in the
overall exploration. This means the interpersonal and affective factors have an
influence of the selection of the politeness strategies. To begin with the factor of sex,
it can be seen that when the participants are in the same sex, the positive politeness
strategy are used most, whereas when the participants are in the cross sex, the
negative politeness strategy is used more than the positive ones. As for the factors of
age, social status, and social distance, it can be seen that in the ‘downwards’ contexts
(senior-to-junior and higher-to-lower status) and the context of familiar participants,
the positive politeness strategy is used more than the negative politeness strategy, but
in the ‘upwards’ contexts (junior-to-senior and lower-to-higher status) and the context
of unfamiliar participants, the negative politeness strategy and the hybrid strategy are
used more than the bald and positive politeness strategies, especially the bald strategy
is used less in such contexts, when it is compared with other contexts. This apparently
reflects that seniority and familiarity affect the selection of the politeness strategies in
doing directives in the Thai-translated texts.

However, the selection of the politeness strategies in performing the directives
reported in Table 4.33 and 4.34 may or may not be significantly associated to the
contexts of participants. To examine this, the p-values are calculated in the chi-square
test. The results are shown in the following table.

Table 4.35 The p-values from chi-square test of association between the politeness
strategies of directives and the interpersonal and affective factors

P-Value
Interpersonal and affective factors English texts Thai-translated
texts
Sex 0.14 0.00004
Age 0.20 0.02
Social status 0.28 0.23
Social distance 0.01 0.12
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From the table, it shows that the only factor that gets less than 0.05 p-value in
the English texts is the factor of social distance, while the remainder of the factors:
sex, age, and social status get more than 0.05 p-values. Statistically, this means that
there is a significant association between the social distance and the selection of the
politeness strategies in the English texts at the p-value of 0.01. Referred to Table 4.33,
in performing directives in the English texts, the familiarity governs the speaker to
select the bald strategy most, and the negative politeness strategy the next most, while
the unfamiliarity governs the speaker to use the negative politeness strategy most.

As for the Thai-translated texts, the table shows that the p-values from the chi-
square test of the factors of sex and age are both less than 0.05, while the other two
factors, viz. social status and social distance, get more that 0.05 p-values. Thus,
statistically, sex and age lead to the significant association with the selection of the
politeness strategies in performing directives in the Thai-translated texts. Referred to
Table 4.34, in doing directives, the factors of sex and age govern the first selection of
the positive politeness strategy between the same-sex participant, the selection of the
negative politeness strategy more than the positive politeness strategy with the cross-
sex or the older hearer, and the first selection of the bald strategy with the same-age
hearer or the younger hearer in the Thai-translated texts.

It is interesting that the significant factors in selecting the politeness strategies
of the directives in the English texts and the Thai-translated texts are different and the
significant factors are more in the Thai-translated texts than in the English texts. The
factors of sex and age which are not significant in English become significant in Thai.
This means that these two factors are really important in the selection of the politeness
strategies in performing the directives in Thai. At the same time, the factor of social
distance is not influential in Thai, it is found significant only in English. This can be
interpreted that social distance is really insignificant in Thai in the selection of the
politeness strategies for performing directives in spite of the motivation of the English
STs.

4.3.2 Politeness strategies of rejections

Like the speech act of directives, all four possible politeness strategies are
found in performing the speech act of rejections in the English texts and the Thai-

translated texts, as given the examples below.



164

(101) (But) [I don't want to come out in shocking pinks and bottle greens.]
(BJ)

(102) (You're joking, right?) [Things can't be that bad.] (T30)

(103) [Shall I come round tomorrow before the football?] (BJ)

(104) [How should I know?] (T30)

The examples (101)-(104) illustrate the politeness strategies 1-4 respectively,
in doing rejections in the English texts. The example (101) represents Strategy 1:
bald-on record strategy, the head act is performed without redress. The speaker,
Bridget refused directly that she did not want to wear what her mother wanted her to
wear because they are too colorful. The example (102) represents Strategy 2: positive
politeness strategy, in the feature of kindness and in-group identity. The expression
‘can’t be that bad’ expresses the features of kindness by being optimistic and the
feature of in-group identity by avoiding disagreement. The example (103) illustrates
Strategy 3: negative politeness strategy, in the feature of deference and consideration
by being conventionalized indirect, i.e. the question ‘Shall I come round tomorrow
before the football?’ is used to reject the invitation to go somewhere on that day
instead of using direct refusal, like ‘I can’t go’. Lastly, the example (104) represents
Strategy 4: off record strategy. It is the violation of quality maxim by using the
rhetorical question. The question ‘How should I know?’ was not posed to get the

answer, but it is used to do the rejection that the speaker did not know.
(105) [#u'laim] /[chan4 maj2 maw0]/ ‘[I not drunk]’ (BJ)
(106) [Nu%’m’iuﬁ'”lai'lﬁ'maﬂ]’ /[phom4 rap3 non0 phii2 maj2 daj2 rookl1] ‘I

receive money brother not can SP’ (T30)

(107) (o) [lilnanszaiang] /(2001) [Maj2 waj4 kra?1man0 kha?3]/ <(Ehh)

[not can SP SP]” (BJ)

(108) [@uﬁ'aliu%mﬁmﬁuﬁ] /[duu0 lesw3 naa2chia2 lia4 koon0 nii2] ‘[look

already believable excessively SP’ (T30)
The examples (105)-(108) typify the four main politeness strategies, from
Strategy 1- Strategy 4, respectively, in performing rejections in the Thai-translated

texts. The example (105) illustrates Strategy 1: the ‘bald-on record’ strategy, because
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the speaker rejected what the hearer previously said that the speaker was drunk, by
saying she was not drunk explicitly without redress. The example (106) explains

Strategy 2: the ‘positive politeness-on record’ strategy. There is the positive politeness

feature of in-group identity expressed by the pseudo kinship term, namely, i /phii2/

‘brother’. The pseudo kinship terms are usually used in the Thai society to show the

solidarity. In this example, the speaker is the taxi driver, and he called the passenger

“W’, although they are not genuine brothers. He refused to receive the fee from the

passenger because he realized that he and the passenger went to the same high school
when they were young. The example (107) demonstrates Strategy 3: the ‘negative
politeness-on record’ strategy, the head act is modified by the negative politeness

features of consideration and deference. The consideration is signified by the hedge

‘A3’ /kra?1man0/ which is the sentence particle expressing uncertainty and the

deference is expressed by the courteous sentence particle ‘Az’ /kha?3/. And the last

main strategy, the example (108) describes Strategy 4: the ‘off record’ strategy,

because the rejection is expressed by violating the quality maxim with the ironic

expression ‘tnaoinuil’ / lia4 koon0 nii2/ which means ‘excessively’.

Other than the four main politeness strategies, the hybrid strategy, namely
Strategy 2 plus 3 is also found in doing rejections in the English texts and the Thai-
translated texts, whereas the mixing strategies or the on-record strategy mixed with
the off-record strategy are not found in the English texts, but are found in the Thai-
translated texts. The examples of the other two politeness strategies are given below.

Hybrid strateqgy (the positive plus negative politeness strategies)

(109) (But) [Una Alconbury told me you were a sort of literary whizz-

woman, completely obsessed with books.] (BJ)

The example (109) explains the hybrid strategy or the combination of the
positive and negative politeness strategies in expressing rejections in the English
texts. The situation is that Mark, who is the speaker, tried to refuse that actually he did
not want to talk about only the books, but why he kept talking about the books was
because Una had told him that Bridget loved reading. From the example, the in-group
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identity which is the feature of the positive politeness is expressed by avoiding
disagreement and using an in-group marker. To avoid disagreement, the words ‘a sort
of” is used, and the in-group marker that is used here is the informal words ‘whizz’.
As for the negative politeness, it is expressed by impersonalizing the speaker and the
hearer with the indirect speech ‘Una Alconbury told me...’, which signifies the

feature of deference.

(110) [lulwalunuesugag] /[bajo yajl pajo nojl na?3 kha?3] ‘[CLS big too

little SP SP]" (BJ)
(111) [2unesdarwnmeui] /[chand waa2 yaal lamObaak1 100j0 naa2] ‘1

think not bother about beyond SP’ (T30)
The examples (110) and (111) illustrate the hybrid strategy: the combination
of the positive and negative politeness strategies in the speech act of rejections in the

Thai-translated texts. The example (110) conveys the positive politeness feature of

‘in-group identity’ by avoiding disagreement with the expression “lnrieeuy’ /paj0

noj1 na?3/ which means ‘a bit more than needed’, while the negative politeness
feature in this example is deference which is expressed by the courteous sentence

particle ‘Az’ /kha?3/. As for the example (111), there are also the positive politeness

feature of in-group identity which is signified by seeking agreement with the sentence

particle ‘U1’ /naa2/ which means persuasion; and the negative politeness feature of

consideration which is recognized by the hedge ‘a111’ /chan4 waa2/ ‘I think’.

Mixing strateqy (the positive politeness plus the off-record strategies)

(112) [#uvznasnwinumauiinlu] /[chand ca?l lookl phuakl keeO len2

thamOmaj0]/ ‘I will fool you why]’ (T30)

1 b 1 Y
(113) [wu'lipennaziyerasnaedeved l8rustiutyuznie ldvuiaiu] /[phoma

maj2 yaakl ca?1l chia2 looj0 waa2 khooOsia2 khoon4 ?aj2 moo4 nan2 bel
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kwaan?2 daj2 kha?1naatl nan3]/ ‘I not want will believe beyond that collar of

man that open large can size that]’ (BJ)

The examples (112)-(113) describe the mixing strategies between the positive
politeness-on record strategy and the off-record strategy in doing rejections in the

Thai-translated texts. The example (112), the positive politeness strategy is expressed

by pronoun ‘10’ /kee0/ ‘you’ which signifies the feature of in-group identity, while

the off-record strategy is expressed by the rhetorical question 711’ /thamOmajo /

which violates quality maxim. The example (113) happened in the situation that the
speaker refused to answer the questions asked by the hearer, instead of saying that he
doesn’t want to answer, he said something else that is not related to what they were
talking. This is the rejection performed by the ‘off record’ politeness strategy because

it is the violation of relevance maxim by giving the hint. Moreover, in this hint, there
is the in-group identity marker “I8nuerin’ indicating the positive politeness feature of

in-group identity.

Mixing strateqy (the negative politeness plus the off-record strategies)

(114) [Rumasee ldviaung] /[chand kamOlan0 ca?1 pajO thamOnaan0

kha?2]/ ‘I now will go work SP]” (BJ)

(115) [munaiatlsziuvestiaidinluasuasunsgeau liinalilasudiazasy]

(Y1) /[phom4 waa2 chiiOwit3 pra?1camOwan0 khoon4 brit3cetl najo

lon0don0 khon0 yun2 con0 maj2 mii0 weOlaa0 haj2 khraj0 leew3 la?1
khrap3](paa2)/ ‘[l think life daily of Bridget in London may busy until
not have time for who already SP SP](aunt)’ (BJ)

These are the examples of the mixing strategies between the negative
politeness-on record strategy and the off-record strategy in the speech act of rejections
in the Thai-translated texts. The situation of the example (1114) is that the speaker
refused the invitation of the hearer. She violated relevance maxim, by not speaking
what she wanted to speak directly, like ‘I don’t want to go’ or ‘I won’t go there’ by

giving the hint that she was going to go to work. Also, the utterance are expressed the
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negative politeness feature of deference by the courteous sentence particle ‘Az’

/kha?2/. As for the example (115), the situation is that the speaker refused the hearer’s
suggestion of asking for Bridget’s contact. He did not refuse directly that he would
not ask for Bridget’s number, he said the hint that Bridget may be too busy to take

care of anyone instead. Other than the ‘off record’ strategy by violating relevance

maxim, this rejection is redressed by the hedge ‘#471° /phom4 waa2/ ‘I think, which

symbolizes the negative politeness feature of consideration; and by the courteous

marker ‘A31° /krap3/, which signifies the negative politeness feature of deference.

From the examples and the all possible politeness strategies found in
performing rejections, it can be seen that the complicated politeness strategies, like
the mixing strategies, are usually found in the Thai-translated texts, not in the English
texts. Again, it is also predicted that, in the speech act of rejections, the low-numbered
strategies tend to be found more in the English texts than in the Thai-translated texts,
and the high-numbered strategies tend to be found more in the Thai-translated texts
than in the English texts. The frequency of each strategy must be explored to see
whether these are correctly predicted or not. The results are reported below.

Table 4.36 The politeness strategies of rejections in the English texts and the Thai-
translated texts

Politeness strategies Usage
English texts Thai-translated texts
Freq. (%) Freq. (%)
Bald 197 (57.60%) 129 (37.72%)
Positive 35 (10.23%) 65 (19.01%)
Negative 39 (11.40%) 48 (14.04%)
Hybrid 6 (1.75%) 22 (6.43%)
Off-record 65 (19.01%) 49 (14.33%)
Mixing (positive) 0 (0.00%) 19 (5.56%)
Mixing (negative) 0 (0.00%) 10 (2.92%)
Total 342 (100%) 342 (100%)

The table shows that when comparing the Thai-translated texts with the

English texts strategy by strategy, the findings support the prediction, because the
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bald strategy is found more in the English texts than in the Thai-translated texts, and
the other politeness strategies with redressive action are found more in the Thai-
translated texts than in the English texts, except the off record strategy. When the
rankings of the politeness strategies used in the English texts and the Thai-translated
texts are considered, they are almost totally different, except the first rank which is
Strategy 1, the other strategies are used at the different ranking. The English texts give
more importance to the negative politeness strategy or Strategy 3 than to the positive
politeness strategy or Strategy 2, while the Thai-translated texts prefer the positive
politeness to the negative politeness strategy. Interestingly, the proportion of the off-
record strategy found in the English texts is more than that of the Thai-translated texts
in spite of the high degree of politeness of this strategy. This is because the Thai-
translated texts do not use only the off-record strategy individually, but use it in
combination with the positive or negative politeness strategies or so-called mixing
strategies.

Next, Table 4.37 reports on the investigation of how the interpersonal and
affective factors govern the selection of the politeness strategies in doing the
rejections in the English texts and the Thai-translated texts, which yields more
interesting results.

Table 4.37 The use of politeness strategies of rejections governed by the interpersonal
and affective factors in the English texts

Factors | Relations | Bald Positive | Negative | Hybrid | Off-rec | Total
Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq.
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
sex Same sex 67 4 13 3 25 112
(59.82%) (3.57%) (11.61%) (2.68%) (22.32%) (100%)
Cross sex 128 31 25 3 40 227
(56.39%) (13.66%) (11.01%) (1.32%) (17.62%) (100%)
Multiple 2 0 1 0 0 3
participants (66.67%) (0.00%) (33.33%) (0.00%) (0.00%) (100%)
age Equal age 132 26 20 2 40 220
(60.00%) (11.82%) (9.09%) (0.91%) (18.18%) (100%)
Senior-to- 25 2 8 3 10 48
junior (52.08%) (4.17%) (16.67%) (6.25%) (20.83%) (100%)
Junior-to- 40 7 11 1 15 74
senior (54.05%) (9.46%) (14.86%) (1.35%) (20.27%) (100%)
Social status | Equal status 130 26 24 2 39 221
(58.82%) (1.76%) (10.86%) (0.90%) (17.65%) (100%)
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Higher-to- 19 1 10 4 8 42
lower (45.24%) (2.38%) (23.81%) (9.52%) (19.05%) (100%)
Lower-to- 48 8 5 0 18 79
higher (60.76%) (10.13%) (6.33%) (0.00%) (22.78%) (100%)
Social Familiar 182 32 38 6 58 316
distance (57.59%) (10.13%) (12.03%) (1.90%) (18.35%) (100%)
unfamiliar 15 3 1 0 7 26
(57.69%) (11.54%) (3.85%) (0.00%) (26.92%) (100%)

This table agrees with the previous table, i.e. the bald strategy or Strategy 1 is
used most in the first rank and the off-record strategy or Strategy 4 is used most in the
second rank in doing the speech act of rejections in the English texts in all contexts.
The interesting findings are at the usage of the positive and negative politeness
strategies, especially in the factors of age, social status, and social distance. The
findings turn out that in the ‘upwards’ contexts, namely, senior-to-junior and higher-
to-lower status, the negative politeness strategy is used more than the positive one,
while the contexts of lower-to-higher status , including the context of the unfamiliar
participants, the positive politeness strategy is used more than the negative one. It can
be reflected from these results that in performing rejections in the English texts, the
older characters and the characters with higher status may express the speech act of
rejections in the old perspective: the rejections have high imposition, so the high-
numbered politeness strategies are found more in these characters, while the
characters with lower status may have new perspective on the rejections: the
rejections do not have high imposition, and this perspective governs them to use the
lower-numbered politeness strategies.

Table 4.38 The use of politeness strategies of rejections governed by the interpersonal
and affective factors in the Thai-translated texts

Factors Relations Bald Positive | Negative | Hybrid Off-rec | Mixing(+) | Mixing(-{ Total
Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq.
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
sex Same sex 29 27 17 10 12 12 5 112
(25.89%) (24.11%) (15.18%) (8.93%) (10.71%) (10.71%) (4.46%) (100%)
Cross sex 98 38 31 12 37 6 5 227
(43.17%) (16.74%) (13.66%) (5.29%) (16.30%) (2.64%) (2.20%) (100%)
Multiple 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 3
participants (66.67%) (0.005%) (0.00%) (0.00%) (0.00%) (33.33%) (0.00%) (100%)
age Equa| age 94 44 26 8 39 7 2 220
(42.73%) (20.00%) (11.82%) (3.64%) (17.73%) (3.18%) (0.91%) (100%)
Senior-to- 17 10 10 1 5 5 0 48
junior (35.42%) (20.83%) (20.83%) (2.08%) (10.42%) (10.42%) (0.00%) (100%)
Junior-to- 18 1n 12 13 5 7 8 74
(24.32%) (14.86%) (16.22%) (17.57%) (6.76%) (9.46%) (10.81%) (1009%)

senior
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Social Equal status 97 45 24 6 39 8 2 221
status (43.89%) (20.36%) (10.86%) (2.71%) (17.65%) (3.62%) (0.90%) (100%)
Higher-to- 11 9 12 2 3 5 0 42
lower (26.19%) (21.43%) (28.57%) (4.76%) (7.14%) (11.90%) (0.00%) (100%)
Lower-to- 21 11 12 14 7 6 8 79
higher (26.58%) | (13.92%) | (1519%) @) | @8sw) | (7.59%) | (1013%) | (100%)
Social Familiar 124 63 39 20 46 18 6 316
distance (39.24%) | (19.94%) | (12.34%) (6.33%) | (1456%) | (5.70%) (1.90%) (100%)
unfamiliar 5 2 9 2 3 1 4 26
(19.23%) (7.69%) (34.62%) (7.695%) (11.54%) (3.85%) (15.38%) (100%)

The table shows that when the interpersonal and affective factors are brought
into the investigation, the findings of some contexts are different from the overall
findings in Table 4.36, i.e. the positive politeness strategy is not used much in all
contexts. Interestingly, like the ‘upwards’ and ‘unfamiliar’ contexts, the ‘downwards’
contexts also use the positive politeness strategy less than the negative politeness
strategy. Other than the reason of different perspectives on the imposition of
rejections, the influence from the English STs on the Thai-translated texts is another
reason to explain these interesting findings. Although the use of the politeness
strategies in the Thai-translated texts are motivated by that of the English texts, it can
be seen that rejections in the Thai-translated texts are performed by more complex
strategies than in the English text, i.e. when compared with the English texts in Table
4.37, the bald strategy is used much less, while the percentage of the higher-numbered
strategies, including the hybrid and mixing strategies are used much more in the Thai-
translated texts in almost all contexts, especially the unequal contexts of participants.
These can reflect the preference of covertness-orientation of the Thai language.

The p-values are computed in the R-Programme to find out the association
between the interpersonal and affective factors and the selection of the politeness
strategies in performing rejections from the chi-square test in the English texts and the
Thai-translated texts. The results are in the following table.

Table 4.39 The p-values from chi-square test of association between the politeness
strategies of rejections and the interpersonal and affective factors

Interpersonal and affective factors P-Value
English texts Thai-translated
texts
Sex 0.13 0.002
Age 0.09 0.000004
Social status 0.25 0.00000009
Social distance 0.32 0.01
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From the table, it shows that none of the factors gets less than 0.05 p-value in
the English texts. Statistically, this means that there is no significant association
between any interpersonal and affective factors and the selection of the politeness
strategies in the English texts in performing the speech act of rejections. Conversely,
the p-values from the chi-square test of all factors: sex, age, social status, and social
distance are less than 0.05. This statistically means that all interpersonal and affective
factors significantly associate with the selection of the politeness strategies in
performing the rejections in the Thai-translated texts. In sum, the selection of the
politeness strategies in performing the rejections in the Thai-translated texts are
significantly governed by the contexts of participants, as reported in Table 4.38.

The p-values reported in this table clearly show that these four contextual
factors are genuinely important in Thai, because they do not bring about the
significant association with the selection of politeness strategies of the rejections in
English, but all of them do in Thai. This can be assumed that in performing rejections,
the politeness strategies are not sensitive linguistic dimension in English, that is, any
strategies can be used in any contexts because there is no significant factor in
governing them. Conversely, in performing rejections in Thai, all four factors are put
into consideration in selecting politeness strategies because all of them are significant
in the Thai-translated texts despite the non-significance in the English STs.

4.3.3 Politeness strategies of inquiries

The speech act of inquiries has the least imposition among the three speech
acts in the current research since it is performed to get only the information that the
speaker assumes that the hearer knows. However, the imposition of inquiries may
increase according to the contexts, i.e. an inquiry may have higher imposition when it
is related to the personal topics, or when it is performed in some contexts of
participants, e.g. junior-to-senior or unfamiliar participants. These are the reasons why
the various politeness strategies are selected to use in making inquiries both in the
English and the Thai-translated texts. Like the other two speech acts, the speech act of
inquiries in the English texts and the Thai-translated texts can be done by all four
possible politeness strategies, as seen in the examples below.

(116) (So,) [what's cool music,] (then,) (Charlotte)? (T30)

(117) [She was in London, wasn't she?] (T30)
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(118) (Mum?) [Do you know where the sieve is?] (Una's a bit worried about
the gravy.) (BJ)
(119) (And) [Jimmy is?] (T30)

The examples (116)-(119) represent the four main politeness strategies, from

Strategy 1- Strategy 4, respectively in making inquiries in the English texts. The
example (116) demonstrates the ‘bald-on record’ strategy or Strategy 1. The head act
is the direct wh-question without any redress. The speaker posed this question to get
the answer from the hearer explicitly. The example (117) illustrates the “positive
politeness-on record’ strategy or Strategy 2. The strategy used in posing this question
can be realized through the positive politeness feature of in-group identity by seeking
agreement with the tag ‘wasn’t she’. The example (118) explains the ‘negative
politeness-on record’ strategy or Strategy 3. The head act is the indirect question
beginning with ‘do you know...” which is considered to be a conventionalized
indirect expression expressing the negative politeness feature of deference. And the
last one, the example (119) shows the ‘off-record’ strategy or Strategy 4. The head act
is the incomplete or unfinished question. Although it can be understood clearly, it

theoretically violates quantity maxim.
(120) [oon'ly1nu] (U3ain) /[200k1 pajo naj4] (brit3 cetl)/ ‘[out go
where](Bridget)’ (BJ)

(121) [iseAnduvazd 19 lu] /[thos0 khit3thind khaw4 la?1 si?1 chaj2 maj4]

‘[you miss him SP SP yes QW ’ (T30)

(122) (?u) [voRunWed1uReINUAIEe11] (1) /(nan3)[khood chand thaam4
yaan1 diaw0 kap1 thaa0 baan2] (cin0)/ ‘(so)[request me ask kind same
together with you some] (Gin)’ (T30)

(123) (@)[unuiing...?] /(sin2)[theenOthii2 ca?l...?] “(that)[instead will...2]
(T30)

The speech act of inquiries in the Thai-translated texts can be done by all four

main politeness strategies as seen in the examples (120)-(123). The example (120)

demonstrates Strategy 1: the ‘bald-on record’ strategy, because the head act is
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performed explicitly without redress ‘0an 11'vu’ /200k1 pajO naj4/ ‘out go where’.

The example (121) illustrates Strategy 2: the ‘positive politeness-on record’ strategy.
There is the positive politeness feature of in-group identity expressed by sharing the

same common ground and seeking agreement in the head act. The sentence particles

‘az@’ /la?1 si?1/ is used to express that the speaker was sharing the common ground

with the hearer, or knew what the hearer was thinking and the question 1% 1w’ /chaj2

maj4/ is used to seek agreement. The example (122) explains Strategy 3: the ‘negative
politeness-on record’ strategy, because the head act is modified by the negative

politeness features of consideration. In the example, the consideration is expressed by

two linguistic realizations: first, the expression ‘¥’ /khoo4 chan4/ which means

‘May I...7" and expresses that the speaker was admitting the impingement; and

second, the imposition minimizer ‘ghe’ /baan2/ ‘some’. And the last example, the

example (123) describes the ‘off record’ strategy, because the head act is expressed by
violating the quantity maxim with the unfinished question. This kind of question can
trigger the hearer to give the information that the speaker wants by not uttering the
complete question explicitly.

In performing the speech act of inquiries, the hybrid and mixing strategies are
not found in the English texts. However, as always mentioned, it does not mean that
there is no use of hybrid and mixing strategies in doing the inquiries in the English
language. Although there is no hybrid and mixing strategies found in the data, none
strategy is found in performing inquiries in the English texts. This is found in the
inquiries performed without the head act, or in other words, the inquiries performed
with only the supportive moves or via the pragmatic structure ‘s’, because the analysis
of the politeness strategies in the present research is done with the head act, for
example, So?, And?, Yes? These inquiries can be understood mutually between the
interlocutors in the context, and they are considered to be most covert because they do

not even have the head act which expresses the intention.
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Interestingly, the hybrid strategy is not found in making the inquiries in the
English texts, but they are found in the Thai-translated texts, as given in the examples
below.

Hybrid strateqy (the positive plus negative politeness strategies)

(124) [@eduiluvisenlat] /[siad puplpapl rii4 plaaw1]/ <[die suddenly or

not]” (T30)
(125) [waﬂﬂmmaﬁﬂuﬁ@ﬂaﬁuﬁu%uﬁﬁuzﬂ%’u] /[phuak2khun0 khoaj0 rian0
thii2 diaw0 kanO kapl cinOnii2 si?1 na?3 khrap3]/ ‘you-pl used to study

at same together with Ginny SP SP SP]’ (T30)
The examples (124) and (125) both illustrate the combination of the positive

and negative politeness strategies or the hybrid strategy in doing inquiries in the Thai-

translated texts. The example (124) expresses the positive politeness feature of ‘in-

group identity’ by using the informal word “1Jutlu’ /puplpapl/ ‘suddenly’, whereas

the negative politeness feature of deference is also expressed by the euphemism “1de’

/sia4/ which means ‘die’ but used with the respectful manner. As for the example

(125), there are the positive politeness feature of in-group identity expressed by the

sentence particles ‘@ug’ /si?1 na?3/ which is used to imply the question and to show

that the speaker has the same common ground with the hearer; and the hearer, and the

negative politeness feature of deference which is indicated by the courteous sentence

particle ‘a¥1’ /khrap3/.

As explained and exemplified above, it can be seen that the four main
politeness strategies are used in doing inquiries in both the English and Thai-
translated texts, but the hybrid strategy is found only in the Thai-translated texts. This
finding supports the idea that high-numbered politeness strategies tend to be found
more in the Thai-translated texts. However, this idea needs to be further investigated.
It is interesting to see how the politeness strategies are selected to perform the speech
act of inquiries, which has a small degree of imposition, in the English texts and the

Thai-translated texts. The investigation is done and the results are reported below.
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Table 4.40 The politeness strategies of inquiries in the English texts and the Thai-

translated texts

Politeness strategies

Usage

English texts

Thai-translated texts

Freq. (%) Freq. (%)
Bald 522 (81.56%) 408 (63.75%)
Positive 85 (13.28%) 138 (21.56%)
Negative 20 (3.13%) 69 (10.78%)
Hybrid 0 (0.00%) 19 (2.97%)
Off-record 3 (0.47%) 5 (0.78%)
None 10 (1.56%) 1 (0.16%)
Total 640 (100%) 640 (100%)

Comparing the English texts with the Thai-translated texts in each strategy, the

table shows that, in making inquiries, the bald strategy is found more in the English

texts than in the Thai-translated texts, and the other politeness strategies are found

more in the Thai-translated texts than in the English texts. Despite the different

proportion, the rankings of the politeness strategies used in the English texts and the

Thai-translated texts in making inquiries are quite similar, that is, they are used in the
descending order from Strategy 1 — Strategy 4, excluding the hybrid strategy, which is
not found in the English texts.

In addition, the further investigation of the factors which influence the use of
the politeness strategies in doing inquiries is explored to see how each factor governs
the use of each politeness strategy in the English texts and the Thai-translated texts.
The findings are reported in the following table.

Table 4.41 The use of politeness strategies of inquiries governed by the interpersonal

and affective factors in the English texts

Factors Relations Bald Positive | Negative | Off-rec | None | Total
Freq. Freqg. Freqg. Freq. Freq. | Freq.

(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) | (%)

132 18 6 0 5 161
Sex Same sex (81.99%) (11.18%) (3.73%) (0.00%) (3.11%) (100%)
384 67 13 3 5 274
Cross sex (81.36%) (14.19%) (2.75%) (0.64%) (1.06%) (100%)

Multiple ° ° ' ° ° ’
(85.71%) (0.00%) (14.29%) (0.00%) (0.00%) (100%)

participants
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385 61 13 3 7 769
age ECIuaI age (82.09%) (13.01%) @.77%) (0.64%) (L.49%) (100%)
1 72 16 5 0 2 %5
Senior-to (75.79%) (16.84%) (5.26%) (0.00%) (2.11%) (100%)
junior
i 65 8 2 3 T =
Junior-to (85.53%) (10.53%) (2.63%) (0.00%) (1.32%) (100%)
senior
Social Equal status %3 o 10 3 5 446
(81.39%) (14.35%) (2:24%) (067%) (1:35%) (100%)
status
- 73 13 8 0 3 37
ngher to (75.26%) (13.40%) (8.25%) (0.00%) (3.09%) (100%)
lower
86 8 2 0 1 97
Lower-to (88.66%) (8.25%) (2.06%) (0.00%) (1.03%) (100%)
higher
Social Familiar = %) 19 3 9 505
(81.82%) (13.06%) (3.14%) (0.50%) (1.49%) (100%)
distance
unfamiliar a 8 L 0 1 ES
(77133%) (17.14%) (2.86%) (0.00%) (2.86%) (100%)

The table shows the findings corresponding to the previous table, which shows
the overall results of the politeness strategy used in the speech act of inquiries in the
English texts, that is, the most frequently used politeness strategy is Strategyl: the
‘bald-on record’ politeness strategy, and the other strategies are used less in a
descending order in all contexts. The interesting figures are at the factors of age and
social status, when comparing three contexts of each factor. It can be seen that the
bald strategy is found in the ‘upwards’ contexts, namely, the contexts of ‘junior-to-
senior’ and ‘lower-to-higher status’ participants, more than in the ‘downwards’ and
‘equal’ contexts, namely, the contexts of equal age and social status and the contexts
of ‘senior-to-junior’ and ‘higher-to-lower status’ participants. This may reflect the
differences in the generation gap: the younger characters become less polite than the

older ones.
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Table 4.42 The use of politeness strategies of inquiries governed by the interpersonal
and affective factors in the Thai-translated texts

Factors Relations | Bald Positive | Negative Hybrid | Off-rec | None Total

Freq. Freqg. Freq. Freqg. Freqg. Freq. Freq.
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)

sex Same sex 67 63 21 9 0 1 161
(41.61%) (39.13%) (13.04%) (5.59%) (0.00%) (0.62%) (100%)

Cross sex 336 74 47 10 5 0 274
(71.19%) (15.98%) (9.96%) (2.12%) (1.06%) (0.00%) (100%)

Multiple 5 1 1 0 0 0 7
participants (71.43%) (14.29%) (14.29%) (0.00%) (0.00%) (0.00%) (100%)

age Equal age 331 EY) 38 7 3 0 469
(70.58%) (19.19%) (8.10%) (1.49%) (0.64%) (0.00%) (100%)

Senior-to- 51 39 1 2 1 1 95
junior (53.68%) (41.05%) (1.05%) (2.11%) (1.05%) (1.05%) (100%)

Junior-to- 26 9 30 10 1 0 76
senior (34.21%) (11.84%) (39.47%) (13.16%) (1.32%) (0.00%) (100%)

Social status Equal status 317 93 25 6 5 0 446
(71.08%) (20.85%) (5.61%) (1.35%) (1.12%) (0.00%) (100%)

Higher-to- 54 37 3 2 0 T 97
lower (55.67%) (38.14%) (3.09%) (2.06%) (0.00%) (1.03%) (100%)

Lower-to- 37 8 41 11 0 0 97
higher (38.14%) (8.25%) (42.27%) (11.34%) (0.00%) (0.00%) (100%)

Social Familiar 393 133 55 18 5 1 605
distance (64.96%) (21.98%) (9.09%) (2.98%) (0.83%) (0.17%) (100%)

unfamiliar 15 5 14 1 0 0 35
(42.86%) (14.29%) (40.00%) (2.86%) (0.00%) (0.00%) (100%)

It can be seen from the table that some results of the Thai-translated texts are
different from those of the English texts reported in Table 4.41 and the overall
findings reported in Table 4.40, that is, the percentage of each politeness strategy used
in making inquiries in the Thai-translated texts is not arranged in the descending order
in some contexts. The table shows that the interpersonal and affective factors of age,
social status, and social distance govern the selection of politeness strategies
interestingly. In the ‘upwards’ contexts, namely, the contexts of ‘junior-to-senior’ and
‘lower-to-higher status’ participants, including the context of unfamiliar participants,
Strategy 3: the negative politeness strategy is used most frequently; while the
‘downwards’ contexts, namely, the contexts of ‘senior-to-junior’ and ‘higher-to-lower
status’ participants, Strategy 2: the positive politeness strategy is obviously often used
although it is not used most or more than Strategy 1: the bald strategy. These findings
can be interpreted that in the Thai culture, the importance is put on seniority, so when
making inquiries to the older person or the higher-status person, the negative face is

usually concerned. The characteristics of the Thai culture can be found even in the
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translated texts. These characteristics can also be found in the English texts, but the
proportions of the positive and negative politeness strategies in these contexts in the
English texts are not so different compared with the Thai-translated texts.

The calculation of the p-value in the chi-square test is required to check the
association between the interpersonal and affective factors and the selection of the
politeness strategies in performing inquiries in the English texts and the Thai-
translated texts. The p-values are shown in the following table.

Table 4.43 The p-values from chi-square test of association between the politeness
strategies of inquiries and the interpersonal and affective factors

P-Value
Interpersonal and affective factors English texts Thai-translated
texts
Sex 0.30 0.000000000008
Age 0.85 0.0000007
Social status 0.22 0.000000000004
Social distance 0.64 0.00003

From the table, it can be concluded on the basis of the statistic test that there is
no significant association between any interpersonal and affective factors and the
selection of the politeness strategies in doing inquiries in the English texts. This is
because there is none of the factors that get less than 0.05 p-value. As for the Thai-
translated texts, the p-values from the chi-square test of all factors: sex, age, social
status, and social distance are all less than 0.05. Thus, statistically, sex, age, social
status, and social distance bring about the significant association with the selection of
the politeness strategies in performing inquiries in the Thai-translated texts reported in
Table 4.42.

It can be said that the factors of sex, age, social status, and social distance play
a very important role in the selection of politeness strategies for making inquiries in
Thai, because they bring about the significant association with the selection of
politeness strategies of inquiries in the Thai-translated text, but all of them do not in
the English texts. It can be discussed that making inquiries, the politeness strategies
are not sensitive linguistic dimension in English, that is, they are not taken into

consideration when inquiries are made. On the other hand, in making inquiries in the
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Thai-translated texts, despite the influence of the English STs, all four factors are still
significant in selecting politeness strategies.

The findings presented in this chapter confirm the differences between the
English and Thai language, since the different proportions of the linguistic forms in
each linguistic dimension of analysis: direct-indirect speech acts, pragmatic
structures, and politeness strategies, in performing the three speech acts: directives,
rejections, and inquiries, can be found between the English and the Thai-translated
texts, that is, the less polite linguistic forms are usually found more in the English
texts than in the Thai-translated texts; while the more polite linguistic forms are
usually found more in the Thai-translated texts than in the English texts. At the same
time, the findings presented in this chapter can also confirm the importance of the
faithfulness to the STs that the good TTs should have, since most linguistic forms of
the Thai-translated texts run parallel with those of the English texts. This shows the
influence of the English STs on the Thai TTs, even though the analysis is done
separately. The findings of the analysis of the translation of the speech acts of the
directives, rejections, and inquiries which is done by comparing the English STs and

the Thai TTs linearly are reported in the next chapter.
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CHAPTER 5
COMPARISON OF DIRECTIVES, REJECTIONS, AND INQUIRIES
IN THE ENGLISH SOURCE TEXTS AND THE THAI TARGET TEXTS

Chapter 5 reports the results of the other major part of analysis in this study,
the analysis of translation, which is performed by comparing the English STs and the
Thai TTs linearly. Based on the definition of translation given by Catford (1965:1)
that “[t]ranslation is an operation performed on language: a process of substituting a
text in one language for a text in another”, among others, Koller (1979), Poonlarp and
Luksaneeyanawin (2009), then, proposed that translation is “the process of meaning
mapping between two languages” (Poonlarp and Luksaneeyanawin, 2009: 25). In
translation, Poonlarp and Luksaneeyanawin (2009: 25) explain that the translator must
perform the process of ‘deriving’ the meaning in context from the ST linguistic forms;
and the process of ‘selecting’ the TL forms which are semantically and pragmatically
suitable for transferring the meaning from the STs into the TTs; the important

translation process between these two processes is meaning mapping.

The analysis of translation in the current research is done comparing the ST
and TT linguistic forms in the three linguistic dimensions of analysis: direct-indirect
speech acts, pragmatic structures, and politeness strategies, and comparing their
degrees of politeness, which is believed to be related to the levels of covertness or
indirectness of the linguistic forms (e.g. Brown and Levinson, 1987; Lakoff, 1990;
Macaulay, 2001; Stadler, 2011). The translation that is considered to be able to
achieve the translation equivalence, especially pragmatic equivalence should have the
equal degree of politeness as the original texts. The intention of Chapter 5 is to
present the similarities and differences found in the Thai translation of dialogues from
English. The similarities can show the respect for the SL, which is important in
translation, while the differences can reflect the differences of the source language
and culture and the target language and culture. Moreover, an interesting issue of this
part of analysis is how different the TTs are from the STs. To see whether the English
STs are translated into the Thai TTs, which is the translation from the low-context-

culture language into the high-context-culture language, with more polite or less
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polite linguistic forms is the main intention of this part of analysis presented in this
chapter.

Like Chapter 4, the content of Chapter 5 will be presented in three main
sections according to the three linguistic dimensions of analysis: Comparison of the
direct-indirect speech acts (5.1), Comparison of the pragmatic structures (5.2), and
Comparison of the politeness strategies (5.3). In each section, the presentation is
divided into two sub-sections: the similarities and the differences. In the part of the
differences, the investigation is done further to see more details of the three speech
acts: directives, rejections, and inquiries and the findings of each speech act are
presented, respectively.

5.1 Comparison of direct-indirect speech acts in the English STs and Thai TTs

In translating the speech acts of directives, rejections, and inquiries in the
English dialogues into Thai, the direct or indirect speech acts in the STs can be both
kept the same and converted into the other in the TTs, that is, the direct or indirect
speech acts in the TTs can be the same as the STs in the patterns of ‘direct-to-direct’,
‘indirect-to-indirect’; and the direct or indirect speech acts in the TTs can be different
from the STs in the patterns of ‘direct-to-indirect’, and ‘indirect-to-direct’. The
percentages of the similarities and differences of the direct-indirect speech acts
between the STs and TTs in translating directives, rejections, and inquiries from
English into Thai are presented below.

Table 5.1 Comparison of direct-indirect directives, rejections, and inquiries in the
English STs and Thai TTs

The STs translated into TTs with
Similar Different Total

Speech act direct-indirect direct-indirect Freq. (%)
speech acts speech acts
Freq. (%) Freq. (%)

Directives 258 (80.88%) 61 (19.12%) 319 (100%)

Rejections 309 (90.35%) 33 (9.65%) 342 (100%)

Inquiries 589 (92.03%) 51 (7.97%) 640 (100%)

From the table, it is apparent that in translating English dialogues into Thai in

any speech acts, the same direct-indirect speech acts as the STs are used highly more
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than the different ones, in other words, the direct-indirect speech acts used in the
English STs can be mostly kept the same when they are translated into Thai: when the
STs use the direct speech act, the TTs also use the direct speech act, or when the STs
use the indirect speech act, the TTs also use the indirect speech act. Interestingly, the
percentages of the same mapping of the direct-indirect speech acts between the STs
and TTs are varied upon each speech act. The direct-indirect speech acts that can be
most kept the same as the STs are the inquiries (92.03%), next, the rejections
(90.35%), and then, the directives (80.88%). It should be note that these findings are
ranked upon the weightiness of the imposition of each speech act. It can be seen that
the speech acts with more imposition have the more percentages of using the different
direct-indirect speech acts from the STs. It seems that the imposition of the speech act
has the influence on the faithfulness and the adjustment in translation, that is, the
more imposition the speech act weighs, the more adjustments are required in
translation.

The further investigation on the details of each types of mapping is required,
and the results are reported henceforward.
5.1.1 Similar direct-indirect speech acts in the English STs and Thai TTs

The ideal translation is the translation that can preserve all aspects of the STs
in the TTs as much as possible, as Munday (2012: 87) remarked that “[1]iteral
translation is the authors’ prescription for good translation.” The major priority in
preservation is given to semantics and pragmatics first, and if possible, to syntax as
well. As seen in Table 5.1, in translating the English dialogues into Thai, the direct-
indirect speech acts can mainly be kept the same as the STs in the TTs in all three
speech acts. As a result of the binary of the direct-indirect speech acts, there are two
patterns of the same mapping in translating the speech acts of directives, rejections,

and inquiries: direct-to-direct and indirect-to-indirect. For example,

Direct-to-direct (The example is the speech act of directives.)
(1) ST: [Go away.] (You're drunk.) (BJ)

TT: [1/'14ud"] (aauun) /[pajo daj2 leew3](khun0 maw0)/ ‘[go can

already](you drunk)’
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Indirect-to-indirect (The example is the speech act of rejections.)
(2) ST: [Is this a good idea,] (Matt)? (T30)

TT: [1uazanise](tun) /[man0 ca?l dii0 roo4](meet3)/ <[it will good

QW](Matt)’

From the examples, they show that the direct-indirect speech acts of the head
acts in the English STs are translated into Thai with the same speech act type. The
example (1) exemplifies the translation of the speech act type in the pattern ‘direct-to-
direct’. And, the translation of the speech act type in the pattern ‘indirect-to-indirect’
is shown in the example (2).

Interestingly, the translation by the same direct-indirect speech acts as the STs
in the pattern of ‘indirect-to-indirect’ does not limit to the translation by the same
basic sentence types as the STs, since unlike the direct speech act, the indirect speech
act can be expressed by more than one types of basic sentence in each speech act, i.e.
the direct speech act of the directives is imperative sentence, but the indirect speech
act can be declaratives, interrogatives, or exclamations. Consequently, although the
indirect speech acts of the STs are translated into the TTs by the different basic
sentence types from the STs, they may still be the indirect speech acts as the STs. The
indirect speech acts in the TTs via the different basic sentence types from the STs are
still considered to have the same level of covertness in communication and the same
level of politeness as the STs, as seen in the following table.

(3) ST: [We could go to the Dome.] (T30 — directive)

TT: [v2 lihaos Taunu lnuaz] /[ca?l pajo do?1 doomO kanO maj4 la?2]/ <[will

go the Dome together QW SP]’

(4) ST: (Listen,) (Bridge.) [You know I always watch the match on Saturday
nights?] (BJ — rejection)

TT : (Feotuiiug) (U3ad) [af3iiTwugueanniuiuans] /(khii0 yaan] nii3
na?3)(britl)[khun0 koo2 ruu3 nii2 waa2 phom4 duu0 bon0 thuk3 khiin0

wanOsaw4]/ ‘(be like this SP)(Bridge)[you also know this that | watch ball
every night Saturday]’
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The example (3)-(4) explain that the indirect speech acts in the English STs
can be translated into the indirect speech acts in the Thai TTs with the different basic
sentence types. As seen in the example (3), the indirect directive in the English ST
which is expressed by the declarative sentence is translated into Thai by the
interrogative sentence which is also considered as the indirect speech act. Similarly, in
the example (4), the English ST uses the interrogative sentence in performing the
indirect rejection, but when it is translated, the Thai TT uses the declarative sentence
to transfer the meaning of the indirect rejection. However, from the examples, it can
be accepted that the level of covertness of the speech acts in the STs and TTs still
resembles.

