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Final particles na? and chaj maj in Thai oral narrative

Catherine Neill

Abstract

In this paper I illustrate how two final particles in Thai function in the
context of oral narratives. Earlier studies of these final particles have proved
inadequate when they did not refer to specific contexts of occurrence. Examined
in the context of spoken narratives, I found that na? serves many functions.

Na&? serves both a cataphoric and an anaphoric foregrounding function
in the discourses. It sometimes highlights details which have significance at
a later point in the story. It may also underline the general evaluative focus
several times throughout the story. Where chaj maj occurs, it seeks to

confirm understanding based on the listener’s own knowledge of the world or

of the story situation.

I suggest that these particles reflect the overall [mportance that

socio—cultural expectations play in

the telling of a story. Speakers evoke

shared expectations as a means of creating a wider interpretative context

in which the stories make sense (Tannen 1979).

While chéaj maj signals

background information which serves as the frame of expectations for the
narrative events, na? often highlights a break in that frame.

By acknowledging the audience, these particles serve to involve listeners
at every step. The frequent use of these particles in Thai conversational
narrative is supporting evidence for the claim that storyteliing, like conversation
is an interactional achievement (cf. Schegloff 1981).

1.0 Introduction

There are two final particles which I
have found to occur frequently in oral Thai
narratives, n4? and chdj maj. These particles
have sometimes been identified as question
markers (cf. Bhamoraput 1972, Noss 1964),
sometimes as ‘intonation bearers’ (cf. Panupong
1970). Previous studies of final particles
have proved that these particles are difficult
to describe as their uses in discourse are

many and varied.

Both of the particles to be described
here occur in sentence final position and
have high tone relative to preceding syllables.
The phonemic forms for the two markers
are /na?/ and /chaj méj/. /Na?/ is both
phrase and clause final in its distribution;
[chdj maj/ is clause final only.

The data which I have used for the
analysis of these final particles consists of

twenty oral narratives which were recorded
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in Bangkok, Thailand during 1984 and 1985.
These stories were told in the context of an
informal interview. The primary interviewer
was a 21-year-old Thai woman who also
helped to transcribe the data. In a few cases,
I was the interviewer. After some preliminary
questions, the informants were asked about
their beliefs in the supernatural. In most
cases, this discussion led to the presentation
of either a first or second-hand account of
an encounter with ghosts by the informant.

In the first section of this paper, 1
discuss previous findings on final particles
in Thai. Next, I compare the distribution of
these two particles with respect to the
presentation of given and new information
in the discourse. I then discuss the specific
functions which 1 have observed' na? to have
in oral narratives. 1 compare these functions

with the functions of ch&j maj in the

discourse. Finally, I summarize my conclusions.

1.1 Background

In recent years, final particles in Thai
have been studied by numerous scholars.
Still these particles are not well understood,
partly because they are a feature of conversa-
tion which itself has not been thoroughly
investigated (but, see Moerman 1988 for a
recent study of Thai conversation), and
partly because they have varied functions in
discourse, hence are describable only in the

context of their occurrence in discourse.

In an early study of particles, Chuen-
kongchoo (1956) noted that particles in Thai
are comparable to English stress and intona-
tion. Panupong (1970) has also described
particles as “‘intonation bearers”, as they

frequently signal the speaker’s attitude.

In her discussion of Final Particles in
Thai, Bhamoraput (1972) notes that the
meaning of particles themselves can only
be explained with reference to the clause as
a whole. She classifies particles into seven

categories, which are listed here:

1) intensifying : cay, nag, khaw, sia, sia, paj

2) emphasizing: ?>7q, r7q, léew, na, lsaj, n>j, thii

3) hortative : chiaw, thiaw, sii» si?, si?, tha?

4) definite : le?, 1a?, nii, hé?

. A ,o. v I p ,? v A , .
5) question: mén, maj, ryy, ry?, ra?, rda, chdj maj,

ryy plaaw, ryy jan, na?, nia, kramag

6) post—question: law

7) status: kha, khrab, ca?, ha?, Pooj

Bhamoraput categorizes both chaj maj
and na? as question particles. In another
study which treats only Thai question
patterns, however, Brukwathananda (1966)
includes chaj méij, which she glosses as

‘yes 2, but not na?.

