RERE!

NaISANENNAUNTRAUTIENANTTIVY

Politeness Strategies and Research Paper Discussions

fug3mi et

uneuiifiyauszasafivstigliind@numiideadeuaAdelasldavdinguiudelansu
anvarnnwaunsatuildlusanseuiivedsgnimdioniusenanisidelag inausnais
ANUFNINAULINUALATUAU WiBNENFIREUsENBUABTUN

ANENARY NAENSAINENIN N1FRAUTIENANUITY N5 TEUAIINEN N
Abstract

This article aims to provide assistance to students who are required to write
research papers in English. Specifically, it guides students aiming to discuss their views using
both positive and negative politeness strategies. Examples of each strategy are also provided.
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Tuunanull fidsuvednausnaisanuanimisinuuinkaziuavdadunaisn luees
(Myers, 1989) AnuUataInvgufvetusii wag 1@iudu (Brown & Levinson, 1978, 1987) oy

Hlsuavesuswarening1alsEnauRwialUll

1. na%%m’m%jmwﬁ'mu’m (Positive Politeness Strategies)
nasAINgnMAuUINAen sliswiie i duiiseusu(Gaining Approval) 91n{8nu uay
wansruludnsduninideaiu(solidarity) na3Sanuaniminuuindunisiiudfimmeuinuaiii
v . aad < A A v a o L.
Y0458 (positive face) nadgiuueanidy 2 wuuAsnswanTidinN3AUARTINMY (Claiming
Common Grounds) k& N154WI1 Feunasiieuduglinusiudedsiuuaziu (reader and

writer are cooperators)

1.1 nsuansdriiaugsauiu (Claiming Common Grounds)
nsPBuieNIskansIflinuiANAnsINiutuansavilalag 2 Snuugfe n1suandind
AU oviruARMAauY (claiming common views, attitudes, or opinions) LagN15&319AY

1ndTa (creating rapport)

1A < = o/ a =) g . . .
1.1.1 ASUENIIUANULRURIBNAUAALKANBUAY (Claiming common  views,
attitudes, or opinions) lunsuanadlaAURs eviAuARWLouiue 9Ly

D7 P

Aanuwvifiuaninaula (certainty adjectives) iilednwauligeufirnundiu
sruify wuluieened 1-3

[1] However, it is also clear that an L1/L2 comparison alone does not provide
an adequate basis for predicting whether learners will find a given language
structure easy or difficult to master.

[2] It is certain that the advertisements switch from Thai to English more than
from English to Thai.

[3] It is obvious that the translators took the criteria of social status, gender,
number, and politeness into consideration when translating.

Yy a '

uennl fHfeeradeuliieutdusulumsAnduiidnanémiondians

TneldFnigu assume, assumption, speculate, speculation  faiaognsd 4-5

[4] Althousgh it is unclear whether one group spent more time engaging in
these post-class conversations than the other, it is reasonable to speculate
that fluency gains in either group could have been influenced by this

unaccounted variable.
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[5] It is reasonable to assume that the three prominent data categories
characterized were used to encourage interest and enjoyment in the
fictional narrative since they were employed in the translation to enhance
the natural sense and style of the Thai language. SnnaiSnilsfonisuen
feudestodiaveansite (limitations) Wailkielignimndiansaidosas
Feensd 6

[6] Another limitation is the sizes of datasets used in the study. While larger
datasets would have been preferable, the current findings appear reliable.
They are confirmed with statistical tests wherever possible and are

consistent across two independent databases.

1.1.2  n5d519a21ulnd%Ba (Creating Rapport)
msasnulndtaanunsariilalaensiansidua® (personal attitude) %3
915ual(emotional responses) AONANITITY NITLBAIDIUTIAIUIULINIT
(rhetorical questions) warnnsuenlsiintunadeunsesne (imperatives)

1.1.2.1 nMsuanee1sual (emotional responses) Msidsuiiiouansensualionsld
ﬁmmﬁwﬁﬁuammmiﬁmﬁu interestingly, fortunately, unfortunately,
surprisingly fadeenaii 7-9

[7]1 Interestingly, learners with low self-regulation skills did not benefit
significantly by the partially learner-generated mapping, contrary to the
intention of the treatment design: the original assumption was that partially
learner-generated concept mapping would help learners with low self-
regulation more because it combines the advantages of a mid-level of
generativity and a pre-developed structure of an expert’s schema that
reduces learners’ cognitive overload.

[8] Not surprisingly, anxiety level of American respondents overall is on the low

level.

[9] More unfortunate was the fact that the students had studied writing very

little, both during their freshman year and before that.

L g

1.1.2.2 mslgaaudeanuaulanis (rhetorical questions) N1silsuanwuzilduy
msldmaunldldsaansdneu uidewiioszduiminvesdoay Inedidewdu

AlviAmeuTiuAndsAnLliug Aegei 10
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[10] What about the use of historical experience, knowledge of institutions, and
professional judgment as part of the process that produces Applied
Economics. How about including the use of “economic intuition” in the
mix? | would argue that all of these aspects of knowledge and approaches
to analysis belong in the realm of Applied Economics.