In this research, the translation of the direct-indirect speech acts in the pattern
of ‘indirect-to-indirect’ by the different basic sentence types from the STs are found
in the translation of directives and rejections, not in inquiries. The findings are
reported below.

Table 5.2 The translation of directives in the pattern of ‘indirect-to-indirect’ by the
different basic sentence types from the STs

ST sentence type — TT sentence type Frequency
declarative — interrogative 2
interrogative — declarative 5

Total 7

The table shows that in translating the indirect speech acts of directives from
English into Thai, the interrogative sentences in the English STs are translated into the
declarative sentences in the Thai TTs more than the declarative sentences in the
English STs are translated into the interrogative sentences in the Thai TTs. This
implies that, in performing the indirect directives via the declarative and interrogative
sentences, the English SL prefers the interrogative sentences; while the Thai TL

prefers the declarative sentences.
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Table 5.3 The translation of rejections in the pattern of ‘indirect-to-indirect’ by the
different basic sentence types from the STs

ST sentence type — TT sentence type Frequency

declarative — interrogative 5

interrogative — declarative

declarative — imperative

1
3
imperative — declarative 5
1

exclamation — declarative

Total 15

This table reports that the translation of the indirect speech acts of the
rejections by the different basic sentence types from English into Thai can be found
most in translating the indirect rejections from the declarative sentences in the STs
into the interrogative sentences in the TTs, and the imperative sentences in the STs
into the declarative sentences in the TTs. These findings infer that in expressing the
rejections via the indirect speech act, the English SL tends to use the declarative and
imperative sentences, while the Thai TL tends to use the interrogative and declarative
sentences.

From the above tables, although the frequency is not high, such translation
points out that the convention of expressing the speech acts via the indirect speech
acts of the STs and TTs are different. It can be seen from Table 5.2 and Table 5.3 that
all the same basic sentence types are in use in both the English SL and the Thai TL,
but each language has the different preferences. The different trends of use in the SL
and TL make the different mapping in the translation.

However, if it is possible, the first priority in translation is to respect the STs.
Although keeping the same as the STs is essential in translation, it must be accepted
that the differences between the English SL and Thai TL make the adjustments in
translation inevitable, and they are interesting to study. Henceforth, the investigation
of why and how the direct-indirect speech acts in the Thai TTs differ from those in the
English STs is presented.

5.1.2 Different direct-indirect speech acts in the English STs and Thai TTs

As previously reported in Table 5.1, the direct-indirect speech acts can be

translated into the Thai TTs by both the same direct-indirect speech acts as the
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English STs and the different ones. Although the best selection is to stay the same as
the STs, there are many cases that the translated texts are different from the original
ones. This section intends to report those cases that make the different mappings of
the direct-indirect speech acts between the English STs and the Thai TTs.

Based on the principle of the context of culture, this research predicts that the
differences between the English STs and the Thai TTs will be in the direction of
going more covert, because the English STs are in the low-context culture which is
assumed to be more overt in communication, while the Thai TTs are in the high-
context culture which is assumed to be more covert in communication. In the
dimension of direct-indirect speech acts, going more covert is the translation of the
direct speech act in the STs into the indirect speech act in the TTs, and going more
overt is the translation of the indirect speech act in the STs into the direct speech act
in the TTs. The findings are presented in the following table.

Table 5.4 The translation of directives, rejections, and inquiries from English into
Thai by the different direct-indirect speech acts from the STs

Speech act indirect-to-direct | direct-to-indirect Total
Freq. (%) Freq. (%) Freq. (%)
Directives 49 (80.33%) 12 (19.67%) 61 (100%)
Rejections 11 (33.33%) 22 (66.67%) 33 (100%)
Inquiries 5 (9.80%) 46 (90.20%) 51 (100%)

From the table, it is found that when the direct-indirect speech acts in the STs
are translated by the different direct-indirect speech acts in the TTs, the translation in
the pattern of ‘direct-to-indirect’ are found more than the pattern of ‘indirect-to-
direct’ in the translation of the rejections and inquiries, but the translation of the
directives is in reverse. The further investigation on each speech act must be done to

see more details.

5.1.2.1 Different direct-indirect directives in the English STs and the Thai TTs

From Table 5.4, the translation of the directives by the different direct-indirect

speech acts from the English STs is chiefly in the pattern of indirect-to-direct despite
the English-Thai translation, which is the translation from the low-context-culture

language into the high-context-culture language. This may be because of the different
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norms of the English SL and Thai TL in using the indirect directives. Sometimes, it is
more suitable in the Thai TTs to use the direct directives in translating the indirect
directives from the English STs, and to choose the linguistic devices in other
linguistic dimensions, which are the pragmatic structure, and the politeness strategies
in expressing the meaning of indirectness instead. To illustrate these points, examples
are given below.

(5) ST : (Anyway,) [you can ask him all about it at the ruby wedding.] (BJ)

TT: (”laJ'ndJuulﬁ) [Qﬂmmwaﬂuﬂmgm?{%v_z] /(maj2pen0raj0)[luuk?2 thaam4

khaw4 ?een0 naj0 naanOlian3 si?1 ca?3]/ ‘(not at all)(child ask him yourself in

party SP SP]’

From the example (5), it can be seen that the directive in the English ST is the
indirect speech act performed by the declarative sentence, but it is translated into the
direct speech act performed by the imperative sentence in the Thai TT. Phanthumetha
(2011: 307) described that the imperative sentence in Thai can have the subject in the
second grammatical person. In this example, the directive in the TT is performed by

the imperative sentence with the second person subject ‘gn’ /luuk2/ ‘child’.

Moreover, the sentence particle ‘@’ /si?1/ marks the imperative sentences in Thai.

From the example, in the English ST, it is apparent that the directive is performed
indirectly by telling the hearer that the hearer can do something (in the example is ‘to
ask him”), while in the Thai TT, the directive is performed directly by getting the
hearer to do something. But, there are other linguistic devices used in toning down the

direct speech act in the Thai TT. They are the kin term ‘@n’ /luuk2/ ‘child’ used to call

the hearer and the sentence particle ‘32’ /ca?3/ expressing the intimacy between the

speaker and the hearer. These two linguistic devices modify the head act internally, so
they are considered as the linguistic devices in the dimension of the politeness
strategy. The example (5) shows that although the indirect speech act in the English
ST is translated into the direct speech act in the Thai TT, it can keep degree of

politeness via the politeness strategies.
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(6) ST: [Why don't you sit down,] (Mum)? (T30)

TT : (uii)[19Faz] /(mee2)[nan?2 si?1 ha?3]/ (mum)[sit SP SP]’

Similarly, the example (6) shows that the indirect directive in the English ST
which is expressed by the interrogative sentence is translated into the direct directive
via the imperative sentence in the Thai TT. In this case, as already discussed in
Chapter 4, it is more suitable in the context of participants between the son and his
mother, to convert the interrogative sentence in the construction ‘why not’ in the
English STs into the imperative sentence in the Thai TT. Although the level of
indirectness or covertness in the STs is not kept in the TTs in the dimension of direct-
indirect speech acts, it can be kept and expressed in other linguistic dimensions. It can
be seen that there is the alternation of the head act and supportive move position in the
ST and TT, i.e. in the ST, the supportive move is behind the head act, while in the TT,
it appears prior to the head act. This is the devices in the dimension of the pragmatic
structure: the pragmatic structure ‘h+s’ in ST is alternated to the pragmatic structure

‘sth’, which is more covert, in TT. Besides, there is the linguistic representation

signifying the negative politeness in the Thai TT, it is the sentence particle ‘gz’ /ha?3/

which is used to redress the Thai head act to express the respect given to the hearer.
Like the example (5), the example (6) shows that although the indirect speech act is
translated into the direct speech acts, it can keep degree of politeness via the other
linguistic dimensions.

The above examples can explain why the translation of the direct-indirect
speech acts in directives is in the pattern of indirect-to-direct more than direct-to-
indirect. There are two main explanations, one is that the SL and TL have their own
conventions of language use: the suitable speech act type in the context in the SL may
be not suitable in the same context for the TL; the other explanation is that the
covertness of the speech act can be expressed by not only the dimension of direct-
indirect speech acts, but also other linguistic dimensions, namely, the pragmatic
structures, and the politeness strategies. The dimension of direct-indirect speech acts
is viewed broadly and separated in the binary system, that is, either direct or indirect.
Despite the direct speech act, the higher degree of politeness of the speech act can be

performed by the pragmatic structures, and/or politeness strategies, especially in the
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Thai language, whose many linguistic devices used in expressing the covertness of

communication.

5.1.2.2 Different direct-indirect rejections in the English STs and the Thai TTs
The translation of rejections by different direct-indirect speech acts from that

of the English STs is mainly in the pattern of direct-to-indirect (see Table 5.4). This
result is as expected, the English-into-Thai translation, which is the translation from
the language from the low-context culture into the language from the high-context
culture, should be the translation in the direction of being more covert. These are the
examples.

(7) ST : [You can't go home.] (T30)

TT : [eznduthuaouii1gle] /[ca?1 klapl baan2 toonOnii3 daj2 naj0l/ “[will go

back home now can how]’
(8) ST: [I kid you not.] (T30)

TT: [#uvznasnwanumausinlu] /[chand ca?l lookl phuak2kee0 len2

thamOmaj0]/ ‘I will fool you play why]’

The examples (7)-(8) show the translation of the direct speech acts of rejections in
the English STs into the indirect speech acts in the Thai TTs. It can be seen in both
examples that the declarative sentences with the negative forms which are used in
performing the rejections directly in the English STs are converted into the
interrogative sentences which perform the rejections indirectly in the Thai TTs. These
interrogative sentences are not used to pose the real questions which require answers,
or specifically speaking, they are not used to perform the speech act of inquiries, but
they are used to perform the speech act of rejections in the indirect speech act. It can
be observed in the daily communication of the Thai people that the speech act of
rejections is frequently performed by the rhetorical questions with ‘how’, ‘why’, as
seen in these two examples. This observation is supported by Ngarmyingyuad,
Bunprasert, Leesattrupai (2014: 223), who did a research on face-saving strategies in
answering questions in the Thai talk show programme and found that using the

rhetorical questions is one of the methods in avoiding something of the Thai people.
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There is another interesting translation by the different direct-indirect speech acts
from the STs in the speech act of rejections. It is the translation of the hedges that are
always used at the beginning of rejections. The English STs usually use the hedge “I
don’t think” which is the declarative with the negative form, but it is always translated

into the declarative without the negative form in the Thai TTs, as the examples below.
(9) ST: [1 don't think it will,] (dear.) (BJ)
TT: [ﬁu’jw"hjﬁ'mﬁmtinﬁumaﬂ] /[chan4 waa2 maj2 ton2 tham0 yaan1 nan3

rook1]/ ‘I think not must do like that SP]
(10) ST: [I don't think Gershwin was trying to say that we're special.] (T30)

TT: [Budwnes¥iulildazveniusimuninlasnsen] /[chand waa2

22990chwin0 maj2 daj2 ca?1 bookl waa2 raw0 wi?3seetl kwaal khrajO rook1]/
‘[L think Gershwin not can will tell that we special than who SP]’
The examples (9)-(10) are the examples of the translation of the hedges in the

English STs ‘I don’t think’ which is the declarative with the negative form into the

Thai TTs as ‘9171’ /chan4 waa2/ ‘I think’ which is the declarative without the

negative form. These two expressions ‘I don’t think’ in English and ‘#1121’ /chan4

waa2/ ‘I think’ in Thai are both used to modified the head act of the rejections, that is,
they are one of negative politeness strategies. The meaning of the rejections is still
preserved in the TTs, but the position of the negation is moved. However, to translate
the declaratives with the negative form, which is used to perform the rejection
directly, into the declaratives without the negative form, which is used to perform the
rejection indirectly, makes the translation of the direct-indirect speech acts in the
rejections go more covert.

5.1.2.3 Different direct-indirect inquiries in the English STs and the Thai TTs

Like the speech act of rejections, the translation of the direct-indirect speech
acts in the inquiries by the different direct-indirect speech acts from the STs is as
predicted, that is, it tends to be in the pattern of ‘direct-to-indirect’ more than
‘indirect-to-direct’ (see Table 5.4). As a result of the translation from English into
Thai, which is the translation from the language from the low-context culture into the

language from the high-context culture, the translation is predicted to be more covert.
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This research finds that the pattern of ‘direct-to-indirect’ speech acts in the translation
of inquiries can be grouped according to the shade of meaning in the translation, as
seen in the following examples.

(11) ST: (And) [you're his little brother?] (T30)

TT: (1) meiiuieansaugateavoadniu] /(leew3)[naajo ko2 pend
noon3chaajOkhon0 sud1thoon3 khoon4 caw2nan2] ‘(and)[you then be youngest

brother of that man]’
(12) ST: [Box of Milk Tray?] (BJ)

TT: [ﬁaﬁmié’wﬁmdm] /[mil3 tree0 ninl klon1]* ‘[Milk Tray one box]’

The examples (11)-(12) show the ‘direct-to-indirect’ translation of the
direct-indirect speech acts in the speech act of inquiries. From these two examples,
the interrogative sentences in the English STs are translated into the declarative
sentences in the Thai TTs. Although they are the declaratives, they can be understood
from the contexts that they are used to perform the inquiries. They are the inquiries

that express the uncertainty or the supposition of the speaker. They are somewhat

similar to the yes-no questions, but there are no sentence particles signifying the

questions, e.g. 19141 /chaj2 maj4/ ‘yes or no’, 1130 /rosd/ ‘really?’ It can be observed

that such translation often occur in interrogative sentences without subject-verb
reversion in the English STs, e.g. the example (11), or the shortened questions, e.g.
the example (12).

(13) ST: [Are you sure?] (T30)

TT: [isouulaug] /[thoo0 nee2cajO na?3]/ [you sure SP]’
(14) TT: [wilauzde] /[nee2cajo na?3 ca?3]/ ‘[sure SP SP]’

(15) TT : [wnudlaun] /[kee0 nee2cajO naall/ ‘[you sure SP]’

(16) ST: (So,) [things getting you down at home?] (T30)

TT: [é@ﬁﬁﬁ}mﬁuﬁm%ﬁuz] /[rian2 thii2 baan2 thamO thoa0 sen0 si?1

na?3] ‘[story at home make you bored SP SP]’
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The examples (13)-(16) explain another shade of meaning of the ‘direct-to-
indirect’ translation of the direct-indirect speech acts in the inquiries. Like the
examples (11)-(12), the examples (13)-(16) exemplify the interrogative sentences
from the English STs that are translated into the declarative sentences in the Thai TTs,

but in the examples (13)-(16), the key linguistic representation is the Thai sentence

particles expressing the probe, e.g. Uz /na?3/, u1/naad/, @ue /si?1 na?3/, azd /la?l

si?1/. The meaning of the utterances with these sentence particles are very near to the
yes-no questions, but they do not express the intention of inquiry as directly as the
yes-no questions do. They perform the speech act of inquiries in a way of sounding
out, not asking.

(17) ST :[What is it?] (T30)

TT : [Hez lsAwaeg] /[mii0 2a?1rajo koo2 waa2 maa0 tha?1]/ ‘[have

what then say come SP]’

(18) ST : [What?] (T30)

TT : [21@] /[waa2 maa0 si?1]/ ‘[say come SP]’

The ‘direct-to-indirect’ translation of the direct-indirect speech acts in the
speech act of inquiries illustrated by the examples (17)-(18) is the translation of the
interrogative sentences in the English STs into the imperative sentences in the Thai
TTs. Such translation supports the idea that the speech act of inquiries is actually one
kind of the speech act of directives, e.g. Searle’s (1976) classification of the speech
acts, because the intention of the inquiries which is to get the answer from the hearer,
or to make the hearer give some wanted information to the speaker is near to get the
hearer to do something as the intention of the directives. Consequently, it is possible,

as shown in the examples (17)-(18), that the questions can be translated into the

requests to answer, e.g. 1M 100% /waa2 maa0 tho?1/ as seen in the example (17), or

the orders, e.g. 111 /waa2 maa0 si?1/ as seen in the example (18).
(19) ST: [What?] (BJ)
TT: [v1] /[haa4]/ ‘[EXC]’



194

The example (19) shows the ‘direct-to-indirect’ translation of the direct-
indirect speech acts in the speech act of inquiries in the shade of meaning of doubt

and surprise. From this example, the interrogative sentence in the English ST is

translated into the exclamation in the Thai TT. The exclamation ‘%1’ /haa4/ in Thai is

used to suddenly ask the hearer in many cases, e.g. the speaker does not hear what the
hearer says, the speaker is surprised with what the hearer says or does, so s/he wants
to know what it is, etc.

From all above examples, the examples (11)-(19), it can be seen that there
are many ways in performing the speech act of inquiries in the Thai TL. Hence, when
translated, the interrogative sentences which are used to perform the direct inquiries in
the English STs can be rendered to the Thai TTs variously according to the shade of
meaning which is suitable for the contexts. As a result of this, the percentage of the
translation from the direct speech acts in the STs into the indirect speech acts in the
TTs is very high, as reported in Table 5.4.

Next is the presentation of the translation of the English dialogues into Thai
in the second linguistic dimension of analysis, namely, the pragmatic structures.

5.2 Comparison of pragmatic structures in the English STs and Thai TTs

The investigation of the pragmatic structure translation can be done in three
aspects of supportive moves, as done in the analysis of the pragmatic structures
presented in the previous chapter. The three aspects are the position of the supportive
moves, the number of the supportive moves, and the function of the supportive
moves, because all these three aspects are directly related to the covertness of the
pragmatic structures used in performing the speech acts. Consequently, when the
translation is analyzed by comparing the pragmatic structures of the English STs and
the Thai TTs linearly, the same pragmatic structures mean that all three aspects of the
pragmatic structure used in the TTs are identical to those of the STs, while the
different pragmatic structures refer to the differences from the STs found in the TTs in
any aspects. In translating the speech acts of directives, rejections, and inquiries in the
English dialogues into Thai, the pragmatic structures in the TTs are found both similar
to and different from the pragmatic structures in the STs. The frequencies and
percentages of the similar pragmatic structures to the STs and the different pragmatic
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structures from the STs in translating the pragmatic structures of the directives,
rejections, and inquiries from English into Thai are reported in the following table.

Table 5.5 Comparison of pragmatic structures of directives, rejections, and inquiries
in the English STs and Thai TTs

The STs translated into TTs with
Similar Different Total
Speech act Pragmatic structure | Pragmatic structure Freq. (%)
to the STs from the STs
Freq. (%) Freq. (%)
Directives 225 (70.53%) 94 (29.27%) 319 (100%)
Rejections 263 (76.90%) 79 (23.10%) 342 (100%)
Inquiries 447 (69.84%) 193 (30.16%) 640 (100%)

Like the direct-indirect speech acts, the pragmatic structures can be kept
similar to the STs more than made different from the STs in the translation of the
English dialogues into Thai. It obviously shows that the respect to the STs, which is
the significant requirement in translation, can be achieved in the translation of the
pragmatic structures used in performing the speech acts of directives, rejections, and
inquiries from English into Thai. As mentioned earlier, the translation by the similar
pragmatic structures to the English STs must be similar in three aspects of the
supportive moves: the position, the number, and the function, if any aspects are
different from the STs, the translation will be counted as different mapping. From the
table, it can be seen that the translation of the pragmatic structures in each speech act
can be made similar to and different from the STs at the various percentages. The
pragmatic structures that can be most kept the same as the STs are the pragmatic
structures in rejections (76.90%), next, the inquiries (69.84%), and then, the directives
(70.53%).

The more details of the translation of the pragmatic structures in the three
speech acts are presented, as follows.

5.2.1 Similar pragmatic structures in the English STs and Thai TTs

To make the pragmatic structures in the Thai TTs similar to those of the

English STs, which is considered as the perfect or faithful translation, all of the three
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aspects of the pragmatic structures in the TTs must be kept the same as the STs, as
seen in the following examples.
(20)  ST: (Come on,) (Gershwin,) [tell us something that'll prove you're just as

crap as us.] (T30)

TT: (voaz) (ines¥iu) [Hreaie: lshguiminedanemiosnuGosnuasenu

nueaoz] /(khood 1a?1)(keaOchwin0)[chuaj2 law2 ?a?1rajo thii2 ?u?1baatl

phooOfat3phooOwianl kapl rian2 chan4 soon4 khon0 nojl ho?1] ‘(request
SP)(Gershwin)[help tell what that ugly equal with story I two people little SP]
(21)  ST:[No. No.] (I'm sorry,) (you're deliberately being obtuse.) (BJ)

TT: [l BilgAs] (vo Invuzag) (Aaudeatiengail) [maj2 maj2 chaj2

kha?2](khoo4thoot2 na?3 kha?3)(khunO thian4 khaan2khaan2khuuOkhuu0
nii2) ‘[not not yes SP](apologize SP SP)(you dispute unreasonable this)’
(22)  ST: (But) [where are we going?] (T30)
TT: (182)[15192 11 lvunu] /(leew3)[raw0 ca?1 pajO naj4 kan0]/ “(then)[we

will go where together]’

The above examples show the translation of the directive (the example 20), the
rejection (the example 21), and the inquiry (the example 22) by the similar pragmatic
structures to the STs in all three aspects of supportive moves: position, number, and
function. The ST and TT in the example (20) are in the pragmatic structure ‘s+h’ with
two softening supportive moves, in the example (21) are in the pragmatic structure
‘h+s’ with one softening and one strengthening supportive moves, and in the example
(22) are in the pragmatic structure ‘s+h’ with one softening supportive move.

As mentioned in the section of Translation of the Direct-indirect speech acts
(5.1), the similar mapping in the translation is what is expected, as the requirement of
the good translation. Thus, the more interesting point for the research is the different
mapping. The different mapping of the pragmatic structures between the English STs
and the Thai TTs in the translation of the directives, rejections, and inquiries are

presented subsequently.
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5.2.2 Different pragmatic structures in the English STs and Thai TTs

To render the linguistic forms of the STs by the similar linguistic forms of the
TTs is the ideal of translation, and the previous sub-section shows the pragmatic
structures that are translated in this ideal way. The pragmatic structures used in
performing the speech acts in the English STs can be mostly translated into the Thai
TTs by the similar pragmatic structures, i.e. the similar position, number, and function
of the supportive moves as the STs. However, it can be seen that there are some
differences found in the translation of the pragmatic structures. These differences may
occur in the position, the number, and/or the function of the supportive moves. This
research intends to answer the question of how different the pragmatic structures in
the Thai TTs are from the pragmatic structures in the English STs in terms of the
covertness of the structures, no matter which aspects of supportive moves the
differences occur. From this question, the answers are expected based on the principle
of the context of culture that the pragmatic structures in the Thai TTs which are found
different from the English STs should be more covert, because the Thai language is in
the high-context culture, while the English language is in the low-context culture.
Because the dimension of the pragmatic structures can be studied in three aspects of
the supportive moves, being more overt or more covert of the pragmatic structures in
the translation can also be considered in three aspects of the supportive moves in the
TTs compared with those in the STs. The consideration of being more overt or more

covert in the translation of the pragmatic structures is concluded as follows.

Table 5.6 The consideration of differences in the translation of pragmatic structures

Aspect of
the supportive moves Differences in the translation of pragmatic structures
in the pragmatic

structures More overt More covert

Position of supportive Moved to the right of the Moved to the left of the

moves head act head act
Number of supportive less more
moves
Function of supportive strengthened softened

MmOVes
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In translating the speech acts of directives, rejections, and inquiries by the
different pragmatic structures from the STs, the translation may be more overt or
more covert than the source variously. How the pragmatic structures of each speech
act are rendered into Thai is reported henceforth.

5.2.2.1 Different pragmatic structures of directives in the English STs and the
Thai TTs

The translation of directives by the different pragmatic structures from the

English STs are found and reported in the following table

Table 5.7 The translation of directives from English into Thai by the different
pragmatic structures from the STs

The direction of the ST pragmatic structure Freq.
translation — (%)
TT pragmatic structure
more overt h+s — h+s (with less s) 5 (5.32%)
h+s — h 4 (4.26%)
s+h — s+h (with less s) 11 (11.70%0)
s+h — h+s 3 (3.19%)
s+h — h 8 (8.51%)
s+h+s — s+h+s (less s) 4 (4.26%)
s+h+s — s+h 4 (4.26%)
s+h+s — h+s 4 (4.26%)
Total of being more overt 43 (45.74%)
more covert h — h+s 10 (10.64%)
h — s+h 20 (21.28%)
h+s — h+s (with more s) 2 (2.13%)
h+s — s+h 3 (3.19%)
h+s — s+h+s 5 (5.32%)
s+h — s+h (with more s) 4 (4.26%)
s+h — s+h+s 4 (4.26%)
s+h+s — s+h+s 3 (3.19%)
(with more s)
Total of being more covert 51 (54.26%)
TOTAL 94 (100%)

Referred to Table 5.5, within 319 directives, the pragmatic structures of 94
directives are translated into Thai by the different pragmatic structures from the STs.
The differences of the pragmatic structures of the 94 directives is investigated and the
findings are reported in Table 5.7. It can be seen from Table 5.7 that 54.26% of the




199

directives which are translated by more covert pragmatic structures than those of the
English STs, and 45.74% by more overt. The most frequently-used method in
translation of the pragmatic structures in the directives in the more-overt direction is
to decrease the supportive moves, especially, the pre-h supportive moves, as seen in
the following examples.

(23) ST: (Here you go.) (Now,) [eat up before it goes cold again.]

TT: (1) [AfsvAulinuadenouiivzdudalienas] /(2aw2) [nii2 ko2

riip2 kin0 haj2 motl sia4 koonl thii2 ca?1 yen0 churuit2 pajo ?iik1 la?1]/
‘(EXC) [this then hurry eat until empty before it will cold tasteless again SP]’
(T30)

(24) ST: (Oh,) [don't be like that,] (Bridge.)

TT: [othdz haenin] (U3ad) /[yaal yua3 pajo lssjO naa2](Britl)/

‘[don’t be upset go a bit beyond](Bridge)’ (BJ)

The examples (23)-(24) demonstrate the translation of the directives by the
more-overt pragmatic structures than the STs. The example (23), Both ST and TT use
the pragmatic structure ‘s+h’, but one of two pre-h supportive moves in the ST,
‘now’, is omitted in the TTs. In the example (24), the pragmatic structure ‘s+h+s’ in
the ST is translated into the pragmatic structure ‘h+s’ in the TT; the pre-h supportive
move, which is the exclamation word, ‘oh’ is omitted in the TT. The omission of the
supportive moves in these two examples illustrates that it makes the pragmatic
structure in the Thai TTs more overt, because the head acts in the TTs appear more
explicitly than in the STs. Furthermore, it can be observed that the supportive moves
that are omitted are h-softening supportive moves, which do not convey critical
messages.

As reported in Table 5.7, the translation from English into Thai by more covert
pragmatic structures in directives is as expected, because it is the translation from the
low-context-culture language into the high-context-culture language. From the table,
the most frequently-used method in translating the directives by more-covert
pragmatic structure is to increase the supportive moves, and the supportive moves that
are usually increased are the pre-h supportive moves. Besides, the translation by more

covert pragmatic structures can be done by moving the supportive moves from the
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post-h position in the STs to the pre-h position in the TTs (or left-movement). These
are the examples.

(25) ST: [Listen,] (Matt.) (T30)

TT: (‘ﬁ) (sun) [Wenouue] /(nii2) (meet3) [fan0 koonl na?3]/ “(this) (Matt)

[listen before SP]’
(26) ST:[You'd let me pay rent,] (of course)? (T30)

TT: (Sheehavfu)[isoapel¥iiusoA 3] /(tha2 yaanl nan3)[thas0 ton2 haj2

chan4 caajl khaa2 chaw2]/ “(if like that) [you must let me pay fee rent]’
The example (25)-(26) illustrate the translation of the directives by the
different pragmatic structure from the ST by moving the position of the supportive
moves. In both examples, the post-h supportive moves are moved to the front of the
head acts in the TTs, or that is to say, the pragmatic structures ‘h+s’ in the STs are
changed into the pragmatic structures ‘s+h’ in the TTs. They are the examples of the
translation by more-covert pragmatic structure in directives.
(27) ST: [Pass the cherries,] (chump.) (T30)

TT: ("l‘rm)[thma%m«?](gﬁau) /(naj4) [son1 chooOlrii2 maa0 si?3] (phian2)/

‘(where)[pass cherries come SP](friends)’
(28) ST: [Come and dance.] (T30)

TT: [wudusnuaes](uam) /[maa0 ten2ram0 kan0 tha?1] (meet3)/ ‘[come

dance together SP] (Matt)’
The examples (27)-(28) demonstrate the translation of the directives by the

different pragmatic structures from the STs by increasing the supportive moves. In the

example (27), the supportive move ¢ 111’ /naj4/ ‘where’ is added prior to the head act

in the TT, and in the example (28), the supportive move ‘Matt’ is added after the head
act in the TT. The adding of these supportive moves softens the directive. In other
words, the pragmatic structures ‘h+s’ (the example 27) and ‘h’ (the example 28) in the
STs are replaced by the pragmatic structures ‘s+h+s’ and ‘h+s’, respectively, which

are more covert than the STs.
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5.2.2.2 Different pragmatic structures of rejections in the English STs and the
Thai TTs

As seen in Table 5.5, the speech act of rejections is translated into the Thai

TTs by not only the similar pragmatic structures to the English STs, but also the
different ones. Although the percentage of the translation by the similar pragmatic
structures to the STs is more than the percentage of the translation by the different
pragmatic structures from the STs, these differences are worth-investigating. To see
whether the translation of the rejections by the different pragmatic structures from the
STs will be more covert as predicted is engrossing. The following table reports the
translation of rejections by the different pragmatic structures from the English STs.

Table 5.8 The translation of rejections from English into Thai by the different
pragmatic structures from the STs

The direction of the ST pragmatic structure Freq.
translation — (%)
TT pragmatic structure
more overt h+s — h+s (with less s) 11 (13.92%)
h+s — h 4 (5.06%)
s+h — s+h (with less s) 6 (7.59%)
s+h — h+s 2 (2.53%)
s+th—h 10 (12.66%)
s+h — s+h+s (less s) 1(1.27%)
s+h+s — s+h+s (less s) 5 (6.33%)
s+h+s — s+h 2 (2.53%)
s+h+s — h+s 4 (5.06%)
s+h+s — h 1 (1.27%)
Total of being more overt 46 (58.23%)
more covert h — h+s 4 (5.06%)
h — s+h 4 (5.06%)
h — sth+s 1 (1.27%)
h+s — h+s 5 (6.33%)
(with more s)
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h+s — s+h 8 (10.13%)
h+s — s+h+s 3 (3.80%)
s+h — s+h 5 (6.33%)
(with more s)
s+h+s — s+h+s 2 (2.53%)
(with more s)
s+h+s — s+h 1 (1.27%)
(with more s)
Total of being more covert 33 (41.77%)

TOTAL

79 (100%)

According to Table 5.5, the pragmatic structures of 79 out of 342 rejections are

translated into Thai by the different pragmatic structures from the STs. The different

mapping of the pragmatic structures of the 79 rejections is investigated and the

findings are presented in Table 5.8. From Table 5.8, 58.23% of the rejections are

translated by more overt different pragmatic structures in the Thai TTs, and 41.77%

by more covert. The findings do not support the prediction that the translation of

rejections from English into Thai by the different pragmatic structures from the STs

should be use more covert pragmatic structures in the Thai TTs. The reason of the

unexpected findings is because the frequently-used method in translation of the

pragmatic structures in the rejections from English into Thai is to lessen the number

of supportive moves, the lexical items expressing the introduction of rejections in the

English STs are often omitted in the Thai TTs. The examples are provided, as follows.

(29) ST: (Actually,) [I'm going on to a nightclub.] (BJ)

TT: [fuez 11 ludaduse] /[chand ca?1 pajo naj3khlapl tool] ‘[I will go

nightclub continue]’

(30) ST: (Actually,) [I'm just on my way to work.] (BJ)

TT: [#umases liaunag] /[chan4 kamOlanO ca?1 pajO thamOnaan0

kha?2]/ ‘[I am going go work SP]’
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(31) ST: (Actually,) [l was only six at the time.] (BJ)

TT: muﬁ’uwwﬂmmmaz /[toonOnan3 phom4 hok1 khuapl ?een0 ha?3]/

‘that time I six years just SP]’

The examples (29)-(31) demonstrate the omission of the supportive moves
in the translation of the pragmatic structures in the speech act of rejections. From all
above examples, the supportive move ‘actually’ that is used to soften the head acts by
correcting the opinion of the hearer and providing the reasons in refusals is omitted in
the TTs. The omission makes the pragmatic structures in the TTs more overt, because
the number of the supportive moves in the structures is lessened and the head act-
softeners are deleted.

(32) ST: [It's okay,] (Mum.) (I don't eat much, these days.) (T30)

TT: [lidlulsusenasu] (wy:fjwuﬁu”lﬂﬁaﬂ@ﬁﬂmaﬂ) /[maj2pen0rajo rookl

krap3](muulnee3d phom4 kinO maj2 khoj2 cu?1 nak3 rook1)/ ‘[not at all SP
SP](these days I eat not a bit much SP SP)’

(33) ST:(Oh,) [don't be silly,] (darling.) (BJ)
TT: [wan lvaun] /[lew4 laj4 naa2}/ “[silly SP]’

The example (30)-(31) illustrate the other omission of the supportive moves
in the translation of the pragmatic structures in the speech act of rejections, that is, the
omission of the calling of the hearer or the address term. Modehiran (2005: 42)
counted the address terms as one of the softening devices in performing speech acts.
While performing speech acts, calling the name of the hearer or any address terms,
e.g. kin terms, profession titles, and endearment terms can tone down the utterances
and help the hearer feel more comfortable. Moreover, Holmes (2008:281) pointed out
that the address terms can signify the solidarity or the respect to the hearer. Thus, to
leave them out makes the rejections more overt as a result of the decreased number of
the supportive moves in the pragmatic structures, and the blunter meaning of the head
acts.

In addition, the translation by the different pragmatic structures from the

STs by changing the function of the supportive moves is found in the translation of
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the rejections. It is also considered as the translation by more overt pragmatic
structures because the function of the supportive move is changed from ‘h-

strengthening’ to ‘h-softening’, as seen below.

(34) ST: [l can't either.] (I'm behind with my Ph.D as it is.) (T30)

TT: [wun 1/ i ldasu) (uﬂ'ﬁﬁaz"laiwmnma%agjué’a) /[phom4 koo2 pajo

maj2 daj2 khrap3] (khee2 nii3 kas2 ca?1l maj2 copl dok3taa2 yuullesw3)/
‘[1 then go not can SP](just this then will not finish Ph.D. definitely)’
(35) ST:[No!] (After you!) (BJ)

TT: [laiten!] (qmmuﬁamaﬂ) /[maj2 ?aw0!](khun0 ?2aapl kaonl 19aj0)/

‘[not take!](you bath before beyond)’

The examples (32)-(33) show the conversion from h-softening supportive
moves to h-strengthening ones; this makes the rejections go more overt. In the
example (32), the supportive move in the English ST is to give the reason why the
speaker refused the invitation of the hearer, but in the Thai TTs, a statement of giving
the reason, which is h-softening, is translated into a statement of complaint, which is
h-strengthening. As for the example (33), although the supportive moves of both the
STsand TTs are used to confirm the refusals of the speaker to take a bath before the
hearer, the supportive move in the ST is the self-oriented utterance, while the TT one
is other-oriented. Laver (1981 cited in Luksaneeyanawin, 1994: 65) categorizes the
language expressing phatic communion, which can reflect the relationship of the
people, into three categories: 1) the neutral category used when the participants are
not familiar and do not know the status of each other; 2) the self-oriented category
used when the hearer has the higher status than the speaker; 3) the other-oriented
category used when the speaker is in the higher status than the hearer. Hence, in the

example (33), the translation of the self-oriented supportive move ‘after you’ into the

other-oriented supportive move ‘An@1UndUIAY’ /khun0 ?aapl koonl 100j0/ “you bath

before’ makes the supportive move sound more strengthening, because it gives the

feeling of ordering from a person of higher status.
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5.2.2.3 Different pragmatic structures of inquiries in the English STs and the
Thai TTs

In translating inquiries, not only the similar pragmatic structures to the STs are

found, but the different pragmatic structures from the STs are also used, as shown in

Table 5.5 . How different the pragmatic structures in the Thai TTs are from the

English STs is presented in the following table.

Table 5.9 The translation of inquiries from English into Thai by the different

pragmatic structures from th

e STs

The direction of the ST pragmatic structure Freq.
translation — (%)
TT pragmatic structure
more overt h+s — h+s (with less s) 2 (1.04%)
h+s — h 17 (8.81%)
s+h — s+h (with less s) 6 (3.11%)
s+h — h+s 1 (0.52%)
s+h — h 20 (10.36%)
s+h+s — s+h 3 (1.55%)
s+h+s — h+s 1 (0.52%)
s+h+s — h 1 (0.52%)
s — s+h 7 (3.63%)
s—h 2 (1.04%)
Total of being more overt 60 (31.09%)
more covert h — h+s 16 (8.29%)
h — s+h 76 (39.38%)
h — s+h+s 4 (2.07%)
h+s — h+s (with more s) 1 (0.52%)
h+s — s+h 15 (7.77%)
h+s — sth+s 6 (3.11%)
s+h — s+h 7 (3.63%)
(with more s)
s+h — s+h+s 3 (1.55%)
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s+h+s — s+h+s 2 (1.04%)
(with more s)
s+h+s — s+h 3 (1.55%)
(with more s)
Total of being more covert 133 (68.91%)
TOTAL 193 (100%0)

Referred to Table 5.5, the pragmatic structures of 193 out of 640 inquiries are
translated into Thai by the different pragmatic structures from the STs. The different
mapping of the pragmatic structures of the 193 inquiries is investigated and the
findings are reported in Table 5.9. Table 5.9 shows that 68.91% of the inquiries are
translated by more covert different pragmatic structures in the Thai TTs, and 31.06%
by more overt. This means that the findings support the prediction that the translation
form English into Thai, which is the translation from the low-context-culture language
into the high-context-culture language, should be in the direction of being more
covert.

From the table, the most often-used method in translating the pragmatic structures
of inquiries by more overt pragmatic structures in the Thai TTs is to omit the

supportive moves, especially the h-softening ones, as illustrated in the following

examples.
(36) ST: (And) [do what?]
TT: [ﬁmz”lia'z] /[thamO ?a?1raj0 la?2]/ ‘[do what SP]’ (T30)
(37) ST: [Are you staying for a while,] (then)?

TT: [ﬂ$n1a§ljﬁﬂﬁﬂ§u§] /[ca?1 maa0 yuul saklphak3 nan3 si?1]/ ‘[will

come stay a while that SP’]’ (T30)

The examples (36)-(37) illustrate the inquiries which are translated by the
most often-used patterns in translation of the pragmatic structures of inquiries in the
more-overt direction. These two examples show the translation from the pragmatic
structures ‘s+h’ and ‘h+s’ in the STs into the pragmatic structure ‘h’ in the TTs. The
pre-h supportive move, ‘and’ is omitted in the example (36), and the post-h supportive

move, ‘then’ is omitted in the example (37). The omission of the supportive move in
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the TTs makes the pragmatic structures in the TTs more overt, since the head acts are
expressed explicitly and blunttly.

The most often-used method in translating the pragmatic structures of inquiries by
more covert pragmatic structures in the Thai TTs is to add the supportive moves; the
supportive moves that are added are usually the pre-h supportive moves. These are the
examples of the translation of the pragmatic structures of inquiries by more covert
pragmatic structures than the STs in various patterns.

(38) ST: [What's Faye doing now,] (then)? (T30)

TT: (anaq)[ildvirez1segii Inuuz] /(tok1lon0)[feeO tham0 ?a?1rajo yuul

thii2naj4 na?3]/ ‘(agree)[Faye do what stay where SP]’
(39) ST: [How long were you on the phone to her,](anyway)? (T30)

TT: (faz ) aunefuima lnaile] /(nii2 ca?1 waa2 pajo)[khun0

khujO kapl mee2 phom4 naan0 khee2naj4 nia2]/ “(this will say go)[you talk
with mother my Ing how this]’
(40) ST: [How's your diet going,] (Rebecca)? (BJ)

TT: Gwan) [seanimin luelnundras] /(riiobek3kaa2)[thao0 lot3

naam3nakl paj0 thin4 naj4 leew3 la?1]/ ‘(Rebecca)[you decrease weight go
arrive where already SP]’

(41) ST: [What do you think,] (Pam)? (BJ)

TT: (wwa) [i5oAna119] /(pheem0)[thoa0 khit3 waa2 najo]/ <(Pam)[you

think that how]’

The examples (38)-(41) exemplify the translation of inquiries by the
different pragmatic structures from the STs, i.e. the supportive moves in the STs are
moved from the post-h position to the pre-h position. The left-moved position of the
supportive moves converts the structures from the h-begin into the s-begin and makes
the inquiries in the Thai TTs more covert, because they are not uttered abruptly with
the beginning of the head act. The supportive moves that are always left-moved in the
TTs are the conclusory markers, e.g. then (the example 38), anyway (the example 39),

and the address terms, e.g. names of the hearer (the examples 40-41).
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The subsequent examples illustrate the translation of inquiries by more
covert pragmatic structures in the Thai TTs with the addition of more supportive
moves. The supportive moves that are added in the TTs can be grouped according to
their meaning, and these are the examples.

(42) ST: [Who have you seen,] (Matt)? (T30)

TT: (wd)[nwelasthelvu](uumn) /(leew3)[Kee0 co00 khrajO baan2
maj4](meet3)/ ‘(then)[you meet who some SP](Matt)’
(43) ST: [Did the others get interviews?] (BJ)
TT: (udh) [ s Iddunval ] /(leew3)[mii0 khrajo daj2 sam4phaat2
maj4]/ ‘(then)[have who get interview SP]’
(44) ST: [Where else is there?] (T30)
TT: (g’u)[ﬁﬁ"lwu%ﬂ] /(nan3)[mii0 thii2naj4 ?iik1]/ ‘(so)[have where again]’
For the examples (42)-(44), the supportive moves used in linking what the
speaker is speaking to what the speaker or the hearer previously spoke are added into
the TTs. It is found that the supportive moves ‘Ud7’ /leew3/ or ‘?u’ /nan3/ which
mean ‘so, and, then’ are always put in front of the inquiries in the Thai TTs. It seems

that they make the inquiries not too blunt and more covert.
(45) ST: (So,) [how are you]? (T30)

TT: (100) (132)[i50aziilul0ia] /(2000)(leew3)[thaa0 12?22 penO naj0 man2]/
‘(EXC)(and)[you SP be how some]’
(46) ST: [You know Pete's younger brother Ray?] (T30)
TT: (§a) [Sussrfeamevesdinldlyu] /(hej3)[camO reed noon3chaajo
khoon4 phiit3 daj2 maj4]/ ‘(EXC)[remember Ray younger brother of Pete can

SPY’
For the examples (45)-(46), the supportive moves used in getting the

attention from the hearer are added into the TTs. Such supportive moves, e.g. 199
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/2000/, 180 /haj3/ are mostly the exclamations. They provide the hearer with some time

before getting into the questions, so they make the inquiries more covert.

(47) ST: [You know what CDs are?] (T30)

TT: [wiyd9n®a Inu](gn) /[nuu4 ruu3cakl sii0diio maj4](luuk2)/ ‘[you

know CD SP](child)’
(48) ST: [Who?] (BJ)

TT: [1asnz](un) /[khrajo kha?3](mee2)/ ‘[who SP](mother)’

For the examples (47)-(48), the supportive moves used in calling the hearer
are added into the TTs. They are the address terms, e.g. kin terms, name, etc. As
already mentioned, the address terms are considered as the softening devices. Thus,

adding such supportive moves makes the inquiries more covert.

(49) ST: [How's the be-wheeled suitcase?] (BJ)

TT: [nszihiidearniluedia’ls] AFalnu) /[kralpawa mii0 153 laak2 pen0

yaan1raj0](chaj3 dii0 maj4)/ ‘[bag have wheels drag be how](use well SP)’

For the example (49), the supportive move used in explicating and
repeating the information of the head act is added in the TT. In translating, such
supportive moves are added into the TTs in order to make the utterances sound natural
in Thai, because the Thai people rarely say something sharply and briefly. Besides,
this addition does not distort or change the main messages of the ST.

