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ABSTRACT

The objectives of this thesis were to study the features of impoliteness according
to listener’s face, and threatening acts, as well as to analyze the various impoliteness
strategies employed in Thai no confidence debate’s discourse. The study adopted the
framework of impoliteness classification from Bousefield (2008) and impoliteness from
Culpeper (1998, 2011). Data was collected from the final meeting reports of the House of
Representatives prior to the coup of 2014.

The results of the study revealed two features of impoliteness, namely 1) direct
impoliteness and 2) indirect impoliteness. These two features are capable of threatening both
positive and negative face, causing the listeners feel unacceptable and no longer free to act.
Impoliteness strategies used by both sides were distinguished by the rules of the debate.
the roles of accusatory party were supported by the debate’s structure which confers upon
them more responsibilities including intentional and reiterated use of direct impoliteness
strategies. However, the respondent party, which was the defensive party, could respond to
accusatory party by use of allusions and protests, including clarification on the motion in the
debate, which could also serve to discredit the accusatory party as well. Due to the impoliteness
strategies used by both sides, it was revealed that Thai no confidence debate was conducted
completely by rules in order to ensure debates were formal and unique. Conversely, they often
broke the rules during the stage of leveling allegations by using informal registers, especially
relating to impoliteness. These acts made the context of communication in the debate evolve
into mixed registers between formal and informal at the same time. Meanwhile, the use of
impoliteness strategies could be adopted for three main functions, including 1) to discredit
either party and cause them to be hated, 2) to force the debated party to back down, and
3) to make the debate more appealing to audiences.

KEY WORDS : IMPOLITENESS / IMPOLITENESS STRATEGIES / NO-CONFIDENCE
DEBATE’S DISCOURSE / ACCUSATORY PARTY / RESPONDENT PARTY
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