1.1.2.3 mﬂﬁé’émv‘hmeﬁwwaﬂw (imperatives) nsBoudneasiidunsidou
Lﬁ@lﬁ@’éﬂuiﬁﬂiﬂﬁ%mﬁuéﬁw L% note that..., recall that..., observe..., see ...,
please refer to..fa0e9# 11-12

[11] Note that if a constant-factor approximation algorithm on the information
divergence itself is found, it can also be used for this PAC learning task.

[12] In the first sub-strategy, the highest incidence occurred in the use of

certainty adjectives, followed by speculative expressions but none was

found in the use of modifiers (See Table 4.1).

1.2 nswliud deruuazfideududinnusauiedeiuwaziu (reader and writer are
cooperators) Tagldassnuau “we” (us, our, ours)
msldassnunumynaysuil I§Tsuieinsioliieumsuindeuluiiousiueu

Juinddeluanvifendu vie egluwininfeddiu uaziileuiosmnisanteinsssningeuiasiideu

Yy v |

(Harwood, 2005; Li & Gi 2009) LLaxLLﬁdmmumm
2002, 2005, 2008) KaeneRt 13-15

A
fdmsiwlunsinunanisive (Hyland,

[13] Everything we know about a word is a result of our encounters with it, so that
when we formulate what we want to say, the wordings we choose are
shaped by the way we regularly encounter them in similar texts.

[14] Genome sciences, combined with bioinformatic tools, allow us to dissect the
genetic basis of multifactorial diseases and to determine the most suitable
points of attack for future medicines, thereby increasing the number of
treatment options.

[15] To avoid such extremes in writing, one would have to avoid using overly
assertive and pejorative expressions in identifying the gaps in the existing

literature and research.

2. NAIBANMUFAMAIUAY (negative politeness strategies)

natsAugnmeuauLdunadsfildiieannisanaiu (mitigate imposition) %58 113
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auilnAvEuese1u(Brown & Levinson, 1978, 1987:129; Myers, 1989) \Uunadsiilfiitelifanuin
vee o i Y a ] v ° a = & Y o v
anusanAFtuniseudesiuesienndilsuiiausluunedusens Fadudiuidunnuddying
Weleellweulestungufienuidelueindilaesueliluseudiu nadsiudwendu 3 wiade
nsldsuneitevanuuiliunnudulyls (being tentative by hedging) msliusuansianu

(impersonal construction) kagnN1kaAAIANSURATDUTINNNA (attribute all responsibility)

2.1 msldgumenivausnuurliuanaudululd (being tentative by hedging)
msdeudnvariidunsdousuuldddnady  Wunslidassldtududeuuaslitona
Aomlainisinuegedu Fainddevatevitunuin nwiivenwiliy (hedging) Tdunndianluun

aAUs18ma(Burrough-Boenisch,2005; Falahati 2009; Lau, 2014;Myers, 1989, 1992; Salager-Myer,

1994:Varttala,1999) ﬁnﬁuaﬂmﬂLﬁaLLammmqmw(Myers, 1989; Salager-Meyer, 1994) waagaly
werdunumsliinidefiegluamviierilimsaduayutoinndlunsedusena (Hyland 1996:
434), uagiitadloatunisidene (Halliday, 1994).

nMadsudnuaeiannsamlalagld n3etae (modal verbs) fwene (modifiers) w3e n3e1

Avanuually (tentative verbs)

2.1.1  mslgn3entae (modal verbs) LU may, might, would, could Kaf08197 16-19
[16] To sum up, the differences of large and small size advertising types may occur
because of the amount of advertising space.
[17] This question could potentially be answered by expanding the sample size.
[18] Another explanation for students’ perceived interest in grammar teaching
might be an experienced disconnect between teaching and testing.
[19] For undergraduates, then, an institutional context would be more normative

than a wider disciplinary culture.

2.1.2  nslda1wee (modifiers) Wi perhaps, probably, possibly, probable, possible,
likely Fasagnafizo-22
[20] This is perhaps one explanation for our findings in this study.
[21] Although, Thai society don't agree but Thai women is like prostitute." Reading
this, an educated Thai adult is likely to get offended and reject it.
[22] Another possible explanation for students’ perceived interest in grammar

teaching might be an experienced disconnect between teaching and testing.
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2.13  msldn3erfivenuunlda (tentative verbs) \u suggest, indicate, seem, appear,
tend fasreenedl 23-24
[23] These results suggest that, for every one percentage point greater industry mix
job growth rate, overall county growth rate increases by about 1.27%, which

suggests a small multiplier effect in rural areas.

[24] The result shows that the comic resonance seems to simulate friendlier and

trendier interaction in the cyber speech.