It can be realized from all above examples, the examples (38)-(49), that
translating by the different pragmatic structures in terms of the position and number
of the supportive moves make the inquiries in the TTs more covert. Converting the
post-h supportive moves in the STs into the pre-h supportive moves in the TTs and
adding the supportive moves which are not found in the STs into the TTs formally
make the pragmatic structures in the TTs more covert because of the left-move

position and more number of the supportive moves.
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Noticeably, in translating the pragmatic structures of all the three speech
acts by the different pragmatic structures from the STs, the pragmatic structures in the
STs are converted into the pragmatic structure ‘s+h’ most, that is, no matter what
structure the STs use, e.g. the pragmatic structures ‘h’, ‘h+s’, they are frequently
translated into the pragmatic structure ‘s+h’ in TTs. The possible reason that may
explain the popularity of the pragmatic structure ‘s+h’ in the translation of the
pragmatic structures is because this pragmatic structure can reflect the suitable level
of covertness of communication according to the preference of the Thai TL; it is not
too abrupt and not too lengthy. So, when translated into Thai by the different
pragmatic structures from the STs, the pre-h supportive moves are often added in the
structure ‘h’ or the post-h supportive moves in the structure ‘h+s’ are often left-moved
into the front position of the head acts, as seen in many examples above.

At last, the translation of the English dialogues into Thai in the last
linguistic dimension of analysis, namely, the politeness strategies will be presented in
the next section.

5.3 Comparison of politeness strategies in the English STs and Thai TTs

In studying the translation of the English dialogues into Thali, the last
linguistic dimension of analysis which the similarities and differences between the
English STs and Thai TTs are explored is the dimension of the politeness strategies.
The similarities and differences in this dimension of analysis are determined at the
strategy features, not specific linguistic realizations, because one politeness strategy
feature can be expressed by more than one linguistic realization. As explicated in
Chapters 3 and 4 (see Table 4.31), the politeness strategy features are signified by the
meaning, but they can be identified by linguistic realizations. The various linguistic
realizations expressing the similar politeness strategy feature are considered to have
the same level of overtness-covertness in communication or the same degree of
linguistic politeness. Consequently, the politeness strategy in the STs can be
translated into the similar politeness strategy in the TTs, but via different linguistic
realizations. In these cases, they are considered as using the same politeness strategy
and being pragmatically equivalent (see the examples in the sub-section 5.3.1). In

translating the speech acts of directives, rejections, and inquiries, both the similar
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politeness strategies to the English STs and the different politeness strategies from the
English STs are used. The frequencies and percentages of them are presented below.

Table 5.10 Comparison of politeness strategies of directives, rejections, and inquiries
in the English STs and Thai TTs

The STs translated into TTs with
Similar Different Total
Speech act politeness strategy | politeness strategy Freq. (%)
to the STs from the STs
Freq. (%) Freq. (%)
Directives 172 (53.92%) 147 (46.08%) 319 (100%)
Rejections 197 (57.60%) 145 (42.40%) 342 (100%)
Inquiries 419 (65.47%) 221 (34.53%) 640 (100%)

From the table, it can be inferred that in translating the politeness strategies
in the speech acts of directives, rejections, and inquiries, the similar politeness
strategies to the English STs are used in translating more than the different ones. It
means that the aim of respect to the STs can be mostly achieved. However, it is
interesting that in translating the politeness strategies, especially in directives and
rejections, the similar politeness strategies to the STs are not used far more than the
different ones, or it can be said that the similarities and differences are almost equally
in the translation of the politeness strategies. It points out that, in comparison with the
translation of the direct-indirect speech acts and the pragmatic structures, the
translation adjustments are highly required in the translation of the politeness
strategies. This may be because the politeness strategies are expressed by the internal
modification of the utterances, and the internal modification can reflect the
preferences or conventions of the language use of the English SL and Thai TL more
clearly than the external modification, via sentence types in the dimension of direct-
indirect speech acts, or the sentence sequencing in the dimension of pragmatic
structures. Thus, the differences between the STs and TTs can be found considerable
in the translation of the politeness strategies. Another interesting point is the ranking
of the similarities and differences in the three speech acts. It can be seen from the
table that the ranking of keeping the same as the STs is related to the ranking of the
level of the imposition of the three speech acts, i.e. the speech act with the most
imposition, namely the speech act of directives, can keep the same as the STs least
(53.92%) and needs the adjustment most (46.08%), while the speech act with the least
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imposition, namely the speech act of inquiries, can keep the same as the STs most
(65.47%) and needs the adjustment least (34.53%). This reflects that the more
imposition the speech act bears, the more the politeness strategies tends to be adjusted
towards the TTs.

Next, the deeper investigation on the details of similarities and difernces in
translation is presented.

5.3.1 Similar politeness strategies in the English STs and Thai TTs

As noted earlier, the consideration of the similarities in the politeness
strategies between the STs and the TTs is done with the strategy features, not with
specific linguistic realizations since each politeness strategy feature can be expressed
by various linguistic realizations, but they can bring about the pragmatic equivalence.
These are the examples of the translation of the speech acts of directives, rejections,
and inquiries by the similar politeness strategies to the English STs.

(50) ST: [Go into work looking drop-dead gorgeous.] (BJ)

TT: [lUvihau vhd¥aaeile] /[pajo thamOpaan0 thamO tua0 haj2 suaj4

pin3]/ ‘[go work make yourself to beautiful outstandingly]’
(51) ST: [Do you want to go and put your things away in your bedroom,]
(darling)? (T30)

TT: [nyewes linuluwesusunoudlvu](gn) /[nuud 2aw0 khoon4 pajo

kepl najO hon2noon0 koonl dii0 maj4](luuk2)/ ‘[you take things go keep in
bedroom before good SP](child)’

The examples (50)-(51) illustrate the translation by the similar politeness
strategies to the STs in the speech act of directives. Both of them use the positive
politeness strategy: the example (50) is in the feature of in-group identity by using the
slang ‘drop-dead’ which means ‘outstandingly or exceptionally’; and the example
(51) is in the feature of care for and interest in the hearer by intensifying interest to
the hearer with the question ‘do you want...?’. In the example (50), the TT uses the

same linguistic realization as the ST, that is, the slang ‘drop-dead’ in the ST is

translated by the slang ‘114° /pin3/ ‘outstandingly’ in the TT to express the positive

politeness feature of in-group identity. As for the example (51), the TT uses the
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different linguistic realization from the ST in expressing the same features as the ST,

i.e. the question ‘do you want...?’ in the ST is rendered to the TT by the question ...

alvw’ /...dii0 maj4/ ‘good or not’, both of them can express the same positive feature

of care for and interest in the hearer by intensifying interest to the hearer, but they are
the different linguistic realizations.
(52) ST:[What?] (T30)

TT: [ez'lsnu] /[2a21rajo kan0] ‘[what together]’

(53) ST: [l wish.] (T30)

TT: [1ASua3enaa] /[daj2 nan3 cin0 koo2 dii0 si?1]/ [get that really then

good]’
The examples (52)-(53) demonstrate the translation by the similar
politeness strategies in the speech act of rejections. The example (52) uses the off-

record strategy in performing the rejection by using the rhetorical question ‘what?’ in

the ST and it can be translated into the TT by the same linguistic realization ‘oz 13°

[?a?1raj0/ ‘what’. The question ‘what” here is not used to perform the inquiry, but to
reject what the hearer said. The example (53) performs the rejection by the negative
politeness strategy. Both of the ST and TT in this example employ the conventionally
indirect expressions: the ST uses the expression ‘I wish’, which means that the things

did not go like the hearer said but the speaker wished it; while the TT uses the

a

expression “lA3ua3enna’ /daj2 nan3 cin0 koo2 dii0 si?1/ “get that really then good’,

which means the same as ‘I wish’ in the ST, but is expressed via the different
expressions. Both expressions convey the same meaning and the negative politeness
strategy feature, but they are the different linguistic realizations.

(54) ST: [Where do you keep your soup ladles?] (BJ)

TT: [gniusindigna) 13 Tvniz] /[luuk2 kepl thap3piio takl sup3 waj3 naj4

na?2] ‘[child keep ladles scoop soup in where SP]’
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(55) ST: (And) [you're his little brother?] (T30)

TT: (ud)[eiidluiesnonugatoweudiig /(leew3)[naajo koo2 enod

noon3chaajO khonOsut1thoon3 khoon4 caw2nan2] ‘(and)[you then be brother
youngest of that man]

The examples (54)-(55) exhibit the translation by the similar politeness
strategies to the STs in the speech act of inquiries. Both of them use the positive
politeness strategy: the example (54) is in the feature of care for and interest in the
hearer by intensifying interest to the hearer with the question ‘where do you keep...?’
instead of the bald strategy ‘where is...?’; and the example (55) is in the feature of in-
group identity by using the diminutive term ‘little’ expressing the intimacy. In the
example (54), the TT uses the same linguistic realization as the ST, that is, the

question ‘where do you keep...?” in the ST is translated into the TT by the question

‘Qmﬁu..."lﬁwu’ /luuk?2 kepl...waj3 naj4/ ‘you keep...where’ to express the positive

politeness feature of care for and interest in the hearer by intensifying interest to the
hearer. As for the example (55), the TT uses the different linguistic realization in
expressing the same features as the ST, i.e. the intimacy expressed by the diminutive

term ‘little’ in the ST is rendered to the TT by the address term and pronoun

expressing the intimacy, viz. ‘W18’ /naaj0/ ‘you’ and ‘4117’ /caw2 nan3/ ‘that man’,

all of them can express the same positive feature of in-group identity in the positive
politeness strategy, but they are the different linguistic realizations.

As repeatedly mentioned, the similarities in the translation are anticipated
for a good translation. Thus, when the linguistic forms in the STs can be kept in the
TTs, it is not interesting to investigate further. The more interesting points are the
differences, which should be explored further to see how different the TTs are from
the STs, and which direction the translation goes: more overt or more covert.

5.3.2 Different politeness strategies in the English STs and Thai TTs

As seen in the Table 5.10, like the direct-indirect speech acts and the
pragmatic structures, the politeness strategies can be translated into the Thai TTs by
both the similar politeness strategies to the English STs and the different ones, but,
unlike the other two linguistic dimensions, the proportion of the similarities and
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differences found in the translation of the politeness strategies is very near. It can
reflect that the politeness strategy is the linguistic dimension that requires much
adjustment in translation. The adjustments that are found are very worth-studying to
see whether they are done to make the translation more overt or more covert than the
STs. This research primarily expects, based on the principle of the context of culture,
that the higher degree of politeness strategies should be used in the translation of the
politeness strategies from the English STs to the Thai TTs. The translation by the
higher degree of politeness strategies means to translate the strategy on the left
position to the right position on the scale of the politeness strategy (see Figure 4.1),
and the translation by the lower degree of politeness strategies means to translate the

strategy on the right position to the left position on the scale.

5.3.2.1 Different politeness strategies of directives in the English STs and the

Thai TTs

According to Table 5.10, among three speech acts, the politeness strategies in

the directives are translated by the different politeness strategies from the STs most.

The following table reports how they are different.

Table 5.11 The translation of directives from English into Thai by the different
politeness strategies from the STs

Degrees of politeness ST politeness strategy Freq.
— (%)
TT politeness strategy
To lower degree Positive — Bald 6 (4.08%)
Negative — Positive 9 (6.12%)
Negative — Bald 17 (11.56%0)
Hybrid — Negative 6 (4.08%)
Hybrid — Positive 4 (2.72%)
Hybrid — Bald 2 (1.36%)
Off-record — Negative 2 (1.36%)
Off-record — Positive 3 (2.04%)
Off-record — Bald 2 (1.36%)
Mixing — Negative 1 (0.68%)
Total of lower degrees 52 (35.37%)
To higher degree Bald — Positive 35 (23.81%)
Bald — Negative 18 (12.24%)
Bald — Hybrid 3 (2.04%)
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Bald — Off-record 2 (1.36%)
Bald — Mixing 1 (0.68%)
Positive — Negative 5 (3.40%)
Positive — Hybrid 13 (8.84%)
Positive — Off-record 2 (1.36%)
Negative — Hybrid 12 (8.16%)
Off-record — Mixing 4 (2.72%)
Total of higher degrees 95 (64.63%)
TOTAL 147 (100%)

Referred to Table 5.10, within 319 directives, the politeness strategies of 147
directives are translated into Thai by the different politeness strategies from the STs.
The different politeness strategies of the 147 directives are investigated and the
findings are reported in Table 5.11. Table 5.11 shows that 64.63% of the directives in
the English STs are translated into higher degree of politeness strategies, and 35.37%
are translated into lower degree of politeness strategies. The most frequently-found
pattern of the translation into lower degree of politeness strategies in directives is the
translation from the negative politeness strategy (or Strategy 3) in the STs to bald
strategy (or Strategy 1) in the TTs. In translating the politeness strategies in the
directives from English into Thai, the lexical and grammatical features marking the
higher degrees of politeness strategies, e.g. using question tags, which signifies the
positive politeness strategy, or ‘just...’, which signifies the negative politeness
strategy are sometimes omitted. This omission makes the degree of politeness in
translation higher in the TTs. These are the examples.

(56) ST: [Do let me know when you've finished reading, won't you?] (BJ)

TT: [ewanile InsAvensuus] /[[2aanl copl mia2rajl koo2 bookl chand
na?3] ‘[read finish when than tell me SP]’
(57) ST: [Just ignore him.] (T30)
TT: [Lidesluan] (am) /maj2 ton?2 pajo fan0 khaw4](met3)/ ‘[not must

go listen him](Matt)’
The examples (56)-(57) illustrate the translation of the directives by the

lower degree of politeness strategies. The lexical and grammatical features marking

the positive politeness strategy in the feature of seeking agreement, ‘won’t you’, in
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the example (56) and the negative politeness in the feature of minimizing the
imposition, ‘just’, in the example (57) are omitted in the TTs, so the positive and
negative politeness strategies of the STs are converted to the bald strategy in the TTs.
However, the degree of politeness of the speech acts can still be kept in the other
linguistic dimensions, as in the example (57), although the negative politeness
strategy is converted into the bald strategy, the politeness of this directive is still there

in the dimension of pragmatic structure by adding the supportive move, ‘ttdn’ /met3/

‘Matt’ into the TT.

The alteration of the linguistic dimensions in expressing or keeping the
covertness of the communication of the STs in the TTs always occurs in the
translation. As seen in the previous examples, sometimes the overtness or covertness
of the speech acts in the TTs cannot be kept in the same linguistic dimension as the
STs, but it is expressed in other linguistic dimensions instead.

As reported in Table 5.11, in translating directives by the different
politeness strategies from the STs, the higher degree of politeness strategies are used
more than the lower one, as anticipated. The most frequently-found pattern of the
translation of politeness strategy in directives into the higher degree of politeness is
the translation from the bald strategy in the STs to positive politeness strategy in the

TTs. The lexical and grammatical features marking the positive politeness strategies

in performing directives in the Thai TTs, e.g. the sentence particles “...109g" /tho?1/,

and “...U" /...naa2/, are often used in translating directives. These are the examples.

(58) ST: [Prepare to hand in your notice,] (kid.) (Yes,)(darling.) (I'm going to
get you a job in television.) (BJ)
TT: [w3ouluaeen Iieez] (nisgriauii i) /[triam0 bajo laad?o0k1

waj3 tha?1](mee2 ca?1 haa4 naan0 thiiOwii0 haj2 tham0)/ ‘[prepare form

resignation for SP](mother will find job television to do)’
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(59) ST: (Now,) [let yourself be surprised.] (T30)

TT: [adszvaale liinesain] /[nan2 pra?1laaticaj0 pajo the?l naa2)/ ‘[sit

surprised go SP SP]’

The examples (58)-(59) illustrate the most frequently-found pattern of the
translation of politeness strategy in directives into the higher degree of politeness, that
is, the translation from the bald strategy in the STs into the positive politeness strategy
in the TTs. From the above examples, while the head acts in the STs are performed

baldly without redress; the head acts in the Thai TTs are redressed with the sentence
particle *...100%° /tha?1/, in the example (58), and *...11’ /...naa2/, in the example

(59). Both of them signify the positive politeness in the feature of in-group identity

via persuasion and make the translation pragmatically more polite.

Besides, the politeness strategies in the directives can be translated into higher
degree of politeness by the negative politeness strategy. These are the examples.
(60) ST: [Think about it,] (Matt.) (T30)

TT: (M)[assAngd] (un) /(koo2) [12an0 kit3 duu0 si?1] (Mmet3)/ “(so)[try
think look SP)(Matt)’
(61) ST:[Letmein.] (BJ)

TT: [I¥nwdnlUnsies] /[haj2 chand khaw2pajO najl] ‘[give me enter a bit]

The examples (60)-(61) exemplify the translation of the politeness
strategies in directives from the bald strategy in the STs into the negative politeness

strategy in the TTs. From the above examples, the head acts in the Thai TTs are

redressed with the lexical items ‘@04’ /loon0/ “try’, in the example (60), and °...#10e’

/...noj1/ ‘a bit’, in the example (61). Both of them can be considered as the imposition
minimizers used in signifying the negative politeness in the feature of consideration.
When these imposition minimizers are added into the translation, the bald politeness

strategy from the STs is changed into the negative politeness strategy in the TTs.
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5.3.2.2 Different politeness strategies of rejections in the English STs and the

Thai TTs

The various patterns of the translation by the different politeness strategies

from the English STs in the rejections are reported, as follows.

Table 5.12 The translation of rejections from English into Thai by the different
politeness strategies from the STs

Degrees of politeness ST politeness strategy Freq.
- (%)
TT politeness strategy
To lower degree Positive — Bald 5 (3.45%)
Negative — Positive 2
Negative — Bald 6
Hybrid — Negative 2
Hybrid — Positive 1
Off-record — Negative 3
Off-record — Bald 3
Off-record — Hybrid 3
Total of lower degrees 25 (17.24%)
To higher degree Bald — Positive 43 (29.66%)
Bald — Negative 19 (13.10%)
Bald — Hybrid 3(2.07%)
Bald — Off-record 8 (5.52%)
Bald — Mixing 9 (6.21%)
Positive — Negative 3(2.07%)
Positive — Hybrid 6 (4.14%)
Positive — Off-record 1 (0.69%)
Positive — Mixing 1 (0.69%)
Negative — Hybrid 7 (4.83%)
Negative — Off-record 1 (0.69%)
Negative — Mixing 2 (1.38%)
Off-record — Mixing 17 (11.72%)
Total of higher degrees 120 (82.76%)
TOTAL 145 (100%)

This table presents the investigation of the different politeness strategies in

translating rejections from English into Thai. Back to Table 5.10, the politeness

strategies of 145 out of 342 rejections are translated into Thai by the different

politeness strategies from the STs. From the above table, it can be seen that 82.76% of

the rejections in the English STs are translated with the higher degrees of politeness
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strategies, and 17.27% are translated with the lower degrees of politeness strategies.
The most frequently-found pattern of the translation into lower degree of politeness
strategies in directives is the translation from the positive politeness strategy in the
STs to bald strategy in the TTs, as illustrated in the following example.

(62) ST: [Not really.] (T30)

TT: (M)[liug] /(koo2) [maj2 na?3]/ «(Well)[No SP]’

The example shows the translation of the politeness strategy in the rejection
into the lower degree of politeness, that is, from the positive politeness in the ST into
the bald strategy in the TT. The expression ‘not really’ in the ST signifies the feature

of avoiding disagreement of the positive politeness strategy, but it is translated baldly

into “liiug’ /maj2 na?3/ ‘no’ in the TT. However, it can be observed that the

covertness of the communication in the ST can be preserved, but expressed through

the pragmatic structure instead by adding the supportive move ‘A / koo2/ “Well’ to

gain the time or to express the hesitation before rejecting.

As reported in Table 5.11, the politeness strategies in the rejections are
translated into the TTs with higher-numbered politeness strategies more than the
lower-numbered ones, as predicted. The most frequently-found pattern of the
translation of politeness strategy in rejections with the higher-numbered politeness
strategies is the translation from the bald strategy in the STs to positive politeness
strategy in the TTs. This pattern is frequently found, because a large number of the
lexical items that are used in everyday life, e.g. pronouns, sentence particles, in the
Thai language convey the meaning of solidarity, which is the main feature of the
positive politeness. These are the examples.

(63) ST: [I’'m not going.] (BJ)

TT:[‘ViE"walﬂ] /[nuu4 maj2 paj0]/ ‘[I not go]’

(64) ST: [You've got no choice in the matter.] (T30)

TT: [é@ﬁﬁl!ﬂ‘lﬂﬁﬁﬂéla@ﬂ]’ /[ruan2 nii3 keeO maj2 miio sitl lwak2]/

‘[story this you no have right choose]’
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(65) ST: [No way.]
TT: ["lu'ﬁmqsiz] /[maj2 mii0 thaan0 ya?2]/ ‘[no have way SP]’
The examples (63)-(65) illustrate the translation of the politeness strategies in

the rejections from the bald strategy in the STs to positive politeness strategy in the
TTs. It can be seen from the examples that there are not any adjustments in the TTs,

but the lexical items chosen to be used in the TTs, viz. the pronouns ‘v’ /nuu4/ ‘I’

and “un’ /kee0/ ‘you’, and the sentence particle ‘8%’ /ya?2/ signify the positive

politeness strategy. These lexical items can make the TTs pragmatically more polite

on their own without any other adjustments.

Other than the specific characteristics of each language, the different norms
of the linguistic realizations used in performing speech acts in each language make
the politeness strategies of the TTs different from those of the STs. As presented in
Chapter 4, the off record strategy (Strategy 4), including the mixing strategies
(Strategies 2 plus 4 and 3 plus 4) are found outstandingly in performing rejections in
Thai, e.g. using the rhetorical questions or overstating. These are the examples.

(66) ST:[You can'tgo home.] (T30)

TT: [penduthuneuildle] /fca?l klapl baan2 toonOnii3 daj2 gajo]/ “[will

back home now can how]’
(67) ST: [l kid you not.] (T30)

TT: [#uvznasnwinunausinlu] /[chand ca?l lookl phuak2kee0 len2

thamOmaj0]/°[I will kid you play why]’
(68) ST: [You used to love sprouts.] (T30)

TT: [ienounnrounznainenazae] /[miia2koonl kesO choop?2

ka?llamldookl ca?l taajO]/ ‘[then you like sprouts will die]’
(69) ST: [l don't think we're getting old.] (T30)

TT: [lasuenunnues] /[khrajo bookl waa2 keel kan0 ya?3]/ ‘[who tell

that old together SP]’
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The examples (66)-(69) demonstrate the translation of the rejections by the
higher-numbered politeness strategies than the STs. The STs in the examples (66)-

(68) are the rejections performed by the bald strategy which are translated into Thai

by the off record strategy in the example (66) via the rhetorical question ‘& /daj2
naj0/ ‘how’, and the mixing strategies (Strategies 2 plus 4) via the pronoun ‘itn’ /kee0/
‘you’ plus the rhetorical question 7114’ /thamOmajo0/ ‘why’ in the examples (67) and

the overstatement ‘9¢¢18° /ca?l taaj0/ ‘will die’ in the example (68). As for the

example (69), the rejection in the ST performed by the hybrid strategy (Strategies 2
plus 3) via the pronoun ‘we” and the hedge ‘I don’t think’ is translated into Thai by

the mixing strategies via the sentence particle ‘@’ /ya?3/ plus the rhetorical question
“Iasuen’ /khrajO book1/ ‘who tell’. From the examples, it can be seen that these
linguistic realizations, “ale /daj2 naj0/ ‘how’, ‘91l /thamOma;j0/ ‘why’, “lasven’

/khraj0 book1/ ‘who tell’, which are the rhetorical questions, or ‘azf18’ /ca?l taaj0/

‘will die’, which is the overstatement, are frequently used in daily lives of Thai
people. All of them signify the off record strategy, which is found to be the highest in
number in the scale of politeness strategies. These routine expressions in Thai make
the translation of the politeness strategies in rejections from English into Thai more
likely to be more polite.

5.3.2.3 Different politeness strategies of inquiries in the English STs and the
Thai TTs

In the speech act of inquiries, the translation by the different politeness

strategies from the STs can be found in various patterns, as gathered in the following
table.
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Table 5.13 The translation of inquiries from English into Thai by the different
politeness strategies from the STs

Degree of politeness ST politeness strategy Freq.
- (%)
TT politeness strategy
To lower degree Positive — Bald 30 (13.57%)
Negative — Positive 4
Negative — Bald 5
Off-record — Bald 1
None — Bald 9
None — Off-record 1
Total of lower degrees 50 (22.62%)
To higher degrees Bald — Positive 88 (39.82%)

Bald — Negative

51 (24.89%)

Bald — Hybrid

13 (5.88%)

Bald — Off-record 3 (1.36%)
Positive — Negative 6 (2.71%)
Positive — Hybrid 3 (1.36%)
Negative — Hybrid 3 (1.36%)
Total of higher degrees 171 (77.38%)

TOTAL

221 (100%)

Table 5.12 shows the various patterns of the different politeness strategies

in inquiries. According to Table 5.10, the politeness strategies of 221 out of 640

inquiries are translated into Thai by the different politeness strategies from the STs.

As predicted, Table 5.12 reports that the majority (77.38%) of the inquiries in the

English STs are translated with the higher degrees of politeness strategies, and the

minority (22.52%) are translated into the lower degrees of politeness. Like the

translation of the politeness strategies in rejections, The most frequently-found pattern

of the translation into lower degree of politeness strategies in inquiries is the

translation from the positive politeness strategy in the STs to bald strategy in the TTs,

as seen in the following example.
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(70) ST: (Tom,) [what's happened to you?] (BJ)

TT: [0z 531] /[kootl 2a21rajO khwn2]/ ‘[happen what]’

(71) ST: (Bridget,) [where the fuck are you off to?] (BJ)

TT: [oon'ly1nu](uSadn) /[200k1 pajO naj4](britlcetl)/ ‘[out go

where](Bridget)’

The examples (70)-(71) explain the translation of the politeness strategies
in inquiries from the bald strategy in the STs to positive politeness strategy in the TTs.
It can be seen from the examples that some expressions in the English STs are not
natural or acceptable if they are translated into the Thai TTs. In the examples, the STs
convey the meaning that signifies the positive politeness strategies, e.g. ‘happen to
you’ signifying the feature of caring and interesting to the hearer, and ‘where the
fuck’ signifying the feature of in-group identity. When these expressions are omitted,
the translation sounds more natural and acceptable, and at the same time, the

politeness strategies are converted to the lower degree in the TTs.

As for the translation of the politeness strategies in inquiries with the
higher degree of politeness, it is found that it mainly results from the sentence
particles in Thai. The sentence particle is the linguistic realization that is not used in

the English language, but it plays a very important role in Thai. Phanthumetha (2011:

116) calls the sentence particle in the Thai linguistics as ‘Aea33° /kham0 soom4/

‘additional word’, because it is added into the sentence in order to express the
intention and attitude of the speaker and the relationship between the speaker and the
hearer. Phanthumetha (2011: 116) categorizes the additional terms into 3 types: 1) the
additional terms showing mood; 2) the additional terms showing inquiry; and 3) the
additional terms showing status. Hence, in addition to the semantic meaning, each
sentence particle conveys the pragmatic meaning, i.e. it can signify the politeness

strategy, as seen in the following examples.
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(72) ST: [Are you staying for a while,] (then)? (T30)

v
vV WA

TT: [azuogdnnniua] /[ca?1 maal yuul sak3phak3 nan3 si?21]/ [will

come stay while SP SP]’
(73) ST: (I take it) [you don't like it?] (T30)

TT: Ganeg)[ iassayniuaum 1s@ug] /(ruudsikl)[maj2 khoj2 sa?1nukl

kap1 naan0 thaw2raj1 sii0 na?3]/ ‘(feel will)[not much fun with work how
much SP SP]’
(74) ST: (So,) [things getting you down at home?] (T30)

TT: [ﬁmﬁﬁﬁuﬁnﬁw‘fmam] /[rian2 thii2 baan2 thamO0 thaa0 sen0 Si?21

na?3]/ ‘[story at home make you bored SP SP]’

The examples (72)-(74) represent the translation of the inquiries by the
higher-numbered politeness strategies. From the examples, the inquiries in the STs are
all performed by the bald politeness strategy, and they are translated into the TTs by
the positive politeness strategy in the feature of in-group identity signified by the

sentence particles with the meaning of sharing common ground. These sentence

particles are, for example, fud /man3 si?1/, @ug /si?1 na?3/. They are used very often

in the Thai language in asking. Instead of asking the question directly as the STs do,
the inquiries are translated by the strategies with higher degree of politeness via
making a guess. These sentence particles in Thai are not the genuine question
markers, so they do not make the inquiries in bald action, but they make the inquiries
pragmatically more polite. They can be realized as the question markers from the
contexts and they express the inquiries with the feeling that the speaker has the
background knowledge of the hearer and the situation.

(75) ST: [What?] (BJ)

TT: [o¢l5nz] /[?alrajo kha?3]/ <[what SP]’
(76) ST: [Who?] (BJ)

TT: [lasdz] /[khrajO ca?3]/ ‘[who SP]’
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(77) ST:[When?] (T30)
TT: [1iiel532] /[mia2 rajo wa?3)/ ‘[when SP]’

(78) ST: [Do you know what these are?] (T30)

TT: [{Ivudiies 1518a] /[ruu3 maj4 waa2 nii2 2alrajo 200j1]/ [know SP
that this what SP]’

The examples (75)-(78) illustrate the translation of the inquiries by the
higher-numbered politeness strategies signified by another group of the sentence
particles. The inquiries performed by the bald strategy in the STs are translated into

the TTs by the negative politeness strategy in the example (75) with the sentence

particle ‘Az’ /kha?3/, which is the deference marker in Thai; and by the positive
politeness strategy in the example (76)-(77) with the sentence particles ‘32’ /ca?3/ and

‘3¢’ /wa?3/, which express the intimacy. As for the example (78), the inquiries in the

STs is performed by the conventionalized indirect question, which signifies the
negative politeness strategy, and it is translated into the TTs by the hybrid strategy

(Strategy 2 plus 3) via the conventionalized indirect question as in the ST plus the

sentence particle 108’ /2a0j1/, which express the intimacy and informality. These

sentence particles are pragmatically necessary in Thai and they make the inquiries in
the TTs pragmatically more polite than the inquiries in the STs.

It can be perceived from the above examples that while the English STs can
perform the inquiries bluntly, the sentence particles are always added into the Thai
TTs to make the translation more natural in the Thai language. Adding these sentence
particles is like adding higher degree of politeness strategies into the Thai TTs.

Obviously, in the translation of the politeness strategies of all three speech
acts by the different politeness strategies from the STs, the most found pattern is the
translation from the bald strategy in the STs into the positive politeness strategy. It
can be discussed that this pattern of translation results from the linguistic and cultural
differences of the English SL and the Thai TL; it can clearly show the preference of

the overt communication in the English SL and the importance of the positive face in
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the Thai TL. When translated into Thai by the different politeness strategies from the
STs, the bald strategy are often adjusted towards the naturalness of the TL by
modifying the head acts with the positive redresses, as seen in many previous
examples.

In the next chapter, all of the similarities and differences between the English STs
and the Thai TTs in translation of the speech acts of directives, rejections, and
inquiries in the three linguistic dimensions of analysis presented in this chapter will be

scaled to find out the translation strategies of each speech act.
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CHAPTER 6
TRANSLATION STRATEGIES IN TRANSLATING
DIRECTIVES, REJECTIONS, AND INQUIRIES
FROM ENGLISH INTO THAI

After the comparison of directives, rejections, and inquiries in the English STs
and the Thai TTs is reported in Chapter 5, Chapter 6 presents the analysis of the
strategies used in the translation of those three speech acts. This is to fulfill the
intentions of this research in examining the translation strategies adopted to cope with
the differences in the linguistic forms of the three speech acts in the SL and TL. It is
hypothesized that the translation strategies adopted in translating the speech acts of
directives, rejections, and inquiries vary on a continuum from literal to free
translation, that is, the translation of directives is most oriented towards free
translation followed by the translation of rejections, while the translation of inquiries
is most oriented towards literal translation. This hypothesis is based on the
weightiness of the imposition of each speech act.

The chapter is divided into three main sections. To begin with, the
categorization of the translation strategies is explicated in 6.1. Then, the translation
strategies in translating each speech act are reported in 6.2: strategies in translating the
speech act of directives (6.2.1), strategies in translating the speech act of rejections
(6.2.2), and strategies in translating the speech act of inquiries (6.2.3). Finally, the
trend of the translation strategy used in translating the three speech acts is presented in
6.3.

6.1 The categorization of the translation strategies

Based on the findings of the comparison of the linguistic forms between the
STsand TTs reported in Chapter 5 together with the review of the literature on
translation strategies presented in Chapter 2, the present research agree to the
categorization of the translation strategies into continuum. However, the present
research intends to propose the new practical criteria for scaling the translation

strategy continuum. The more details are explicated below.
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6.1.1 From ‘literal’ to ‘free’: the continuum of the translation strategies

The concept of ‘translation strategies’ is one of the primary concepts in the
translation studies, but it is arguable as a result of various views and definitions, as
reviewed in Chapter 2. Sometimes, the controversy is caused by the terminology. A
pair of the most confusing and overlapping concepts in the translation studies is the
concepts of ‘translation strategies’ and ‘translation procedures’. Munday (2012: 22)
proposed the clear-cut definitions of the ‘translation strategies’ and ‘translation
procedures’ that “[t]he distinction is an important one, even if it is sometimes blurred
in the literature: a ‘strategy’ is the overall orientation of a translated text (e.g. literal
translation, ...) while a ‘procedure’ is a specific technique used at a given point in a
text (e.g. borrowing, calque, ...)”.

Among a number of terminologies to call the translation strategies, there are
actually two groups of them no matter what they are called: literal and free translation
(see Chapter 2) or the dichotomy of literal and free translation. The main issue of the
distinction between the literal and free translation is the effort to maintain the form or
meaning of the STs, respectively. Consequently, the more comprehensible
terminology should be word-for-word and sense-for-sense translation because they
clearly mean that the word-for-word translation is associated with the effort to
maintain the form, while the sense-for-sense translation is associated with the effort to
maintain the meaning. However, this research selects to use a pair of terminology
‘literal and free translation’ with the following significant reasons.

1) In translation, both form and meaning can be sometimes kept in the TTs

simultaneously; there is no need to make the selection between the form
and the meaning, for example,

ST: I love you.

TT: ausnfa /chan4 rak3 khun0/ ‘I love you’

(Both form and meaning can be kept in the TT.)
2) The term ‘word-for-word’ is too extreme, i.e. it is almost impossible to
translate between different languages, especially languages from different
families by means of word-for-word, even in a very simple sentence

without any adjustments, for example,



230

ST: This is my book.

o

TT: HAonis@ovesnu /nii3 khooO nandsood khoon4 chand/ “this is

book my’

9
(It cannot be translated word-for-word as ‘HfieveInun1iNde’ /nii3

khooO khoon4 chan4 nan4saod/ ‘this is my book’)
Although the definition of the word-for-word translation is now not
limited to the translation that is completely identical, but extended to
nearly identical to the STs because “there are times where such direct
rendition is not favorable because the translation will become meaningless
or incomprehensible” (Poonlarp, 2009: 12) as in the above example, the
term ‘word-for-word” still leads to the traditional understanding. Some
scholars, e.g. Catford (1965: 25) separate the literal translation from the
word-for-word translation.

These two reasons make the terms ‘literal and free’ more suitable to be used in the
present research. Moreover, it can be accepted from these two reasons that although
the translation strategies are divided into the binary, they can be scaled in a
continuum. Many translation scholars have the perspective on the translation
strategies as the scale with different degrees, among others, Hatim and Munday
(2004: 230) point out that “literal and free cannot be considered as poles, but as a
cline”.

6.1.2 The traditional vs. the proposed criteria for the categorization of the

translation strategy continuum

As reviewed in Chapter 2, there are several divisions or taxonomies of translation
strategies in continuum (e.g. Dryden, 1680; Larson, 1984; Newmark, 1988).
Definitely, the division of the translation strategies into continuum makes the
categorization of the translation clearer than the two-pole division, because the
differences of each strategy can be seen more clearly. However, the specific criteria
for scaling the continuum of the previous translation strategies are not set clearly.
There is only broad criterion saying that the translation strategies in continuum is

divided on the basis of the similarities and differences between the STs and TTs, but
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the clear framework of the division (what dimensions or aspects are used to determine
the similarities and differences between the STs and TTs?) and the clear scale of the
interval between each translation strategy (how different is one translation strategy
from the next one on the cline?) are not provided. So, when the continuum of the
translation strategies is employed to categorize the translation, it turns out to be done
approximately between either literal or free translation and ends up with no use of the
in-between translation strategies on the cline.

The current research intends to propose the criteria of dividing or scaling the
translation strategies in translating the speech acts of directives, rejections, and
inquiries based on the three linguistic dimensions of analysis: direct-indirect speech
acts, pragmatic structures, and politeness strategies. These three linguistic dimensions
can thoroughly express the level of covertness or indirectness in communication,
which are directly related to the degree of linguistic politeness. The current reseatc
assumes that when the level of covertness in communication is equal between the STs
and the TTs, the level of politeness is also equal between them, and the pragmatic
equivalence is achieved.

With the definite framework of the three linguistic dimensions of analysis, the
proposed continuum of the translation strategies used in translating the three speech
acts is composed of four translation strategies on the cline with the simple

terminologies, as seen below

Literal Near-Literal Near-Free Free

Figure 6.1 The continuum of the translation strategies in translating the directives,

rejections, and inquiries in the English dialogues into Thai

The division of the translation strategies into four makes the categorization of the
translation clearer, because these four translation strategies on the cline are scaled
from the comparison of the English STs and the Thai TTs in three linguistic
dimensions of analysis, as presented in Chapter 5. The similarities between the STs
and the TTs in these three dimensions contributes to the literal translation, and the
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differences between the STs and the TTs in these three dimensions contributes to the

free translation. The present research proposes the criteria in scaling the translation

strategies set from the similarities and differences between the STs and TTs in the

three linguistic dimensions, as follows.

Table 6.1 The proposed criteria in scaling the translation strategies in translating

directives, rejections, and inquiries in the English dialogues into Thai

Translation The side of literal translation The side of free translation
strategies Literal Near-Literal Near-free Free
Scales 3 Similarities | 2 Similarities 1 Similarity 3 differences
in comparison and and in comparison
ofall 3 1 difference 2 differences ofall 3
linguistic in comparison | in comparison linguistic
dimensions ofall 3 ofall 3 dimensions
linguistic linguistic
dimensions dimensions

The criteria set in dividing the translation strategies in this research do not stick to the

equivalence between the STs and TTs in terms of syntax. The literal translation,

which results from the similarities in all three linguistic dimensions: direct-indirect

speech acts, pragmatic structures, and politeness strategies, may not be totally

identical to the STs as word-for-word translation, but it is equivalent to the STs in the

aspects of the level of covertness in communication or the degree of linguistic

politeness, which is the core issue in this research. The categorization of the

translation strategies proposed in this research is done with the definite framework

based on the pragmatic equivalence, as Poonlarp (2009: 13) confirms that “[t]he issue

of literal and non-literalness is not just a case between idiomatic and non-idiomatic

expressions [...]; it is also about how we interpret the message, how we extract and

put together relevant meaning, and how we translate it”. The proposed criteria with

the definite framework makes the categorization of translation strategies and the scale

of each interval between two translation strategies clearer and more practical than the

traditional criteria which have no definite framework. To illustrate these claims, the

following examples are given.
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(1) ST: I haven't the faintest clue. (T30)

TT: “VHEJlllig]ﬂ‘H’i@ﬂ /thaaj0 maj2 thuukl rook1/ ‘guess not correct SP’

(2) ST: How should I know? (T30)

TT:  susglud18laa /chand ca?l pajo ruud daj2 najo law2/ I will go

know how SP’

These above examples are both the speech act of the rejections. They illustrate
the claim that the proposed criteria can make the categorization of translation
strategies clearer and is based on the pragmatic equivalence. If the TTs are determined
by the traditional criteria, only the example (2) is categorized as the literal translation
because it can be seen clearly that the ST in the example (2) is literally translated into
the TT, while the ST in the example (1) is not literally translated into the TT clearly.
Actually, although the ST in the example (1) is not translated by means of word-for-
word translation, the TT in the example (1) is similar in all three linguistic dimensions
to the STs, both of them express the rejection via the indirect speech act, the
pragmatic structure ‘h-only’, and the off-record politeness strategy (using the hint that
the speaker refused to make a guess as the hearer requested). With the proposed
criteria of the present research, the example (1) is also categorized as the literal
translation because the ST and TT have the same level of linguistic politeness and the
translation can achieve the pragmatic equivalence.

(3) ST: How old is she? (BJ)

TT: 15901911135 /thoo0 2aa0yu?3 thaw2rajl/ ‘you age how much’
(4) ST: Who? (BJ)
TT: 1as9¢ /krajo ca?3/ ‘who SP’

The examples (3)-(4) are the speech act of inquiries both. They illustrate the
claim that the proposed criteria can clearly divide the interval between two translation
strategies. If these two examples are determined by the traditional criteria, both of
them are categorized as the literal translation because the STs are literally translated
into the TTs. Actually, the TT in the example (4) is not totally literally translated,

because the bald politeness strategy of the ST ‘who’ is converted into the positive
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politeness strategy in the TT by adding the sentence particle expressing intimacy ‘e’

/ca?3/. With the proposed criteria of the present research, the example (4) is
categorized as the Near-literal translation because one out of three linguistic
dimensions of the TT are different from those of the ST, this makes the ST and TT
have the different degree of linguistic politeness. Because the traditional criteria have
no definite framework, the categorization of the translation strategies is done roughly
and the interval between strategies is unclear, while the proposed criteria can do the
categorization of the translation strategies clearly with clear interval because of the set
framework.

From the above examples, it can be seen that the proposed criteria for the
categorization of the translation strategy are advantageous in categorizing the
translation according to the pragmatic equivalence. It does not seem to be sensible to
categorize the translation as free translation despite pragmatic equivalence, as seen in
the example (1). In addition, the proposed criteria are helpful in making use of the
level of pragmatic equivalence in categorizing the translation strategies. It seems to be
more reasonable to categorize the translation with the different levels of pragmatic
equivalence into the different translation strategies, as seen in the examples (3)-(4)

Henceforth, based on the proposed criteria, the translation strategies found in
translating the speech acts of directives, rejections, and inquiries are reported.
6.2 Translation strategies in translating the speech acts of directives, rejections,

and inquiries

The essence of the translation, as mentioned over and over, is the faithfulness to
the STs, especially in literary translation, as Poonlarp (2009: 28) insists that “the
works of fiction [...] are generally expected to be translated literally”. Although the
literal translation which is determined by the similarities between the STs and TTs in
the three linguistic dimensions, according to the criteria proposed in this research, is
the priority, the adjustments in the translation which can be seen in the differences
between the STs and TTs and called ‘free translation’ are inevitably done for the sake
of naturalness in the TL, particularly in the translation from the English SL into the
Thai TL, which is the translation from the language in the low-context culture into the
language in the high-context culture.
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The present study intends to investigate the translation strategies used in
translating the three basic speech acts: directives, rejections, and inquiries in the
English dialogues into Thai, and to see whether the literal translation will be used
more than the free translation by determining from the similarities and differences in
the three linguistic dimensions of analysis: direct-indirect speech acts, pragmatic
structures, and politeness strategies. It is believed that the weightiness of the
imposition on the hearer of each speech act is related to the translation strategies, i.e.
the more imposition the speech act has, the more TT-oriented the translation should
be. Consequently, it is hypothesized that the translation of directives is most oriented
towards free translation followed by the translation of rejections, while the translation
of inquiries is most oriented towards literal translation. The report of the results is as
follows.

6.2.1 Translation strategies in translating the speech acts of directives

The directive speech act is the speech act with the high imposition, so it is
expected that the translation is needed to be adjusted to the Thai TL and the
translation strategies on the side of free translation in the continuum may be used
more than that of the side of the literal translation. The findings are presented in the
following table.

Table 6.2 The translation strategy used in the translation of directives

Translation The side of literal The side of free TOTAL
strategies (ST-oriented) (TT-oriented)
translation translation
Literal Near-literal Near-free Free
Freq.(%o) 116 112 75 16 319
of usage (36.36%) (35.11%) (23.51%) (5.02%) (100%)

From the table, it turns out that although the speech act of directives bears
high imposition, the translation is not oriented to the free translation. The translation
strategies on the side of literal translation are used more than the translation strategies
in the other side, and the most frequently used translation strategy is the literal
translation (36.36%). These findings confirm that the faithfulness to the STs is still
crucial in the translation. However, this cannot judge that weightiness of the

imposition is not relevant in using the translation strategies. The comparison of the




236

trend of the translation strategy usage in the three speech acts (in the section 6.3) can
prove that weightiness of the imposition plays a role in the selection of the translation
strategies.