In his Thai Reference Grammar, Noss
(1964) describes a general class of sentence
particles which express the “attitude of
speaker toward what he is saying” (201).
He uses the term ‘sentence’ particles rather

than ‘clause’ or ‘final’ particles because he



observes that they do not occur more than
once in a sentence. His sentence particles
arz distributed into four classes based on
their juxtaposition in a series. (Four is the
maximum number of sentence final particles
which he observed to occur in sequence.)

In most cases the members of a particular

(HNb’s story #1)

(1 12. 2%

uh huh at house FP sleep FP
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class are in complementary distribution.
However, 1 have found several instances
where chdj maj and na? co—occur, suggesting
that their functions in the discourse differ
sufficiently to warrant their use together.
Where they co-occur in my data, na?

always precedes chaj maj, as in (1).?

thii bian na? n>>n chij maj*

“Uh huh. At my house, na? (I) was sleeping, chij ma;”

Noss includes both chdj maj and na?
in the /ryy/ class, all of which can occur
second in the sequence of four sentence
particles. The general meaning of this sub-
class he notes is ‘“‘expected reaction from
the hearer” (208). He glosses chdj maj as
“is that so? and notes that, like ryy, it
may be used to question a non-predicative
element of a clause. Other glosses which
he provides for ryy also bear some
resemblance to meanings that I would include
for chdj maj: ‘confirm my assumption’ or
‘confirm my understanding of what you have
just said® (208). I have sometimes translated
chaj méj as ‘right’ because it appears to
seek confirmation that knowledge is mutually
shared.

Na?, which Noss puts in the same
distribution class as ryy and chdj maj, is
described as a variant of naa or na. He

(Samrid ’s story)

() 111. k3 siag khlyyn

then sound (sound word) on roof

observes that all three forms (naa, na, na?)
are weakly stressed forms which “occur in
phrase and clause final position, with slightly
different meanings” (211). Naa ‘“urges
acceptance of the speaker’s wishes or instruc-
tions” (211). N4 is more insistent, without
being rude. The particle which concerns us,
n&?, Noss notes, “implies merely a weak
question or request for confirmation” in final
position (211). In my data, however, I have
observed that na? emphasizes or highlights

certain kinds of information on occasion.

As illustrated in example (1), it is
possible for the two particles to occur in
the same clause. Contrary to what Noss
(1964) suggested, it is also possible for na?
to occur in the same sentence more than
once. I have found that na? can occur at
the end of a phrase and again at the end
of the sentence as in (2).

bon ligkhaa raw k> waa

1 then say

“Then there was the sound of (khlyyn) on the roof.

Then 1 said,
112. ?%h sopsdj na? khaw na?

eh suspicious FP he FP

‘Eh, (I) suspect, na? it’s him, na?
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The words in line 112 reflect the words
of the speaker to herself when she heard
sounds on her roof and thought that it was
a ghost. One function which I have frequently

noticed in my Thai data for nd? is to

hightight important information and characters.

Here na? draws attention to the moment
in the story when Samrid hears the ghost

of her cousin.

The last study of final particles in Thai
which I will mention here is that of Peyasan-
tiwong (1981). Peyasantiwong notes that the
main problem with previous studies is that
they have tried to specify the meanings of
particles independent of particular contexts.
Unlike previous studies, she used tape-—
recorded conversational data as the basis
of her analysis. In her study she emphasizes
that particles are a feature of spoken language
and are more characteristic of casual speech
than formal speech (with the exception of
status particles which occur most frequently

in formal speech)-

Peyasantiwong classifies final particles
into three groups: status particles, question
particles, and mood particles. Status particles
are those particles, such as kha, khrab, ha,
ha?, ca?, etc, which indicate the status of
the speaker vis—a-vis his/her addressee.

Question particles, such as mdj and ryy,
are added to the end of sentence to produce
a yes—no question. Peyasantiwong observes
that chdj maj is added to the end of a
sentence ‘‘to question the addressee about
the truth of the sentence” 1981:57). She
also notes that the hearer is not constrained
to reply to such a question because an
affirmative response is always expected.

The third group of particles is mood
particles, which also occur finally and

generally do not have a syntactic function.