2.2 mshivsuan@anu (impersonal construction)
madeulsloadionanitesnisuanmudunildunaidniendunldinniigansiiieundes

Aiieuandeiansal wavlalenaligeuiidasslunisinnuananuilagiddeuliinaueluum

v
o awv [

aiusy uenanIAUsTaNARInaILE Asddygaluseauideeginan1sidelaledinide deu

nslduansinudsgniiuildunn nsWisunuuiienaldussleanssu (passive voice) vise Useleail

fnsevilalldyama (sentence with non-human actors) W3ausgleafivusiuge pronoun “it”

2.2.1 Uszleanssu (passive voice) Uszloptiinillalasaassves passive voice (verb to

be+ verb %o9fl 3) fasaoenei 25-26
[25] The test results cannot be generally applied to all aspects of English speaking

proficiency of ELLs.
[26] In this strategy, the first sub-strategy “claiming common views, attitudes, or

opinions” was more commonly used than the second sub-strategy.

2.2.2 Usﬂﬂﬂﬁﬁﬂizﬁ’]‘lﬂﬁiQﬂﬂa (sentence with non-human actors) faiagnedi 27
[27] The findings in Chapter IV show that there are several causes of this—grammar

ability, access to English, lack of confidence, teacher's power, informative

writing, inadequate former practice in writing, Thai culture, etc.

2.2.3 Uszlemiidudunae pronoun “it” fasioe1991 28-29

[28] In general, it was found that both positive and negative politeness strategies

were employed when the writers discussed their findings.

[29] It should be noted that the article is epistemologically based on a belief in the

truth of experimental data.
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23 mswansruSURnYaUTaun (attribute all responsibility) nsToudnuasiiu
madsulssleaiivszneusg asswunaygei 1 10ulszsumuienionfuananisnseyii
(performative verbs) fagegnedl 30-32

[30] Process and postmodern pedagogies, which / used, seemed to help increase the
two qualities satisfactorily.

[31] As we mentioned earlier in our discussion of the function of evidently, it
highlights an interesting overlapping between the adverbial’s grammatical
potential to reveal source of knowledge through its phonological and semantic
encoding of ‘evidence’ with all the epistemological implications this latter

position evokes.

d5d

q

NSLAAIANITILTTIN N Y g e e inANiEnTf wasiiieliindynisivse

U U

v
Ya v

Anusluwimaferiuiusesddiladeudsly suiawandliiiuindidedudnfiunsomlunsly
w1 legangadenldlaldnwdinguiuniwud tu Wudsdnlunesmsiu veliilesan
Tnwarvesnwitunaisanugnmdueralidunidueeveai@lilidivesniw Fwiviumany

Hasiusglenfluniseusisnuddeludiueiusenalininites

Volume 18 | Issue 20 2013



8wl
‘Uiﬁm'\'h}ﬂiil

Brown, P. & Levinson, B. (1978). Universals of language: Politeness phenomena. In
Goody, E., (Ed.). Questions and Politeness, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Brown, P. & Levinson, S. (1987). Politeness: Some universals in language usage. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Burrough-Boenisch, J. (2005). NS and NNS scientists’ amendments of Dutch scientific English
and their impact on hedging. English for Specific Purposes, 24 (1), 25-39.

Falahati, R. (2007). The use of hedging across different disciplines and rhetorical sections of
research articles. In N. Carter, L. H. Zabala, A. Rimrott & D. Storoshenko (Eds.), Proceedings
of the 22nd Northwest Linguistics Conference (NWLC) at Simon Fraser University (pp. 99 -
112). Burnaby, Canada: Linguistics Graduate Student Association.

Halliday, M. (1994). Introduction to functional grammar (2" ed.). London: Amold.

Harwood, N. (2005). We do not seem to have a theory . . .The theory | present here attempts to fill
this gap’: Inclusive and exclusive pronouns in academic writing. Applied Linguistics, 26(3),
343-375.

Hyland, K. (1996). Writing without conviction: Hedging in science research articles.

Applied Linguistics 17(4), 433-454.

Hyland, K. (2002). Authority and invisibility: Authorial identity in academic writing.
Journal of Pragmatics, 34(8), 1091-1112.

Hyland, K. (2005). Stance and engagement: A model of interaction in academic discourse.
Discourse Studies, 7(2), 173-191.

Hyland, K. (2008). Small bits of textual material: A discourse analysis of Swales’writing.

English for Specific Purposes, 27(2), 143-160.

Lau, H. H. (2004). The structure of academic journal abstracts written by Taiwanese PhD students.
Taiwan Journal of TESOL, 1(1), 1-25.

Li, L.J. & Ge, G.C. (2009). Genre analysis: Structural and linguistic evolution of the English-medium
medical research articles (1995-2004). English for Specific Purposes, 28(2), 93-104.

Myers, G. (1989). The pragmatics of politeness in scientific articles. Applied Linguistics, 10 (1), 1-35.

Myers, G. (1992). “In this paper we report...” Speech acts and scientific facts. Journal of
Pragmatics, 17(4), 295-313.

Salager-Meyer, F. (1994). Hedges and textual communicative function in medical
English written discourse.  English for Specific Purposes, 13(2), 149-170.

Varttala, T. (1999). Remarks on the communicative functions of hedging in popular scientific

and specialist research articles on medicine. English for Specific Purposes, 18(2), 177-200.

Volume 18 | Issue 20 2013