From the findings, it is convincing that the literal translation or the translation
with the similarities in all three linguistic dimensions can be used to render the
directives from the English STs into the Thai TTs without causing any
incomprehension, as seen in the examples below.

(5) ST: [I'm waiting.] (Matt.) (T30)

TT: [Rumasseoguz](un) /[chand kam0lan0 roo0 yuul na?3](meet3)/ ‘[

am waiting stay SP](Matt)’

This example illustrates the literal translation in translating directives. To
explain the example, the Thai TT is similar to the English STs in all three linguistic
dimensions; there is no any adjustment or difference between the ST and TT in the
direct-indirect speech acts (both are indirect speech act), the pragmatic structure (both
are in the ‘h+s’ structure), and the politeness strategy (both use the off-record strategy

via the hint saying that the speaker was waiting, because he wanted to motivate the

hearer to do what he wanted the hearer to do). Although the sentence particle ‘ug’

/na?3/ is added in the TT, it does not make any difference in the TT since this
sentence particle gives the indicative mood to the TT as the sentence in the ST is.
(6) ST: (Bridget.) [Turn your television set to BBC1.] (BJ)

TT: (W3aidn) [Haiig¥eeiid 1] /(britlcetl)[pat] thiiOwii0 duu0 chon2

bii0biiOsii0 nin1]/ ‘(Bridget)[turn on television watch channel BBC 17’
The example (6) also represents the literal translation. All the three
linguistic dimensions in the TT are similar to those of the STs. To begin with, they are

the direct speech act. Next, the pragmatic structure of them is the ‘s+h’ structure. Last,
the politeness strategy of them is the bald-on record strategy. Although the verb ‘g’
/duu0/ ‘watch’ is added in the TT in order to specify what the speaker wanted the

hearer do, it does not distort any aspects in the three main linguistic dimensions; the

message of the ST and TT is still equivalent.
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These two examples show that keeping the similar linguistic forms to the STs
in the TTs or using the literal translation strategy in translating directives does not
make the TTs weird or unnatural in many cases. Besides, they also show that the
literal translation is not the word-for-word translation. However, the adjustments are
still required in some cases. The translation strategies from the near-literal to free
translation are used, as seen in the following examples.

(7) ST: [Pass the cherries,] (chump.) (T30)

TT: ("lﬁu)[ﬁqgﬁva%mc‘ff](gﬁau) /(naj4)[son1 chaalrii2 maa0 si?1](phian2)/

‘(where)[send cherries come SP](friends)’

This example explains the near-literal translation strategy or the
translation with one difference from the ST among three linguistic dimensions. In the
example, the TT differs from the ST in the dimension of the pragmatic structure, i.e.

the ST is in the ‘s+h’ structure, but the TT is in the ‘s+h+s’ structure. The adding of

the pre-h supportive move ¢ 1w’ /naj4/ ‘where’ into the TT makes the TT more covert

than the ST. Other than this dimension, it can be seen that the other two dimensions in
the TT are still similar to the ST. i.e. both of them are the direct speech act and use the
bald-on record strategy.

(8) ST: [May 1?] (BJ)

TT: [dunumuuy] /[ten2 kapl phom4 na?3)/ ‘[dance with me SP]’

The example (8) demonstrates the near-free translation strategy. There is
only one similarity between the ST and TT in the dimension of pragmatic structure,
i.e. both ST and TT are in the ‘h’ structure without the supportive moves. As for the
dimensions of direct-indirect speech act and politeness strategy, the adjustments are
found. In the dimension of direct-indirect speech acts, the ST is the indirect speech
act, but the TT is converted to the direct speech act. In the dimension of politeness
strategy, the ST is performed by the negative politeness strategy via the feature of
deference by using the question with modal ‘may’, but the TT is changed to the
positive politeness strategy via the feature of in-group identity by adding the sentence

particle ‘ug’ /na?3/ expressing persuasion. Overall, the two differences found in this
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example make the TT more overt than the ST, but these adjustments, especially in the
politeness strategy, can reflect the differences between the English SL and the Thai
TL, as Hongladarom, and Chauksuvanit (2008: 129) observed that the English
language puts the importance on the negative politeness, while the Thai language on
the positive politeness.

(9) ST: [Enough's enough.] (T30)

TT: [wohde] (\@neinginlauda) /[phoo0 thii0 waj3](lak2 yik3yak3 daj2

leew3]/ ‘[enough once SP](stop holding out already)’

The examples (9) illustrates the free translation strategy or the translation
without the similarities in the three linguistic dimensions. In the example, the indirect
speech act in the ST is converted to the direct speech act in the TT; there is the
addition of the supportive moves in the TT; and the negative politeness strategy in the
ST: the feature of deference by using the conventionalized indirect expression is

changed to the positive politeness strategy in the TT: the feature of in-group identity

by using the sentence particle ‘G’ /waj3/expressing the intimacy.

From the above examples illustrating the translation strategies with
adjustments from the near-literal to free translation, it can be seen that the adjustments
are made for the purpose of naturalness in the TL, i.e. in the translation, the TTs are
occasionally adjusted towards the characteristics or the preferences of the TL; the
message of the communication is still the same. Thus, it is interesting to investigate
further on the various patterns of near-literal and near-free translation strategies (the
translation strategies with the one or two differences) in order to see the frequency of
each pattern. The following table presents the findings.

Table 6.3 The various patterns of the near-literal and the near-free translation
strategies in translating the speech act of directives

Translation strategies Comparison of Freq. (%)
1) direct-indirect speech acts
2) pragmatic structures
3) politeness strategies

Near-literal similar-similar-different 63 (33.69%)
similar-different-similar 39 (20.86%)
different-similar-similar 10 (5.35%)

Total of Near-literal translation = 112
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Near-free different-different-similar 7 (3.74%)
different-similar-different 28 (14.97%)
similar-different-different 40 (21.39%)

Total of Near-free translation = 75
| TOTAL ALL 187 (100.00%)

From the Table 6.3, among a total of 187 translation with one or two
differences (112 from near-literal translation, with one difference, and 75 from near-
free translation, with two differences, see Table 6.2), in the translation of directives,
the most-found pattern is the near-literal translation with the pattern ‘similar-similar-
different’ or the translation with the similar direct-indirect speech act, and the
pragmatic structure to the STs, but with the different politeness strategy; while the
least-found pattern is the near-free translation with the pattern ‘different-different-
similar’ or the translation with the different direct-indirect speech acts and the
pragmatic structures from the STs, but with the similar politeness strategy. The
pattern ‘similar-different-different’ and ‘similar-different-similar’ are also used a lot
in translating the directives. It can be concluded from the table that the direct-indirect
speech act is the linguistic dimension that can be kept similar to the STs most and the
politeness strategy is the dimension that are changed from the STs most in the
translation of the directives.

6.2.2 Translation strategies in translating the speech acts of rejections

The frequencies and percentages of each translation strategy in translating the
rejections in the English dialogues into Thai are reported as follows.
Table 6.4 The translation strategy used in the translation of rejections

The side of literal The side of free TOTAL
Translation (ST-oriented) (TT-oriented)
strategies translation translation
Literal Near-literal Near-free Free
Freq. (%) 140 145 51 6 342
of usage (40.94%) (42.40%) (14.91%) (1.75%) (100%)

The table shows that in translating the speech act of rejections, the most-found
translation strategy is the near-literal translation (42.40%) or the translation with one
difference from the STs among three linguistic dimensions. It is found that the

translation strategies on the side of the literal translation are still used more than the
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translation strategies on the side of the free translation in translating rejections. This
means that the respect to the STs is also the priority in the translation of rejections.
However, the adjustments are sometimes needed in the translation of the rejections, as
seen in the subsequent examples.

(10)  ST:[You used to love sprouts.] (T30)

TT: [Lﬁaﬁauunﬁv’aunw*@%meﬂfa)zmsl] /[mia2koonl keeO choop2

ka?llamldookl ca?l taajO]/ ‘[in the past you liked sprouts will die]’
(11)  ST: [Try three months after that at Elliot's house-warming.] (T30)

9 Y
TT: [danmiudnauden auduthulviveuedeamamn] /[thatl caakl

nii3 ?iik1l saam4 dian0 naan0 khin2 baan2 majl khoon4 ?eeOliat2
taanlhaak1]/ ‘later from that next three months party up to new house of
Elliot in separation]’

The examples (10)-(11) represent the most-found translation strategy in
translating the rejections, the near-literal translation. The only one difference of these
two examples occurs at the dimension of politeness strategies. Chapter 5 reports that
the linguistic dimension that are most found different form the STs is the dimension
of politeness strategies. From the examples, the TTs are translated by the similar
direct-indirect speech act, namely, the indirect speech act and the pragmatic structure,
namely, the ‘h’ structure, to the STs. In the dimension of the politeness strategy, the

TTs are translated by the different strategies from the STs via the addition of the Thai

expressions expressing the refusals, namely, ‘92018’ /ca?1 taaj0/ ‘will die’ in (10) and

‘A1911n° /taan1 haak1/ ‘in separation’ in (11). These two expressions convert the

bald-on record strategy in the STs into the positive politeness strategy in the TTs.

In addition, the translation strategies on the side of the free translation are also
used in translating rejections, though the percentages of the usage are rather less. The
examples are given below.

(12) ST: [I'm busy on Sunday,] (anyway). (BJ)

TT: (wed)[Fueiadinlaiang] /(phaa0diio)[wan0?aa0thit3 chand maj2

waan2]/ ‘(anyway)[Sunday | not available]’
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The example (12) shows the near-free translation in translating the rejections.
Two differences out of three linguistic dimensions in the translation are considered as
the near-free translation. Two differences found in this example are at the dimensions
of direct-indirect speech act and pragmatic structure, while in the dimension of
politeness strategy, it is similar between the ST and TT: both of them use the bald-on
record strategy to perform rejection. Both ST and TT in this example are performed
by the bald-on record strategy, but the direct-indirect speech acts of them are

different: the indirect speech act of the ST is translated into the direct speech act in the

TT, since the adjective ‘busy’ in English can be rendered as e / maj2 waar?2/

‘not available’, which is in the negative form, in Thai. Besides, the ‘h+s’ pragmatic
structure in the ST is alternated to the ‘s+h’ structure in Thai. These adjustments make
the translation sound softening or more polite.
(13) ST: (But) [I wasn't the most popular kid at school,] (that's for sure).
(T30)

TT: (mi)("?iﬂ‘%a)[wmaqﬁwimzﬁqﬁqﬂiuTiqﬁaumaﬂ] /(tee1)(thii2

cin0)[phom4 ?een0 koo2 chaj2 waa2 ca?1 dan0 thii2sutl najO roonOrian0
rook1]/ ‘(but)(actually)[l myself then correct that will popular most in
school SP]’
The example (13) exemplifies the free translation which is found least in
translating rejections. From the example, all three linguistic dimensions in the TT are
different from those in the ST. To begin with, the direct speech act in the ST is

translated into the indirect speech act in the TT with the expression of indirect
rejection oy’ /chaj2 waa2/, which means ‘not like that’. Next, the ‘s+h+s’
pragmatic structure in the ST is translated to the ‘s+h’ structure with the move of the
post-h supportive move in the ST to the pre-h supportive move in the TT and the

omission of one out of two supportive moves. At last, the bald-on record strategy in

the ST is converted into the negative politeness strategy via the conventionally

indirect expression ‘1471’ /chaj2 waa2/ in the TT.
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The examples (12)-(13) show that the translation strategies on the side of the
free translation in translating rejections do not distort the main message of the STs,
but they help improve the naturalness of the Thai language in the TTs. However, the
free translation is found much less than the literal translation. The literal translation is
still the best choice in the translation if possible, as seen in the following example,
which illustrates the literal translation in translating the rejections.

(14) ST: [I've got to meet someone.] (BJ)

v A v

TT: [auuua] /[chand mii0 nat3]/ ‘[I have appointment]’

The example (14) illustrates the literal translation or the translation with the
similarities between the STs and TTs in all three linguistic dimensions. It may not be
considered as the literal translation, if the literal translation is traditionally defines as

the exactly or nearly word-for-word translation. To translate the rejection ‘to have got

to meet someone’ in English as ‘11ia’ /mii0 nat3/ in Thai is considered as

pragmatically equivalent. Moreover, the direct-indirect speech act, the pragmatic
structure, and the politeness strategy of the TT in this example are similar to those of
the ST, i.e. both of them are direct speech act, use the ‘h’ structure, and are performed
by the bald-on record strategy.

Since the near-literal and the near-free translation strategies have one or
two differences between the STs and TTs, there are various patterns of these two
translation strategies, and the percentage of each of them can tell that in translating
rejections, which linguistic dimension is preserved most, and which is adjusted most.
The following table presents the various patterns of the neat-literal and near-free

translation strategies in translating rejections with their percentages.
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Table 6.5 The various patterns of the near-literal and near-free translation strategies in
translating the speech act of rejections

Translation strategies Comparison of Freg. (%)
1) direct-indirect speech
acts
2) pragmatic structures
3) politeness strategies
Near-literal similar-similar-different 93 (47.45%)
similar-different-similar 46 (23.47%)
different-similar-similar 6 (3.06%)
Total of Near-literal translation = 145
Near-free different-different-similar 5 (2.55%)
different-similar-different 16 (8.16%)
similar-different-different 30 (15.31%)
Total of Near-free translation = 51
TOTAL ALL 196 (100%)

It can be seen from Table 6.5 that, among a total of 196 translation with one
or two differences (145 from Near-literal translation, with one difference, and 51 from
Near-free translation, with two differences, see Table 6.4), in translating rejections,
the most-found pattern is the Near-literal translation with the pattern ‘similar-similar-
different’ or the translation with the similar direct-indirect speech act, and the
pragmatic structure to the STs, but with the different politeness strategy; while the
least-found pattern is the near-free translation with the pattern ‘different-different-
similar’ or the translation with the different direct-indirect speech acts and the
pragmatic structures from the STs, but with the similar politeness strategy. The
pattern ‘similar-different-similar’ or the translation with the similar direct-indirect
speech act and politeness strategy to the STs, but with the different pragmatic
structure is also used much. It can be inferred from the table that the direct-indirect
speech act is the linguistic dimension that can be kept similar to the STs most; while
the pragmatic structures and the politeness strategy tend to be changed from the STs

in the translation of rejections.
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6.2.3 Translation strategies in translating the speech acts of inquiries

The speech act of inquiries is the speech act with the low imposition, so it is
possible that the TTs can be more ST-oriented than TT-oriented. The translation
strategies on the side of literal translation in the continuum should be used more than
that of the side of the free translation. The findings are reported in the subsequent
table.

Table 6.6 The translation strategy used in the translation of inquiries

Translation The side of literal The side of free TOTAL
strategies (ST-oriented) (TT-oriented)
translation translation
Literal Near-literal Near-free Free
Freq. (%) 279 270 78 13 640
of usage (43.59%) (42.19%) (12.19%) (2.03%) (100%)

The table reports that the translation of the inquiries is ST-oriented, as
expected. The usage of the translation strategy in translating inquiries is in descending
order: the literal translation gets the top rank with 43.59% and the free translation is at
the bottom rank with 2.03%. The findings show that in translating inquiries, the
translation strategies on the side of the literal translation on the proposed continuum
can be used to render the STs to the TTs effectively, as seen in the examples below.

(15) ST: [What were you thinking,] (dude)? (T30)

TT: [ﬁm)z”li@g:mia](gﬁau) /[khit3 ?a?1raj0 yuul roo4](phian2)/ ‘[think

what stay QW](friend)’
(16) ST: (And) [who are the Bosnian Muslims]? (BJ)

TT: (ua:)[mmamﬁﬂ—gﬁﬁuﬁ@im] /(le?3)[chaaw0bos3nia0-mu?3slimO

khii0 khraj0]/ ‘(and)[Bosnian Muslims are who]’

The examples (15)-(16) illustrate that the literal translation or the translation
without differences in all three linguistic dimensions can be used to translate the
inquiries from the STs to the TTs effectively and naturally. From the examples, the
direct speech act of the STs can be kept similar in the TT; the ‘h+s’ structure of the
ST in (15) and the ‘s+h’ structure of the ST in (16) are rendered to the TTs by the

same pragmatic structures; and the bald-on record strategy in the STs is still be used
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in the TTs. Repeatedly, it can be seen from both examples that the literal translation is
not the exact word-for-word translation; it is the translation that maintains the direct-
indirect speech acts, the pragmatic structures, and the politeness strategies of the STs
in the TTs. This translation strategy brings on the pragmatic equivalence in the
translation.

(17) ST: [What?] (BJ)
TT: [v] /[haad]/ ‘[EXC]’

(18) ST: [What] (then)? (BJ)
TT: (fu)[0215d2] /(nan3)[?a?1rajo 1a22)/ “(then)[what SP]’

(19) ST: [How did it happen?] (T30)

TT: [AsfwilusndiImdie] /[nii2 man0 penOmaa0?iiothaa2naj4 nia]/

‘[this it how come SP]’

The examples (17)-(19) illustrate the near-literal translation in translating the
inquiries. Each one represents the difference between the ST and TT in one linguistic
dimension: the example (17) has the difference in the direct-indirect speech act; the
example (18) in the pragmatic structure; and the example (16) in the politeness

strategy. In the example (17), the direct speech act in the ST is translated into the

indirect one in the TT. The utterance ‘¥1’ /haa4/ in Thai is the exclamation expressing

the inquiry, so translating ‘what?’ in English into ‘vi1’ /haa4/ in Thai can render the

same pragmatic structure (the ‘h’ structure), and the politeness strategy (the bald-on
record strategy) from the ST into the TT. In the example (18), the difference between
the ST and TT is at the pragmatic structure; the ‘h+s’ structure in the ST is translated
into the ‘sth’ in the TT. Other than this, the speech act type (direct speech act) and
the politeness strategy (the bald-on record strategy) of the TT are same to those of the
ST. In the example (19), the politeness strategy is converted from the bald-on record

strategy in the ST into the positive politeness strategy in the TT. The positive

politeness strategy in the TT is signified by the in group marker “Whuandm 'l /pen0

maa0 ?ii0 thaa2 naj4/ ‘how come’ which is the informal expression expressing the
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positive feature of in-group identity. Other than the politeness strategy, the speech act
type (direct speech act) and the pragmatic structure (the ‘h’ structure) in the ST can be
maintained in the TT. The differences in these three examples make the TTs more
covert than the STs, but the messages are not different.

The above examples explain the translation strategies on the side of the literal
translation on the continuum. They show that the respect to the STs is the goal that the
translators try to achieve, and if possible, the literal translation is always selected
rather than the free translation. However, when necessary, the free translation will
come into play. These are the examples.

(20)  ST: [Who?] (BJ)

TT: [Insaz](un) /[khrajo kha?3](mee2)/ ‘[who SP](mom)’

(21) ST: [What have you been listening to?] (T30)

TT: [uiiny lavlses 51hed2](gn) /[wan0nii3 nuu4 daj2 fan0 ?a?1rajo

baan2 ca?3](luuk?2)/ ‘[today you listened what some SP](child)’

The examples (20)-(21) illustrate the near-free translation or the translation
with two differences from the STs in any three dimensions of linguistic forms. The
differences from the STs are made to adjust the translation to the nature of the TL.
These two examples are adjusted at the pragmatic structures and the politeness
strategies in order to make the TTs more covert and suitable for the context of
participants. As for the pragmatic structure, the supportive moves are added in the
TTs in both examples. As for the politeness strategy, the sentence particle expressing

deference ‘Az’ /kha?3/ is added in the example (20) to make the utterance suitable for
speaking with the mother, and the pronoun expressing endearment ‘¥iy’ /nuu4/ and

the sentence particle expressing intimacy ‘3¢’ /ca?3/ are added in the example (21) to

make the utterance suitable for speaking with the little child. The addition of these
sentence particles make the conversion of the politeness strategy from the bald-on
record in the STs into the negative and positive politeness strategies, respectively. If
these adjustments had not been made; the translation would have been still correct,

but not natural and true-to-life. This is considered as the sociolinguistic differences
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between the STs and the TTs; the address terms are used to maintain relationship in
Thai.

The adjustments in some linguistic dimensions in the TTs bring about the
near-literal translation strategy (with one difference from the STs) and the near-free
translation strategy (with two differences from the STs). There are various patterns of
these two translation strategies, according to which linguistic dimension of the STs is
or is not maintained in the TTs. The percentage of each pattern can point out that in
translating inquiries, which linguistic dimension is kept similar to the STs most, and
which is adjusted towards the TTs most. The findings are reported below.

Table 6.7 The various patterns of the Near-literal and the Near-free translation
strategies in translating the speech act of inquiries

Translation strategies Comparison of Freq. (%)
1) direct-indirect speech
acts
2) pragmatic structures
3) politeness strategies
Near-literal similar-similar-different 134 (38.51%)
similar-different-similar 117 (33.62%)
different-similar-similar 19 (5.46%)
Total of Near-literal translation = 270
Near-free different-different-similar 4 (1.15%)
different-similar-different 15 (4.31%)
similar-different-different 59 (16.95%)
Total of Near-free translation = 78
TOTAL ALL 348 (100%)

Table 6.7 shows that, within a total of 348 translation with one or two
differences (270 from near-literal translation, with one difference, and 78 from near-
free translation, with two differences, see Table 6.6), in translating inquiries, the
most-found pattern is the near-literal translation with the pattern ‘similar-similar-
different’ (the translation with the similar direct-indirect speech act, and the pragmatic
structure to the STs, but with the different politeness strategy); while the least-found

pattern is the near-free translation with the pattern ‘different-different-similar’ (the
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translation with the different direct-indirect speech acts and the pragmatic structures
from the STs, but with the similar politeness strategy). Another frequently-found
pattern is the pattern ‘similar-different-similar’ (the translation with the similar direct-
indirect speech act and politeness strategy to the STs, but with the different pragmatic
structure). It can be presumed from the table that, like the translation of rejections, the
direct-indirect speech act is the linguistic dimension that can be kept similar to the
STs most; while the pragmatic structures and the politeness strategy tend to be
changed from the STs in the translation of the inquiries.

So far, it can be seen that in the translation of all three speech acts with the
near-literal and near-free translation strategies (translation with one or two differences
out of three linguistic dimensions), the most found pattern of the near-literal
translation is ‘similar-similar-different’ and the most found pattern of the near-free
translation is ‘similar-different-different’. These most found patterns confirm that the
linguistic dimension that can be kept similar to the STs most is the direct-indirect
speech acts, and the linguistic dimension that is change from the STs most is the
politeness strategies, while the pragmatic structures is at the middle. When the speech
act of the directives, rejections, and inquiries are translated from English into Thai,
the politeness strategy is the linguistic dimension that requires the adjustment towards
the TTs, while the direct-indirect speech act is the linguistic dimension that follows
the STs. It can be concluded that the politeness strategies can best reflect the linguistic
and cultural characteristics of the SL and TL.

6.3 The trend of literal and free translation in translating the speech acts of

directives, rejections, and inquiries

The translation strategies used in translating the speech acts of directives,
rejections, and inquiries reported in the previous section (6.2) show that the
translation strategies which are oriented towards the STs or the translation strategies
on the side of literal translation on the continuum are used more than the translation
strategies which are oriented to the TTs or the translation strategies on the side of free
translation on the continuum in translating all three basic speech acts. The results
confirm that the literal translation takes the precedence over the free translation. This
confirms that the faithfulness to the STs is the priority in the translation. But, if the

translation strategies are separated into just the binary: the literal translation is
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categorized into the pole of form-based or sign-oriented translation and the free
translation is categorized into the pole of meaning-based or sense-oriented translation.
When chosen between two poles, meaning or sense is more important than form or
sign. This seems to be a paradox of the translation studies; the meaning or sense is the
heart of translation, whereas the respect to the STs is also the priority in translation.
Consequently, the continuum of the translation studies is more practical than the
binary. However, the traditional continuum of the translation studies is still not
practical enough, because no definite framework is proposed concretely. This research
intends to fill this gap by proposing the framework of translation strategy
categorization on the basis of pragmatic equivalence.

The literal translation can be based on meaning or oriented to sense. The literal
translation in the present study does not mean the word-for-word translation; it means
the translation with the similar direct-indirect speech act, pragmatic structure, and
politeness strategy to the STs. Maintaining these three linguistic dimensions of the
STs in the TTs leads to the pragmatic equivalence in the translation. The literal
translation in the present study has the characteristics of ‘modified literal translation’
(Larson, 1984).

Although the literal translation is given the priority, the free translation is
necessary and has an important role in making the translation of dialogues natural and
realistic, particularly in the translation from English into Thai, which is the translation
from the low-context-culture language into the high-context-culture context language.
Chapter 5 shows that the translation of the speech acts of directives, rejections, and
inquiries in English dialogues into Thai mostly goes more covert, as anticipated. This
chapter intends to prove the hypothesis that the translation strategies used in
translating the three speech acts are in continuum and varied upon the imposition of
the speech acts; the translation of directives is most oriented towards free translation
followed by the translation of rejections, while the translation of inquiries is most
oriented towards literal translation. The findings in 6.2 can confirm the precedence of
the literal translation over the free translation in each speech act. To see whether the
imposition of the speech acts relates to the use of the translation strategy, the findings

of all three speech acts should be determined together in comparison, as follows.
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Figure 6.2 The translation strategies used in translating the speech acts of directives,
rejections, and inquiries

The figure proves that the translation of directives is most oriented towards
free translation followed by the translation of rejections, while the translation of
inquiries is most oriented towards literal translation, since the percentages of the
literal translation strategies are found most in the inquiries, and the percentages of the
free translation strategies are found most in the directives. Although the percentages
are not considerably different, it supports that the weightiness of the imposition is
relevant to the translation strategy selection. It can be discussed that these results
relate to the concerns on face-saving. It is possible that in the translation of the speech
act with a high degree of imposition from English into Thali, the linguistic forms in the
STs need to be adjusted towards the TL more than the translation of the speech act
with the low imposition. The more imposition the speech act has, the more adjustment
the translation needs. The speech act with the high imposition should be translated by
face-saving strategies which are adjusted to the preference of the target culture. At the
same time, the translation of the speech act with the low imposition from the English
into Thai can made similar to the STs; the adjustments towards the preference of the
TL culture may be not much in need.
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CHAPTER 7
CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSIONS

This chapter concludes and discusses the findings of the study and the
additional issues related to the findings. It comprises the major findings of the study
(7.1), the implications of the study (7.2), and the recommendations for further studies
(7.3). To begin with, the main findings of the study are summarized and discussed in
the first section of the chapter. Then, the contributions of the research results are
discussed in the second section of the chapter. In the end, the advices on the research
which can be done further from the present research are given in the last section of the
chapter.

7.1 The major findings of the study

Overall, this study is the empirical research intending to answer the two main

research questions, they are:

1) What are the linguistic forms of directives, rejections, and inquiries in the
English texts and Thai-translated texts and the factors governing them?

2) What are the translation strategies employed to cope with the differences
in the linguistic forms of these three speech acts in the two languages?

The expected answers of these research questions or the hypotheses of the study are
stated as follows,

1) In the speech act of directives, rejections, and inquiries, the overt linguistic
forms, which express lower degree of linguistic politeness, are found more
in English than in Thai, while the covert linguistic forms, which express
higher degree of linguistic politeness, are found more in Thai than in
English. Linguistic forms found in these three speech acts are governed
differently by interpersonal and affective factors in English and Thai:
linguistic forms in Thai are governed by more interpersonal and affective
factors than in English.

2) The translation strategies adopted vary on a continuum from literal to free

translation. The translation of directives is most oriented towards free
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translation followed by the translation of rejections, while the translation
of inquiries is most oriented towards literal translation.

The analyses and investigations are done with the dialogues performing the
speech acts of directives, rejections, and inquiries, which are the three basic speech
acts in everyone’s daily life in two contemporary English fictions with acceptable
Thai-translated versions. The analyses are divided into two main parts: the analysis of
linguistic forms and the factors governing them; and the analysis of the translation.
The first part of analysis is done with the English texts and Thai-translated texts
separately to see the differences of the two languages. This first part of analysis
attempts to answer the first research question or to prove the first hypothesis; the
findings of this part are reported in Chapter 4. The second part of analysis is done
with the English STs and Thai TTs by comparing the English STs and the Thai TTs
linearly. This second part of analysis is to answer the second research question or to
prove the second hypothesis; the presentation of the findings of this part are separated
into two chapters: the comparison of the STs and TTs is presented in Chapter 5, and
then, the overall generalization of the translation strategies adopted are drawn and
concluded in Chapter 6.

The summary of the main findings of each part is recounted hereafter.

7.1.1 Differences of the two languages

In the present study, the linguistic forms of directives, rejections, and inquiries
in the English texts and the Thai-translated texts are analyzed in the three linguistic
dimensions: direct-indirect speech acts, pragmatic structures, and politeness
strategies. The linguistic forms in each dimension can express the degrees of
linguistic politeness via the level of indirectness in communication. The neutral terms
used to indicate the level of linguistic politeness in the present study are ‘overt’ and
‘covert’. The terms ‘overt-covert’ mean the overt or covert communication which is
closely related to the linguistic politeness, as Blum-Kulka (1987: 140) accepted that
“the concept of politeness is linked to indirectness in general”, but the terms ‘direct-
indirect’ are not used in the present study because they may be confused with the
‘direct-indirect’ speech acts in the first linguistic dimension of analysis on the present

research.
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It is hypothesized that in performing the speech acts of directives, rejections,

and inquiries, the overt (direct) linguistic forms are found more in English than in

Thai, while the covert (indirect) linguistic forms are found more in Thai than in

English. The hypothesis is hypothesized on the basis of Hall’s (1976) ‘high-low

context’” and Hofstede’s (1984) ‘cultural dimensions theory’

To summarize the main findings of the study and to make the proof of the

hypothesis clearly-seen and understood, the linguistic forms in each dimension are

separated into overt and covert linguistic forms, as follows.

Table 7.1: The overt (direct) and covert (indirect) linguistic forms in performing the

speech acts of directives, rejections, and inquiries

Linguistic dimensions

Overt
linguistic forms
(lower degree of

politeness)

Covert
linguistic forms
(higher degree of

politeness)

Direct-indirect speech

acts

Direct speech acts

Indirect speech acts

Pragmatic structures

‘h-begin’ structures

: ‘h’ structures

: ‘h+s’ structures

‘s-begin’ structures
: ‘st+h’ structures
: ‘sth+s’ structures

: ‘s’ structures

Politeness strategies

‘without redress’ strategies

: bald-on record strategies

‘with redress’ strategies
. positive politeness
strategies
: negative politeness
strategies
- hybrid strategies
- off-record strategies

. mixing strategies

The separation is on the basis of overt and covert (or direct and indirect)

communication. The first linguistic dimension, the direct-indirect speech acts, is

already in binary. As for the dimension of the pragmatic structures, the linguistic
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forms are separated according to the appearance of the head act; the abruption of the
head act brings about the overt communication, so the ‘h-begin’ pragmatic structures
are categorized as the overt linguistic forms, and the ‘s-begin’ structures as the covert
linguistic representation, as Wiroonhachaipong (2000) grouped the structures of
requests in Thai and American English. Lastly, the separation of the third linguistic
dimension, the politeness strategies, is based on the redress; the redressive actions
make the communication more polite, so the ‘without redress’ politeness strategies are
grouped into the overt linguistic forms, and the ‘with redress’ strategies into the
covert linguistic forms. The clear-cut separation makes the major findings and the
proof of the hypothesis in this chapter clearly-seen; the detailed findings of the
English and Thai-translated linguistic forms in each level of covertness in performing
the speech acts of directives, rejections, and inquiries are reported in Chapter 4.

The study found that the hypothesis stating that in performing the speech acts
of directives, rejections, and inquiries, the overt linguistic forms are found more in the
English texts than in the Thai-translated texts, while the covert linguistic forms are
found more in the Thai-translated texts than in the English texts is proven true in most
cases, except some speech acts in some dimensions, which the overt linguistic forms
are found more in the Thai-translated texts or the covert linguistic forms are found

more in the English texts. These can be seen in the following figures.
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Figure 7.1 The differences of the English texts and Thai-translated texts in performing
the directives, rejections, and inquiries via the direct-indirect speech acts (in the

perspective of the English-Thai comparison)
* The stripes in some bars mark the unexpected findings.
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Figure 7.2 The differences of the English texts and Thai-translated texts in performing
the directives, rejections, and inquiries via the pragmatic structures (in the perspective

of the English-Thai comparison)
* The stripes in some bars mark the unexpected findings.
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Figure 7.3 The differences of the English texts and Thai-translated texts in performing
the directives, rejections, and inquiries via the politeness strategies (in the perspective
of the English-Thai comparison)

From the above figures, it can be proven that the overt linguistic forms are
usually used more in the English texts than in the Thai-translated texts, and at the
same time, the covert linguistic forms are usually used more in the Thai-translated
texts than in the English texts. Consequently, the hypothesis that the overt linguistic
forms are found more in English than in Thai, while the covert linguistic forms are
found more in Thai than in English is confirmed. The findings prove that the contexts
of culture have an influence on the selection of the linguistic forms of each language,
and reflect that the English language, which is the low-context-culture language tends
to use the overt linguistic forms more than the Thai language, which is the high-
context-culture language; while the Thai language, even the translated texts, tends to

use the covert linguistic forms more than the English language, since the high context
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culture concerns for the interpersonal and affective factors more than the low context
culture does. The factors governing the linguistic forms will be discussed later.

However, it is found in the present study that the direct-indirect speech acts of
directives and the pragmatic structures of rejections show the different results, i.e. the
overt linguistic forms are found more in Thai-translated texts than in the English texts,
and the covert linguistic forms are found more in the English texts than in the Thai-
translated. These unexpected results can be explained that the conventions of the
English and Thai languages in using the covert linguistic forms are different, that is,
the covert speech act type and pragmatic structures in English cannot be always
translated by the covert speech act type and pragmatic structures in Thai, sometimes
the overt linguistic forms are more suitable to be used in translating the indirect
linguistic forms from English into Thai to gain the natural and acceptable meaning in
the context. The unexpected findings result from this reason.

In addition, these surprising findings can be related to the proficiency in
expressing the significant cultural and linguistic characteristics of each linguistic
dimension. The direct-indirect speech acts and the pragmatic structures are the broad
linguistic dimensions, that is to say, the utterances are analyzed broadly in these two
dimensions: the sentence type in the dimension of direct-indirect speech act, and the
utterance sequencing in the dimension of pragmatic structures; while the utterances
are analyzed deeply and internally in the dimension of politeness strategy. The direct-
indirect speech acts and the pragmatic structures may not reflect the significant
characteristics of language as clearly as the politeness strategies. Hence, although the
overt linguistic forms are found more in the Thai-translated texts and the covert ones
are found more in the English texts in the direct-indirect speech acts of the directives
and the pragmatic structures of the rejections, it does not mean that the Thai language
prefers the overt linguistic forms and the English language prefers the covert
linguistic forms in performing these two speech acts, because the covertness can be
expressed via the other linguistic dimension which can reflect the significant cultural
and linguistic characteristics more clearly, namely, the dimension of politeness
strategies. This discussion can be seen in the figure 7.3; the overt linguistic forms are
found more in the English texts than in the Thai-translated texts, while the covert

linguistic forms are found more in the Thai-translated texts than in the English texts in
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all three speech acts in the dimension of politeness strategies. So, it is proposed here
that the differences of the English and Thai languages in performing the speech acts
of directives, rejections, and inquiries is that the overt linguistic forms are used more
in English than in Thai, while the covert linguistic forms are used more in Thai than
in English, especially in the linguistic dimension of politeness strategies; only the
dimensions of direct-indirect speech acts and pragmatic structures seem to be too
broad to indicate the covertness of the utterances.

In the analysis of the linguistic forms of the three speech acts of the English
texts and the Thai-translated texts, the Thai translated texts are expected to be similar
to the English texts as much as possible. The differences that can be found in the
Thai-translated texts are assumed to be the salient characteristics of the Thai
language. In the present study, it is found that the Thai-translated texts can follow the
usage of linguistic forms of the English texts in performing all the three speech acts in
most cases, even in the different proportion, as seen in the following figures.
Moreover, to confirm that the linguistic dimension of politeness strategies can reflect
the differences of the two languages better than the other two linguistic dimensions:

direct-indirect speech act and pragmatic structures, the following figures are shown.
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Figure 7.4 The differences of the English texts and Thai-translated texts in performing
the directives, rejections, and inquiries via the direct-indirect speech acts (in the
perspective of the overt-covert linguistic representation comparison)
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Figure 7.5 The differences of the English texts and Thai-translated texts in performing
the directives, rejections, and inquiries via the pragmatic structures (in the perspective
of the overt-covert linguistic representation comparison)
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Figure 7.6 The differences of the English texts and Thai-translated texts in performing
the directives, rejections, and inquiries via the politeness strategies (in the perspective
of the overt-covert linguistic representation comparison)

The figures 7.4-7.6 show the same findings as the Figures 7.1-7.3, but in the
different perspective. This perspective makes the trend of the selection of the overt
and covert linguistic forms of the English and the Thai-translated texts clearly-seen.
From the figures, it can be assumed that the English language tends to use the overt
linguistic forms in performing all the three speech acts in almost all linguistic
dimensions. This supports the hypothesis that the English language tends to be
communicate overtly, because it is the low-context-culture language. The exception is
at the politeness strategies in performing directives; the covert linguistic forms are
found more than the overt ones in the English texts. This may result from the

weightiness of imposition of the directives that makes the English language
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communicate covertly despite the preference of the overt communication. Regarding
the Thai language, it can be seen that the Thai-translated texts can follow the trend of
using the overt linguistic forms of the English texts in performing all the three speech
acts in the dimensions of direct-indirect speech acts and pragmatic structures, but in
the dimension of politeness strategies, the different trend from the English texts
appears in performing the rejections, that is, the English texts tend to use the overt
politeness strategies, but the Thai-translated texts tend to use the covert ones. It can be
concluded from these findings that the characteristics of the Thai language are shown
more saliently in the dimension of the politeness strategies than in the dimensions of
direct-indirect speech acts and pragmatic structures, because the differences from the
English texts can be traced in this dimension, while in the other two dimensions, the
English texts can influence the Thai translated-texts.

As earlier discussed, the dimensions of direct-indirect speech acts and
pragmatic structures are too simple to express the linguistic politeness of the
utterances. They are not subtle enough to reflect the significant characteristics of
language, but the politeness strategies are. Interestingly, viewed through the
perspective of the overt-covert linguistic representation comparison, it is obvious that
the dimension of politeness strategies (the figure 7.5) can express the detailed features
in performing speech acts. The findings of this dimension are most distinctive; they
can show the influence of the imposition of each speech act in the selection of the
linguistic forms most clearly: the directives which have the highest imposition are
performed by the covert linguistic representation more than the overt ones in both
languages, while the inquiries which have the lowest imposition are performed by the
overt linguistic representation more than the covert ones in both languages. The
expectation that the English language tends to use the overt linguistic forms, while the
Thai language tends to use the covert linguistic forms can be seen in this dimension,
at the speech act of rejections. So, the present study confirms that the imposition of
each speech act influences on the selection of the linguistic forms in performing it,
especially in the linguistic dimension of politeness strategies, and it is also proposed
here that the linguistic forms used in performing the three speech acts in the English
and Thai language are not considerably different, as generally understood. This can be

seen from the trends of using the linguistic forms in the Thai-translated texts that are
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mostly similar to that of the English texts, except the politeness strategies in
performing the rejections that can reflect the characteristics of covertness-orientation
of the Thai language.

Other than the linguistic forms of the three speech acts, the present study
intends to investigate the interpersonal and affective factors governing them by
hypothesizing that the linguistic forms in the Thai-translated texts are governed by
more interpersonal and affective factors than in the English texts. The hypothesis is
proven true but not in all cases, according to the summary of the significant factors
governing the selection of the linguistic forms in performing directives, rejections,
and inquiries in the comparison between the English texts and Thai-translated texts in
the following table.

Table 7.1The significant factors governing the use of direct-indirect speech acts,
pragmatic structures, and politeness strategies in directives, rejections, and inquiries
in the English texts compared with the Thai-translated texts

Speech Direct-indirect Pragmatic Politeness strategies
acts speech acts structures
ENG TH ENG TH ENG TH
Directives | Distance - Sex, age, Age, Distance | Sex, age
status status

Rejections Status status Sex, age, Age - Sex, age,
status status,

distance

Inquiries - - Sex, Sex, age, - Sex, age,
status status status,

distance

From the table, it can be confirmed that the linguistic forms of directives, rejections,
and inquiries are governed differently by interpersonal and affective factors in the
English texts and the Thai-translated texts. As marked with underlines, the linguistic
forms in the Thai-translated texts are governed by more interpersonal and affective
factors than in the English texts in doing the inquiries via pragmatic structures, and in
doing all three speech acts via politeness strategies, while the linguistic forms in the

English texts are governed by more interpersonal and affective factors than in the
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Thai-translated texts in doing the directives via direct-indirect speech acts and
pragmatic structures, and doing the rejections via pragmatic structures. From the
findings, it can be inferred that the linguistic forms in Thai are not always, but usually
governed by more interpersonal and affective factors than in English, as marked by
the underlines in the table. This interprets that the interpersonal and affective factors:
sex, age, social status, and social distance are regarded in both high-context and low-
context cultures, but in different norms (see Table 7.3). It is interesting when the
significant factors in the English texts and the Thai-translated texts are different in
governing the linguistic forms of the same speech acts in the same linguistic
dimension, as marked by the bold letters in the table. It means that those factors are so
important in the Thai-translated texts that they are different from the English original
texts. Moreover, it is worth investigating the priority of these factors in each language.
The frequency of each significant factor in each language is counted; the influence of
the factors in each language can be presumed from this frequency, and the priority of
each factor can be presumed from the ranking, as seen in the following table.
Although this method seems to be makeshift, it can draw the conclusion of the
significant factors governing the linguistic forms in the English and the Thai-
translated texts quite clearly.

Table 7.2 The frequency and ranking of the significant factors governing the use of
linguistic forms of directives, rejections, and inquiries in the English texts compared
with the Thai-translated texts

Factors ENG TH-translated
Freq. Rank Freq. Rank
Sex 3 2 4 31
Age 2 31 6 15
Social status 4 1™ 5 2nd
Social distance 2 31 2 4t
Total 11 17

The frequency shown in this table is counted from the results in the table 7.2.
It can be seen that the total number of the significant factors in the Thai-translated

texts (17) is more than that of the English texts (11). It can be presumed from these
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numbers that the interpersonal and affective factors have more influences on the
selection of the linguistic forms in performing the three speech acts in the Thai-
translated texts than in the English texts. The presumption corresponds to the
hypothesis that the linguistic forms in Thai are governed by more interpersonal and
affective factors than in English. Other than the frequency, the ranking of each factor
reflects that the Thai language gives the first and second priorities to age and social
status. This confirms the review of Modehiran (2005: 158), she reviewed that “[m]any
researchers postulate that Thai society is close-knit and structured in the hierarchy,
where the importance of giving deference to person with higher social status and/or
with more seniority always come first (Cooper and Cooper, 1996; Komin, 1991;
Mulder, 1992, among others).” As for the English language, social status and sex are
at the first and second ranks, respectively. This may be interpreted that the society in
the high-context culture, as Thai, puts more importance on age and social status than
sex and social distance, while the society in the low-context culture, as British, puts
more importance on social status and sex than age and social distance. So, the present
study proposes here that the important factor governing the usage of linguistic forms
of directives, rejections, and inquiries in both English and Thai is social status. Other
than the social status, the English language gives the importance to sex, while the
Thai language gives the importance to age. This supports the ‘cultural division theory’
of Hofstede (2006) that proposes that the low-context culture has clear gender role,

while the high-context culture has strong seniority system.

After the differences of the two languages in performing the three speech acts
was investigated, the translation strategies were then explored as the second part of
the analyses in this study. Before the translation strategies were drawn, the translation
of the three speech acts must be studied to see the similarities and differences between
the English STs and the Thai TTs, because these similarities and differences are linked
to the two main translation strategies: literal and free translation. The findings of the
comparison of the STs and TTs are presented in Chapter 5, and the main findings of

this part are now summarized and discussed, as follows.
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7.1.2 Comparison of the STsand TTs

As previously stated, this study is the empirical research, so the translation
strategies which are the main goal of this study would be drawn from the analysis of
translation by examining the similarities and differences between the STs and TTs.
The similarities bring about the literal translation, while the difference leads to the
free translation. In the present study, to examine the similarities and differences
between the STs and TTs is to compare the ST and TT linearly and see whether they
are similar or different in the frame of three linguistic dimensions: direct-indirect
speech acts, pragmatic structures, and politeness strategies. It was expected on the
basis of the context culture that if the differences were found, they should be the
differences that make the TTs more covert, because the TTs is the Thai language
which is the high-context-culture language, while the STs is the English language
which is the low-context-culture language. The summary of the main findings are
illustrated in the following figures: the first one shows the comparison of the
similarities and differences between the STs and TTs, and the second one shows the
comparison of the being-more overt and being-more covert when the differences are

found.