Peyasantiwong calls them ‘mood particles’
because they reveal the speaker’s mood,

emotions, or attitudes at the time of speaking.
For the mood particle na?, she notes twelve

discourse functions (1981 : 135):

1) It “makes declaratives milder” (an
affirmative response is expected).
2) It marks information which may be

of significance later. The speaker
wants the hearer to acknowledge the
fact that the message has been noted.
3) It “softens a contradictory utterance”.
4) It “makes the imperative mood more
gentle”.

5) It asks for opinions.

6) It is used in a request for repetition
of information.

7) It suggests *““mild surprise or disbelief”.

8) It suggests “mild reproach or criti-
cism’.
9) It expresses ‘“‘displeasure, disappoint-

ment, or complaint”,

10) It is used with “statements of invita-

tion, suggestions, or mild insistence”.

11) It suggests “minor annoyance or a

threat”.

12) It marks topics which are given

empbhasis.

In examining these functions 1 have
noted that there are six general categories
into which they can be placed, though many
of these functions seem to relate to the way
in which na” mitigates the force of the
speaker’s utterance. The first general category
is hedging. Of the functions listed above,
numbers 1 (makes declaratives milder), 3
(softens contradictory utterances), and 4
(makes imperative mood more gentle) are
representative of how na? can hedge the

force of a speaker’s utterance.



The second general function expresses

the speaker attitude of surprise. The function
which fits into this category is 7 (mild
surprise or disbelief). The third general
function expresses the speaker attitude of
disapproval and is illustrated in 8 (mild
reproach or criticism), 9 (displeasure, disap-

pointment, or complaint), and 1l (minor

annoyance or threat).

The fourth category of functions includes
the two functions which relate most directly
to the presentation of information in discourse:
2 (marks information which may be of
significance later in the discourse) and 12
(marks topics which are given emphasis).
The two functions which are included here
seem to suggest that na? serves both a
cataphoric and anaphoric highlighting func-

tion in discourse. [Va? operates cataphorically
to highlight information which will not

become relevant until a later point in the
story. Na? also operates anaphorically to
highlight topics which are currently relevant
in the discourse.

The fifth category contains the two

functions which promote the resemblance
between na? and other question forms. It
can be used to ask for opinions (5) and to
request that information be repeated (6).

Unlike the other uses of na?, in these
instances a definite response is in order.

The only function described by Peyasan-
tiwong which does not clearly fit into any
of the categories named above is 10 (used
with statements of invitation, suggestions,
mild insistence). While it resembles my fifth
category because it also demands a response
(either verbal or non—verbal) or consent from
the addressee, I have considered it a separate
category.

In brief, studies of the final particles,
na? and chij maj, in relatively isolated
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contexts have shed little light on the ‘mean-
ing’ of these particles which must be
identified with their ‘function in the discourse’.

Peyasantiwong (1981), who bases her
findings on conversational data, describes
na? as a mood particle which reveals the
speaker’s mood or attitude at the time of
speaking. She notes twelve functions for na?
which 1 have classified into six general
functions : (1) hedging, (2) expressing surprise,
(3) expressing disapproval, (4) highlighting
information, (5) requesting, and (6) urging.
Of these many functions of n&? in conversa-
tion, not all are applicable to narrative
discourse. Peyasantiwong describes chdj maj
as a question particle which is added to the
end of an utterance to question the addressee
about the truth of the proposition.

One important, perhaps critical function
of these final particles in discourse has not
been discussed elsewhere. This function is
that of tracking the listener’s involvement
and understanding. In narrative this seems
to be of especial importance. One could
argue that without some means of tracking
the listener’s understanding there could be
no successful communication.

I will argue that these particles simul-
taneously contribute to topical cohesion by
signalling information which is differentially
relevant to the point of the story. In addition,
I suggest that these two particles illustrate
that speakers rely on their listeners to share
expectations about the world and the social
construction of talk throughout the storytelling

event.

1.2 Given and new information

Prince’s (1981) discussion of given and
new information is a useful categorization
which I have employed to clarify the func-
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tions of these two particles in oral narratives.
The two types of new information which
Prince refers are ‘brand new’ and those
which are ‘unused’. Unused information
refers to information which the speaker
assumes is known to the addressee, but
which is not in his consciousness at the time
of speaking.

Given information includes information
which is present in the immediate context
of utterance (‘situationally evoked’) as well
as information which has been mentioned
explicitly in the text (‘textually evoked’)
Prince also discusses ‘inferrable’ information
which the speaker believes the addressee

can infer from already evoked information.

