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Pragmatic Features in Disagreements by Thai Learners of Japanese
PINUNSOTTIKUL Poranee

Abstract

This study examines the act of disagreement expressed by Thai learners of the Japanese language, by
exploring the frequency of semantic formulas appearing in the opening and closing of disagreement act with
regards to contextual variations (status of interlocutors, intimacy, ranking of imposition). Data was collected
by Discourse Completion Test and analyzed by means of Decision Tree Analysis. The results showed that
learners displayed a high frequency of statements of positive opinions that initiated disagreements, which is in
contrast to both Japanese and Thai native groups. Statements of positive opinions in the opening of
disagreements by learners were also different from Japanese in terms of the ranking of imposition effect.
Japanese tended to give alternative choices in the closing of disagreements. The use rate of alternative choices
by learners was between that of both groups of native speakers.

Keywords act of disagreement, Thai learners of Japanese, pragmatic features, semantic formulas, significant differences
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