100%
90%
80% -
70% -
60% -
50% -
40% -
30% -
20% -
10% -

0% -

M similar

m different

inquiries

directives
rejections

inquiries
directives
rejections

inquiries
directives
rejections

Direct-indirect speech act| Pragmatic structures Politeness strategies

Figure 7.7 The comparison of similarities and differences in translating directives,
rejections, and inquiries in the English dialogues into Thai

This figure shows that in the translation of directives, rejections, and inquiries,

the TTs can be kept similar to the STs more than adjusted, in all three linguistic
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dimensions. This verifies the principle of translation about the faithfulness to the STs.
Moreover, this figure confirms that among three linguistic dimensions, the politeness
strategy can express the characteristics of the language most clearly, as earlier
proposed. It can be seen that the differences are found most in this dimension; it
reflects that the politeness strategies are most needed to be adjusted towards the TL

preferences to express the characteristics of the TL.
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Figure 7.8 The comparison of being-more overt and being-more covert in the Thai
TTs in the translation of directives, rejections, and inquiries in the English dialogues
into Thai

This figure proves that most differences that were found in the translation of
directives, rejections, and inquiries from the English STs into the Thai TTs are the
differences that make the TTs go more covert. This is because the English-Thai
translation is the translation from the low-context-culture language into the high-
context-culture language. However, the translation that the TTs are more overt is also
found, and it is found in the translation of the direct-indirect speech acts of the
directives and the pragmatic structures of the rejections. These are the speech acts and
the linguistic dimensions that are found in the analysis of the linguistic forms that the
overt linguistic forms are used more in the Thai-translated texts than in the English
texts. These findings can be still explained that the covertness-orientation in the
translation of the directives and rejections can be expressed via the other linguistic
dimension, that is, the politeness strategies. Although the direct-indirect speech acts of

the directives and the pragmatic structures of the rejections are translated by more
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overt linguistic forms in the TTs, the covertness can be expressed via the politeness

strategies instead.

From the major findings in this part, it can be proposed here that the
faithfulness to the STs is the first priority in translation, even in the translation of the
pair of languages from different contexts of culture. It can be seen that, although the
English-Thai translation is the translation from the low-context-culture language into
the high-context-culture language, the translation of the directives, rejections, and
inquiries from English into Thai is tried to maintain the similar linguistic forms to the
STs, but if they are adjusted, they are mostly converted into more covert linguistic

forms in the TTs.

7.1.3 Translation strategies

The strategies in translating the speech acts of directives, rejections, and
inquiries, which are already presented in details in Chapter 6, can be drawn from the
findings of the translation analysis which is done by comparing the English STs with
Thai TTs linearly to explore the similarities and differences between them in the three
linguistic dimensions. The present research proposes the definite framework of
categorizing and scaling the translation strategies to be used instead of the traditional
categorization which is theoretically, but not practically useful, because there is no
clear criteria provided. The definite framework proposed in this research is based on
the pragmatic equivalence via the three linguistic dimensions. The translation
strategies, then, were drawn from scaling the continuum of the translation strategies
from the similarities of all three dimensions, which is labeled ‘literal translation’, to
the difference of all three dimensions, which is labeled ‘free translation’ (see the
figure 6.1). To stratify the translation strategies into continuum, not binary, is accepted
as the appropriate perspective of translation strategies by many scholars e.g. Vinay
and Darbelnet (1958/2000), Larson (1984), Newmark (1988), Hatim and Munday
(2004). The translation strategies in translating the three speech acts are concluded in
Figure 6.2, which shows that the frequently-used translation strategies in all three
speech acts are the strategies on the side of literal translation. The findings confirm

that the heart of translation is still the respect to the STs; the adjustments are also
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needed, but just for the necessity. However, each strategy is adopted to translate each

speech act differently. It is hypothesized that the translation of directives is most

oriented towards free translation followed by the translation of rejections, while the

translation of inquiries is most oriented towards literal translation. This hypothesis is

based on the level of imposition of each speech act and it is proven true because

speech acts with high imposition are needed to be adjusted to the preferences of the

TL more than speech acts with low imposition, according to the ranking summarized

in the following table.

Table 7.3 The ranking of the speech acts translated by each translation strategies

Ranking The side of literal translation The side of free translation
Literal Near-literal Near-free Free
1 Inquiries Inquiries Directives Directives
2 Rejections Rejections Rejections Rejections
3 Directives Directives Inquiries Inquiries

The ranking concluded in this table shows that the translation of directives is
most oriented towards free translation followed by the translation of rejections, while
the translation of inquiries is most oriented towards literal translation. As
hypothesized, this can be explained by the imposition of the speech acts. When the
translation of the speech act with the highest imposition, namely, the speech act of
directives, is most oriented towards free translation, and the translation of the speech
act with the lowest imposition, namely, the speech act of inquiries is most oriented
towards literal translation, it convinces that the speech acts with the high imposition
requires more adjustments towards the TL more than the speech acts with the low
imposition.

Concerning the translation strategies, it can be proposed here that in
translation, if it is possible, the first priority is given to the literal translation, because
the faithfulness to the STs is the most important, and the orientation towards which
translation strategies depends on the imposition of the speech acts. The reasons why
the translation of directives, rejections, and inquiries is all towards the side of literal
translation in the present research can be discussed that literal translation can actually

be done more easily than free translation, which needs the suitable adjustment. It can
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be said that advantages of literal translation are not only to respect to the STs, but also
to consume less attempts of a translator. Moreover, readers of translated works mostly
have English as a second language, most of them can understand the linguistic
constraints in translation. Lastly, the relationships of the characters in these two
fictions are mostly equal, so there are not many stylistic variations in the dialogues,

which require more adjustments in the Thai TTs.

7.2 The implications of the study

The discussions of the implications will be divided into two parts: the theories,
and the applications.

7.2.1 The theories

The present study explores the translation strategies employed to cope with the
differences in the linguistic forms of the three speech acts in the two languages. The
exploration of the translation strategies in this study gives a highlight on the
pragmatic equivalence, because the data of the present study are the dialogues in the
fictions which the natural use of language is the crucial goal. The pragmatic
equivalence is relied on the ideas that “[a] good translation is not simply concerned
with transferring the propositional content of the SL text, but also its other pragmatic
features (Hassan, 2011: 1), [a] good translator should find a way in which the desired
meaning can be expressed in the receptor language even if the TL form is different
from the SL form (Hassan, 2011: 4), in the process of translating a text the translator
should know not only the languages involved, but also their cultures and rhetorical
traditions (Enkvist, 1991: 14-15 cited in Hassan, 2011: 5).”

Based on the principle of “translation as the mapping of meaning” (e.g. Koller,
1979, Poonlarp and Luksaneeyanawin, 2009), this study designed the method of
exploring the translation strategies. The process of meaning mapping in the translation
means to derive the meaning in context of the STs and to transfer it to the TTs, but the
mapping used in the translation strategy exploration is to compare the STs with the
TTs linearly to see the similarities and differences in the three linguistic dimensions:
direct-indirect speech acts, pragmatic structures, and politeness strategies, which are

directly related to pragmatic politeness in language. The meaning mapping is the
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translation process of the translator, while the ST-TT mapping is the process of
analysis of the researcher. However, they are in common in terms of the attempt in
searching for the translation equivalence.

In addition, the present study gives the support to the translation strategies into
continuum; it proposes the four scales of the translation strategies, according to the
three linguistic dimensions: literal, near-literal, near-free, and free translation. The
literal translation is not the word-for-word translation which sometimes causes the
incomprehensibility, but it is the translation that the linguistic forms in all three
dimensions of the ST can be translated into the TT by the pragmatically similar
linguistic forms. It is not necessary that the literal translation must make the same
word choices as the STs, but the same level of covertness in communication as the
STs. The findings give clear evidence that the faithfulness to the STs is the important
priority in translation, and the present study proposes that the literal translation is
highly potential in bringing about the pragmatic equivalence in the translation of
directives, rejections, and inquiries in the English dialogues into Thai.

Other than translation strategies, this study investigates the linguistic forms of
directives, rejections, and inquiries in the English texts and the Thai-translated texts
and the factors governing them. The use that governs the variation of language can be
actually called ‘context of communication’ (Firth, 1935), which is consisted of
context of culture, context of situation, and context of experience of participants. This
part of analysis was done to search for evidences that the use of the linguistic forms in
the English and the Thai languages are different, even in the Thai-translated texts, not
the naturally-produced texts. The texts studied in the present study are the English
dialogues and the Thai-translated dialogues, so they are in the same contexts of
situations and participants, but under two different contexts of culture: the original
texts are from the low-context culture, while the translated texts are from the high-
context culture, based on Hofstede (1984)’s classification of cultures. As the
translation, the linguistic forms used in the Thai translated texts are expected to be
similar to the English texts as much as possible. Hence, when the differences are
found in the Thai-translated texts, they are assumed to be the salient characteristics of
the Thai language. The most salient characteristic of the Thai TL, which can be traced

from the differences from the English texts, can be seen in the linguistic dimension of
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politeness strategies. It is the preference of positive politeness. This finding supports
that the Thai culture puts the importance on the positive face (e.g. Hongladarom and
Chauksuvanit, 2008).

Also, the present research supports that the weightiness of the imposition of
each speech act is significant in the communication as Brown and Levinson (1987)
proposed. The findings show that it affects the covertness of the linguistic forms in
the two languages, the similarities and differences in translation, including the
direction of the translation. As previously stated, it is obvious that the influences of
the contexts of culture and the seriousness of the imposition of the speech acts on the
linguistic dimensions of the direct-indirect speech acts and pragmatic structures are
not as explicit as on the linguistic dimension of the politeness strategies, since some
findings on the two first dimensions are beyond the expectations, but in the dimension
of politeness strategies, the findings show that the contexts of culture and the
imposition of the speech acts play an important role in the selection of linguistic
forms as well as the translation strategies. The explanation is, as previously discussed,
that the politeness strategies are more sensitive to the contexts, more complicated, and
more sophisticated than the direct-indirect speech acts and pragmatic structures.

Another interesting finding contributes to the body of knowledge in
pragmatics is the finding of the hybrid and mixing politeness strategies, that are
proposed by Brown and Levinson (1987: 230-232), but rarely mentioned in other
research. The hybrid strategy or the combination of the positive and negative
politeness strategies can be found in the situations that the speaker wants to maintain
the individuality, but in the friendly way; this is why it is called hybrid. As for the
mixing strategies or the mixing of the on-record and off-record strategies, they are the
off-record politeness strategy with the features of positive or negative politeness.
According to the findings of the present research, both hybrid and mixing strategies
are found more in the Thai TTs than in English STs.

It can be said that the present research makes many concepts both in linguistic
and translation studies more concrete and practical, e.g. hybrid and mixing strategies
in the study of politeness strategy, literal and free translation, pragmatic equivalence

in the study of translation.
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7.2.2 The applications

The findings of both parts of the data analyses in the present study can be
applied to teaching: translation teaching and training of translators, as well as
language teaching.

In terms of the translation teaching and training of translators, this study
provides students and amateur translators with evidences that the respect to the STs is
the priority in translation, but the teachers must emphasize that the respect to the STs
in the translation is not to translate by means of word-for-word; the respect to the STs
means to make the translation equivalent to the original, pragmatically, semantically,
and if possible, syntactically. The teachers should suggest the students to view the
translation strategies in continuum, and let them practice to find out their own cline of
translation strategies with the practical criteria, because the continuum of translation
strategies can be varied upon the suitable criteria, as seen in the present study that is
based on the three linguistic dimensions. Moreover, the consideration of the
translation with this discrete dimension is beneficial to the translation teaching in
checking and marking the students’ works. The checking and marking the works or
exam papers of the translation studies has been so far a problem for the translation
teachers, the criteria are often subjective. To have the clear-cut and fair rubric in
checking and marking, the teachers can apply the methods of exploring the translation
studies in the three linguistic dimensions in this study, they can check and mark the
students’ works in each linguistic dimension and they can allocate the points
according to the complexity of the dimension (e.g. the direct-indirect speech acts and
pragmatic structure should be have less points than the politeness strategies).

As for language teaching, this study provides the students with evidences that
the appropriate language usage can be varied upon the uses or the context of
communication, the teachers should make the students realize this as Modehiran
(2005: 180) stresses that “to be successful in learning a second or a foreign language,
not only must learners of English struggle to acquire its vocabulary, and grammar,
which are parts of their linguistic competence, but they also have to struggle even
harder to learn how to use the language appropriately in contexts; that is acquire
pragmatic competence, which is the knowledge of appropriate language use: what to

say, when to say it, how to say it and to whom to say it”. The teachers can provide the
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students with the examples from such empirical research in order to convince them
that the effective communication results from using the language suitably in contexts;
only one pattern of utterances cannot be used with all contexts. The teacher should
teach them to determine various contexts, e.g. the different level of imposition of the
speech acts, the different interpersonal and affective relations of the participants, and
let them see the various utterances with different linguistic forms used in various
contexts. The linguistic forms of directives, rejections, and inquiries in various
contexts in this study can be used to be the examples and practices. The learning and
teaching can be started from the simple dimensions and then gradually moved to more
complicated dimension. The present study finds out that the dimension of politeness
strategies is the most delicate dimension which requires to be selected more carefully

than the dimensions of direct-indirect speech acts and pragmatic structures.

7.3 The recommendations for further studies

The present study is useful for the linguistic study of translation. Other than its
findings and results which bring about the empirical proofs of the hypotheses, as a
result of being an empirical research, the research design and the methodology of it
provide the examples of the research methods for the ensuing research. However, the
body of knowledge never arrives at a complete ending. The present study is
considered as one piece of jigsaw or one stepping-stone to the deeper insight; further
studies should be encouraged to other related interesting aspects, as follows.

The research design of the present study is based on the principle of context of
culture; it is hypothesized that the more covert linguistic forms, which have higher
degree of linguistic politeness, will be used in the translation from the English STs to
the Thai TTs, because the SL is the low-context-culture language, while the TL is the
high-context-culture language. It is interesting to do the further research with the
same research design, but with other pairs of language, which are from the same kind
of context culture, e.g. Thai-Japanese which are both from the high-context culture,
but one language seems to be higher-context than the other. Such research should help
confirm the importance of the context of culture in the translation.

To challenge the significance of the context of culture in the translation, the

alternation of SL and TL is worth doing, the English language as the TL and the Thai
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changed as the SL. It can be hypothesized with this alternation that the translation
from Thai into English will be in the direction of being more overt, opposite to the
translation from English into Thai, which is already proven in the present research
that it is in the direction of being more covert. If the hypothesis is proven true, the
importance of the context of culture in the translation will be more confirmed.

In addition, the present research is done on the translation of speech acts in
dialogues, if the further research will be done on the translation of other text types, it
may get the different results of the study.

Interestingly, the analysis of the linguistic forms of the two languages in the
present research is done with the translated texts for the Thai language. Confirmed by
the findings in the study itself, the translated texts are made to be similar to the
original texts as much as possible for the sake of the faithfulness to the STs. This
reason makes the translated texts different from the non-translated texts. The
translated texts do not reflect all characteristics of the language as the naturally
written texts do, although the really salient characteristics are still shown in the
translated texts. Thus, another recommendation is to do the same research as the
present study with the non-translated Thai texts instead of the Thai-translated texts for
the investigation of the differences of the two languages.
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APPENDIX A

THE DIRECTIVES, REJECTIONS, AND INQUIRIES
IN ENGLISH DIALOGUES AND THAI TRANSLATION

IN BRIDGET JONES’S DIARY (1996)
lne13veavsasn Joud (2001)

Interpersonal &
ffectiv
. S | Participants a EC!I € Texts
S| = relation
=
< | O between S & H
- (]
(C (<3
o o ” °
P E 8 ||yl
s| 5| 3| 9| 8| & Source texts Target texts
| < P |5
£ : ; windgn wilnsumazazniagnin
o | . Hello, darling. | was just T SR
1 2 4 g B | @ | = |+ | ringing to see what you aennlfezlafluresadnyrsafunasiis
a wanted for Xmas. P
@ 3 ' ; anesnnlresrinyoLlsfiinmiugging
) o |85 B |l alam| = Wogld you like a surprise, ! Y
= |&F| & darling? Az
t=3 H 1 H '
= 2 = ¥ | wondered if you'd like a wsidrgnihazinannnszluuuiife
3 S | 2 g2 | @ | &| = |+ | setof wheels for your vo ooa
S & : BdwFuannszidlifunmieuzgn
& suitcase.
4 T | & | 85| 8| .«|=<|« |Butlhavent got a suitcase. | wivylifinszilifumanzaz
[+3] m »
— | 3 |3 | o a s
5 | g | 22| || =+ |Ivealeadygotabag. vguuaany
Oh, darling, you can't go W and ol
c around with that tatty green | 8" AMEHEAIRIATAAT
) g 3 canvas thing You |ook |ike qﬂEj"ll‘]_laLﬁﬂqLLUUﬁuiﬁ@?ijVL?ﬁU 4]
6 o | % g Bl m|= |+ | . s 4 b s .
g @ some sort of Mary Poppins | uawmilewws Havtludnaudindann
“ person who's fallen on hard | gqn.ae
times.
2 = i Qﬂ@mmiﬁmmm@uﬁﬁﬁu Wiadndrin
2 g (85| 2| g|w |- Do you want it in navy on v ‘
=& @ red or red on navy? SRTCITALE
=3 K 1 H -~
8 T 2| 88| 8|l | don't want an air-hostess wyldennlinszadhuuuueslasing
s | bag.
9 g % % % B | .2.| = |+ | Who's Julie Enderby? lastiunzusl 98 1Ewmnesl
10 ) g’ ;% § Rl o= |- | dontwant a little bag with wyldsiaansnszihluanfifers
@ | & wheels on.
. = i i uiazay asnnldeslafluaesadn
” o | & |58 2l o|c|-— Is therg anything you'd like Y
= 8 | & for Christmas? ATARNA
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Now, darling, you will be

S o
weetignan... Jul usnasnedl gnazun

§ - coming to Geoffrey and , ,
12 s 2 g @ | @| = |+ | Una's New Year's Day Aunzvizliesitinugaanieiuiing
g @ .
s Turkey Curry Buffet this wltlnaie
year, won't you?
_ = 2 _ " Ah, Actually, [...think | mlght ’rJ‘W...@?‘QTLL&”J...V%...M‘Lﬁmdmﬁﬂx‘i'{uﬁ
13 ° g | 88| @B | .2 | = |+ | havetoworkon New Year's ‘ Yy e
& | & Day. Inad myasbiasluinaudy
s | B ' ' uslmz wyuanusudalednlianiusies
1 = | & 55 2l o|c|w— Mum, I've tqld you. | dpnt 4
@ | &« need to be fixed up with.. NSLAL..
Now come along, darling.
Una and Geoffrey have 191 nunezgnan Thaundugqaan
£ H v P
= g = o |- _ been h9|d'“9 the New Year wWeddnanuaedlludunsusgndaus
15 S| 2 2 | @ | @ | = |+ | Buffet since you were . Y .
2 & ; . fuauaglusuniaauz! gnsiasanlil
& running round the lawn with |
no clothes on! Of course L
you're going to come.
16 gls-| 2| 8| wm| =]+ Which junction did you vdEansauen e
=18 @ come off at?
[P © wl ol » Come on, let's get you a s A
17 S | g>| 5 S|lo| o|* . 11 11 melsliseRumion
8 drink.
g 3 { -li I an
18 g % - g 8 D = | - How's your love “fe’ LLz’iq‘mmnﬂumeﬂu%mm
=8 @ anyway?
\ P P X
You career girls! | don't waniisineuethongisiepng! i
- o 8 know! Can't put it off for TafBaziatinglsudal wyazidewly
9 | 5| 5| 2|8 T |+ ' . R y -
@ ever, you know. Tick-tock- Feeldliuz narlndazuuaudngiva
tick-tock. #in sien &in sien
Your mother has the entire
Northamptonshire - yo o
. sl Auvswe SsuaNAule fa RN
constabulary poised to o T
3 . comb the county with Nliesangn iﬂiﬂnqm?lqunLLuLﬁquuu
20 5 £ g B | @ | = |+ | toothbrushes for your Bend thusisegnegiuuay ldiludu
& dismembered remains. Guinerlstuded qnandefauda e
Come and demonstrate <K lmynasaeting
your presence so | can start
enjoying myself.
B 5 ' - Ay Sy aua
21 =3 %E < Bl & = |+ HO,W s the be-wheeled nrzihiigeaniduedngls o lun
e | & suitcase?
2 | ®| 2 |£%| 8|.2| = |+ |Bigbeyondal sense. il lmiesizaz
23 g | g 53 Bl .ol |« H,OW are the ear-hair ufansslnssimauyazaz 1Ealuunzvia
= a | &« clippers?
= a 53l | .—=| = Come along and meet v .
24 S s 2 »H| | = |- Wz Thazmuyliinennsa
@ Mark.
= =< © = ! |4
2 £ g 5 B|.2|=| 5| Notatall lainsanmiu
o | . "3 B I g I.hUm.HAre you readéﬂg ANy, | paits a-grulieu-En-midedan
S 2 = A P <.
26 = = & Rl B 5@ ave you read any angafinnlieuneieserlsniy

good books lately?
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| read that when it first

PR
uneuaNsusniueen ey Ao

- H 1. .
27 g | § g B 3= “g fﬁme out. Dlt?]n t yolutfmfd An'lun duildaonfelfufisagiiall
'_ @ ere was ratner a lot O
special pleading?' e
T| 2| 2 |ag|s|<|E i peitliugzinusends
2 o g k| B| o | =| 5 | Oh, well not too much... 217 AsllalugzunuIanAz...
= . | Have you been staying with , ‘
29 g g ] B 3= S | your parents over New 409wl gruagifinmausivsans
Year?
30 g & g’ B 3| = “g You too? Anfimileuiuide
31 5 § %’ a3 8 = IS Maybe }’0” should get uudnAmmasazneylsfiuuy
@ = | something to eat.
Mark, you must take ) L o
Bridget's telephone number | 757 faunauisesiesaiuaiinadn
32 5 2 5 B | @ | = | + | before you go, then you can | rewisainliuz neserinaeuneuas
get in touch when you're in | 1xtnsunmulile
London.
1 1 1 H 1
| . - o o | Im Sure.B”dgetS life-in undmlssduresainluseunen
33 o | = L B | -2 | = | 5 | Londonis quite full enough o awa sy
Asgeauldfinanliflasufadzaiii
already, Mrs Alconbury.
Thank you, that's very kind 2aUAMAY AR lANN wAdWA
— I = b ! ; ' oo 4 <
34 o g 5 8| 8|=| S |Butl S.halll be taking one of | salvilszdnmuwmisnuounilauazazis
my trains in the morning. Jundulumeuidin
35 g § 2|1 8| 8| 8|+ |Isthisyournew girlfriend? | wiulmiiserize
Well. Huh. You know, she fi..8n..Ae waAndusaTluuriunm ws
36 T | B g B S| 8|+ thlll']kS she is, 'bUt, we're not 1Aty waweudasiuane)
3 going out, we're just , . .
sleeping together drazuenianiuiee usf...
37 g | 2 § gl @ S| B+ Yes, but doe,s that mean | 14 wisuaasTngmanlon
=7 e s should call him or not?
s | 4 Do let me know when .
18 = H g B 8| = |+ | youve finished reading, guauie vsfiuanduus
~ won't you?
— ‘
o . - o Mark Darcy? But isn't he A A5 e Tdauiiflunune s
39 g & g | 8| & @ |+ | thatfamous lawyer - the NI .
& human-rights guy? ieiEesAnsuyEesueian
40 T Z g B | =+ | don_t think you _” be Taud umﬁ@mhjﬁ@\iﬁﬂnuﬁn%i@n
o @ needing that taxi, Jones.
. = 5 ol ol — This I.S Ju_St a bt of fun, OK? uAsyniuue anadlun wudeedn
41 5 5 2 | 8| ©| = |+ | |don'tthink we should start | . . e
& oo QTN EAL LR I CER R L
getting involved.
. 5 | %c | o Mother, Tom has kngwn he | uin: nasgFdranthimanindaune
42 ) g | 8e| @ |-L| = |+ | wasahomosexual sincehe | » _
a | & AIUARLI9L
was ten.
43 g | £% % Bl wm| = |« Have you noticed anything gndanaluudusiiulanty
S - odd about your mother?
5 | o i vewsneBadeinddauniulldvise
M | 5|53 g|lelc|- You mean apart from being
= &= 5@ (31

bright orange?
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Oh no, that was just the
Vicar's new vestments

v
da Tinsan wimnszus mezidengu

45 ) £ %’ Bl wm| = |+ WhICh set her off this . Falvaifunmuandldifle adinsets 10
g 5 morning. They were a little . o
(s3] .
on the frou-frou side, to tell | ¥AnienaaiLes
the truth.
- | can't say | did, to be . ‘ ,
= ] i 158z Winiu udgBeiuazdula
46 = | B 2 Al olc|- honest, other than. seeming e d
@ 4 very sort of blooming and felu
o "
confident.
47 g qg %’ B S| 8|+~ Why aren't you married yet, e lsedaliumisnuas
= = @ Bridget?
. . You really ought to hurry up
= g || ®@| @ Suuissnuliudoug wignaud
48 S 2 2 B8 8| @ |+ | andget spngged up, you eruuAeUlALRIuE uddaun
know, old girl.
49 s ;f 2 Bl S| B |+ | Ooh. Tell us more. wee wan Wilanieed
o
s | & § g1 8| 8| 8|+ |Sowhoisit, then? ufownulazaz
o
51 | £ E s A S| B |+ | Itsnoneof your business. | WlifFeswamanize
=3 g g ® | © | 9 i 2 ilsusdeis
52 2 g g A1 3| 8|+ | Wilyou be OK, hon? wansldiflulsusiensn
- > o 1 :
53 | 8|2 |g|®m = = Actually, I'm goingontoa sunsludaduse
s | 3¢ = | nightclub.
s | @ Couldn't we all talk this .
54 5 g | $8 | B | .2 | <= |« | through together over Haatunaumiudinafieding
2|8
© lunch?
55 g % E’E B | .2 | = |+ | And what, Dad? uazazlanzvia
= @ a !
o | 8 g w| ©| w|E ‘
56 g 5| 2| 8| 38| 8| S | Whoare they from? lsdaanimse
o || &5 | 0| ©| = ; ¥ manlifdags
57 g 8= £ | 8| 8|= | | Howmanydid you get? welfinenlindeds
8 | 5 |8z 2| Q8| 8|=|+|Comeon! ueni!
% o
59 g | &s £ | 8| 8| = | Howmany? e
= 2| 8. | | @| oo |E ; S unsatuan e
60 5 2|5 #»| o | @ | S | Shallweopenit? Juunzgiuaande
= 5| 8 w|l o vl|E .
61 5 ||| 0| @ S | Goon. unziag
— |z | = | — . oy s
62 T |ge| £ | 8| @ | = | | NoThereisnoone else. wldrdz Liflas
63 g g’ % é Bl .ol=| - So why are you being so udavin Tt laiafuneinaza
= & | & mean to Dad?
64 ) g’ % § .ol =| - ‘Ja_mle and | are your ﬁlmﬁﬁuwﬁLﬂu@wmmmﬁauﬁuum:
& | & children too.
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65 g | £ g 8|l w| = Get any Valentines this doaauimiBiiniuantinGuland
= = @ year, did you?
66 g | g g B 3| = que you heard about this, Lmidn andliBuitestiinlv
= | S S Bridget? )
67 = E é, a 8 = Marry me. UENNNUALNNLIDDY
= 5 ' H
68 5 |2 g g Bl m| = Don't you think you should qniazusiaiatinauy
So | & get dressed, darling?
@ B E . y  ao ,
69 g 22| 8| a|l= What about Julio? uiaqaleazazu
5
1 ne. " 1
12! 3 | ol _ ‘JleSt be(?ause 'm "friends uifuqaneduud e i 1K
70 o8| 2| 8| m| = with Julio doesn't mean | o atd v a e
& @ . e " wtladnusiazd Wau' Buantils
can't have other "friends".
n|ls| |28 8|8 Call me if he doesn'task. | fnbimufiinsnaziu
7 o | 3 | g S| @ What time are we meeting | . &« 4o
B I tomorrow? '
o | s 8 | w| ol o How did he do in his Y aa o
73 2 3 g B3 B AGPAR? N lfpzuuuweaiiaaniivinle
74 g £ § 18] 38|= Why? What? w
5| €| % %’ B38| = What's the matter? uazlslivze
76 g E é’ B 3| = A ladder, Bridge? Tillowmseriaiin
77 g s £ 18| 8|= What sort of ladder? thlaezls
| 5| 2| 5|8|8|= Shut up. yuthnines
It's all chop-change chop-
change with you. Either go | pnuizduraseginaen lsivmusu
79 5 g’ 2 B8 3| < O!Jt with me and treat me wlwingiage) fiagnungeiudis imesnzdu
@ o nicely, or leave me alone. it
As | say, | am not interested | A ETIEIN
in fuckwittage.
. c 3 ol ol » Itis you_r b_lrthday ffid you fhtuinseus LHAAITITOYLRNATAU
80 5 5 B 1 8 3 should invite exactly and R
] NLERABAINIT
only who you want.
81 g & é’ B3| B And Jerome? udaialsuay
| 2 5 R I L ? laug
82 £ E e Ol ©o| @ What? avlsu
83 g1 & 28| 3| 38 And Jerome? 1lsuay
| | £ 88| g|al=s What? atlsnz
[+3] o »
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Bridget. Turn your television

85 s | B3 % Bl w| = |+ 1301An [lnTiiedesdid 1
C &0 s | © set to BBCH1.
5 5 = | Did you want something - -
86 g £ g NI V| B c . ' Havlsmeariiadn
S e | 5 | © ®| ®| 3| Bridget?
87 g g E B S| Q| E| Yeees? dlawse
R > = (&] (¢b] [b] S :
88 | € |5s é’ A1 8| = |+ | Imsorry? olauz
89 g | Es & B8 | = |+ |S0? udale
= o o
) T | E E < | BB 8|+ It's not a level, ItS_ a SWlilszay Sufhalssduiasnenn
2 perfectly good point.
| . ol ol o No. No. I'm sorry, you're T llld Az velnmuza aoudosdne
91 | E~| & “— N 2 4
3 S B B deliberately being obtuse, | a7l
I'm not talking about a
ventilating | e ..
decoastructtonalistic duladlfvanefianisasaddaiadlul
92 © g; § Bl 8| B |+ | freshness of vision. I'm wiluBeannsinanadng duseuss
=z . .
talking about | the ultimate | asslassabremeimmsssusinamn
vandaiizatUm of the cultural
framework,'
. = = o © w= | Iwasnt, | just really like sulailfvsnaaanulydeduriv suud
% = & 5° ® o = % i ’ L = '
a | 2 Blind Date, ga1 "lUaud 1on
— B 5 o | © No thank you,(lj have found ladAz veunns SHunuiAaiuenuadn
94 T | & | ¢ < | w | i i
|l £ 58|83 inner poise and given up -
smoking, .
95 g| & g A | St Have you belen at the Annuwadiay duliiviunniae
= @ S party? | didn't see you.
B = How do you know ve e s
96 g g s Bl S| = |+ ADUFANNITA ANTT AEILUTAAZ
Sl - - B I MarkDarcy?
97 g Z %’ B | =+ Bloody old \,Noman' How do uBaAniaz eneur lgdnanlieensls
= S 5 you know him?
®w | 5| 5| £|8|8|=|+ | Comeon,Bridge. Whlfsnd
_ » | need to have a serious o
99 = § g Bl 8| B |+ | discussion about your NNRYINALEEUATBIALBLINAIIR
o
blouse.
10 | @ | ¢ § B 8| = |+ | I'vegotto meet someone. Suiliin
101 5 § g Bl 8| B |+ | Comeon, Bridge. e 130
w| T2 E[88 =N i
103 g | 5 g B S| 8|+ | Areyouinlove? isanasdANENIMIe
— o
104 | @ é’ g B S| 8|+ | I'mfine. auneRd
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105 | 2| 2| 5| 8| 8| 8|+ | Whatsthe matter? fnluimse
106 | & | 8 S 2l S| B Nothing. No, | just thought.. Liflaslsde dufindn
o
0 | | 2| 28| 8| 8| | What?What? azls arls
(s3]
- s g “= | Bridgiiiiiiit! Have you got a s e a
08| 5 | £ 2 B 8| 8|S fag?g youg 1Rauint Sl
109 | T | & g BRI S| 48 E | No. I've given u Taif Swdnua
= S & O | 0| S ) g p.
< 5 i i %o laiflezls liflezls uAndawliil
110 q:). E g 8 8 g HE Oh, noth”‘]g’ noth|ng Just a L@'P‘J NNBTLT NS LT LAUERLLLUA
® @ S | bit... drawn. g
m| 28| 2|8 8| 8|+ |Aeyoualright? hileting
o | & g w| o » .
112 £ E S S| o] © |+ | Why? nluwise
M| T £ 8| 8| 8| 8|+ |Nolwasfie. Tsirfluls auned
[+3]
Jerrers, you fucking .
s = | @3l un 180 3aud! uenudnauidle
m| gl 8| Elals| gl adulterous bastard! How do w
= = S you open the bonnet on the | ehnselusssngulfieslens
Saab!
15 | =5 2 5 B S| 8|+~ JUSt,te" e hOYV to open the vanunddnazitlanssilsesnléile
= S fucking bonnet
| 2| 8| 5| 8|8S| 8| E| whatisit? sinlany
£ | £ = 7
=l 5| 2| 0| ® - ve
" s 5 8 8| @ | = |+ | Goaway, Daniel. 1o/l uailen
"8 | 5 § g B S| 8|+ | No. Lemme explain. iAen Winnedunames
— g, z n © \
m | = 2| §F|8]8|=|~|N i
120 | 5| 2| & | 8| 8|= | |Goaway. Youredrunk. Wliuda A
o | & z 0| © Mo
121 £ | £ g | 8| o|=]|% |What? avlsny
h7} @ Y— g ' -
122 | |2 5| 2 B 8| 8| S | Youwanta pregnancy test? | anazdewimmnansisise:
= 5| 2| | @] | E o
123 | =5 £ | £ § S| | o 5| Shhh ey
k] ® “— o o do v o
124 | |2 s £ B S| 8| S | How late's your period? dszanfeunaliifuubniy
- You'd be better with the ﬂmﬁﬁuﬁﬂyﬁﬁuﬁndﬁ Juazuandnam
= | 5 g “= | blue one. It tells you if g a1 E e da s
125 S £ g R T B = Navirellan AausdulIninanvun
C 2] & | C] % ®| 3] yourepregnanton the first

day after your period is due.

1lszanipaufiadun
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What? Bridget? | can't hear.

avlauy 13aEn duldladu welau

126 | | 5| 2| B3| 8| 8|+ | Aeyouintroublewiththe | . .
« o . MNTINRLLUTE
police?
127 | T | & § B S| 8|+ No, ... The blue line in the wein... it Euluuiessnssst
a & pregnancy test.
128 | €1 5| £ | 8| 8| 8|+ |Hadagood week? Hlatinag
T | 2 E | | @| w | ; ‘
129 o E g B @ | @ | * | No!Afteryoul Tdien! gruanunewa
| 5| 2| | ®| - it a1 st At
10| T 2| 5| 8| 3| = | | Nono,no! Afteryoul Tadt adt it qrurien
s | 2 g Nl | R iaiat ! 5 % i
131 [ 5 £ B| &| © |+ | Realy!linsist. 397 nlvinnueuniau
No, no, | won't hear of it. Let - .
5 = ; 1 T dussnfndndauazayfiendn
m | T | B z g 9| me find you a guest towel ’
@ e and some miniature guveelfinn
seashell-shaped soaps.
. s E Pass me one of those mini- | , - .= .
133 = g e | ® | N | ) deinAnnaud
CTle | 2|9 Y@ pizzas, will you?
14 | 21 2| | 8| 8| =]+ |Whatisit? flozls
£ | £ 5
= 2 Em n © 17, I
135 | =5 & 2 B 3| 8|+ | Canlcome up? Vinaaule/ 1l
o | 2 (8.8 ol ®m| o|E ; . R
18| | 5 |g-2| 8| 8| @ | S | Howfarare you going? azl/lmiuniy
137 | 5 g5 g Bl wm| = |+ Oh, hello, darling, guess winAdzgn neddnudlnsuyinla
S0 | = what?
13| 2| & |28| 8| .2l =]+ |What mn
- [+3] oo »
139 | ™| g % g Bl .ol |« Mum. l,cant really talk, 'm ulnz peuinyliazaanag myse...
a | & expecting...
140 T EE’ § g Bl wm| = |- NOVY come along, .Brldget ! laitenu 130180 atwvauusianda
S | & don't want any silliness.
1 2
— 1 8| %] o _BUt I don t Wa.nt to come out usinylaleennilun@aanis Aeduay
141 o 2 | ge| o | -L| = |+ | inshocking pinks and bottle | .
«© @ LUILUN
greens
142 T g’ ;% é Bl o|le |- Mum, I'm _nOt going to Color uslnz vyllluAawes § ﬁqa”“dﬂﬂi@ﬂ
& | & Me Beautiful.
143 T %é 5.3’ Bl wm| = |+ Bridget, I'm nO.t listening to 13aEn unllaiegnudiauy
So | @ any more of this.
. . You should make the most
w | 5| 8| 2| 8| 3| 8|+ | ofbeingsingle while it lasts, | wenslifinlanliifumuziiod
o .
Bridge.
. . Don't suppose you fancy } 3
145 5 g’ g’ a 8 B |+ comir)g shopping tomorrow wyetudusearlredThivdulun
morning, do you?
- © 1,
we |z | E|E|lg|S|gl-— Er. Well, I've got to go to e Sudadlnney
@ = work.
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147 | 5 g g BI 3B You could seize power. isethazdngunaiu UiRine
148 5 g’ g’ B3 B Go back to work. nauldvineu
| 5| £ 2|38 S| 3B Take a lover. iyl
| 5| 2|8 |83|8 Bring Jeremy up short. fananiley
s | > | 8 5 ol ol o Not with two children under | Wléusan suignasaasauanyddlite
5 o g g
= @ M B three. ]
5 | B€e
152 | 2| 8| g2| B|.2|= What? w
[+3] oo »
c Mother. If you're coming ,
- g ; uiAz BudiuRNeaazuunan wy
wm| | B :|glelc roun(_i to my flat with 23 . e 4
& g television crew, | won't be in | aclsiagiiuu
“ it.
— B E B ; — My v ,
15 | T 82| £ |G| H| = Oh, but you must. 1llé Aeveguz
s e
155 | T| & |EE| Q| .l < No. A
[+3] m »
% | 2| 2| BE| 8|l Why, anyway? What? winlung exlsiuay
[+3] o v
| s | ne ' \ gl fudeiindezuunlszaiou
157 o 535 gl olc I'm not pre-menopausal, .
& | &ao Mother! OTEY
| e And I'm not Suddenly
— 8 T, £ n S 5 e B MK Py = P
158 o° £188| 3 R = Single either. I'ml suddenly sy lllilandian vyRunuuia
part of a couple.
— B E 712, — | — . . S ]
159 S | 88 3 Sl m|l = Oh, don't be silly, darling. fathuvaanuiviesias
5 e
B E ® 2
160 g | g¢ g Sl m|l = Who? 1nsie
o » o
— | 8 | BE . o
161 T 2|8 B|.a|= Never you mind. uednjinudz
(s3] o v
_ % e 5 _ Oh please darling. I've told | deeusimisauzgn usdvananlludadn
162 | 5 | gE| £ B | &= TS S e c s
se | & them I've found someone. Faulidunimniugo
W | T| & |EE| Q| .el< No. laif
[+3] m v
Oh, pleeeeeease. I've never | sl
; 1 uz naendnudlinadowinge
g | . had a career all my life and s !
164 5 £ 8 Bl = now I'm in the autumn of my ARUNLLNANG LY Usasnnin
2 @ . ;
= days and | need something | avlsiiesauesting
for myself,
= 2 % ) _ Oh, please’ Bndget' Ellspdqeusiney 1y wdidluau
165 | 5 | $g| 2 | B | & = Remember, | gave you the Yo
& @ : . Waangnue
gift of life. :
166 g g 2 BB B Daniel, have you met afles unanua T udsited
I S Vanessa?
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o | .| B | w| ®| @ ' ot
67 | € | § g Al | @ How's Magda? unnafluleting
g 3 She's incredibly attractive o o d
168 g | & g w9 ! J wNNANARReLTIBLAEGN N
= e R isn't she? :
169 g Eﬁ § < B BB How's your diet going, Fwan iaaatiwiinludslnudass
N I - Rebecca?
170 g é é” B 3B Are you all right, Bridge? Hluarlnitewan wBaldn
o
171 ) n-%’ ] BB B Fn. fiwil
o | § E | | @ | @ : s
172 <= g £ & o] > How old is she? Lﬁﬂmqmﬂw
o g £ © v
173 | 2 2 5 3131 8 What? azls
174 | & & 5 B 3B What? azlawsa
o
s | 2| & S 181313 | look really old for my age, | 4., 4o suecinelatin
N - don't I? ¥
No, you look like a five- Tallgecinaiiu iegwilewidn 5 2auil
176 ) 8 é’ 2 8 8 year-old in your mother's L AteIde TR AT
3]
makeup. FneMN
177 5 5 § B3| B Look. L Y
| 2| 5| 28|84 What's going on? Finelstui
)
9 | | £ %é B .e < Who? lasazua
o o »
s | BE
180 | €| 8 |g2| B|.a|= What? w
o m »
. | 3| B . _ Don' "what". Bri 130 adnyndn 'un' @Rz gneasye
181 S g g 2 % | < 0 ||t Say " at ' dget’ o ]
o | @ say "pardon”. 41 'azlsuzns
Why don't you book
. = = 3 | vl ol o somewhere for next Ansaasiag llanfinduiiill Taausw
<] 8 @ el B weekend? Nice country A3 iandiie) Weitlmali nudneies
house hotel. '
3 T So who are the Bosnian 5 Ao 4 .
183 g g s R 3| <= udnouealendiuay lasiu
=& |8 |°9® Serbs?
Well, if you spent a bit less
— | = B i i finansldnaduuiuiuiiasas 8w
184 T | T g lgl 3|y time rgadmg brpchures and AR TRt
e @ more time reading the wilsdefiniliinnniu aufacfiesunas
papers you might know,
185 | &£ %’ § B | < So what is going on? gz Erethariufneslsiuiiveadls
186 | T | % 21888 G(.)d’ lOOk, alt that Tn griruifiewdng g
e a bridesmaid's tits.
187 2 ;E’ % 43 8 = And YVhO arc the Bosnian uarmaUeaLie-yadnmalag
= | 8 e Muslims?
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| cannot believe the size of