In Table 1.1 I comparec how these
particles are used in clauses which contain

either new (‘brand new’ or ‘unused’) or given
(‘textually evoked’) information. The infor-
mation which 1 have evaluated as either
given or new is the proposition itself rather

than the noun phrase. In the case of narrative
clauses, the propositional event may either

be new, in which case it is being introduced
for the first time into the story, or it may
be given. Narrative events which are given
include those which have been mentioned at
least once before in the text. I have noted

elsewhere (Neill 1988) that Thai speakers
sometimes repeat a narrative clause as a

means of reestablishing the time frame for
subsequent narrative action.

Table 1.1

Final Particles and Information Structure

Narrative clauses

Descriptive clauses

given new given new
na? 2 (1.2%) 33 (7.1 %) 55 (6.9%) 80 (10.9 %)
chaj méj 8 (4.7%) 14 (3.0 %) 38 (4.7 %) 29 (4.0%)

no particle 159 (94.1 %)

420 (89.9 %)

710 (88.4 %) 624 (85.1 %)

Total 169 (100 %)

467 (100 %)

803 (100 %) 733 (100 %)

From this table one can notice that
the final particle na ?, in both narrative
(7.1 %) and descriptive (10.9%) clauses, is
used more than twice as often as chaj maj
(3.0% and 4. 0%, respectively) in Cclauses
which contain new information. Chaj maj
is used more frequently in narrative clauses
which present given information, though the

frequencies are small for both particles.

Both particles occur more frequently in
descriptive clauses than in narrative clauses,
but there is not a noticeable difference
between the two particles in relation to
descriptive clauses which contain given infor-
mation. It is clearly insufficient to compare
these particles based on statistical means.
We must examine each particle within the

context of Its occurrence.



1.2 The functions of nd? in narrative

discourse

An important function which nad 7 has
in all Thai discourse is that it sets phrases
or clauses apart from the surrounding text.
Moreover, in narrative discourse 1 observed
that it has both a cataphoric and an
anaphoric highlighting function : it topicalizes
information which the listener will need to
refer back to at a later point and it marks
shared topics, as in the case where it
underscores the evaluative focus several times

throughout the story. As the topic is fore-
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grounded with respect to the rest of the
discourse, 1 suggest that na ? basically serves

to foreground information in the text.

In the following table I list the most
frequently observed functions of na ? in oral
Thai narratives. Some of these are similar
to those observed by Peyasantiwong (1981);
some are clearly determined by the genre,
narrative discourse. I do not intend to claim
that any feature has a soie function in the
discourse. Indeed, na ? often seems to highlight
several aspects of the discourse simul-

taneously.

Table 1.2

The functions of na ?

%

Total
1. Transition
Return to storyworld 34 20.0
Entry to storyworld 3 1.8
2. Summary
Clarification 19 11.2
Paraphrase 15 8.8
Abstract 3 1.8
3. Highlighting Details
Having future relevance 11 6.5
About time frame 12 7.0
About characters 16 9.4
4. Evaluative focus 24 14.1
5. Contrary to expectations 3 6.5
6. Other 22 12.9
Total 170 100.0

Of all the occurrences of na ? in these
narratives, this particle corresponds most
frequently with a shift from general back-

ground information to specific information

within the storyworld or on the storyline.
It usually highlighis the proposition pertaining
to the storyworld, as in (3): (Nuy’s story)
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(3) 75. sinchaadti jaan raw raw rau
instinct I 1 know
“My instincts knew.

76. ph>>%ig diaw nyp na ? ndj k> wip

when other moment one FP Nuj then run

“After another moment, na 2 then I ran.”

In this example the speaker returns to
the storyline (line 76) after a brief side-
sequence (Chodchoey 1986) in which she has
explained that her instincts knew it was her
father that came to her house one night
(line 75). This occurrence of pa ? is not
clause final; rather, it follows the initial
time phrase (“‘after another moment™) which
sets the stage for the upcoming narrative
event. This use of na ? after a time phrase
also marks the beginning of a new episode

in the narrative.

Of the only nine instances where chaj
maj is attached to a transition clause (from
background to storyworld), three present new

information in the story. The others repeat

(Eow’s story)

information which was given earlier in the
discourse. By comparison it seems that one
common function of na ? in narrative is to
highlight new information which is significant
in the story.