' - . & P
uuliasnnaziiaaadnaadeasliuue

w | T|F| E|8|8 8 . o
S & that man's lapels. duwuznirliawniii
o | = - o | © Are the Bosnian Serbs the wirmueaiilen- @5z gaRuaud
189 | € | £ s | 8| | = same lot who were ~ .
@ = . . Tanmg13alavizelan
attacking Sarajevo?
190 g % g B | < Whose t.erri.tory s uladrisdfineg lufuuauaeslas
= @ a Srebrenica in, then?
. _ So how come the people ,
191 g | g § B | < from the safe area were Aunaunlasaseinluaagnlaud
£ h .
attacking before?'
= 2 g n| ©| » 3 .
192 = 5 2 & > beHs Shut up. Reunes
. 5 - o | © fJUSt tell me ifthe Bosnians |y gn;ngdvsnsueaiielusbiiiindu
193 | 5 g g Sl | = in Srebrenica are the same o e 4
@ = . : waniaeaiuwanfiag lugsals
lot as the ones in Sarajevo.
s | 2 g w| ©| » : Al
194 [ 5 g 141 o] > Muslims. NANYAANFWNUN
195 | & g’ g B 3= Serbian or Bosnian? gmsefideiiatiueaiiiaa
% | 5| 5| €888 Look, will you shut up? ezl
T | 2 E || @| x P
197 o & 3 Sl | @ | do. 1
oy gv ? n (40} N [ A
1w T |5 |8|8|= You don't. npilafy
199 | & g § 81 3| = So you do think I'm fat. ARuAndIEuEImTe
OK, this is it It's very simple. | ignz steuy $resnniae daausnassnis
e | = o All you do is not eat any Y A Ly
200 | = < 2| Q| | @ ” antwtin fniuerlafiniuvinnisies
A - T - I I g food which you have topay | . _ .
CREIICEIEN
for.
L | = 3 Oh, don't be like that g e o
201 | 5 < T8I 3|48 ’ : aeihdarliaeninBad
M"ls|E|E| S|l Bridge,
w0r | = 535 | ol o|c I'l just take the phone in the i‘@ﬂi‘tﬁﬂ'}u:ﬁﬂt uyazdinanadnild
Cla |&a| P T other room. Hang on. Hasau
203 g E'f’ é E.f’ Bl = So what do you think, gnAndleds
£ 55| & darling?' ’
— | 8 | 2. Um’ l_ don't know. vaas fus. Tl wyuenusiudalenzinme
204 | T B | 82| B .2 £= bringing the phone into the | , IO
a | & . . finensdnsinngniias
other room like 1 said,
3 5 idn' s S s
205 g 88| 2 S|l & = Ah. S,O you didn't hear 810 Jugnilallagunuidaenite
T &e | & anything?
206 g % % é B2l = What? azlsazual
— o m »
207 . | 3¢ 3 o || = Don't you think that's fun! ABIANATAY nazaynauia biu mind
b © 2 (%] = . . = =
C|&a] & @ Tarts and Vicars! Imagine! waufin3dl finnmgdgn!
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Anyway, we thought it

£ 1818 WINNIASAsAL Bngnuay
£ B I -
208 5 Z g Bl wm| = |« WOU!d be super if you a,nd ANUEARZNINIU NN NLIAALIN
£ @ Daniel could come. We're .
® all dying to meet him. fELELAn
- £ 1 H Hy
200 | T| £ | 8 g Sl.al = |- ! dor.] t|th|nk its really wyAndaHeandlal. .
& | @ Daniel's-
210 | & § £ B 8| 8|+ | What's going on? e lstuwly
am | E| 5| 2| 8| 8| 8|+ | Whoareyoutalking to? Auiivlases)
= 2 g n| ©| » .
22 1 5 | § g | 8| o | |Gieittome! Ay
o < ko g 172 Y= = o a o
213 | & 5| 28| &|-L2|=| S | Whatcanwe do for you? figsrarlafiuiniseniu
5 e
- - ' 1 H v
2 | 5 z S 2l s g A firm hand, that's all it PP
e @ needs.
= g 2 »n| © ; o %
25| 5 | £ g | 8| ©| = | |Right that'sit. ety
= k) 3 Hey, don't be like that P
216 | 5 = 2 B8 8| 8|+ 44 : 18 atsaud 1304
T8l s |C|P° Bridge.
o = B ol ol o You just need to learn how AeinLLaANINIELR9ANEL
217 S S =4 'S D o) = J ,
e a to interpret dreams. Uz
28 | 2| B 2l g| 8|l What's the dream telling hieneslsduds
= | e e me, then?
o) 2 g n| ©| » P
219 o 5 g B S| B |+ | Notexactly. Taildesnaiu
20 | 1 2] 8| 8| 8|=|+ | What then? fuelss
£ 2 8
21 | E| 2| 5| 8| 8=+ |What m
222 g % § B S| = |+ | Whichiswhat? uddmsnauanluiindunanls
— o
| thought you needed to » , oy
5 = { AulFudars thaaesasusfeslunem
| 5 | B z 8 8| <| wake up because we're !
& e supposed to be there at 1y
two-thirty.
24 | & § g Bl 8| 8|+ | Where? Plvumse
Oh God, love. Listen, I've
just realized, I've got so T8e Aifnan maniidginfaudiesingas
295 T g %3’ A 8 $ . much work'to do this . f’fuuqmﬁm@mw uuAiadat g
e @ weekend. I'm really goingto | |
have to stay at home and o
getdownto it
: -
o © B _ We r‘? all looking forward to wsenuuiulvsinyetus ey luuas
26 | & | £ g | & | @ | = | | meeting your new 2
boyfriend. Where is he? }
2 I Go-and-see-to- an y
271 | 5 28|18 8| 8|+ Geoffrey! Go-and-see-to N3 T/ lHufa-uaz-g-uniiaasan
8 the-barbecue.
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Have you come from

<= ko Y— '
228 g | £« g X 3| =< linuaunmrans
=2 s | ?| @ S | another party?
299 T g” g | B 8| <= ‘€ | Actually, 'm just on my way furnaaazliineuay
a | 2 = | towork.
o B E ° .
20 | 5 |g2| 5§ | 8| &| 8|+ | Can'tstop. CLGLT
& e
o B E ° . - .
231 5 ge 5 A& 8 .— Shootlng. dnesalatAy
& e
| E1 5| 2| 8| 8| =]« | DanielCleaver? aflua pdied
o
o | = £ | @ =] = Is he a friend of yours, S P
233 c £ s & |l = | v Mark? wilinauLaasannia
24 | © | B e @ | »| <= | E | Absolutely not mu’l,siﬁmmmﬂmﬁ@uuﬂ’]m
fus = = (&] —_| = S y .
| 'think | could say again, ,
25 | © | § £ | 8|.2| = | S| withtotal confidence, ansiladanlaiine
absolutely not.
2 | 2| E| 2| 8| 3|=|+ |What w
| was just trying to figure out
o | = = ol ol — what you mean. .Have .2 AnmENANIezls udIN.. AR
237 | 2 5 g2 | 8| @ | = |+ | Areyousuggesting that | PV
o . v NIAILANIT NNVNATUNUAUEIAUSUTR
am jealous of Daniel
Cleaver? Over you?
28| | 2| & |8]||=|+ | Nonotoverme. Taflaihed
Mark, darling. Come and tell ,
= £ - o | oddn your mother about the wn3Aan W usignuieaaliciv
239 k=) £ S O o) | dini \ . A g o s
= ining furniture we saw in PNINAUNABULIUNUNBLAAT
Conran.
240 | 5 g g B 8| = |« | Justtake care of yourself. quasiasAue
. - B You career glrlsl Can't put |t Viéliz WINANIN9L! %L?Qauiﬂmmm
M| 5| 5| 2| 3| F| =+ ' ve
& off forever you know. Tadlbiuz 5l
= g z »n| © i sl v
242 S g 5 S| | = |+ | Letmein. Widwdinliwen
T | 2 E || @| » ' %oledng i
243 [ 5 g ) @ @& |+ | ltold you, I'm on the phone. nuuanudalednfnansat)
24 | 5 g § B 3| <= |+ | Letmein. sudinlivien
us | 5 | 2 s | 8| 8| =+ | Pressthe buzzer, Daniel. naiiln aidlen
o | 2 E | | @ | w % ol
246 | | § g2 | &| ©| @ |+ | Whathave you got on? uanildgnaziaiy
o | 2 g w| ©| » : Fupslsvidaila
21 | Bl 5| 2| 8] 8| 8|+ |Ameyoualright? Anuuelnizeulan
us | 2| § g | 8| 8| 8|+ | Whatare you doing? Anuineylaz
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Nothing, nothing. Just

.
wlanAy 1wlan asdeduasfanszlisald

o | ® g,, z g 9|< th(_)ught I .mlght h.ave lefta i
a o skirt of mine behind the waislavh
sofa,
20 | 2| 5| 2|8 8|8 What are you doing? vnelsvesnnuls
251 g | & 2 B 3B Bn,dge,"'What are you 104 dwvnerlslull
= | e @ doing in here?
_ - Mmmm, you've still got the }
252 g 5 g a 8 8 bunny girl outfit on A, faldgaunanszsing Bdnalulg lua
underneath, haven't you?
53 | = ) z 2l s < Ooh yes, better make that g8 14 e ey
s | 8 cuppa.
254 5 & g’ B 3B After you. Anseanlinew
2 | 25| 2|8 8|8 What's the matter with you? | luezlslihiz
s Bl lalslc - o
256 o g g S|l | = No-thing. wlanil
3 g Are you sure everything's s e e w
257 o < s N T| A ’ ; 1304 wilauzdbidluayls
S T - B I all right. Bridge?
28 | 2 % § B 8| = Why? inluvide
259 g | g % B 3|8 | just wondqred i th?l‘e Was | s rnaninseRingling dunszerls
= a & an explanation, that's all.
- = ; . .
%0 | 5 | % 218 3B F(?I‘ God's Sal,(e’ will you'sit | gz, ot aghapdnasandiliiva
S @ still for two minutes!
w | s |25 B | g|w| = Now come along, darling. iz gn Bavian
@e | & Brace up.
= | 5 3 0| =] = o .
262 5 g e g h n| = Back to sleep_ nauluause
s -
263 | S EE’ gl 2 Bl = Go into work looking drop- Tihina s it
®e | & dead gorgeous.
264 = % %é B .| = Are you all right, Mum? udaunazaz iuatnalating
= o @ » )
o B E 3 | = . . A
% | 5 |g2| £ | 3| F|E Don't be silly, darling. athAnunliiaagn
5w
. 3 | e i i i usignatnaniinliinanuzdnlasiiuesa
w6 | 5| 8|28 a| o< But will you think whp might
& | & have a number for Lisa? R
267 5 % E’ é A .| = lTet me g,lve you my direct e lfiesmesasuslly
& | @w line, darling.
P 5 ! g { o
268 5 g £ é B .| = Ar,]d |§tS ha,v? no more of daugnianaiAyFesiii liudn
& | & this silly whining.
. T E B A _ . . . .
269 B g8 g Bl & = Give him hell, baby. apnisldiananias
5w
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Prepare to hand in your

£
g 5 i i i windluaeenl3ines wiazuneuiia
m | s | 2 g |l alwl=e rzotlceZ kid. Yes, darling ... . "
g @ I'm going to getyou ajob in | Wi
“ television.
| 3 5 Darling, please, we realty dx vy S
211 | 5 s 218|318 ' ' 750 1aldsmnes wfeeraiuue
A - e e need to talk.
272 g % § B3| B So what did you do? udaisadinlesia
o
— ‘
- s ° ol ol o Why didn't he. tgrn up? | nluduldeenlnnudn TBnsfuiun
27713 | 2 s g Al | D hope the sadistic wormhad | .. ..
& Haufisaue
a decent excuse,
274 g 8 g B3 B Have you got a commitment wadlioynitesmayniindosite
= @ - problem?
275 g | 85| & Sl m|l = Where do you keep your qnifiurindisingy 13wz
T & | & soup ladles?
. | % 5 » _ Now-Have a |Opk through serdnaudgury @.ﬂﬁiﬂ@.quqnfuaﬁz
27 | 5 | g2 | ¥ Rl | = these bags while | heat up o .
& 5 : dusitanazlsunding
the soup.
= 5 g g —_ | = { . H ! =22
a1 | 5 |28 2| B | ®| <= Don't be silly, darling. e luadiy
If you don't do something e
5 . about your appearance tingnlivinarlednedng ldwlaeunns
278 5 £ g’ Bl & = you'll never get a new job, usiesia gnlfinaeldeulususen
z never mind another sosviaunlal
boyfriend.
279 g g é’ BB B Egi%e’ what are you doing SR @mmﬁmﬂiﬁﬁ
% | T| 2 § B8 3| < What does it look like? aiduinerlslutieninlFaz
o
281 = < 3 2l gl g Come a'nd t.a|k to Gav. He's | ¥neiunhniead wntlusaunniae
- @ really, like, into you. uz
= 5 . A 1{ Richard says to come to the Serfavenliidndszquian dnlaniau
% | 5| 5| 20| conference, know what I'm
K @ ) vanluu
sayin'?
ww | 5| 5| 8| 8|7 = Come on! Come on! dnanias anie
o
B s ?
284 | 5 £ g Bl & = Well? C,0me on, say ledz....59% mavezlomnien
@ & something!
285 g | &8s & B 3| = Ah, Bridget. Whathave you | o 5, £ 1atsseststnest
I @ been to see?' ’
— - 1 1 o
2 | | 2 || 4 S| = Actually, 'm JUS.t about o go e dunndsall.. ausnlv
& | & to ... get the train.
- E 3 ol ol = Anyway, you owe me agwlafimuug isefiesdnaAtiesdy
287 | 5 g T | Bl o|= seventy-five pounds for the .o u .
& @ WAnAUineus
room.
g | & |Es| 2| ®| <
288 | £ £ |58 w| o |= What? m
2 | T| £ |5 8| 8| = But... but, there weren't... | wsi..usl..bilA
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290 g ;E’ % § B 0| = What? avlsazaz
[+3] om »
o | | 2|8E| 8| al= What did he say? wmadherlnieny
(=3} o »
- - Anyway, you can ask him }
292 s | 86 g Bl = all about it at the ruby Tdifluls gnonsanesluanuandss
< g (
® wedding.
I'm not going all the way to
Huntingdon to celebrate the oy aa o o
. wyadhidelutduRnen iWellanss
ruby wedding of two people |
g | have Spoken tO once for F’]‘J"LI?’PJ‘LILLW‘N’WH“II’?]\WNH@@\WHWMHL@H
3 £ PR
293 | @ | € 2 a1 .= eight seconds since | was Audtauiiupies ATuRan peuyeny
s g : .
& three, just to throw myselfin | auaou uazlihaausasmenuga wox
the path of a rich divorcee Towendnvyudandn
who describes me as
bizarre.
o B E 3 —| = . . . A o w e
2 | 5 | g2 £ Bl &m| = Now, don't be silly, darling. | Hetniuuuwila
g Mum. It's my first day at ulpz Suimnenvaiuz wmgdhudu
5 £ ! - & e
295 © g & % I i = work tOday' l n'] rea"y wn uazliesnniaFewnnia wnes
3 g nervous. | dontwanttotalk | |
- about Mavis Enderby. B
- . Oh, my godfathers, darling! .
296 g8 é g Bl & = What are you going to Aneudn wiagnldgeaslsasd
5 o
i wear?
o - Oh, now you're not going to .
297 | 5 | £ g | 8| 7| = go looking like a sloppy 18 gnavaueuy dduunidle
i tramp in dull colours.
c Put something smart and _ 3
= H B | | e = bright on. What about that | wezlsnigii &ae@ edheqaide
298 S = g 0| | = A . 4 o
g @ lovely cerise two-piece you | nszluseBusmnigninldleds
© used to wear.
2 | 5| 5| 2| 8|7 = Come on, come on. iy ey
. 2 (g2 % 9 Comfe on.tlhm no}t_lpaymg draniae SulailE%aliinansennias
0 | 5 | £ |2£3% Ve | = r nothing. Have an B A
© € |g=g» 9 i):ioeua ornothing. Have a uzile Tlomatingw
c | 2| 3 | » Why don't you interview nllldunneol lauauu nealan
301 5 g £ S| L= J 0 o
= oanna Trollope* xRz
302 g |z %’ 8| @ = A trollop? neaaaan(Eudanie)ise
£ | z g
303 | & § %’ 8|l = What trollop? nsannenluu
2 le. |~ Flasjiuefnselauaunn nsaasen
wm | 2| F sl 4w = Anyone got a nurr)rl1ber for
& & Joanna Trollope* fine
305 o | 55 % al o= What on earth are you Sndinaslsariy
T g | & doing, silly?
@ B E
W | E| 2|2 8| al= What? axlsnz
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Malcolm and Elaine are
having the ruby wedding in

AANALAIAUATaaeIATLTALTY

£ ]
= g = o London now, on the twenty- ussiulunauaauudndy ungduany
w | 5| g | 2 w| = . 0 L
<l g @ @ third, so you will be able to | gnasazmanluhmuiluiteunniauga
“ tome and keep Mark e
company.
-— £ ! Il
308 ) g |8 § 2|0l | don't want to keep Mark wyldeenlifuieunnsa
& | & company.
— | 8 | B¢ . ,
9 | T 2| g B|.als I'm not going. vglally)
o om v
. |se| 3 | — . ‘
| 5 | 22| 2| 8| H| = Now, come along, darling. | 1Tt
. T E kol _ , )
311 5 |g2| £ Bl & = Let's not start. RN TIUNNZIAN AT
&
312 g 3;”” £5 B .| = Are you going with Julio or wiazliliuqalevidevienzay
= a | &ae Dad?
— s B E ' o S umy
313 5 2|l ge| B|.a|l= You can't do that. wdnuunilallfuz
o om v
— | 2| ® o |- _ B_Ut Daddy a.nd ! are still Lwiw‘ﬂﬁ”uLLﬂﬁqLﬂuLﬁauﬁuﬂQu: uHA
M| T | Es| | B|wm| = friends, darling. I'm just I .
& @ X . ; Wwiewiuadladae
friends with Julio as well.
315 g g’ g 3 8 b How...? falamse
Well, in that case, you can .
B i i finaeiniiu lansutn wawnNnAe
36 | 5 | 3 gl gl sl g bring him to us next
@ Saturday when you come to | w
dinner, can't you?
2 B i ! wimin welUmudeamaniegu
317 | 5 j g lalwl= Bridget, you're Dole Youths . e
@ @ Clamp-down. drenuiieglffoaRuatainisrecdy
k= ° ! WANUHEGRRR AT LA
s | 2| E|8s| g|w| = Where's the Dole Youths NIRRT
- [ o 0B? Ruadainnsesigeginuus
- ® 5 L ¢ fumenlisnnauienuiiutu
319 | 5 £ 2| 8|l x|l = Get me six Dole Youths. .- .
4 & adaRn9re9igHIMNAL
320 | & |22¢ 28| 8|= What are we doing, then? wfasaziineehalsiumiay
o [:3)
2| 5| & 28|88 What about Gav? il
22 | g %’ k5 B 3B Gav? nivse
2| 2| 8| |8 8|8 D'you think he'd mind? el
T| 8| 5 |ag|ls|a - lallfrendnumd
324 [ £ S & o3 > He wasn't. wntdlareudnuas
35 | 5 § § 18388 Shut-unrrp. vuthnldiud
3% | @ | 8 g B 3B He was. WTaLLEe




301

Stop obsessing. Leave it to

= £ E | | @| » Antnaliuga sus
27 | = 2 g S|l o| @ me. @dninaliudn dudanisies
28 | & é” &§ |87 B “:E, Were you there? Anagaguamiwifanlann
329 | ©| § g Bleal @ §= Actuglly, I was only six at ReUNITNTILIBAEE
@ = | the time.
o | 2.1 = o _ B”dget’ my dear, you are Wnangn3n azllauiuaniudild
¥ | £ | g8 2| & = coming to the horror event
g = . Tuugn
next Saturday, aren't you?
5 | Bo ' i UATLIALIUANLLRININANTT TR
w | 2| 8| B8] 8| els The Darcys' ruby wedding,
@ @ you mean. AL
3 | g igf’ :§§ 2 = What's wrong, Dad? werdluelslns
o P ] H
333 5 2 | &3 B .| = !_ets go to the pictures wldgmisunufindndz
@ | & instead.
334 ) i;”” E’E B 0| = They won't. wanunlsivauuuthmsendy
o o
B | T §”§ g | 8| w| = Oh yes, they will. vinuu
6 | | 2 %E 8|.e| <= What? azlanz
@ o ?
= e 5 "/ Bridget! We're on! Fire. | 1Ba assiniedlwlvg sudednis
87| S g g 8| & = ' L Y. s
@ @ want you on-camera. Visaaguiinges
3 | 5| 3 g 8| & = Go, go, go go, go! G Bu G By Gw
o s}
| 5| 5| 8| 8| T = Go, go, go, Newcastle! G G Tomaidal
o
_ - - - _ Bndget, stand bY In UIAEN WiTaunTaNRAdauaN AvieAn
M0 | 5 g g |8 = Lewisham. Coming to you paslin 30 Bund
in thirty seconds'. '
Bridget! We're onyou. What |
the fuck are you doing? #1FaLAN! Fnsauda inezlseg
341 5 £ g Rl &l = You're meant to be sliding w1 isafiasgaadlilmuen Tadlathd
['4 [=a] . .
down the pole, not climbing | wn
up it.
42 | 5 g g Rl &l = Go, go, go. aaltl aclyl adlyl
Id o
H 1
- ® B o |- _ L.eW|Sha.m7 we re OIUt Qf Adduan wuaauls wass wasg
343 | 5 £ g B | = time. Wind it up, wind it up, o .
& 5 . , 113010
Bridget.
Oh, like, don't take any
= 5 % » | © notice of Richard right’7 18 wun.. s ldmBfame 10, Loy
344 S k<] g = . ’ ' . ‘
© & @ @ o He's, like, you know, really | .58 seuuanis lalu
into control, right.
- 1 ' '
M5 | T | 8| £ I Olh’ don't be, absurd, Ur'w. 18 wiaaluath gun kumiiulaeen
& “ It's a sensational party,
u | 5 |88 2| g m| = Now, darling. Why on earth gnan Mludelailnafuaningy
o » o

aren't you talking to Mark?
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© T E . -
| 21 5 | 22| 8| 8| & | | Whatdo you think, Pam? una seAndils
s | 2| 5| 2| 8| 8| =+ | Whatare you doing? Aauinezlais
| 21 E| 2| 8|8|=|+ |Mmm? i
% | T E| 2 | 8| |=|+ | Ohdontberidiculous. wasluaih
B | 5| £ 8| 8| 8|=| Lok 9@
32| 28| 2| @] S| =|E| JohnRocha? s Toai
£ |5°| £ #| & | =| 5 | John Rocha? A83iu Tsgise
< | s 5 «= | Don't suppose you fancy a v .
w3 | 5 |Es| £ | 8|l el E s iuanuuaiy
© | 5 | © S | dance?
| s i u Yo e .
34 | 5 |Es| £ | 8|.2| = | S | Socanwe have adance? wiusriuaenaiy
o
@ g s | a|lml=1E ; o Tlwanszaleny
355 o glee| || = | 5 Well, | don't know. wa lalbiansed
w
c = BuTEnauen AN uAREREdA
B | S |Es| & | 8.l "g | mean out here. Just for a i
@ @ moment. 15n5y
1, ]
- g B n u— P!ease’ I've never danced urAfu unldiasiuiiuidgeiun
¥7 | 5 | E g | 8|.2| <= | S | withanolder woman .
7] o NALAE
before.
H 1
. g 3 . . | Would you mind? I'd be s iusNuraiy auadsAndluiesh
¥ | 5 | g 2 | 8|.2|=| 5 | mostawiully, awfully -
2 graterul.
%9 | 5 | § | 2s| | & | = |+ | Iltake over, now, Simon, | Sudumidinimizlanen
360 5 § g s | @Bl wm| = |- _BaCk InSIde; You should be naudinliinas wamasdinuauléiuga
2 in bed now.
361 5 g 2 B S| = |+ | Mayl? BiuiLnauy
o
@ | & 5 BN Yaidle
2 | T £ E | 8| 8|=|+|No e
| 2| 2| 2| 8| 8| =+ | Whatsthe matter? sinlass
= B ' A 180, Aruiiseumdearlad au
w | 25| 2| 8| 8|=|- How's the...Have you read '
= & any good books lately? Taltinelos...
Mark, If you ask me once ,
= o i ]! fa Bouduizeseumiidedn du
%5 | 5 | B 5 g 8l more if I've re:ad any good o ey
@ books lately I'm going to eat | asAwisaiesliiginasiiag
my head.
- 1 , \
36 | S g 5 B 3| <= |+ Why do.n tyou ask me llinsBesautin
o something else?
367 g § % 43 8 = | + | Douglas Hurd? fnnand \@faizite
o
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% | 22| 2 |8|8|= Like what, you mean? viuezlsnz
369 g 8 5 B 3= H,as my mum putyou upto | ;50 ntérmamunse
B this?
o | T E|E| 8| 8= No...l.. e,
| 212 8|8 8|= UnaAlconbury? thquaza
m | T E| |88 = No, no... il Tl
w | 22| 8|88 = It's your mum, isn't it? wigoilaln
But Una Alconbury told me
o | o | 2 B o | © you were a sort of literary withguivendgauihmieumides
uw|lz| 5| & = . .
= & el o whizz-woman, completely ravaalualunisgnuunn
obsessed with books.
ws | 2| £ E |8 8| = What else did she tell you? | uiouenezlsén
i | 2| & 5|8 8| < What have you got against lunnilizeuanszaz
= @ him, anyway?
5 = Markee! What are you c .
377 g | £o ] B8 B ) \ wdad! iezlsegiineanans
£ |z = || @ doing down there?'
378 g g 5 B 3| = But you're going out with winniilaufiaueguiting
= @ somebody.
379 | 2| & %’ B 3| = Just dinner? Some time? windaniu 1dlwnasy
Get yourself down to the
- ® 5 o High Court. | don't want to Fuldenaiae duldesniiuseTiuan
B0 | S 5 g | = S o
O - I see you climbing up any Bnuz
poles or lamp-posts.
| want a hard-headed
interview. Ask her if this Fufesnsundunimnd numaeudn
2 B it! 4o Ay -
381 5 £ g Bl @& = means it's OK for us a,” to Ll lvsnazainauieldsieanisi
@ 5 murder people every time s
we don't fancy having sex | ‘"""
with them.
382 | 5 £ £ Bl #wm| = What are you Waltmg for, searlsaganas Wain lulfuda
& @ Bridget? Off you go.
o b ? i ¢4 ' a
383 glss| 2|8 3| = Are you OK? You look @ bit | o o121, g0lsn \BRARLANUY
I @ freaked out.
384 © % é s | 8 3| <= No, no, I'm fine. wlan ulan dugunef
o o
3 | T B %% 4 2| a8 S| = Did you get my Minstrels? Anddefumsadldilvaudn
o ® o
386 2 ;E’ e 2 % 4 & 8 = pld th,e others get whndllasliduniueailun
=] & [8% interviews?
%7 | & é’ 5 B 3= Didn't they? adviwita
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| 2| 2| E | 8| 8|= But how do you know?" Aniglietnalsay
o
389 | 5 5 g a2l 3| = (I;;):)k, she's out there in my Fills iwaefusnnn
= © - ol ol o YIOU bring rtne (?alfr}(,QBo;(t’ Taia1RaedR asenudnAs veiuus
9 | 5 | & 5 in i C
© w = R please, instead of Luallty fdandunuléluu
Street?
- s les | o Derek! Get us a Twix and a | e Al Gavindrivlaeaeu unfun
¥ | 5 |2gEREgH = erek! Get | ’
S [FEEfEE] @ Lion Bar, will you? Hndnguz
32 | 2| % g’ B38| = ﬁgr\:\{g?re were you last leAuAnl i
o | = 3 ol ol — What, at five past eight? W1 dewjuiinunfiug NNABBARBIAL
W | e || 2 |8|lo|l= When | rang on your
& ) AU
doorbell twelve times?
34 | Z | E é’ 81 3| = Big hairdryer? wioahsulunsitalan
g E’ 5 [ Y] = 2 H 4 >
395 £ 2 s Ol o | = Why? nlusizan
. < 3 ol ol = Ma_ybe yOl_J should get a qmuw:mlﬂ?‘@uﬂﬂNuﬁﬁwﬁmmw
¥ | 5 | = g | B 3| = quieter hairdryer or begin ‘ o eay o o o
& \ ; X viaauy virausdaaliiaTaudeiiug
your toilette a little earlier.
97 | 5 | & £ 8| 8|= Anyway. Come on, 1918 1T
- « B ol ol — Get your cameraman ready, Bend1awdesaniunion NuATaLAN.
¥ | 5 | = g |8l o= Il see what | can do for 15
you.
399 5 S g’ a 8 8 Shut up, Bridge! yuihniney 1ed
400 ‘© ;;% é’ a 8 B I's not. dulsian
z | & § | | @ | @ \ y
401 o g g »H|l o @ You's blurr are. LBBUNAZINN
402 = % E 4 8 B Look. Shuddup. wuinliudnanm
= o 8 Shagernoth-ebol o
403 | 5 3 s @ I nazanusNilyiusenay
A e - B e et Chardonnay?
sa | | 2 é’ 8| & = Do you know? ipagviTaulan
o
405 | =5 £ % Bl & = Come on, Bridget-fuddng- 5oudin 1EaEn anednuda
@ @ late-again.
106 o | B 5 al e = Wh‘at do lesbians actually T AT ST TS
| = & do in bed?'
Actually, I think we should ‘ ,
3 e i 2 Pa39 whazinFesinuenanszndng
w | 5| B E al ol < be doing the off-screen i
@ & romance between Darcy ANTTNUBATNUTUTAL
and Elizabeth.
ws | 2| B g | g s | 2 Do you think | should have | . . s e
= & a melanoma?
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Is it a beauty contest or a

wnilsznaneslany WinAnuaNie

w | 2125|838 .
= o fancy dress contest? unld
410 g 8 5 B 3B Do you have to be a pouffe | 1, ocimuren Gadinisznonts
=l e | to enter?
411 g & 5 B 3B What? avlsuz
(s3]
M| 21 2] 8|8 8|8 What's wrong with it? Tidiadlony
1 1 . .
= 3 What's wrong with it? =
43 | 5 5 218 318 , : Tifnseluumse o3
A R I Bl B g Chuh! Look at it.
o c 5 ol ol » How many calongs ar? YOU | #nazamenuns isadnmasiudniiunaes
M4 | £ | g £ Ol oo supposed to eat if you're on 5
a diet?
o g How many calories in a o4
415 e S £ B 3B boiled egg? lifununass
e | 2| E| £ | 8|88 Banana? niness
#r | € § £ 18] 38| 8 Large or small? ueieudn
418 g g’ & B 3B Peeled? tanlaenizeilan
a9 | | B %’ 81 3|3 Olive? nznenas
2w | 218|888 Black or green? fmidedin
a2 g 5 é’ a3 8 B Hobnob? Fantnuandanin
2| 21 8| 2|8 8|8 Box of Milk Tray? fad atilansiog
o
| 21 &8 2|8 8|3 How do you know all this? | we¥litechals
2 | E1E| 21888 OK. Nine eights. Teia ingouutln
a5 | 21 8| £ 8|83 8 What letter comes before J? | frezlssieannia
2w | 5| B | 28|38 Quick! AowE
21 | | 5 §’ B 3| = ngakgare you going fo Anazyinazla@es
2| 21 E| 2|88 |= Are you good at cooking? Aowinusize
Well, don't do anythingtoo | _ | .
complicated. Remember Audnas atimineslagaenniay g
429 % § §’ 8 8 - everyone's coming to see ﬁqﬂﬂuamnm@@mmmdmmﬁu@ﬂi

you, not to eat parfaits in
sugar cages.

FRRINANIT
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Do you think we should call

430 | & g’ g B8 B the police and get them to 11masuRasnsaliiiadsemdinl vy
break in?
431 E' g’ § 4 8 8 What did they say? wian3adnatingls
- H 1
@ | = 3 3 2 5| 9 IS_omethlng s wrong, though, s
just know.
w | 21213388 Where to, though? theluondmiia
| E1 5] 2888 How about Wealth? fenainmuduls
= Hmm, | don't know, what ‘
435 | @ g g BI 3B with Christmas coming up But... 1358 Daaursaiunaudouy
and everything.
w5 | 2| £|8| 3|8 Should you ring first? nererieu
81| 5 g’ 5 B3 B Tom! Let us in.' naw Wisdnlumies
438 | 2| B %’ 81 3|8 Who's us? asanting
- ) g 1
| T | B g lagls|a I'd rather you didn't come Slsiaannmilas
& up, hon, to be honest.
5| 5| 8|8 8|8 Bloody well let us in. Eeldfizdinluha
= 5 Don'the such a primabloody | _. 4 . ‘
441 ES 5 5 BRI S| 48 atadnlagin
Cls | T |°|P® donna.
442 5 § k5 B 3B Come on, you silly sod. Let Baliendnlmles
usin.
o | & £ w| ol o Tom, what's happened to Ay
443 < g S Ol o] @ you? Wineslslu
| 21 2] 8|8 3|8 What happened? nezlsiu
o 5 c ol ol » Was it you I saw in puiduaeLuuantusa navAutu
“5 | £ | 2] & |0l o Ladbroke Grove on S
Thursday night, then? i
446 5 s %’ Bl w| = Bridget, put tl?at recipe book 13aLEN WussAudnalsuge
@ a away for God's sake.
kol B E
M| 2| 2| £2| 8| = Go? Go where? Tz
c Oh, don't be a silly-willy,
us | @ 2 8 || —| — darhng. Of course | told Tdinirgnan wdinauanuda gnlaiie
o B 2 175 w =
g @ you. You must learn to 189
© listen.
w | | 28| 8| al=s What? ozlans
. e Vom H
450 © g | & é B .| = 'm in the middle of work, nyinaailanueany
a | &« - Mum. ? '
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= £ [} H
| 5| BB | a]lels|— Can't JU'|IO lend you some Fuslelailiimans
@ | &« money?
2 | Z| £ | 82| @] .= |« | Whereareyou? wing]lyninz
(=3} o »
453 g | B g lalaw| =|- Bridget, wr]ere the fuck are | __ v i mpin
= @ a you off to?
454 g | £ 2 S|l & = |+ You fpund the Banger wwang ludlised
=8 a Bobbit Boy yet?
o | & | B85 | » ; P A
45 | €| £ | £28| & | -2 | = | | Whatsgoingon? inezlsliuay
|l 32| o What are yOE,I doing outside | i, vinexlsunil dlaitgnasn
456 | £ g | 8| o |-L| = |+ | herewhenit's noton your - ‘
@ & . Aundudnulas
way to the airport?
5 | e How are you going to .
57 | €| 2 | 88| 8| 2| = | «— | manage without your uwhoazie1Juiiluild frdueinnial
g | 2
° banker's card?
458 gl g |8 g Sl.el = |+ Why can't Julio lend you the nluqdlelailiuitunon inla
= @ | &« money? Why?
459 g % %’ é B | .2 | = |+ | Whatare you up to? What? udfezlnidelanns azlsny
(=3} o v
w0 | 2| & | 2| 8| 8| 8|+ | Whatsthis, hon? flovls
w1 | 1 E| 2| 8| 8| 8|+ |lIsitmarmalade? uedisuse
o
w2 | | 28| 2 | 8| @ | = |+ | Areyouonyourown? agAuideaviteildgn
o o
463 | 2 g8 | Q| @ | < |« | What? What? azlsnzvie azls
53] @ @
w4 | Z | £ | 28| 8| 2| = |+ | Whatshappened? Fezlsduns
o o @
45 | 2| £ | 28| 8| .| < |« | Whatdid they do? wifuaatereslsns
c | £ |23
466 g é’ %5 B | .2 | = | + | Didn't you know? Wﬂiﬂ?fi‘mmﬂmfﬂﬂx
= o o @
467 | 2| £ | 28| 8| .2| = |+ | Sowhathappened? uioferlsiunz
53] @ @
8 | 2| 5| 2| 8| 8| 8|+ | Whathappened? flelniie
49 | E| £ & | 8| 8|=|+ | Whatdoyoumean? wnaaadnazlng
(s3]
a0 | 2 | 2| 8| 8| = |« | Where'syour mother now? | meufiusignieglin
— kol g 5 — = . . C e Prs
m | 5 | g2 |25 8| @ | & | 5| Letgoofme, yousilybitty. | Uasudurlis
s | e Mum. You might be
412 | 5 g | 8| B |.2| = |« | charged with a criminal WAz uenafimnniinAReN AL
@ @

offence.
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= s | 2. | think you ShOL!|d go quietly wyudeexllanniinganiumiga
a3 | 5 | 2 | 88| Q| .| = to the station with the o s
& | 5 . @emuzay
policemen.
m | T|EE| 2| @l w| = We'll see, darling. laifferlsusangn
o » o
475 g i;”” g’ 5 B .| = Have you walked free? udiudiananauudamsany
- o m »
R = ' ; ; 18 wiaalua fananamazlsgn dia
476 T |25 2| gl w| = Oh, don't be lsnly, d|arI|ng. | o
Se | @ Walked free!' | don't know! nanamn! udlafGeal
| 2 2| 88| @ el= So what happened? Foelstuny
o m v
— 12| 58 | o»l. _ A” Sort.ed out now, darling, ynegnBaubesudode uAdnlaiaiy
478 o | ge| g Rl w| = just a silly ol
i misunderstanding.
3 | e 2 3 i
a9 | g | g2 alel <= What happened. Mother? inezlsTunzus
1 '
o | &8 | 2| o What about everyones uwinBealuremnauieni i
480 | £ 82| o | &£ money and the time-share Sosiis
© apartments? -
o P ]
481 g £ 88| g|e|l<c Where s my two hundred Ruaaddaaileuduaysion
£ g | 2 o | £ 4
& | & quid?
2 | 2| 2| 2| Q|| Where is Julio? qdlegfluunz
o m »
o | BE %o Sl
83 | 2 |28 8218388 What about my house? udnfiumesduny
) o »
B o B E . SULRE
484 | 128122 8|1 3|8 And the savings? Wiy
o o »
c - | don't know what you're .
w | 2 : 2l gl g talking about., Daddy. | Sl annaEeeslsreruuran
B - -1 There's nothing wrong with | we fihudsegmilewdn
o )
“ the house.
33 Is that too milky for you ‘ P,
4 g 2|22 B 3|4 ' Tdunnnnlividenlaniz Aedu
lE| S SR ] O] o) O™ | coin
- !
w7 | = s |33 g gl Qg Look, there's absolutely no Laigainemsan
& @ need to worry.
B o 's? ? .o o e
488 gl g s B3 B Rebecca,s' Sunday? What thiswaaimse fueniing azlsus
=] s N Rebecca's? What?
— 1
489 T | £ g B 3B 'm busy on Sunday, napduafindaulidng
s | = anyway.
490 g g % 74 8 8 What are| you wearing for Lﬁ@%Mﬁ;m@ﬂﬂﬂmuﬂﬁﬁ?ﬁm‘ammm
= s o Rebecca's party?
o | 2| = o |- _ By the way, are you Coming | g, &y gnazsn—awilauusuiida
9 | € |ge| B | B| @ = to...the Vibrant TV partyon | . =+,
& @ JanstiviTailan
Tuesday?
= | & | &8 - &5
| T 2| 8| al= | haven't been invited. gl dz
w | T| | 2E| 8| el | haven't been. glallisuigny
o m »
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Sorry, I'm taking Jerome to

"
@elagls Suaznalawlilidanngla

w4 | T E | 2| 8] 8| & |« | thePACT party at the ”
Groucho Club.'
c 3 e . y .
405 | 2| & | 2 | 8| 8| 8| S | Didyougetyour mail? Aoslaamneniteds
o | 2| = o |- _ Darling, | Wa§JUSt ”n'gmg to gnan winsndndnAniudnignay
49 | € | 8s| € | @ | @& | = | + | check what time you're ad
& @ - . . DT
arriving on Friday night.
£ Mum, as | think we've wlnz wyilndmaeiuudatias Sugng
® E i ! i -
497 | © | B 2 Bl o= |« discussed, I,m nOtl coming wylaivauting wiyazlifuedaiunadn
@ £ home on Friday, I'm coming
= home on Christmas Eve. e
— | se| B | — . , ,
48 | T | 2| 2 | &| & | = |+ | Oh don'tbesily, darling. wiaaluann
c You can't sit in the flat on
— g g your own all weekend when gnazattiauiaanaangadilnng
49 | | | | BT || L one sl 3
£ @ it's Christmas. What are you | gasesafunalailing azenaslsiv
© going to eat?
— | = B o ol = Listen, Bridge. You know 1 Aeetiiiuz 1hnd @mﬁ:ﬁdwu@uﬂ@
50 | @ | g g | 8| & | = |+ | always watch the match on o
o - NNAUIULANT
Saturday nights? )
_ - Shall | come round }
501 | & £ £ | 8| §|= |+ | tomorow before the wgefl e lmaasl il
o
football?
502 g % g é’ Bl wm| = |+ Now, what are_ you going to gnazldgaezlsludurmaiunais
T | &e | & put on for Christmas Day?
— | s | = . _ i . . Ca e
53 | @ | g2| £ | &| @ ||+ | Ohdon'tbesily, Bridget, waaluariizaiin
z-
= % ' .
504 T | & é g Bl wm| =+ YOL{ can't wear that on gnusiasratneiluiumamnalaliiue
So | & Christmas Day.
Now, are you going to come
c .
= 2 = o |- i into the Iounge and say wnadantguindugaanwidly
505 | =5 £ g # | @ | = | + | helloto Auntie Una and . N
=3 @ tewluauniaugn udaliulaaugees
P Uncle Geoffrey before you
change?'
5 | So, come on, then,
506 g | = S 8| @ | = |« | Bridget! How's yer love- Wiwleting 1Eaidn vyfurunFadsis
.— [ 5 | \
° life!
57 | & § %’ B | & | = | + | Isthata chocolate biscuit? | dulafingenlnuamses
- | 88| B —| = . . s o
58 | S | g2 B B | ‘@™ | = | + | Stand up straight, darling. BunseAgN
m 3 — Sowhatareyougoingtodo | 44 . . .o o
509 | 2 | £ g | Bl wm| = |- . , ilelsazilgnay Uiauin
=121 s | about babies, Bridget?
s0 | 5 | §E| £ | 8| @|=| |Ohlookapenis. 1 98 1§
£ 1 H 1 H o N
511 = 2 ) é B S| 8|+~ | think t.hIS. gravy's going fo fudnfesldnsvreurninnIuTn
& o need sieving, Pam.
si2 | T | EE| 5 | B| §| S| | Idontthinkitwil, dear. sunlaifevinetnafimsen
i
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513 = -§> 5 ] n © [72] : - it? el
S |£E| 5 || o O Have you tried stirring it? 1RABIALUTREN
e | « | BE , . , .
514 S 5 g g % 8 8 Don't patromze me, Pam. BEINIADUDULALUILNN
. « [Bealr ol ©| o EYeryone k_eeF) Cqmpletely WnAu aglaer] atnduiesniy i
S5 | 5 | 2 |52 d o | @ still and quiet, as if itemnadlng
° everything is normal. )
— | = = ing? < e
516 o g s B8 3| < Mark, \_Nhat areyousayings | s Anpazsy dulidnfdnmies
S There is no normal.
517 5 é g’ B 3| = Try again. AR9Ang
o 5 | 5| o Mum? DO. you kn?w Where uslnz wiriaulanay dansvreueg
5 | € | © |8 | 8|2l = the sieve is? Una's a bit v yo
& | & worried about the gravy nsaluy hguiagliinnsise
! 1 i ' > '
— %] 3 | . _ What's Una don'e Wlth this uiaflguiaginezlsfuiing e 11
519 o | ge| g Al | = gravy. Durr! We're going to So Al
o . . o
have to use the Magimix!
55| B3 What a to do! Are you all o A g a
520 g g2 | 2| B8 3| 3B - Wnatalsseazll Weilluazlsvianlan
= 1&c| &= | @] O] @ right, Daddy?
521 5 kS é’ B | = Come on. lulfunay
2 | 2| 8| 8|8 8|= What? n
' 1 Ia a I3 0
. | ®me B A " " Bri agya ‘w1’ & 1Ban yadn 'azliug
53 | =5 | BE| B 2| &= Don"t say W"hat , Bridget, .
®e | & say "pardon Az
g £ How come he came back to oy oy
524 g g 5 fa | < wnnAuRsangEaninluszaz
£ | & = |9 England? !
o g’ = n © — 1l
55 | 2 | £ | 8| 3= What? wm
2 | E| 2| 8| 8|8|= So what did you do? qaietelans
7 | 2§ | E| 8| 8= How did you know? Aniflitecils
s = Why did you bother doing . o
528 g | g 5 B 8| = ) lupmusen@anang
=ls | =]°9® all this? “
B - idn" i mluneuesafuannlainam e
59 g £ g 8 8 < Why didn t.you ring me up I ATANNIAAD LN INTUIRULRE
B before Christmas, then? Avaz
s0 | 2| 8| B |8 8= What? mn
81 | & %’ § 18| 8|= But what...? wel..m...
= = 3 — Don't you mean but . .
532 5 5 g Bl V= AtALsYAIN azlsuzaiy
R e I B el B pardon? T
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THE DIRECTIVES, REJECTIONS, AND INQUIRIES
IN ENGLISH DIALOGUES AND THAI TRANSLATION
IN TURNING THIRTY (2000)

Turning Thirty Viihioennlan (2006)