Another pattern which I have observed
in my data is that n4 7 is attached to clauses

which serve to summarize or clarify a
preceding clause. I have found that there are

nineteen instances where na 2 is attached to
a clause which clarifies or qualifies a

preceding clause. There are an additional
fifteen clauses where the succeeding clause
clearly paraphrases or restates an earlier
clause. The next example illustrates how the

particle na? is used to emphasize a
paraphrase.

(4) 83. man ?addca? pen paj daaj &7 phr5 ? waa wfg bon baan 68

it maybe be go can

because

run  on house

“It could have been because (we) were running in the

dég wip 69 pratuu ? aadca sin 70 emii waa thig
child run door maybe shake but have that every
house. The children were running. Maybe the door

khon jud nd ? 71 léew maj mii khraj wig ga ? 72
person stop FP and not have who run FP

shook. But everycne stopped, na ? And no one was

léew thig khon jyyn jud duu thii nda hdog
and every person stand stop look at front room
running, na ? And everyone stoped and stood looking

nan
that
in front of that room.”



In example (4), which takes place near
the climax of Eow’s story, the speaker first
attempts to explain why the door began
shaking (clauses 67-70) : because the children
were running through the house. Then in
clause 71 she tells us a piece of infor-
mation which contrasts with her previously
stated hypothesis (introduced by contrastive
tee ‘but’) : “but everyone had stopped na 2.
The next clause (72) is a paraphrase of the
previous one (*and no one was running,
na 7”). Both of these statements end with

the particle na ?, which highlights them in

(Sam’s story)

(5) 4. phdm k3ceo 5 t-on thii (1.67)
I then meet time which

“Then I met (one) the time when

5. mii (2.02)
have

there was

6. khon khaap baan sia
person side house die
a neighbor who died

7.na? ha? 6
FP PP

/
na?

In this example the speaker introduces
the topic of his story, which is about the
time he encountered a ghost (line 4). This
experience took place on the occasion of the
death of a neighbor (lines 5-7).

In addition, na ? often highlights details
which bhelp to fill in the shape of the
background context necessary for the hearer’s
full appreciation of the story's point. I have
observed, for example, that na ? is sometimes

attached to a clause specifying the time
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the text. The use of na? in clause 72 also
suggests that the information is contrary to
what is expected because it is phrased in
the negative. I will discuss this function of

na ? more later.

There are three cases where na? is
adjoined to a clause which initially sum-
marizes the general point of the story, which
is what has been called the abstract (cf.
Labov 1972). Here is an example of such
a case where na ? highlights the evaluative
focus of the story, presented initially in the

abstract :

frame or location of the narrative events.
Often these time phrases represent the

beginning of a new episode in the story.
In this respect, n4 ? resembles some eval-
uative uses of repetition which I have
discussed elsewhere (Neill 1988).

A related though separate function of
na ? occurs when it is attached to a noun
phrase rather than a main clause. It often
highlights characters in the story, as in (6).
(Kay’s story # 1)
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(6) 5. n»ysaaw kh®»p phyan khaw na ? pen khruu

younger sister of friend he FP be teacher

“The younger sister of his friend, na ? is a teacher.”

In (6) we observe the use of na? to
highlight a story character. In this line the
speaker attempts to clarify person reference
in the story. Of 170 occurrences of na ? 16
(9.4 %) serve the role of highlighting charac-
ters in these stories. The characters in a
story are obviously one of its most important
details. In addition, however, 1 would suggest
that because person reference is often not
clearly maintained in Thai through the choice
of different lexical items (cf. Chodchoey
1986)°, Thai speakers often highlight either
a full noun phrase or pronoun with na?.
It is as if the speaker desired to “‘secure
uptake” (Austin 1960) or some signal of
recognition of the particular character to
whom she is referring before continuing with

her story.

Like Peyasantiwong (1981), I have ob-
served that na? occurs frequently in clauses

to highlight information which will become

(Na’s story #2)
(7) 105. leew k> lya krapiw 69

and then remain conductor

significant later in the discourse. Often these
significant details are marked with na? early
in the story, before the listener has seen
their relevance to the eventual outcome of
the story characters. A related function is
to signal the evaluative focus of stories which
is usually presented initially, as in (5), and
may be highlighted a number of times

throughout the story.

One final function to be mentioned here
is that na? is used in clauses containing
information which is in contrast with the
expectations that have been created by the
speaker in the story. As there is an element
of surprise in those clauses which present
unexpected information, this function of na?
resembles a similar function noted by Pey-
asantiwong for conversational uses of naZ.
Here the role of na? differs sharply from
that of chaj méj, as I will discuss further

below.

“And then all that was left was the conductor.

106. riag riag saml>> na? chuag nin samlea maa

call call taxi FP period that

taxi come

(He) called, called a taxi, na? During that time a taxi came.

107. mé&j mii khraj c>»d leaj na? 70 ph

beeb moogy hen

not have who stop EMP FP when like look see

There was no one who would stop, nd? na? When (they)

khon 71
person

like had seen the person,..”



In example (7) there are two instances
of na?. In line 106 na? occurs at the end
of a narrative clause which marks a return
to the storyline. Then in line 107 there is
another occurrence of na? which highlights
unexpected information (“There was no one

who would stop, na?”). The reason that we
know that this is unexpected is because it

is phrased in the negative. In his discussion
of evaluation in narrative, Labov (1972)
observes that negatives express the defeat
of an expectation. Tannen (1979 :170) also
notes that “‘a negative statement is made

only when its affirmative was expected” .

In summary, | have found that na?
has many functions in narrative discourse.
Of the functions which I have presented here,
some are relevant on a local discourse level
while others have a more global discourse
function. In Schiffrin’s discussion of discourse
markers in English (1987), she notes that
these markers establish contextual coordinates
on different planes in the discourse. Similarly,
I observed that na? indexes the location of
the utterance within its emerging context.

From the perspective of the discourse
as a whole, some propositions are more
central to the story’s main idea (the point)
than others. I suggested that na? frequently
highlights details which become significant
at a later point in the story. It also frequently

underlines the general evaluative focus of a
story.

On the local level, nd? corresponds to
shifts in the discourse from non-storyworld
to storyworld propositions. It also occurs
following statements of clarification, e.g.
paraphases, which specify a preceding clause.

Another kind of information which na?
highlights is information which contrasts with

the speaker’s (and/or hearer’s) expectations.
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This function I suggest contrasts with a
primary function of chaj maj in narrative
texts which is to build on listener involve—
ment by making reference to shared back-
ground knowledge. The use of na? to highlight
contrastive information seems to be both a
local and a global discourse function. On
the local level, it sets apart an event or
events from their immediate context or frame
as being strange or unusual. On the global
level, the highlighted event contrasts with
the larger socio-cultural frame within which

the story occurs.

1.3 The functions of chéj mAaj in narrative

discourse

The particle chaj maj where it occurs
in conversation has been described as a
question marker which signals that confir-
mation is sought about the truth of the
previous statement. Peyasantiwong (1981)
and others have noted that as a question
form it does not require a response, since

an affirmative answer is always expected.

The most important role of chdj maj
in oral narratives is to acknowledge the sort
of shared expectations which are critical in
the presentation of any story. These expec-
tations naturally evolve out of the interaction
based on the information which is shared
between speaker and audience. Two kinds
of information contribute to these expecia-
tions : information which is shared outside
of the discourse (Prince’s (1981 “wvaused”
information) and information which has been
previously mentioned in the discourss (Prince’s

(1981) ‘textually evoked™ information). chéj
méj occurs following both of these kinds of

information.
Shared information is that which is

widely known, such as the names of cities
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and provinces or other background facts
which the listener demonstrates some know-
ledge of. By mentioning something in the
discourse, it also becomes information which
both speaker and listener share. It is, there-
fore, reasonable to suggest that this particle
serves these related functions.

The next table presents my findings on

the relation of chaj maj to shared information.

Once again I have used Prince’s (1981)
terms. I have included my findings pertaining
to new (i.e. ‘brand new’) information as
well to contrast the role of na? in the
information structure with the role of chaj
méj. Na?, as one can see in the table, occurs
more frequently than chédj méj following

clauses which contain new information.