Interpersonal &

. "6' Participants affecglve TeXtS
S| = relation
=
s | O between S & H
- (]
1] [}
(] o
o % 44 "] 8
o (] =] [ =
T | 5| 8| 8| 8|8 Source texts Target texts
o 2 » 2
w
1| 2| E| 5| 8| @& “— | Who s it? laniz
2 g § 21 8|2 8|+ | Aeyouin? azliiuandag/lun
3 | 2 E| 5| 8| ®| 8|+ | Where'smydinner? flefusna
== 2 £ g ‘= L
4 e 5|8 g 8|-2<=]|5|N. laipiz
5 @ £ |2 § Q.= ..g | don t. think Itl be Matt, wyldAndnanfuwammsands Guib
wo= Cynthia.
6 @ g Sl a2l wm| @« [t was turn t k Autliunsnomemnsiinn
bt = = [&} b} your turn 1o COOK. 1
o - el ol .—| o How long were you on the Tazdnla AnAETLUNRE LA L
7 £ 2 Sl O| | o®|* A
o phone to her anyway? (e
6 = 3 gl alwm| g — What were you two talking pureslaninaniz
= w about?
o | £ E| 5| 8| @| & | | Whatkind of girl stuff? Foauuulaumesiuds
. ;
o - 2| . » She wasn't askmg yc?u uslaslainuananldlvudneasign
10 | £ g 5| 8| @ | @ |+ | whenwe're having kids .
: fudlals
again, was she?
T =S g Sl a2l wm| @« Tell h 't venussndeadudlilioiteaiy
© = 5 (&} o)) ell me she wasn'.
12 g g % 8| & | & |+ | Sowhatdid you say? udommuuenuilildnetnels
3| 2| E| §| 8| @®| 8|+ | Whatdid she say? ufiawidnedhals
® i wdonnuenualliineinels Besuaas
1 o 3 HE A Whgt did you say about my :
- . coming home? ndufiz
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15| € ks s 8| 7| B What did she say? uusidnednslsug
16 g 5 § S|l x| @ How did she sound? mauWAUy ThiReauiifhuednalasy
7| 2| B 5| 8| 7| B What's up? flazlawre
18| € 2l 5| 8|7 8 Forget something? Auazlnitauld
@ 1.
19 g g s 8| 7| B You can't not say what AnpalssialuldliBnmee
= w anymore.
20 g £ El 8|2l Are you laughing at me or Fnilensuollvmdliney
= . with me?
21 g g | 8.2 3 What do you think this all qmdwﬁiwmﬁﬂwuwmwdﬂﬁuﬁ
= “” means?
= o sl ol ol @ Do you think it's normal to ArdAnaTu Al fisnan
22 c s = 0, P T
= w | =] ° X be so civilised? HRtAe
n| T 2| 5| 8|7 8 | don't think so. rd iy
u | £ g s 8| 7| B You've got what exactly? Andarls
x| €| 5| E| 8|28 'What are you thinking? fndiAnerlsegise
Ll H | 1 v
% | £ g s 8| @x| B What brought things to a exlsinlfnniAnFeadnidunn
= o head for you?
a | € g s 8| 7| B The English Patient? FosABsRTmTehizmee
8| €| E| 5| 8|78 Gadzillions? Hhinjeudenite
29 =3 g % 2Ry 8 Were we? sifluethafuiiause
— w
30 o é El 8|2l Well, maybe not that stage o, anaazlierudinindediden
B exactly.
| 2| 8| 5| 8|7 B Which deli girl? ol msndlinaiz
oy £ 2l | | @» o
32 o s g 8.2 @ No laddng
o - 2| o |- n ) ' ulaulanainsenesuaiifuethils
3B | £ g S|l O| | @ What's she like, this Ms P? e
34 g £ E 8| @ And what about my next uwfaneminaesellaeduas
= w bloke?
35 g £ E| 8|2l B H,ave you been reading my ﬂﬂmuﬂumublmﬂﬁﬁumdw?@Lﬂmﬁ
= . diary?
6 | T | 518|738 No. wan
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7 | €| §| Bl 8| .2 8|+ | Bees? flwite
| 2| 5| E| 8| 2| 8| |Didtheylive? ufafinelln
| 2| E| 5| 8| @| 8|+ | Whatsthe matter? huesls)
40 TS24 E| Q| m| =+ What will you do with ulrwneazinazlsiudang:
I yourself?
41 @ g é 4 B3| .e| =]+ No. laiazaiu
2| 51 §| 8| ®| & |+ | Howwas work? Fubnudiulate
3| 2 s| E| 8|.2| & |+ | Howwas your day? uiaduianaihles
44 g £ El8|l.e 8|+ Have you got everything 1¥aesidasnisnsuviteds
= . you need?
45 g £ E| 8|l 8|+ What about your uilse@Wenlihizads
- w toothbrush?
= g § Bl @& | $ |+ | What? faserlnide
47 = £ | 8|l B« Call me when you reach fedanquudaInsdniinnne
. England.
% O = = N
8| E| & E E| @|.«|=|S | Whereto, mate? T/l
= O = = . A o
9 | E | & 2| E| &|.2|=| S | Beenonholiday, have you? | lhiieasnmsansy
= = J .— — = '
50 | @ E|E g 8| @|=| S |Nah widusan
51 g 3 2 § 8 0 | < = Is OUETe Matt ﬁ%mm wWinnada idawlan
= ® = | Beckford?
= | = g .— | — | &= | And where do you know me | . v
52 £ 18| wm| =S " y ufaAnasnausanEusAIn i
from?
o - |+ 4 _ | «= | Dave Qoddard's little fissraawantesdian nanain
3| £ E|EE @ || =E|S |
9 brother? zisay
= | = B . — | %= \ . g L
s | | E|EE B| | =| S | Whats he doing now? nauthavivinezlregds
o = = d |- _ | w= ) uamnausaviiludaaunmdanasie
55 £ £ |83 &| @ = | S| Isheabrainsurgeon, then? e
- = |= d |- I o wdrwefiuliesmaaugadiasaeads
56 | £ T |8 38 & | @ = | S| Andyou're his little brother? | .
N P
= = E . J— e
57 g g | & g Sl m>|l = S | What? azlaisn
T |58 2 ml=|E i Laianeazil
58 = £ |8 g || =| 5] doubtit sasanzding
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But | wasn't the most

o o

— = g ol —| = | = X wiftsganaiesilddnazdaiigalu
59 o g S| o | @ | <= | 5 | popularkid at school, that's -
K JENERIEG]Y
for sure.
.., . :
- - 2l ol == Her.e itis. Its the One.WIth faudoniu dunaanauum6n
60 | © g S| » | @ | < | 5§ | theimmaculate, manicured | . & ..o
] @einuuAnfduumay
lawn.
= 4 —| =% .
0 | | 2|2 & B| F|=| S | Howmuch? witls
— = 9 —_ | — = My
62 | @ E|EE Q|| =| S| Youcantdothat. Ladls
— = & = hy o o dAwwmy
63 | | & E| Bl B|-2|<£=| S| |canttakethat. snFuRuRllAnsan
o | 2 < 2| 0| =] = Are you staying for a while, e o
64 | £ E 8 E| B | m| = |+ AzNnagdNNIug
= = then?
65 | £ | 8 2| 8| @|= |+ |NoElane, then? Bualsindoenite
—_ = |2 It's okay. Mum. | don' laifhlsusannazu wnaivlidesy
6| T| EIEEQ|als|- Y, onteat | *
much, these days. inwsan
—_ = | e The bedroom's s ) fiasueutizazemiBtNazutoguinng
67 | T| E|E§ Bl potless ,
Mum. gz
68 o g é § 8|.2| < |+ | No,shewon't. Mum. Aauliidnaylsvsanud
o £ £ £ N | = = . 2 Sanellviugs
69 | £ | E g| £| & | @ | = |+ | Whereis she’ uhangluuaz
0| 5| EE E| 8| | =] | Youshouldbewih Elaine. | amiazeqdufioufiau
| ®| E|E§ 8|.2a|<=]|—|Shelbefie iselaidhlaurana
72 £ é é 8| 7w =+ |f'|0'\)N long are you home LLﬁQdﬂZﬂﬁquﬂﬂ:uﬁuLLﬁiﬂu
or
73 g g §| §E| B| @& | = |+ | Hw long's quite a while? Aninvieasuntliummudluig
o |2 el = ol —| = ) anntieandniuy anasstuinlngi
7| €| 8 gl | 8| w| = |+ | Giveortake what? "
5| 2| & & E| 8| ®| = |+ | WhataboutElaine? ufioBiaud
o 2 £ = | = = . 5 .
7% | €| & g| £| 8| @| = |+ | Andwhat about your job? AN MBIUNAE
77 =3 5 |§ § 8| vw|<c=|w | What i 2 Suilarlatingas
£ £ |8 g 6| L= at's for dinner, then amwnaiduieslstasy
78 S é §| 2| 8| »w| = |+ |Eat up. Auliindeaey
2] ! i '
9| s 559 g8|els|- Why don't you sit down, iR
Mum?
80 | E| 5 & E| 8| &| = |+ | Isitsaltyouwant? annlfindevisenlign
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LANANNANULHZ LN NN HNAIAUANA

o1 | @ zl2da| wl|.c Honestly, Mum. | don't think
[l s 2 O = = Ay
= 1= 5 | can manage all these. Wlilvawsan
1]
82 o | E E E 8| wm| = Nonsense. They're good for wadlwads Auudnn Jilseleniaan
= you.
g8 | | E |58 8|l But | don't like them. usirelaien il
84 | @ é | §| 8| wm| = Yes, you do. gaud vinluazlizey
85 T g é § 8.l No. I've never liked sprouts. | sz nlineseulEnswanaeniiag
86 o £ é § Bl & = You liked SpfO.UtS when 1 WNTRLANMAN ABNAEN TN TN
= cooked your dinners.
7 | T|E8 E| Q| w| = You used to love sprouts. erleuunteunzudaenazme
That was Tony, Dad, and , d, .
- he may have liked playing tuiuinilsanasie uazielniiay
8 | | E| 2| @|ea|l= marbles with them but he Tl ouaiusinaqniinss il
= didn't like eating them Fovfunzuaenmilaniu
either.
89 | T|EE E| G| | = No. il
Yvonne used to love . ‘
c - sprouts. | think you must be Fausremnirauiunzuainen Suin
9 | @ o 2 81 3| 3 thinking of Yvonne. She Aruasiindedoauannndngs ateudn
= = definitely had a thing for wiAuiuzteunzuaIABNINN TR
sprouts.
9| T E|s§B8|al=s Tony never liked sprouts. WnillireTeunzvainen
2| T E|z§8|lals Yvonne never liked sprouts. | 8reufiliinezey
B | | E|3§8|alxs Ed never liked sprouts. BniliingTey
u | ®T| E|5§8|al=s | certainly don't like sprouts. | ssesfiwiueudrbinezey
' H ' o
o - § o And I'm not eating the'SG uaznufiazldfiunzuainanauiifion
95 ] g 2| & | &= sprouts. Not now. Not in a I o i ¥ ¥
g i : azmauihvizanaulu nufldfuiai
little while. Not ever!
o o e = » A _ Here you go NOW eat up 1 ﬁfﬁuﬁuwumlﬁﬂdﬂuﬁ@mﬁﬁm
% | 5 | Eg| 2| &| | <= . e o
before it goes cold again. BIGHEE
e | o2 = — Only it is quite late des oy oa . -
= = 7 = n — ’
97 s 8 © [75) e UHUNARUAWANHNINLAIUT LNNEQ
° | = =@ Matthew.
8| 2|28 | @| @<= What are you laughing at? | Wainzeslniz
0w | E|E8 E| 8| 7| = Is it the milk-bottle bloke? | FwlEminmamumtnizaulan
100 | € é E| B B | wm| = So? ANAIIN?
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o = 2 o
101 | E E 15§ 3| als So? draglens
o L o = — | — P L
102 = 8 8| £ Al = So? udomnasinaeingls
0| E| 53 E| Q| 7| = s ? fannavi gnifluatindlati
2|58 28| 7| 0, how are you, Matt? wiamnasin gnifluseinslatiauam
104 | 5 I 3|l als Cheers, Dad. Auazvie
=
o = £ g o
105 £ 2 § 18 8 $ How's Zoe? Trniluleting
=
o = = . . . o o =
106 | 2 £E1293 S| B Enjoying it? doayniveudiivag
1 o s 2] ol ol v And how's my lovely udngnanaguinsirnaesdiniiule
07 | = 2 |§ 0| 0|0 N
goddaughter? e
=
o = £ K 5 ) >
108 | £ 0% 13 B And how's work? udraunifiuleting
o | 2 5| o| ®
109 | gl 21 3|3 B So... udamnasinlegy...
o | 2 sl ol ol o What is it you don't want to pnasiraserlsziunliasnyaieds
M| €| §<| 2| oo ’
(O] ’7 4 a
talk about? mideLiu
m | € 2l 5|l s|a | take it she's what's 4o g,
gle< £ 8|88 Baellfuzinunuiunduanti
brought you home?
g |2 5|l s|aq ; % e
112 = 5 < g h b} ) For a while? nauNwARNuile e lua
= oy e
o | £ _| = Well. . . it's not splittin o . a
M = | 5 =5 2 B3| B is it? PItING UP, | giteat. urlairlalli@nrusideulanos
o | 2 5| | ®| @
M| £ 3| 2| 3| 0| So what happened next? uiinetislssie
o | £ sl o| © i
mw| €| g £ 3| B When? iiglsnz
o | 2 il 0| ©| @
6| £ | §<| £| o| ®| @ What about your new job? | udaamwlvsiaz
=3 2 ]l 2|l ol oo o
M| £ §< £|o|lo| o Her what? wlaeezlng
— = £ =
18 | © 2|8 9 21 8| 8 Keep up, will you? Tunmaliiumien il
== = | £
| | 2|98 3|3 No. tldn
— = | £ . s
120 | @ E1Es8| 8|3 No, it's more than that Taddz lallaudriu
2| €| g E| 8| 3|3 Why not? sinlulsifionz
=
o = = ™
2| & 2258|3838 What? arlnide
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= =
23| 5| E|E 98| 3| 8| |Ishouldntdothat, athitn
= ! 1
124 | 5 Elz 98|38 8|+ ant even think about atudusAnlinlAecsuas
S going down that road.
H] = va
s g 2|3 S| 8|+ | Idunno. Lig
g g2 5| 2| o|<=|E | Howsitlooking? aaslaudaiulelias
| S P& PITT 3 9
L o N , - Coew 2 d
27| 2| EE G| 8| @ =| S| Isntthisabittight? At lwisesitndle
128 | T (& % E| 8| .2|=|E ] itscuttobe closeiting. Feguiliniieslduunmei
129| 5 | 8 8| 2| 8| @ | = |+ | Youre notpaying for me uunsneinme
= E |2 g 0 oy my
w0 | E 5% @|.2|= |+ | Whynot? el lfazas
13| @ | 5 8 E| @| @ = |+ | Becauseyoujustcant. vendrlLilAiflalia
c You don't want to be Puien@ufiunm Fegnsengiunnan
132 5 - g Bl wm| = |+ Spendmg YOUk hard-eamed FulResuneusifane o duiu
ks money on me and your dad. A
Put your money away.
- 1 . WAt AL anFA AN RUINTIe S
;| T s 2d9g|olc|- I.ts only twenty-two pounds !
= 5 fifty! Henzay!
134 o) g £ 5 Blo|l = |« It's not going to break the wAtlaideruauiiauszanmsanin
= =9 = bank.
15| T| E|EF Q.=+ N dlallia
16| © | 58 E| | @|=|+ | Youmustrememberit, Heednléid
| T| E|EE Q|.2|=|+ |NoDad rasdbiliorivie
- | don't remember any wlnazinllwinfiundnld fausiiamn
138 | @ g 2| 8| 0| |« mynah'blrd' As far as | can undeliineiiuungunesdnsionefon
g recall I've never seen a i
mynah bird in my life.
H ' v '
_ B I You do remember it, you're Fugunanld usunsiunesudaluin
13 2 s |l = ||| i oz
139 £ S| » < just being bloody stubbord ethadiuns
now!
w | €| E |5 § 8|.2| = |« | Whatare these? azlansuil
_ » 5 o But no one uses money-off aeilillananligesdauanddy
141 ] g 2| 8] .2 | = |« | coupons any more. Mum, B s
= it'sso. ..
! Il
142 T EEEEB| | B+ But Matthew's already wrunvBaAe1a i tiuin
== offered. Jack
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We'd never do anything like

. - .
e inafaau wanisn lilfinnaineyls

=
T | 3|8 da|ls|a|- ‘
WE = |8 Lo e that to you, Gershwin. atsiuiuunwen
w| 5| &| E| 8| 8| 8|+ | Cancelit anién
g 2 = = G e e
us | 2821 E| 8| 8| 8| S | MattBeckford? uum uiavtedn lalinz
= B @ Y= . a o N
146 | € s E < B 3B S | Ginny Pascoe? Autl nala wisadly
| 2| §| E| 8| 8| 8|+ | Whenwas the last time? nisatineflitelaus
g | T E| E| 8| 3| 8|+ | Wrong! Antiy
w9 | €1 E| E| 8| 8| 8|+ | ltwasnt? Tflgse
o £ El | ©| @
0 S =l °|®@ Are you sure? ivaunlasite
51 | ® z | w| | o | Trytiree months after that dnaniudnauipew udutiulug
- © =1ele° at Elliot's house-warming. 109101REAF1N
- = sl ol ol » Don't say it! Don't you dare atyadeaug! ineat lfiterann
152 | © 5 S| Ol | ©| ™" : o
say it! aanuden!!
53 2 g g B S| 8|+ | No. wanue
154 | T | E| 8| 8| 8| | Youwere, you lying git. iluazlalldsiz pnilnvn
155 =3 £ 148 8 B+ Okay, 39 what are you Hndladuaziondlelaina
= © suggesting?
U 1 H v v ]
— = 2l | ol » 'm not SqueStmgl anything. | 1,enaeleffuumas Seufuntonin
156 | & g | &| o | o | | lammerely throwing
, uaTiauanIat’|
around a few ideas.
157 | © g § 81 8| 8|+ Y(;/(t)]g don't you throw one in | .1, setuineaiaupesleditnes
158 | S £ EI B 8| 8|+ How about some sort of fuf wnfludnsuindyuniuluusy
@ pact?
w9 | E| E| £| 8| 3| 8|+ | Whatkind? dynrazls
— = sl !l ol o No way! Are you mad? Taifinnaelz! . ipnaztinitee Bauund
160 1< 5 S|l 0|l o] ©|* ' P T,
That's only two years away! | anurgastheaniza !
161 | S g g B 3| 8|+ | Then, you choose. fusefidensnddndlels
162 | B £ EI 8| 3| 8|+ ! th!nk VYe Sh?”"j hang on duinasalilaufsanuduazang
© until we're thirty.
w93 | E| E | E| 8| 8| 8|+ | Thirty? Are you sure? anAunilaus wilavie
= = 2l ol ol o If this is a pact, let's shake Hrazdrynnifudaaiiusafainduile
164 | © s S| Ol | ©|*

on it.

AunUas
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65| €| E| E| 8| 3|8 How are you? weidlulating
w6 | €| £ | E| 83| 8 Are you still in London? fhsangffinaunaulaluy
167 g g £l 48 8 3 So are you back visiting wdatingundenwariuusile
= e your mum and dad?
. = sl !l ol o Are you actually going to Anausaazyneslsaanunlvaiy sife
168 | S s £ 0| | @ speaktomeordolhaveto | , ...
QWW?/FLW’VA'HLW]L@’W
guess?
o = sl ol ol o How S.It gomg? The ) wiailuletieay AsaunFaqudnsiu
169 | £ b= 2| S| | @ spending quality time with S Rlstlindnaln:
Ma and Pa Beckford?
m | 2| B E| 88| 8 What are you doing here? | mnasisexnvineslsiii
171 g g 18 8 8 In the Kings Arms? MuAsdansudiflenizivisa
7 | 5 £ 88|38 Well, for starters. g1 Gumnasaiureniil
Last time 1 heard anything 3 ,
- = 2l ol o o about your toings and AfsgafineliBuIoNn §nduserinda
173 | 2 s§| ©O| | @ A S o o
froings you were living itup | Sseglulusiuatnaildlu
in Brighton, weren't you?
| €] B EI 8| 3| B Was it sudden? e juilusiianan
s | 28 I Not really. laiiduan
176 | £ k: § 81 3| 8 So, how are you? 100 ufasaszilulal
> = Anyway, what do you doin | udasedzlihineslsedluiioueind vie
| €] E| BB 3|8 yway you¢ ‘
Mew York, you flash git? winlala
o > sl ol ol o What? Building the.m? fuliuss Uszneunenfiowed 14
178 | £ & S| Ol oo| @ Using them? Wearing them I -
ABNNIUART 178 LQWNQN1QUuﬂiH$
on your head?
= z =l v ©| o You always were hopeless el s as R amian S e
179 £ S . A ATLANRTLT IUNURSIREAUUBUN LN LA
A e A with details.
10| T| E| E| 8| 3|8 It's really boring. wnlufindienlan
181 S § £ 4 8 B Try me. AABIAININAUR
= z ? g, .
182 g s E1 8| 3B How about yOlfrself' What ufaiseay iverinazlset)
= @ are you up to?
83| €| E| EIB| 3| B Where do you teach? aewitlm
184 | S £ E| 8|38 Have a guess. R
o g n o N ;
8 CHES I paldldnAsddananiiuy

Not King's Heath Comp?
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186 | S E|E| 8| 3| 8|+ |Donttell me. it et feuenuy
Let me see - Mr Collins, 81 21ansdreadudaeuniianans
- = 2l | ol o geOQ_raphy’ Mr Halynes, ananstiadudaeuiland aransdined
187 | £ g sl &| ©| @ |+ | physics, Mrs Perkins, - - . .
AusasuntinAtani wiaenansdses
maths, and Mr Thorne, 5 ‘
English? uaeungangy 1alu
—_ = sl !l ol o ) ananstiatidanulsziRmans
188 | 2 = 2| &| o | @ |+ | MrHaynes teaches history. | .
AN
189 | £ 5| E| 8| 8| 8|+ | Anyone special in yourlife? | laniuiibdimiteds §
90 | €| § | E| 8| 8| 8| |Anykids? fgmideds
191 | € E EL B S| 8|+ |Anypets? Aeedndeslavieunlan
1| 2| E| E| 8| 8| 8|+ | Whatabout yourself? \08s
193 = = E » © » 7 We”’ feel free to Say no, if a0 ﬁ'\'ﬂﬁﬂﬂﬂﬁmﬁ@ltﬁ 1Haeue lifag
° S el B Bt you want to. sl
104 | € 5 g B 8| 8|+ | How lateis your bloke? wsesnanauAlmudoaniie
Why don't you come over
and say hello to Gershwin? isaazazinmanesiuvias luuas
195 5 g g ! 8 B | « | He's here as well. It's his Mmﬁuﬁﬂﬁﬁ AdlfuRnrean inef
birthday today. He'd love to | fufiesilau &1lfiaeise
see you.
1% | €| £ | | 8| 3| 8|+ | Areyousure? woullaug
97| | E| BB 3| 8|+ |No lafldelz
o = > » © » You'd be domg me a huge 5wl,ﬁ@”l,ﬂﬁfanﬂuwa:@mm‘@@Tumm@ﬂ
198 | © 2 S| 0| o] © | .
favour. urazuan’i
- - 2wl ol o Come and join us, or | r.mght anilsdnsfuneziin asifedu iy
199 | S g E| S| | @ |+ | beforced to do something y s o a
; Aaaldnaadenuy
really drastic.
- _ |z w | © | | %= | So, youguyswentto same wanAnuAEBeuRRTAWlA:
200 | 2 5 |lg9a|lo|d|S ; y
8 school with Genny. GhT
. .
01 | @ £ El B 8| 8|+ You're not just a supply weldldudngaeuunuasdemles!
© teacher!
0w | B £l 8| 8| 3| 8|+ | Goon, lan, tell him. i liusmileRiBen
203 | S E| Bl 8| 8| 8|+ | Justignore him. laiffeslufan wam
We'd love to. Gershwin.' westeenllegus inafsiu usdn
204 | @ § % Bl S| B |+ | butwe've both got to be at wg’qﬁimmmuﬁmumuﬁﬂmnj Wi
(O]

work extra early tomorrow.

HuiiAaaay
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— £ . \ P
205 | @ 5159 @| 8| 8|+ | Can'tdoittonight, mate. Auillallfdziven
We couldn't even if we feazaenly uwdduily s
206 | T E| 2| 8| 8| 8|« | wantedto. Mysisterwon't | tfiessnasueganlisiaaiivieis
(&) . .
° babysit past eleven thirty. | il
- | £ . . . o O,
201 | T | 2 |29 8| 8| 8| | Nocando,birthday boy. lignansady auuinveeduin
208 - . z 4o 8 @ = | can't either. I'm behind nnAll ATy uatiAasliaunaninas
3 S | withmy Ph.D as itis. atjudn
o - b= o 4
209 S § s % 8 $ g Come on, lan, mate! liinazindau-Livauenn
— = - = 5 o i o
20| @ g 51 B 8| 8| S| Youcantgohome. azndufimaeuilil
— sl w| ©| v« | appreciate your ‘ua‘uQmﬁﬂmmﬁmn%ﬂﬁumﬂ...LLW‘NN
[5) S © ] .
M| @ 8 £| | ©o| ©| 5 | candour...'butlcan't, T —
honestly.
= de o wow
22| 2| %=l & 8| 8| & |+ | Whatabout you, babe? ufianoude Mifn d1led
=
23| € g <| & B 3| 8|+ | Areyousure? uflanuzAz
= > , -
214 | €| &=l §| 8| 8| 8| | Whataboutyou. Gin? 5adldn
= > ) o
25| 5 | g =l 5| 8| 8| 8|+ | Please! PATERLED
= | = . B P
26 | @ Ele 488 8|+ | can't St?y outlate on a duaganléinluias njaidasllaay
° |8 school night.
- z Slg od o o Shall we justgetataxiinto | o o 4. o .
217 S g = Lo |+ fown? Fenuinddindesiulu
Hadn't we better have some .
a sort of game-plan first? azldrunuiuniewmse. . dnazlsen
218 | B g é Z. S| 8|+ | Where'sgood to go at. . Tuuiumnew.. Svnduuiivecduduy
@ ten past eleven on a ws
Wednesday night?
29| 5| & | 218 8 8| 8|+ | Wecouldgotothe Dome. | schlweciaurilvs
20| | E| 29 8 8| 8|+ | Wecan'tgo there! Taflduz
= | E . & oadn
21| €| E g9 8| 3| 8|+ | Whereelsels there? Sufifituudn
2 | 5 £ E s A 8| B |+ | Forgetgoing to a club. atluduasasnduile
| .l 8 Let's nip to the off-licence, } .
23 | 5 £ E 5 S| 8|+ get some beers, go back to wwardedefulalu s niihudusind
€ mine and stay up all night.
-~ | = i i 4o oany
24 | S Ele 488 8|+ She can sleep in my bed, if loluauinufasdufldue
° |38 she wants.
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Don't worry about it. It's not

> =
= E |2 4 QA ®| A TiFeafuraain Tdtumnesuda
2 e N a problem.. U
e | = : |l sl ol ol o Ginny said you can sleep in Autuenbituliuenuwpedinau
° |8 Dl I g her bed. wiz
=
21| 2B 8| 8| 8|8 Do you want to do that? Ttz
= U
w| 212 < 2| 8|88 Are you sure you don'twant | a .. <o
I to go home?
29 | & g g B 3|8 Knackered yet? d1l vuagn g et
W | T OE| BB 8|8 No way. Taifinnetlz
w | 5| £| B8] 3|8 Pass the cherries, chump. | Wuduzefniien
232 =3 5 g A 8 8 HOVY '0“9 have you been nanseALTUNIMIUWN ISR
= @ seeing him?
w | €] E| 58|33 But you don't live together? | wifillfegiaarildlun
v | 5 z| g S| g But yo.u've got plans to wiifionsunnaziinannegfeaiulelu
= @ move in together? az
No, lan and I haven't got wlamsen duiuBaudslidunwaziine
= z = any plans to move in e o -
235 [ £ E| A| V| N wnaglfianii uslanazAnanauaudale
s | 2| Q|| @® together. At least, none that o
|iieraa e of 209121 Ul Eus
2w | 2| E| E| 8| 3|3 What about your own? uiuseanudsles
w| 2| 2 5|8 8|8 What about it? resdiiluivie
o A N I I The ex-girfriend you wuriyeieneuasinadenfuz
238 | £ 5 2| S| o @ mentioned in the Kings - oy
. Wugnaawidtuldluu
Arms? Is she American?
2| €| 5| E 8| 8|8 What's she like? wendndledy
u0 | £ £ 5181818 So what went wrong? waAnezlsudiaudniuay
— = | 2 .
m | T| E 293 3|3 No. i1
S = . a o Y
| 5 | g 2|3 3|3 Enough of the jibes. ‘@niavie
= -~ . 4 e e eny.
3| 5 | g | 2 313|838 Let's get to business. wnApiasdAyiuliug
z | . 4 oo
us | 2 51398 S| B What business? Fesdndnyezlamse
o 22l ol ol o Has anyone seen any of the waeid laslidraiens) lunguiantin
245 £ 5 T 9 O| ©| © 4
3 Tnsuiie

old gang recently?
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= > o
246 g g = & ! 8 B What was she up to? udomauiiiuninauerlsey
2 8 |y You know Pete's younger v o oo 4w
o v ©| »
247 < g =| 592 & e Auseitinsanaaasinlilug
=8 gwqo| o brother Ray?
‘5 z | £ . . , ¢ . .
248 | @ s 1§ 1 B 3B Him? Get married? Never. atamatinilauzazusiau ldinag
= z | £ o oy
29 | @ 51858 8|3 Never. Never. Never. it Taififing laiitnng
2 = v £
250 | &€ 8 < ELBI 848 Who have you seen.Matt? udauniaalmstinaluuuam
= » -
s | 2B 5188 8|8 What about Katrina? uioupvia
= » -
252 | € gl 218 438 Has no one heard from her? | lifllaslidnaaeimse
> — H [} -
253 E b= |8 8 8 f::,?was in London, wasn't ivadeagfluaauneuld g
%4 | € k: £ 8 3|8 What? azlswmsa
x| E |58 E| 8| T = Is that you, Matthew? viugnisez uawitn
£ You haven't been awake all
£ T LY A S A oA
w6 | €| B 2| 8|2l night waiting for me, have | Begsananisiuviterlais
= you?
w5 | T |5 E E|8| T = You must be joking. nanz
% | 5 | 58| Bl 8| @ = You'd better get off to bed. | Trhueuliugall
H
%9 | S g 8|l | 8| w| = )'\//(liltthew’ its the phone for unnsa Tnadnviuy
H
20 | S 5 | E| 8| wm| = )'\I/(lijtthew’ its the phone for unnda Tnadwid
% | T| E |z §8|.eals It's the middle of the night. | '8 fufnegiaeua
= s(tdalolc Get them to call back at a uaﬂrllﬁimﬁwﬁmmmﬁLﬂuétﬂuﬂu
262 = 1= 5 | decent hour. ninfiviesiney
' i 1
x| T|EE E| 8| T = L;”Ocv(’t your skivvy, you dbidauliug
264 @ g s 3 8 B No, you're all right. ae Tdiflulsusan
w | €| E| E| B3| B Where are you? agflnutle
%6 | S g g B 3B Shouldn t you be at work or lugaeliinanuitesslsusanise
something?
%7 | € 5 § B 3B How are Gershwin and inesturulrREleting

Zoe?
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Have you seen the sky

g E| E|l@| 3|9 G e w4
268 | 5 S| O| | @ today? Tuilisaiuriasivizads
% | = z slgl sl g Never mind all that. Go and | ‘@i assnaseanlilguanuiising
e ° = ® take a look out of a window. | W@erieu
270 | @ s El 83| 8 [ wish. 153ua3afingd
am | € E 8| @ Are you in? wdasaazinle alallallyl
272 g % | E|1 Q13138 Do YOU know what this Flwadnaiuinlfdunntiazls
I reminds me of?
’73 o s 2] o|lol|lo The summer we finished RauntinseuTisauduaianadlslug
Sl A - B B it our A levels? o
2 = . Vil
e | 25 < 2\ 3|8 How did you guess? ngnléflens
75 | £ g gls 4318 Do, Yoy I.<no.w what | was Hmdnaniirediiuda suierlse
B @ doing this time last year?
276 | £ s £ 8 8 B What? azlainen
- . s
ar | 2 & g 9 B8 8| 8 How about you, Gershwin? | waaiseas inasaiu
5| 8 When did you feel that you wanuneaasauand v uoinso
a8 | € B R S| 818 were actually a fully fledged ; ) ’
- = gl gl ® @ CRTG
@ grown-up?
| E| 5| E|8|3|3 What about you? uhaiseny
- — E = a o
280 o § = | 4 8 B No. Talazaaz
= = ) A4 e o
281 g § = 2| @ 8 B You're having me on? Hundnduaulslun
2% | 5 £ E| 8|38 Can we see it? 1eqmiend
| 5| £| E| 8| 8|8 Go on, please. vz Tian
84 | T g Ela| 8|9 Never. Never in a million Taifinng BnA&wdlflaifinng
I e Bl years.
285 o z % l © » So what does thirty meanto | anganduizianumunafitasaeyls
- ° |3 el e ® you? AwFuisatinly
T | 2 . El | ®| @ Same question back to you. Huredunmethadaafuiuisetie au
286 | = & S| ©O| | @ Gin
= > < a'
287 g § = & 3 8 8 As opposed to? Taununaz...?
| 5| &| £ 8| 8|8 Come on then, Matt. 1 B
289 | @ £ 8388 | dunno. L
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= = - . & e e d
2 | £ g = EL B 818 You're kidding, right? Hunensetraauwleluaily
m | 2| B EI B BB Neckies? winfdezlniz
i Come on. Gershwin. tell us | 209% nad1iu Aﬁf;m@'mﬂi%mwf
202 | S § % B 3B something that'll prove weWanawRzTLtasdugepLmias
° you're just as crap as us. ez
z | o .
203 | S £ g s B 38 Try us. NI neumazin
In case it has escaped your | |
_ attention, Gershwin, you dadunldlidanmuy inefedu. .
204 | @ ¥ % 33| B haven'tgota gardentodo | unizlifimaliiviavie unagunandy
° any gardening in. You live | aesusiiten
in a second floor flat.
Shows what you know. , 3
- £ sl w| o w There's more to me than uniliferladauia Wuedwines du
= 8 R g meets the eye, you know. GG gl
I've got an allotment.
— = z ! 2
29 | @ 51849888 Never! Tadaar
= ®» -
27 | @ § = E_» 2833 | kid you not. Fuazuaannanuniauinly
- - = |2 ]| ol o You, Gershwin Palmer, un..unene i widuwes Wy
i I - T B I Bt have an allotment? gy
= z ! a ol o ¥ ©_a o
099 | @ Ele g B3 3|8 You can' have' an ) unazflgaulile unduldinefaiudar
& allotment. You're Gershwin.
z How come you never s e aw o s
zZ Elg g B J| 9N latl 13
300 2 e ; S udoinlwlsdienan Witeiutinaae
Sl I - B B g mentioned it until now?
201 = 2 | 5|l w| oo So, do you still fancy her, dnls AnasdnEuauINAT und
=18 R e g then, after all this time? TevAuTatiranlanny
=
s | E| E 298| 8|8 What are you having? ineslsfuuss
2 = v v I3 )
303 | S e = E| B 3| B Your cgmpany would be tununsiseash aziflunseanminiae
8 appreciated.
= = . 1 ol
4 | 2| 5=l 2\NB| 3|3 Are you in? 'l an il
I'd love to, mate, but | 5@ﬁﬁﬂ'ﬂ§jﬂi’amﬁ’au ursudyn 13
305 | @ g 2 13 B promised to make an LLﬁQ’iﬁ‘ﬂ:ﬁiﬂﬂﬁ"mQﬁﬂlud’]ulﬁyﬂ\‘lﬂﬁﬂﬁi
8 appearance at the Beckford | . s oo o
S AsnnyIRRszaianefadul e d
family dinner table today. i
. 1 v
_ £ ol ol o They' won't mind you ) lailuurenfimdinenianaslddmsands
306 | © ® S|l o| o] @ missing one Sunday dinner f e
8 ) unfinausnegtinuuiatiug
surely? You live there.
— = | Z . .
307 | @ EEs8| 8|3 Yeah, they will. i
= | £ . o 2 e
308 | £ g g s B8 8 Your birthday? Funaunigise
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=
309 g g § d % 8 % Did yOU? udanauluy
Z =
s | ZEle<| 3| 8|88 Have you thought any more i
8 about Ginny? unéleAnsesautieganluuila
‘o £k < N © 0 , ,
3n = =38 »lo| o Far from it, mate. vandnlivasiidofion ) deien
‘@ £k < N © 0 -
312 = =38 M Nah. It wasn't electricity dnende ldlatledleaslsusen
=3 2 b 0| ©| @
313 £ S n| | D . (=
] What do you think? undnil
o B 3 [72] (4v] [72] »
4| =l 2| And Jimmy is? wirAniliilas
o) 3 B ) @ [72] .
318 = Sl =]le|o|o Never mind Congrats, fella. lifiesunBunsBudian leude
What on earth made you uwialinaudnezlsnalaliigitnadmd
- - sl !l ol o deC'de to call me at three wnauenmeuLean ineFiees
36 | £ & £ 6| 0| © thirty on a Sunday U o
. Fuanfinduuuil wawin.. Heuwnli
afternoon after. . .nearly six s s B
ldlfinaziaesizalfdnansaiuae
years of no see or hear -
vl = . sl ol ol » You still see Gershwin? isefuaainesiiuagviteil wihile
i B I Bl B g How is he? fina
" = = N [ L | just wanted to see if you're filnsdnrfanfinezegnnginsasuss
= = i R I okay. vizallan
_ . sl ol ol o You Sh0U|d come up and rewsearlleaamsifiu dusiniiism
39 | © & 2| S| o © stay with us before you go o
to Australia.
0| 2 2 51888 | take it you don't like it? Anazlidesaynivauwinlsfuz
21| €] £ 518|388 Is it too late, then? fhuanelludiovive
322 % é g 8 8 8 Never mind the card. Matt. adhidavinslzeaniaae wnidy
Worry about the days HuieAuiuiiseiivieerSoiiageny
1 H Il ]
_ o ol ol o youve got left in your Tahtihbien o Wines ulahuaniy
28| © 5 2| S| o @ twenties and savour them gy Ay
< : o Auliidudn mazidelfiaedn nasain
because, believe me,itsall | . " .
downhill from here HTRRTuacludmasmg
2| T E 18|88 Not really. flsiuz
305 g g 5| 8 8 3 This is all yours? TaaunianumaTad
| 5| & | E|B| 8|8 Hang on a sec. souflu
327 | 5 2| 2| 8| w| = Mind the shop. QuaTILATAY
328 | B 2| | Q| 7| = Don't be cheeky. atainglu
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329 | S 2| EIB| 3|8 Have a seat, mate. tiefiien
— = ol ol ol o Yeah, in a second. | just eariew ufluvil redugiateun
3| @ g Sl | ©o| @ want to check out your mine
videos.
| 2] E|E| B 8|38 Every single episode? fnmeuiaassamse
w| 2|28 28| 7| = Who'is it? ulasiz
33 | 2 5181 3|8 What are you doing? Auuinerlsegi
34 | 2 £ il @] | @ Anyway, how are you? How | 91uifaines Wuatels inlalfitine
£ = S| o |2 o ' L.
. = ® are you coping? visada
3 | O S E 8|23 You don't sound fine at all. @enanliviuaziiaguumn
. Matt.
33 | © 5| E1 8|28 it
You know what | mean. VRN EIONERNY
| 2| 5| Bl S|l B Did you sleep okay? Iuwitailan
| T 5| 8|23 Not necessarily. s
339 | € EE1 8|88 So what do we do now? uiaisdiainlausle
z | £ o n
a0 | 2 & 8 S B8 8| B Why? Wluay
= .
—_ = 2l ol ol » ! df’” t think GerShWIIn was Fudnedriuldlfazuandie Gy
341 L g S| O o| © trying to say that we're .
- ninlasusan
special.
H ! i ! o
U | € =283 3|8 Dor t YOU think th,ats the unAndadulala e
o way it is, Gershwin?
3| €| E| E| 8| 8| B A what? eyl
4 | € E| 38|88 Wh i ? Ataisaazinesla
£ 5 S| 6| 0| © at are you doing now? IneIeRaTnIaziane
= z ? i P ' o = a
45 | £ g £ 81 3|8 \lNh'C;lt are you up t0? SeeiNg | x. o assinects lhinidousite
an?
e | T | £ | B 8| 8|38 No. I'm doing nothing too. | " dufieginepilewu
— - .
—_ = 2l | ol » No. Far from it. fm _JUSt_ glad | fyysan. itdgedune Funlafisann
U7 | @ g 5| O| o| @ you can talk about it with I
, Faaillidu
me, that's all.
- > = » © » | can see you Want to ask éaﬂLﬁ@ﬁﬂﬁi?@ﬂﬁﬂ@tﬂ?wﬁuiﬁiﬂﬂ
348 © 5 = O ©o| © . =
me something. Go ahead. 0NHNE
. = 2l | ol o Look, | don't want you to get Tdiulau uz..etuebd duldesn
349 | 2 S| O| o @ v a g
upset. Visawinizadala
350 | O s ELB| 38 No. It's okay. Matt. lainsen.. auliidulsvsanuum
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351 @ g = a3 8 B Just a little bit. AladqnTlreveslsunnune...
— = =l vl ol » Sometimes you just don't upfasedlisifufasdanaeyls
352 (<) 5 S| 0| | © : . o d
want it to stop. Funaesil
33 | B £ E 83| 8 You should tell them that. | tsemcsazuenliimonyimigidens
| think it's great that you had | -
that with your mum but my lenseruuwiveniniuzaudniudd
B4 | D g s 3 8 8 folks haven't got the faintest Funn winsauAadTNE siuet e
clue what to do with Tdiflumsan
emotions.
Feel free to call me for a walnsdnimaulinnilauz laidnas
355 S g £ 8 8 8 drink, a moan or just to Tnsdwvianaonlan liasetiv vite
hang out LLﬁLLm‘iﬂLm"émmﬁuﬂimmmﬁiﬁﬁ”ﬂf
36 | £ § 518|388 Towhat do | owe this ﬁﬁ"m@tz’l@ﬁwﬂa‘mﬂma
pleasure?
357 2 kS s ! 8 8 Bad news, I'm afraid. insaaziilugagends
o = ol ol » You haven't even told me Al lFuenduiagdn frafneiidniz
38 | 5 €l Ol | @ . o
what the bad news is yet. iufearls
= > ' '
w | 2|2 5|8 3|8 Same again, Qinny? seRNwTewAN T Iva Al
— = £ ,
360 2 5 | & 1 8l 3|3 No, thanks. liaz voula
= | 2 i y |
361 g g e 2 3 8 3 Yihiakdaryou thipk that was e undnizecerling
° about?
%2 | £ g § B3| FUND Where's lan? el luudaay
363 g g £ B8 8| 8 He can't have gone adldilfnauludovsanuy
= © already?
z =
| | & = s B 3B Lovers' tiff? Tneudusiaeuiuvdele
(O]
365 | S g g B 3B So? udnleay
= > |
366 g § = & a3 8 3 Ferrari or Porsche? wassisvizana iy
— = H o
%1 | 2 51858 8|3 | don't know! T
— = sl !l ol o Can't stand them.' Cogldnt ndeagzaln nulilfieeeas sl
%8 | 2 s £ 6| | @ stand them at university Sa wwa A o
) Beuinulalfiniauiu
either.
. = 2wl o o You don't get to be anyone wefiflusnvsusaiedly lifieailu
369 | oS 2 s§| ©O| | @ 4
but yourself. agaEuAE
— = |o e a
3 | @ E1898| 8|8 Thanks, but no thanks, vavlady usiladAndn&zmjnn

boys.
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' a v d” v ' P
dnlsanlaluy anfindusiiiuga inaide

st | € £l 48|88 What do you say? Next
= ° | = weekend, are you up for it? | ulan
s | £ g § 18| 8|8 You are joking? wanisaaiavilglvaile
= 2 — | — | ]t
| 5§ E| 8| @ = Matthew! It's the phone for I
you! LNNEY HINTANNHILUS
g 5 é § 8|.o|< Who is it? psTnsdmiinnmsusiu
374
s | €| E|EE G|als What does he want? Aulngdwifainluusl
But if you don't get your
_ § N _ baCkS'de down here !n a wAtnunlBuEne fuaaninadnameeil
376 | S 2 s 8w = minute, you'll never find out « ey . 4 ¥
s \ LLﬂﬂ@tiNN’]ug NTIZAUISINYLALIU
because ['ll put the phone
down!
—_ - |2 ;
377 | @ E 18|33 No. uldn
=
38 | £ Ele 9B 3|3 S,o what can | do for you, dls Hezlsli5ulvizevinu
8 sir?
= | £ \ -
379 | £ g 59 188 How big a favour? sunaufluaehegannnlu
= i ! ' '
380 | £ Ele 4B 3|8 | have no idea what you're unyaiFaseylsile Tiviudinla
= S on about.
= x i ' v o
381 g Ele 983 3|8 Yf?u rs aikmg me to look fiindsazae iduasgnliunduses
= 8 after her?
382 | S 2 28|l | @ You'd be doing me and Zoe | #Wasfiuz whindundseduriuled
° |3 =le|lo|@ a massive favour. Iethanniasas
2 = It
| £ | < 2|3 3|3 Are you sure? unulawn
384 =3 g E g Bl 7w| = What do you fancy doing Hleenminesls3s miden
= 5 today, Charlotte?
. N 2l ol _ Do you want to go and put wytanzasliivluliesuauneud vy
3B/5 | S S 5|l | o < your things away in your n
° bedroom, darling? ;
| 2| E| &8 8| 3|3 Is she allowed to watch TV? | euanaliungiidlésiaunlan
%7 | S gl s @l w| = You be a good gllrl for your wazudinaiuaiuanlgluugn
& uncle Matt, won't you?
w8 | £ 3 § s alw| = Erc; glou know what these Smiriarlaee
| €| E= E|8|al=s What do they do? enliinezlan
w| €] E 298| 7| = You know what CDs are? | wntluaign
w | 2| E|zs 8| T |E Do you know who thatis? | flusAzdniiles
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'Have you heard of Michael

g i 248wl = xaudelufa uindi
32 | & = | = weelsEvie s ude
=1 =187 ° Jackson?
33 | 2 § = Bl 8|.a|= Is it Mummy? winsizenlan
34 | B 1 E| 8138 Come in. dinand
o = z How did you know | was s
5 | £ E| 518|388 here? Y Fliledndueg
- 1
306 | S E el E| 8| 0| < LO,Ok what we've been wngdnzdsanerlsiueg
o © doing.
. g I Uncle Matt, W|Il.you play 21NN anusu@esdnliluuns wen
7 | S 5 - I 2 R = that record again? The one 4o
5 ) . masisAndaiuiung iz
we were just dancing to?
308 g 8 g 188 Have you been doing this Hiunuiifusnnaeninaaesaiis
= @ all afternoon?
39 | &€ gls 48w = \,Nhat,have you been Fuilmylileadlstinedegn
= o listening to?
400 = g g B 8B Where does she get these UndnAwanTnann e
- " words?
o o | B So. what's cool music. then ulvuuenuaddn anseidne §
a1 | 2 g l:E9 83| @< / . A fe e
o Charlotte? arlale’e 1n5aen
402 | € 8 § s Bl &= So what's not cool? duazlsnliialadzgn
w3 | T| E|E| B BB No, no, no. Taiaiz 'l Tal
w04 | € £ ELB| 8|8 So, things getting you down fasiithuiusefeiuy
- © at home?
- - 're ioking. right? Thi B e p—
ws | T E slg| 9| g Youl re joking, right? Things o
° can't be that bad. CREY
w06 | T OE| EIB| 8| B Never! 0!
o = ol ol o Bu.t you're ot Serious about | s iteresatiniiaginiy
407 | £ 5 S| 6| o| © going to Australia now, oaduns il 3
surely?
we | T| E|E|B| 8|8 , oo
° I'm totally serious. usdagn
o g £ n © n ,
W= i il e el e But what about us? uiaizeamaninaz
z = Aren't we having a good e
a0 | £ & ELB| 388 fime? gag agftifuwanduldaynimse
411 @ £ E 8318 ! I.nVIted you to come out ﬁuﬁmumﬂiﬂﬁqﬂagﬁi@
© with us.
1 '
—_ - 2wl ol o And | tumeq you down! I'm | 1 fyvisen 1 azannliiidlulstadiu
42 | @ g E|l 6| o @ nobody's third wheel, thank | , ,
Arawmsn lalaz aaula
you very much.
a3 | 21 E|E| 8| 3|8