Table 1.3
Final Particles and Shared Information
Unused Textually evoked Brand New Total
chaj méj 8 (23.5%) 46 (4.7%) 35 (3.0%) 89
na? 3 (8.8%) 57 (5.9%) 110 (9.4%) 170
no particle 23 (67.7%) 869 (89.4%) 1021 (87.6%) 1913
Total 34 (100%) 972 (100%) 1166 (100%) 2172

In this table we see that of the clauses
in these narratives which contain information
which is shared based on mutual background
knowledge between speakers and listeners
(‘unused’), 23.5% are followed by the particle
chaj maj. Only 8.8% are followed by na?.
Once again, however, the frequencies are
quite low. Both nd? and chaj maj occur
following information which has been pre-
viously mentioned in the discourse.

In my discussion of na? I observed that
this particlc was sometimes used to highlight
the evaluative focus which might be mentioned

several times throughout the narrative. As

(8) 35. tee m>> thii nag thap
but doctor who sit way inner

a result, na? is more strictly evaluative than
chaj maj because it underscores details which
are useful in guiding the listener’s interpreta-
tion toward the point of the story. When
chaj méj occurred following previously
mentioned information, it generally did not
serve this evaluative function.

I have observed that chaj maj acknow-

ledges shared knowledge between one or more
characters within the story, as in the following
example. In this scene from Meow’s story
the main character, (the speaker’s uncle) and
the speaker’s mother have just arrived at
the residence of a psychic (referred to as a
“doctor™).

naj 23 ph»> paj thyp na? 24
when go to FP

“But a doctor with psychic powers. When (they) had

jap maj than phuud ?araj leaj 25
yet not in time speak what EMP

arrived, na? there wasn’t even time to speak,

36. nii kamlag mii khfo?

chij maj nii
this CONT have bad luck FP this
‘(You) are having bad luck, chdj méaj’

9



In the words of the psychic in line 36,
(“You are having bad luck chdj maj”), he
demonstrates his powers by acknowledging
that he recognizes what is going on without
being told. The use of chaj maj reinforces
the interpretation of this particle as a signal
that information is mutually shared, whether
by the speaker and her audience or by story

characters.

(Na’s story #1)

(9) 43. sag phag nypy

just rest one

“After a little while

44. k> phajaajaam lyym taa chaj maj
then try open eye FP
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Although it may be clear why chaj méj
is used to signal shared and previously
mentioned events in the story, there are
some cases where chaj maj is used following
clauses which present information which is

new to the audience. Let us look at one
such example. This example is taken from
the story told by Na about an experience
which she had one night as she slept. She
was awaken by a strange sound which caused

her head to ache.

then (I) tried to open my eyes, chdj ma;”

In this example the speaker notes that
after hearing the strange noise as she slept
she tried to open her eyes. Because we know
that she slept with her eyes closed, one
would infer that she would respond to this
disturbance by awakening, i.e. opening her
eyes. This example illustrates how chdj méj

serves to evoke shared expectations.

I noted before that one function of na?
which differs sharply from uses of chaj maj
is that the former often indicates surprising
or unexpected information. I am suggesting
that chaj maj, by contrast, builds on hearer
expectations by requesting that the hearer
reflect on a wider shared context in which

the speaker’s words make sense.

The telling of any story requires some
degree of cooperation on the part of speaker
and listeners as they negotiate the point of

a story and its appropriateness to the conversa-

tional context. I suggest that the telling of
stories which are intended to illustrate fear
or excitement require even more cooperation
for the reason that the speaker cannot actually
produce those same emotions in his audience.
Through shared images a speaker can create
a sense of involvement on the part of the
listener (cf. Tannen 1987).

There seems to be a polarity in the
narratives which I have analyzed between
the reliance on shared expectations and a
departure from expectations which produces
surprise. These two processes are represented
by the two particles which 1 have analyzed

here : chdj maj and na?.

1.4 Contributions to social interaction

As I noted elsewhere (Neill 1988), I
have observed that some features of narra-

tive discourse contribute to the conversational
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exchange as well as to the presentation of
the story. The significance of these final

particles to the conversational interactions
in which these stories occurred relates to
the fact that they acknowledge the presence
of a listener. As I noted earlier, both
particles have been described as question
particles (cf. Bhamoraput 1972, Noss 1964).
Noss (1964) observes that in conversational
uses both particles acknowledge that some
reaction is expected from the hearer. When
they occur in narrative discourse, however,
a response from the listener is not required.
In spite of the fact that they are rhetorical,
it is not unusual for the listener to offer
some kind of feedback or remark after either
particle. Of the two particles, chdj maj is
followed by a verbal response more frequently
than na? (21.3% for chaj maj, 11.1% for
na?).