You're joking, right?

wonawla v
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Deadly serious, sir. Why

Ma | @ £ EI B 8|8 ; WaasaRAzAM duazyaiauinly
° | = e would | joke?
a5 | | E|E| B8] S| B But what about lan? e ufnidouas
a6 | E| E| E| B8] 3| B What about lan? Bawinlniie
i ? . T S
—_ = sl ol ol o Mind What' An 0|.d . wnazdnezlsay Audieuwninginadinun
M7 | @ s £ 0| | @ schoolfriend moving intothe | .. . iy
ag) finednefiwezues laidwmsen
spare room? Of course not.
1
418 | B E £l 8 S8 You'd let me pay rent, of finaenaisefiaaliduansAgn
course?
49 | @ E E1 8|88 No rent, as ['ve already Auanudalednldifiuanidn
made clear.
o = 2|l w| ©| » And you're sure you're o .
420 < s E|l 6| o| © waudladnsaunlaunuy
sure?
421 g g g B 8| 8 What.kmd. of r5,||eS did you ﬂgﬂﬁmLmu”muﬁww%ﬁmfaﬁm”ﬁ
have in mind?
. = sl w!l ol o» NO washing-up leftin the HsmunauaaBlusnalaeladdnaiv
422 | S 5 £ S| o @ sink longer than twenty-four | .. .
fAuAdaTug
hours.
No leaving just two sheets Hiuwiaenszaneinsylutieni 5ud
423 5 § £ 48 8 B of loo roll for the next gaausiu Indvunudndeanaeuldiinn
person. Inadviud
. - ] v
— = sl ol ol o You can't mall<e up rules, e ifAvEnzAwnnges anti du
424 | O b= £ S| | @ you cheeky git. I'm the a v s
Wudnaaetiuug
landlady.
45 | 5 £ E| 83| 8 Goon. i dund
| 2| E| E| 8| 8|3 What's this rule you've got? | ngezlszeuselininu
= = 2l ol ol o No girl-pants or brassieres FumnnaneRLENMISLUFT BN
427 S = 5| O| ©o| @ . . Y =
drying on radiators. ANNBEUANTIA
408 | € g 5181818 Good night? Aulilulafedz aymidaulan
2| 2| E| EIB8| 8| B How about yours? uinveasedulal
| 2| E| EI 8] 8|8 How was it? Hletiz
o = sl ol ol o So come on, Mr Misery, 181 Tudnan@ wamfsndnua®n vinludu
431 | £ & 2| S| o] @ why was tonight so awful for | + Ay o
Teuseielfdannindanmun
you?
m| T| E|E|8| 8|8 L
=le|°e|® @ No special reason. Tifwmnaiirueslsmsan
433 | € EL 28|88 Hard day with Charlotte? Huflifenfevisseuniels
434 | T g g B 3B Notin the least. She was ludmedniia unurfnazanelyl

brilliant.
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w| Z| E| E| 8|88 So what's wrong, then? udamnasaiiuerlail
That's the second time N . .
you've invited me to play Tillunsefiseaufoursegougiliid
36| @ g g B 8B gooseberry. | have my e SufiTidna e Lidewni
dignity. | don't need your nanAaLnail.. delifes
charity. . . yet.
o = ol ol o What are you doing now? uwfnflaziinezlasie azdinuauuianie
437 £ 5 S| O| ©o| © D .
Off to bed? €19
| T E| E| 8| 3|8 Not this early. fadustinaiifiens
| T E| E| 8| 3|8 You're joking! wafuu
Never mind computers. drairenfnmefions widlalaii
! i 1
40 | S £ EILB| 838 Let's open a bottle of wine fudnuamiseanaon weinlHaung
© or three, relax and have a N
uhanaiufng
good old talk. ’
m| 2] E| E| 8| 8|8 You miss her, don't you? waAntuaazd 1l
m| & E| E| 8| 8|8 Who? 'l
. = ol ol o So, are you going t? tellme | ;oqecisuioenavinfinesls
43 | S 5 2| S| o @ what went wrong with you + . o
Turiuiseseseuiuu
two?
m | T O E| BB 8| B No, no, no. Tl T
| z| 2l ol ol @ Talking about relationships | NAiEesmNARllGacmen-
445 e 5 = o b} ad i A Y Y e
isn't gloomy - it's therapy. Sutunisindasimin
e | 2| E| E| 8| 8| B What? azls
wr | T| E| E| 8|88 No. It was bad. Tiiae.. sfuugosdn
448 =3 £ 5183818 What made you change wkrezlsvinlisawaela
= @ your mind?
o = S|l | ©| »
449 £ 2 5| Ol ©o| @ ) 5
© What thing? azls
s | 2| E| E| 8] 8| B How about you and lan? udoiseriuideusy
= wlafisaipeAumnnaen 1 sl
s 2 E|EIB| 8B What did you have in mind? | ..
What about you, Matt? How
45 o = sl ol ol o did you think things would uwfaiseazunm aderewneAniuels
c £ =z v o o o
Sl O e B I g be for you when you turned | Wdwsudaansiduting
thirty?
o g 2| o] @| » Who else did you have in Ko d g g
453 | £ g . uhalaifllasaululadinsize
= S mind?
s | T OE| BB BB Is this a good idea, Matt? uazfimseusm




333

5| E| E| E| 8| 3|8 You're not sure? waliudlamse
o 2 zl | ©| » What aren't you sure Lo
456 | 2 g £l 8 Tiuilaliecerls
=] ° el B about?
457 | 5 E| £ 88|38 No. Taidiea
58 | £ g £l 8 S| 3B Don't you want to do this? Hanaaiseesnnasinasinstusisailan
459 | € 5 18 3|8 Do you? 16RENNIMIE
o = sl !l ol o Are you sure sure? Or are iwaunlagaaevidailan sivadiud
460 £ 5 S| O| | @ . ‘
you just sure? wilaiae]
| E| E|E| 8| 8|8 What now? aclsingziii]
w| 5| £| B 8|88 Now, stop sulking. Addnsiwmiing]
= z = And let's discuss this like s ”
463 | © £ EL B 31 8 udapeiulianiuduglunmies
e | = @ the adults we are.
Let's agree right now that \snAnariuriawdn udaniiing
w64 | S 5 EL B 8|48 we're not going to get all ViviudlanT videriidavinadinldiu
weird about this. Han
w5 | 2| E| E| 8| 8|8 Anything else? flezlainlun
o = sl ol ol o What about if one of us udafmnisaulaauniuinulaeula
466 | = & S| O| | @ . 2
changes our mind? Tuanay
467 g g s a 8 8 Are yOl,'I going to change fliseaziFeulamse
your mind?
ws| T| £ EI B 8|38 Not necessarily. analillimnededuiili
09| 5| £ 5| 8|83 Believe me, Ginny. dedtuney ul
> ! Il
470 o s (% A 8 $ ! St,rongly doubt that | m suldaswlansen
going to change my mind.
471 g 5 ELB| 3B So we're agreed? Wuduwinsanaaiuudalelua
am| € E| EIB8| 8|8 Anything else? flozlsdnlmdle
| 2| E|E|IB8| 8|8 Are you sure? uidlany
e | @ s E 8318 Nothing. Tiflazlsvsan
415 | 5 E| E 8| 38| 8 Just ignore me. dredunaz
s | T | E| E| 8| B| B It's nothing. Honestly. liftezlain a3y
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a1 | € g g Bl 8| B |+ | Whatisit? falsfidunas
3| E| E| 5| 8| 3| 8| | Why? il
Other than the fact that 'm | wenwileanmauaiidrsuingsnyer
o = ol ol o ina relatlonsh|p with lan fudeu fumguaidseeefiings
479 | £ & 2| &| o | @ |+ | andyou're getting over your - Ca ‘
o ) wengnavinladnuriun udafingliag
ex-girlfriend and moving to o A
Australia quite soon? eRRATIRELEIE
o = ol ol o Because you know what the 1a Tl lusdn dasdnanansands
480 | £ b= £ 8| ©o| @ |+ | otherword for repeated dod e e
) . P9 wBandnetnenesls
procedures is, don't you?
w1 | 2| E| E| 8| 8| 8|+ | Anightmare? fhéenizie
_ Which do you think? The AnurauuuLpg TadFan e
482 g % gl s 44 8 B |+ H””ga”ar? we had last tllme Fumuriau sitedrlnBanasasiiian
T 23 or this ltalian number with ISR
fifty pence knocked off?
" Wagz anenuanilpenireiainann
w| 225 5| 8| els]|w— Daddy. Jammy Dodgers'or " e
chocolate-chip cookies? danlnuandilnas
84 | @ E |28 B @|=|+ | Neither. Tiievigiuumas
We don't want your teeth to
_ 5 A fall out. now. do we? Go w1 esnTignifurgosnaninae
485 | S §| 2| | T| = |+ ' L \ e as s
& and put them back, there's ey ihudnaudaenlianAuliide
a good boy.
c - — . . \ o
w6 | 2| &= BB B| | S| Isthisyourlittle gir? gnanamsanz
(2]
— - | = o | © | o | %= | No,she's not mine, and unlildgnananunsanay fnause
487 | @ |8 9&6 || 0|5 - ' Faw o a o
@ neither are these tampons. | wuuaaswanilflaldmilenty
— = | £ Y= y <
488 | O £ 15 98| 8| 8| S | Theyrenotmy partners. Lildveuumamsenaiy
g | §. 8|lal®|alE Ginny who lan used to work Auilfl Beuneinnudanizitens
_ ] ol ol o= You and Gmny should @mﬁuauﬁm%m:mmuﬁmLﬁuﬁ'ﬁ'
490 | o g £| S| ©o| @ | 5§ | comeround for dinner -
3 . tihutiauy
sometime.
Well, anyway, just get her to | ysigeinslairnnuentdisatnsdnyim
= £ =| »| @ | o | |givelana call when she's A e a .
491 § §| A Beuvidaaudonu fnazansenueda
c 2] = © 1 © 1 5| come through the other L
. wuaGuLSaeudn
side/
1aduagAulRennau pauliniga
= z =l ol ol » Leave me alone until I'm o a g fitelan
492 £ g — e Auailunyseifielsdenny
© o | =@ @@ human. 3
i
a3 | 2| E| E| 8| 8| 8|+ | Areyoudecent? Wegpieulan
494 | 5| 5| E| 8| 8| 8|+ | Comein dinnd
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What can | do for you, Mr

g| £ls|lals|g el liiAdusL s Auavied
495 c £ Reclslinduiuline Aoulanesn
= I S e Beckford?
w0 | 2| £ B8] 8| B What's this in aid of? esluanazeslsfineues
wr | T OE| E| 8| 8| B Nothing. laiflelsh
498 =2 £ 5 88| g You want to borrow some sl e
= @ money, don't you?
| T E| E| 8138 No. ldn
— = 2|l vl ol » N.O, I_V\{aSJUSt thinking how | ;150 15v15uin fudg@ndnafuiu
500 | @ g E|l 6| | @ nice it is when someone elsfAinibung
does stuff like this.
s01 | T £ E| B 8|8 No. (g
s2 | €] £ B8 8|8 Is he staying for long? mafiazegBnundlu
- = 2wl ol o Did the phone ring while pawisaenLeglidasadivite
503 £ 2 5 (&} [} [} ! ; n .
you'were in the bath? ilan
504 | € ElEI B34 Was it something siluwse TitesdAyerlnitenlsn
= @ important?
505 | £ g g B 3B No one else phoned? udahiflauuinsiwingniaeie
- = sl ol ol o Anyway, enough of lUneY Lﬁn@ﬂém‘l}mﬁwﬁdﬂu DY
506 | B s £ S| | @ telephone messages. Ask At Fuaddlsing
me how my day was.
507 | £ g § B3| FINB How was it? Fuilifluatiralating
se | 2] E|E| 8| 8|8 Where to? ulinazuitlafln
509 g g £ B 3B Somewhere with a beach, AT anseeslsetnafisitaulan
= @ maybe?
s0 | € E sl alslg Are?you going to come with | -y s <0 x n
me?
s | 2| B E|I B BB What are you up to tonight? | Aufliseasvinerls
s2 | £ E| B8 8|8 How about you? ufuisent
1,
o = sl ol ol » You've got th? l-wantto-go- | oo uausresnnnauenBndnudeld
513 | € s 2 O | © back-to-America blues -
again, haven't you?
s | 2| B EI S| BB Are you hungry? finizaulan
s5 0 € £ E| 8| 3|8 Is that an offer to cook? iwuesiaine i
516 | 2 £ 8388 What do you fancy? atnueslssy
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st | £ £ B8 8|8 Did you say hello? uialdvinneidilan

sig | i 218184 You already know, don't
= © you? i6agogudnldluy

519 o :| £l gl S| g You already know he's
= =] ° @ married, don't you? ivegagunladnBauusienuuds lalun
= 5| E|l | ®| @

50 | © =l o| Q|| Let's go. Tz

21 € £ §E|1 8|1 3| 8 Where to? Tl

2| € E|E|I 8| 3|8 What do you mean? uaneAuil

53 | € g § 81 3|3 And then? uinetislssie

524 g g E a3 8 8 In the geography 'lumﬂ%mﬁmmﬁum LR
= @ department?

525 g g g B 8| B When dld. you find out he ufasaiinusiseudonaulu
- © was married?

526 g1 E| 18| 3|8 And? udiale

st | €| E|EI B 8| B What do you mean too late? | tseusnanradnle aneifivlyl

s | T E| BB 8|8 It's not all right. fhilad

0 | 5 tlalglyg It's okay. | don't think of you 1ijﬂu1?ﬂ'} Fuarlifneslsiuseuny

© like that at all. unsen

530 = = gl sl g His wife - Susanna - doesn't | 1w, ifawnzadlfiedsabian
= = © R know? waelaTvin

531 g = g 8 © 8 So where does lan tell her uSaandauiuisasanu e 1ae
- =] ° ® he is when he's with you? vangrmdinlillm

532 | £ g £l 8 S| 3B Is he going to leave her? udrieuasidniudlaviailan

53 | 2 518|838 And he does love you? ufninisasiemse

53 | £ g 5181818 Z\gj)at do you think I'should | _ =) 5 51 nasacsinedingts

5 | @ E| BB BB It's not that simple. Mulairwasinaiiuizd

5% | €| £ E|B| 8| 8 What? flezlamse

s | T OE| BB BB You're rabbling, Matt. wiaikaudauam

s | £ B E| B8] 8|38 Are you going to be okay? | teelsiiulsuz
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s9 | | E|E|I B 8|8 What? il
sa0 | T 5| |8 8|8 Nothing. lifiels
— = fl ol ol » | wouldn't have described By dundlilenuiulnaunaiu
541 o s 5| O] | @ . .
< him exactly like that. EGLI
s | T O£ BB 8|8 Nothing. Liflezls
& = sl | o] o It's nothing. | was just going laildelsusan woilfasmanuidon
543 i 5 =S| O| ©o| @ Fa
to ramble, really. Aatly
544 | € El a3 3 Whatl do you think of this ol
one?
545 | & £ ELB| 8|48 Better or worse than the last Weuugeiiudanndniseudnin
one?
s | = ARAEIE: So it's a casual place that wavendniifieadthiuaoudiaunen
= 51 = (¢b] [} ' B o ,
© we're going to? Anaoeldlun
sar | E| B ELB|I 8|8 Am I? Fumse
a3 | 5 | £ | E| 8| 8|8 Il just be a minute. GueBnuilounf
s | E| 5| E| 8| 8|8 What about this? wivgoisz il
o z = ol ol » Better or worse than the A a4
550 | £ £ | 8| 33 Andiseuenitgaiien
© one before?
551 g s 5181818 Trainers or shoes? saqinassuanvizaiinlud
2 | T £ | B8 8|8 No, trainers definitely. linz seuiéinludinin
3| 2| E| E| 8| 3|8 Jacket or no jacket? uieufinisalaiudauing
U H H N N »
& = sl owl ol o But \fve re getting a taxi, wiisraziiauing i 1dmse Sulisies
554 | @ = 2| 6| o @ aren't we, so | could go e ey ensa
. ) uaaimluAlsd
without the jacket?
o z oo
555 | 2 £ E| 83| 8 People who what? Al
556 | @ E| E1 8| 38| 8 Nothing. laiflezls
. = sl w| o » Go on, Matt, say something wwvdesduan nanneslsvey azli
557 | 5 £ 2833 P .
- make a toast. Tuufiariy
— = 2|l vl ©| » No, thanks. I'm crap atthat | "Aind1 veula Fasnaaedeil
558 o £ 5| O| | © . o a
sort of thing. FuvingRinay
. = 2wl o o Why don't you? It's your wedhaznamazlswies Autiduiu
559 | © 2 5| ©O| o| @ . 2
night, after all. 18915077
- = s ol ol » | couldn't. I'm crap at these Tallwaaz.. Suiesiivion Saawasdi
560 2 5 =S| O| ©o| @ a e
ey

things too.
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But it would mean a lot if

iy @ ) o =
usitsaiiuAuna duazd

561 | B £ 2833 . o
ou did. AEMNNEA MU UNINUE
Y
L |z sl ol ol o -
2| 5 | g £ ol 0| @ Come on. v
- E £ 8 | » One of you makes a toast 1psfilE danndnerladeines raud
53 | © 2 g | | © before this stuff goes flat, ‘
3 4 . wrsloyazvne devne
will you?
— e =l ol ol » E.etslvind ! Wan:hto do the iuﬁuﬁmmﬂ%ﬂﬂﬁ"m "eviliien
%4 S g Sl A N 'g YWhere-are-they-now iinzeaee v fuudoay
conversation.
My suggestion is that if
We're going to do this, let's wriduuuztindn fazaeiuaseasi e
565 5 § £ a3 8 8 Just keep to the unusual|- waeuiuites sulsieannidadnsiuas
< the I-never-thoughMhey'd- . Euu .
. . - Wwaenaiulil ' unuazdng
be-doing-that-in-a-million-
yearsones.
= ©
566 | S § < g B 3B Did you say hello? udasadinlivinviserlan
T | & |l | ®| @ : y
567 | | § | 5| 8| 0| @ You lie. Tnwndian
= ' Vv
se8 | £ | 2 < BB 3|8 Where did they get on? puddautheluusy
= v
569 | € § 12483838 What do you mean where wangAudk Tutleluu
= S did they get on?
s | T 288 8|S Dunno. bz
s | T O£ & B3| 8|8 David Coote? Never! Bauaia A o Tie!
572 | @ g £ B 198hB D?VId _COOte did not have a wian fn 1 fnungnua e
@ third nipple.
573 | 5 |83 8 Bev, help me out here. wim oeihuduits
s | T & B8 8|8 How should | know? dualffléloin
ss | £ 5§ &1 8| 8| 8 Coke made him throw up? | AxlAnudatianise
The Coke didn't make him B
. . ol ol o throw up. But the half bottle TadlfdaninerzTAnusan uswsrzRan
576 | 2 3 5 e . 4 d o
“ gl @@ of his dad's whisky might've | waeegaranszamierniusiemn
had something to do with it.
sm| £ 5| 8| 8| 3|8 Short girl with blonde hair? | snaideuauaeuiildl
578 g £ 18| 38 Used to hang about with Liz A winalinzeneda wnvis vssive
= < Maher? :
© ' inki '
579 | © 3 HER- AR RS You're thinking of Annette Tusfuuewdin lsladu sinewin
= Roloson.
580 | B 2| 28 3|8 Over to you, Pete. 1 vieRitn
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Watch yourself, Beckford...

. T A
athnau Wenase.. a1l lvidadn

581 5 b R 8 % 'Remember ['ve got a black Suzwrnilwignnansluaiaaniden
belt in wedgies. uy
s | @ c 2ol olo We didn't call her that. allEifunudanaiflfisadumien
- ° |38 el e e Shelley Heath did. 1aad g8 snannifluauBuBenteu
583 | S £ &8 83| 8 Tell us your story, Pete. isiRineziin
z [} ! i o \=l
584 | 2 5 2183 8 What's Faye doing now, analdiineslseeiluuug
then?
585 | © 2| 8181388 No! sl
586 | © 5 8| 3B Never! Tadiinnal
se7| T 5| 8| 8| 8| 8 Get out of here! Tnwnusky
— | z ol ol ol o = .
8| & | 8= 2| o| | @ You're joking! woufhuaul
se0 | E| 2| 8| 8| 8| 8 Is she pretty? anevisauldn
so | £ 5| 8|1 8| 3|8 What did your ex think? dewisaiinle
sor | T B OEI B BB I'm totally awake. Audemadwagian
= = ol ol ol o | think we should try to stay Fudusmenenegiijaiugndniia
592 ° 5 & &} o [ " p
up all night again. sl
s | £ Bl 58 E 8|8 What about everyone else? | uanuduazinls
54 | € g é 81 3| 8 Sleep well? uaunauaune v
s5 | T 5| 2|8 8|8 No. Terrible. e
o £ 2|l | ©| »
596 c 8 2 o .
- gl =1e)9 @ You? udnioesy
= £ = © | »
597 | S E1 £ 8| 3|8 TR
= Guess what? Uned
s | T £ 5|18 3|8 | haven't the faintest clue. | melignusen
599 g g 181818 When did whatever it is Wi lETisedils Redwidels 3
- = happen?
600 | £ g § 81 3|8 Where? nealuin
601 E § % 8 8 8 Are you trylng o tell me that flisefndeazuendiin...
2 you...
2| T| 5| E| 8| 8|8 Not that! Less than that. Taiflenunmiue | fleandiu
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o3| E| | 5/8| 8|8 Who with? fiulas
604 g g g ! 8 3 How did it happen? Tfudluandyinlmadls
65| T| 5| E|8| 8|8 | don't know il
o - ol ol o What? You're gollng to ) oz thisenasauazaumilu ve-
606 | S g §|o| o| @® make a r-e-1-a-t-i-0-n-s-h-i- e
p out of it?
o7 | E| §| E| 8| 3|8 'What does that mean? uadnezlniz
608 | é 518 3|3 It's a bit cynical, isn't it? ianaslanudielimiaeizanlan
—_ - ol ol o ] o Benindunedlanluwifiiuduegaie
609 | 2 g 5| 0| o| @ | prefer to call it realistic. NP,
1 1 . 1 | .
—_ - ol ol o We're JU.St f”ends.“'She s wufluieuiiuae. iseinAuguey
610 | & g 5| ol o| @ already in love with i
someone.
o1 | £ 5| | 8| 8|8 Who? laawse
o2 | | 5| | 8| 8| 8 And what about you?' uriond
o3| £ £ 518|388 And what about me?' udindinla
o | E| 5| | 8| 3| 8 Who are you in love with? | ufisedzinlas
65 | 5 | 5| 2194 8|8 You can't go just yet. wanoeddly /1
66 | T | E| E| 8|88 | shouldn't bother. fuietdunniagi
— £ = .
67 | T |t 2\ B 3|3 You wish. fhuluines
= ' i i ' ¥ -
s | T2 <] 2| a| S|4 You've got no choice in the Bt it den
S matter.
= '
619 | £ Ele 48 3|3 So what have you got uwfannaunueslsiuliazdie
= 38 planned?
60| T £| 2| 8| 3|38 Definitely not. laigtma
1
— - ol ol o What do you mean I'm not | ., . /it duslaiusila wasnewnn
621 | @ g 5| O| o| @ sure? You weren'tsure last | |, s . . e
i arilindlaiapmaneuds Tl
time, were you?
62 | £ & 518|383 So what's your answer? AnauseazmeLdtetly
=2 z| 2| o| ©| o What aren't you sure Liniladasas]
623 [ s g Jiuidlaizaseacls
= s | 2| 9|9 ® about?
on | Z g g sl g You think you might actually | _ .~ . .

be what?
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625 | © s £ 8 8 B | think nothing. TWlsAnelndumiae
626 @ g g 3 8 8 No, there's no need. atian lufiaamsan
67 | T| E| E| 8| 3|3 | think there is. Haod
68| E| £ | E| 8| 8|8 What are you doing? #nezlsny
60| €| E| £ 8| 3| B Is it? Jumse
630 | € E £l 8 S8 How? falesy
fafu“.Ldfamﬁu:édwGlmf:ﬁummmmm:m
631 | S g £ 8 S| 8 .. or know this is difficult anuinla widudneehelasfsiesnaniu
© but | think we need to talk. o
vuaaudany
! i i J v
- = 2l ol ol o You e afraid that !f we talk | sonatatus finafiesnuesiiii
632 | £ g S|l Oo| | @ about it suddenly it will ‘ oy
ot ioSend? azutladynatnesiesanag
633 | S 5 E 81318 You first. inadnunneud
634 o - z gl sl g The conversation or the wldwisiiﬂmiiz ANLRINTABIUYTRIN
- = © ® situation? Baesrninug
o5 | ® ¥ sl gl s g It's not like that. It's nothing falailgaenaiued Wlddsduaadn
- © = @ like that. faRenuy
636 o = tlalg @ So, are you saying that you | 439 Lﬁ@ﬂ?wnlﬁnmmﬂuﬂuﬁu
- = ° % want this to be it? redsataiuvie
o) E|l E|l | ®| @
637 2 5 2 O| | @ No. Lk
T | = © | 0
638 | @ | 2|1 8|3|3 R
° Of course not. sl
639 | &£ s £ 8 8 8 What? avlamre
640 | B g E 81318 Listen, Matt. Tuam Wariauz
641 22 £ g 8 8 8 Of course 'd love you to nluduazllesnliiseay
© stay.
It would be under normal ‘
o | ® = 2l | @ o circumstances, Ginny, but fimpisanunisainliasf a3eeguy
= = o ©| @@ these aren't normal Aull uiduiusiulildesaiu
circumstances, are they?
I'm not saying that we
— = 2l | ol o should make a go of it duladlfivanduanfesauiiumee
643 <) s 5| ©O| | © ; fuoTidneslavh
because of some stupid dyryaiderlatunsen
pact.
! i v
644 S s 5| 8 8 3 But for now lets just have a meuiiismeyleianniuieuind

nice day.
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65 | £ E| £/ 8| 8|8 And do what? inezlad
66 | 5| £ | 218|338 Let's go shopping. ifenilou
a7 | E| E| E| 8| 3| B What? i
os | £ | E| 8| 8|38 What about these? atidhils
649 | T £ 81 3|8 No, they're green. Tsitendeaiden
Come on. Matt, even this ez uAgnsnFiansliinliiee
= z s | ©| » can't offend your Al . .
650 £ S e @eorudlulfvsan sudtseldudons
© @ ol B I B sensibilities. | could really s
s o aythiing
fancy you in this suit. v
Light grey? I'd spend my life , 3
_ tripping backwards and Ameawilaue dndsTintifeadrean
651 | @ 5 £ 8|38 8 forwards from the dry- SudnuitsliBuusazduud andnudli
cleaners, riot in a million Taifinnewsands #i3n
years, my dear.
652 | S g £ 81 3|8 Steady on. Tpdefinfusiainay
— = ol ol o Never mind steady on. deadetineinaunazi flnagan
653 | @ s £ 6| | @ There's plenty more where S
that came from.
[}
— = 2wl ol o | don't expect you to dulilfapuislisadinlavsanus
[ 8 £ !
654 | & g S|l 0| | @ understand because you're I IR
not me.
1. 2
— = sl ol ol o | wouldn't go that far but delifaumiuvsan uriaafnnlau
655 | 2 5 S| 0| | @ you have convinced me of ey ‘
. mumﬁﬂuaﬂmm@mq
something.
66 | 2| E| E| B 3| B What? azlss
T2 | 2| @ @| @ I'm not that bothered about ,
657 215 = N O | ©o| @ ooy IR
© what's going on. FulilfesniGeserlsfandemion
o Y ol ol o What. | want t9 know is what wazdeiduennniine aezlsiu
658 | S £ 6| | @ is going on with you and s sefALT
Ginny.
= N ol ol o I need to know the details FusiensineaziBen wazdul
659 | S & £ S| o| @ and | need to know them N
' ABINTILALIULAE !
now!
60 | 5| S| E|B| 8|8 | want to know everything. | Sussnniiienun
661 | =S 8 5181818 Come on. Spill the beans. wezi.. i@ druanaeneadan
— E = w m w a vy a_& o P4
662 S § sl & 5 bl > Enough‘s enough_ wefiie dndndnliuda
SO come on OUt W|th the LWi"TX'ﬂZi{uLLﬂWﬂﬂNWL@HﬁﬁQ Iﬂﬂﬂt
663 | S JE 5183138 details. When, how and Bun lels atils uazitdrdnyiign
O

most of all why?

il
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The how is a little bit

— = HEE trickier, though | don't really Gevathilrileinaends suesdll
664 | 9@ g 2|l o| ©o| © ’ o s sy
8 know how the how part Aseuiatulfedals
happened ...
665 | €| & | E| 8| 3|3 Which one? Al
o ° sl owl ol o | mean. what about i andheteae Faeend
666 | .S & £ 6| | @ y . ~ .
Australia, for instance? pRAMIAY 1saazdnle
o
667 g 8 5 4 8 3 And you'd live where, uivisaazlieg il
exactly?
s | £ | & | E| 8| 3| B He's married, isn't he?' sl
669 | S E| 218 3|8 Don't lie. Matt. aeilnun wam
= B .
670 | € g < - A s Zoe right? Trayngnvisailauum
= o » .
671 g § = BB 3| 3B Is lan married? euussuLiaLay
o2 | £ & E| 8|88 Has he got any children? udanilgnyiteian
= v
o3| 2| £ (2983 3|8 Did Zoe find out about it? | wdelsadulivieuldn
= z o 2o <
674 | € < 59 31318 What happened then? udranniuineslsiu
. | = : o S
675 | £ s 2 9 Bl BB So things are okay now? AnasneuillilFeseslsiuudalrluu
=3 5 F w| | @
676 k= = < 17, 4
=8 Rl e What for? Basazliz
o7 | 2| E| 2|8 3|8 How were Gershwinand | oz, tediduleting
Zoe?
o8| 2| 5| 2| 8| 8|8 What did you get up to? whanezlaffuting
679 | & g E1 8| 38| 8 Nothing much. lidaaiiazlsvsan
60 | £ £ E| B 3|8 Was Charlotte about? pfRenueuuk et
681 E g £ 48 8 8 Have you eaten? uRasadnuaslsunvizada
682 | S s E 83| 8 Are ){OU going fo tell me pnasazuenduldniieeslstu
what's going on?
63| | £ EI 8| B8 There's nothing wrong. Liflerlsusanin
s | T| E| E| 8| 8|S Yeah, and it looks ke it. quiinFemieriuil
685 5 E § 8 8 $ I'm Waiting, Matt. T LS ELLE AR
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66 | 2| £ | E| 8| 3|8 Why? il
o7 | 2| E| E| 8| 8| B What's changed your mind? | ezlsinliiserlaenla
1
. - ol ol o We're not teenagers any lilgdegunious wazuvinesls
688 | © g 5| O| ©o| @ more. We can't do things B
, adaiiueg WlAuka
like that.
I'm sorry too. But even so | Fueafidala witseewiuguidnee
689 | S s 518 3|8 think you'd better go. For ArsliiBeAndn ukansalifilifies
good this time. n&uNNaEn
690 @ g % Bl x| @ No. lainsanin
6| T E| 5| 8| H| B Not at all. laiiay
692 g g El 8|2l What did you break up uwkdnuiteseslsavidle
~ . over?
693 | S £ El8|l.al g You don't t,hmk you can 'fiﬂmisiﬁm@:ﬁ@mumﬁﬁmm‘%@k
L” salvage this?
64 | ©| E| 5| 8| @ | B No. It's definitely over. lainz Fectiiuauudodse
— ® sl ol ol @ But | thought you were Lmqmmﬂw‘mL@qﬁdﬂw%m:ﬁzmulm
[ kS 8 D A @
695 | = = =| © © prepared fo forget your new eAutlinaelsildivee
job for her?
. - 2| o |- o Let's not discuss this any ashpuitesiimiBnatazioinume
6% | S g =S| S| »| @ o : e
more - it's depressing me. | vwiniinlalan
| wouldn't call bumping into nzauAdulmemganafaulu
697 | @ g £l Bl w| B a few people | kno,W ina gulefunfifinil delideaqngealy
. supermarket the pinnacle of o
BITNNTUTBININTBNY
my career.
698 | © £ E| 8.2 B 'm not just talking about sulsilimnedouddeniudomien
w that.
2 = ! = o il a 1
699 | & s E| 8.2l B But | wouldn't go back to wisulsifinendulegugaduuineu
. Brooklyn.
® [ : ' .
700 [ s § 8 NN £ | don't think we're gettmg lasuanduniuey
. old.
m| 2 5| Bl S|l What time is it? fiAtuaudio
| T Bl 5| 8| @B What? azlafu
— < 2| . » | wasn't bom at twelve forty- wnlalliRmmewiesAuandinde
703 | @ g =Sl O| @ @ . ‘
five a.m. wilag
| 2 5| Bl S|l B So when were you born? fuanufinnlualiney
705 | £ g § Bl #w| @ Well, how do you know? LL%Q@mﬁmmaﬁﬂﬁ@fjwiﬂﬂmm
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Not "sleep with you" sleep
with you, but sleep as in two

»
TlEunnea "wansiaafu wuuii

nraney wivaudiaiuuuLAUdnIAL

T £ El Q| o] @« i i
706 | = & = Q| @ _peOple being unconscious wnaRaguwReaReiuluoa
in the same bed at the WL e
same time Rty at1atusn
707 | € g § Bl @| § |+ | Whatfor? azuaufaeiulivinlumsa
8| £ E| 5| 8| @ 8|+ | Whattimeis it? finTaudo
00| T| 5| E| 8|2 8|« |No lein
mo| £ E| 5| 8| | & |+ | Whatare they? flezlsthadly
Do you think | spent hours Hrdunzdazaniasnineing
M| @ £ E|l Bl 8|+ f'dd"”9 about Wlt_h azlsting Sunzienanfudaluaivie
w wrapping-paper just to tell o ,
2 1eeadyienslons
you what's in them?
m | s 2 5l gl ol g|— Open them and find out S
w yourself.
- e = Ten dollars for your e
= £ £ n 7)) n
713 < L, u— uanuueIn...
° @ = e P thoughts.
714 =3 E | 8| .o $ Y— What were yeu thmkmg’ ﬁm:“liﬂgimm..tﬁ@u
- » dude?
715 @ g E Bl x| |+ | When? Anazladleleru
me | | E| 5| 8| @| B |+ | lwasn'tthinking anything. | wliliAneslsdamien
| T 5| 2| 8.2 8|« | L Tnwn
oy £ 2l | =| » ' :
8| & 2| §| S| @ o+ | Iwasnt wldnlnun
o - What do vou think of vour anasauAnaenslsiuianiisesly
m | £ 5| | 8|2 8|+ A e
new birthday skin? Jufnting
— = o — I'm not disappointed, I'm AldlsAandmsan Wesusdssuainla
0| T B 5| 8| H| 8|+, pRol L
just sort of surprised. winfues
= ! '
721 | @ Ele g B3| 8|+ ! d.on twant to change my dulieenulasuladamion
S mind.
= v
722 | @ Ele g B3| 8|+ |lamnot auldliifueenaindemian
(O]
— z = » © » You are. Or at |east you nluazliliflu videliif atdnadiaefing
723 <] g€ 2|l |l oOo| O ’ ’ . a
© were at school. HuaduBauazaz
o z 2 ) © 1) Y— o o , > <.
724 = § S €] bl > % How has he been today’_) Futlansdindluatinalatirensy
725 | 5 & g g 4 8| 8|+ | Comeon. Let's go. i wanun ol Al s
26| £ E| & 8| 8| 8|+ | Areyoudriving? azdusnlivse
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Tell your wife that drinking

= = = o A oo
Fuenflauniidn euduniagulimn

= kS E n © N | f !
721 | S g glo| oo on my birthday is Tl
compulsory.
728 | S s | Bl 8|.2| 8|+ | Notanother word. ianyalugn
729 5 é E| B8|.al 8|+ J.gSt sit back and enjoy the deldiaine udnfiagjiaenay Fenies
W riae.
= ' IRIN]
0| 2| E |29 8| 3| 8|+ | Whatarewedoinghere? | fuunineclaiuiiidle
w | 218 5| 8] S| 8| E | Haveyougottne bindfold? | illammiiessios
= 3 oD Q| 0| ©| 5 youg !
Z = ) @
2| 5 | g 2| &| 3| 8|+ | Sobeagood boy. aufhuding
2 = . . A a gy
33| 5 | g E| 3| 3| 8|+ | LetElaine blindfold you. thelequdoliiBiaugnaay
=
4| 2| E (298| 3| 8| | Butwhere are we going? udiasazTu/luuriu
1 g 1
— ® = | 7 It's a surprise and we're 'nOt ffinnzazuenuiaazilanivinluian f
) £ g K2R w— i i Y Y " o a
2 o =| © @ going to tell yeu until we're fasllamn3riew waflwnanAeadnliig
ready to surprise you.
736 5 E 5 8| e 8 “— NOW’_let yourself be Tatlszmanslalihnezin
. surprised.
= ®© i H -
737 | B g 5| B 3|3 ‘£ | Youcan _unbllndfold him fgnaeenliufass Bau
& w = | now, Elaine.
= > P '
738 g Ele 9 B3| 8|+ | Sohowdid this happen? udneuilfuintulfednslst
— o
How did this all get sorted?
Did you stand in Safeway uninatinslay duteTnslasagnans
739 = g £ B S| 8|+ with a megaphone and wait iivliaeT sa el ienarneiny
= 8 for everyone who ever .. -
BN LIpEReITY udaFastIurizantngls
come through?
— | = ol ol o | haven't done anything. duladlfinineslsinn we douatianien
740 o § €| 2|l | o] & : w
© Well, very little. NI
= |2 o s .
741 g s |2 4 B 8 B | +~ | Sowhodid? udardalasiuie
= (0]
| 5 | & | 2| 8|.2a| 8|+ | Thinkaboutit, Matt. finasAngAum
= N You're saving Ginnv did flazuendn Auflifiuaudansasihaiu
| €1 B | 8| 8| 8|+, ying sinny .
this? e
| 2| E| 5| 8| 8| 8|+ | Sowhereis Ginny? unAutle iz
us | £ | 5| 8| 8| 8|« |Isshehere? Aufiunienldn
ue | T | 2| E| B| 8| 8|« | Imafraid not, mate. welalliundziven
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| S s | E| 8|2 Come and dance. WU TuaezIIy
s | B §1 5| 8|.alg Loosen up a little! Uendmldenlaayniumiony
uy | € £ ELB| 338 ;Arei?you enjoying yourself at Fhils meufiAnaynauutinnited
- = ast?
w| 2| 2| £ 88 8] v
So you're telling me...that , o ‘
all the clothes you have fisanndsuandudn.. idefianuni
751 | & § ELB| 3B bought since you turned Lﬁfaﬁﬂ”'amgqLLm'mqﬁlﬁwmﬂuEmwh i
twenty-six have been dark | aviman
blue or black?
| told you, it's the best fuenuialin Tiflupaudniusin
m| T 5| 8|38 relationship I've had in a figauinfiduaeiiinlutonaanii
long time. 19BN
o - ol ol o So you're sure it's a anavsauiladndindumonuduiug
= = 3 . - o e e e
™ E = g1 Q)o@ relationship? e waniseAuMNUag Rl iy
| £ 5| 18] 3|8 What do you mean? vnganule
- = sl ol ol o | take it this has to do with vl lmammin auildunludu
755 | £ 5 S| O | © her non-appearance .
tonight?
756 | £ g § B 8|8 You were in? memfu@g:ﬁmm@mm@
o - | o | Olen Do you ever wish that we iwalreAneannay lifwansmnAY
%7 | £ = §| ©O| ©o| @ . N VY.
were all back here? nauNnegRsaiiiudnesluy
—_ - 2wl ol o No, .I mean all bad.( here Talleciaiu sumnefanaulua
758 | @ g E|l 0| o @ again at school or in the e
J YaanfumilawRuns
sixth form.
o = 2l | ol » How did you know I'd be M arinelainduarin
759 | £ = 5| © FlAednalsdnduaciil
=l ° e here?
760 | £ g g B 3B How's lan? Bewfhlating
w| €] E| E| B3| B What happened? flozlafodumse
—_ = sl ol ol o You don't. Not really. You e liilfeanauduassan wwaudin
762 @ s S Ol | & \ ) )
just think you do. JuseBENIRLT
763 | £ g § B 8|8 What do we do then? WEIRT 1mesmuazifiuadnalssiels
w| €| E|EI B3| B What? azlamse
| 2| 25| 8|88 Which is? fafife...
6 | = g sl alslg Shall we get back to the e s,

party?
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w| £ E|E|I 8|88 What? arlady

w| 2| B E| S| 3| B And? uiale
o g gl | @ | » ) Sl

769 | £ s S| Ol o @ Why? mluae
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