Based on previous analyses which suggest
that these particles carry the force of ques-
tions, I suggest that the use of na? and
chdj maj reflect the speaker's adherence to
an exchange, or turn-taking format (cf.

Sinclair and Coulthard 1975; Stubbs 1983),
whereby the current speaker selects the next
speaker. Because they occur in phrase and
clause final position, these particles coincide
with widely recognized ‘‘transition relevance
places” (Sacks, Schegloff, and Jefferson

1974).

As the second speaker, who is selected
by the first speaker’s question, does not
respond beyond simple acknowledgement, we
can be sure that the participants in this
conversation are operating within a larger
frame of interaction which supercedes the
local turn management structure. This larger
frame is the storytelling event itself, within

which roles of speaker and listener are

clearly identified and maintained up to the

point when the speaker concludes his story.

In my data, the story’s conclusion is
generally signalled by a coda as well as a
longer pause (see Neill 1988). It seems that
the listener waits for both semantic and
interactional cucs before reclaiming an equal
fooling in the conversation with the storyteller.
In doing so, the listener demonstrates her
adherence to the role of listener in the
participation framewaork (Schiffrin 1987). In
using these particles, the speaker also ratifies

the listener’s role (Schegloff 1911).

In addition to signalling continued
adherence to a basic exchange structure
(Schiffrin  1987), these two fmal particles
serve another important function : they track
listener understanding and invoivement. 1
noted that na? often follows noun phrases
which introduce (or re-introduce) story
characters. I suggested that Thai speakers
probably do this in order to highlight refe-
rence which may become confused due to
the same pronoun. I suggest that this may
be true for other uses of na? as well
Because clauses which contain na? frequently
introduce new information which may have
significance at a later point, the role of this
particle seems to be to track hearer under-

standing of important details.

Chaj maj, on the other hand, typically
follows clauses which contain shared or
cxpected information. By building on shared
cultural knowledge and expectations, the
speaker creates [urther involvement by the

audience in her story (see Tannen 1987).

1.5 Conclusions
In this paper I have shown how two

final particles in Thai function in the context
of spoken narratives. Earlier studies of these



final particles have proved inadequate when
they did not refer to specific contexts of
occurrence. Examined in the context of oral
narratives, I found that na? serves many

functions.

I have found that na? serves both a
cataphoric and an anaphoric foregrounding
function in the discourse. It sometimes
highlights details which have significance at
a later point in the story. It may also
underline the general evaluative focus several

times throughout the story.

I noted that where chaj maj occurs it
seeks to confirm understanding based on the
listener’s own knowledge of the real world
or of the story situation. 1 observed that
chaj maj was used frequently in clauses
which contain shared background knowledge
as well as in clauses which contain informa-
tion already mentioned in the text. I suggested
that the clauses which contain chdj maj tend
to evoke expectations which provide a socio-
cultural frame within which the narrative
events are interpretable. These expectations

are the norm from which an unusual event
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deviates. This, after all, is what makes a

a story worth telling.

1 suggested that use of both particles
illustrates the importance of expectations in
the telling of a story. While chdj maj
highlights background information which
serves as the frame of socio-cultural expecta-
tions for the narrative events, na? often
highlights a break in that frame. The use
of chaj maj reminds us of the role of social
values and expectations in the storytelling
process. A storyteller relies on his or her
audience to be able to draw on their mutually
shared set of beliefs in order to understand
why this set of events constitutes a story.
Shared expectations about what is relevant
to a particular social interaction also contri-
bute to the story’s shape.

By acknowledging the audience, these
particles serve to involve listeners at every
step. The frequent use of these particles in
Thai conversational narrative is supporting
evidence for the claim that storytelling, like
conversation, is an interactional achievement
(cf. Schegloff 1981).

Notes

1. This paper is based in part on research performed in 1984 in Bangkok,
Thailand with the support of a Fulbright—-Hays Award.

2. I have used the system of transcription employed in Haas (1964).
The line numbers represent storylines which are based on pause breaks (see
Neill 1988). The subscripts indicate clause numbers.

3. Khaw, for example, is used for all third person referents, singular
and plural, male or female. In the case of one speaker, she also refers to
herself (first person singular) as khaw.
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