Chapter 2

Cultural Characteristics, World View and the Study of Language

2.1, Introduction
The linguistic analysi g 5 udly 'S, dorie the purpose to look into the
relationship between featu hé Tzl i fguage 2 characteﬁstic elements of the

Thai culture. The more . ‘
culture will be addressed befoe dis uss SS1es \ ai cultural characteristics and
the Thai world view. This will'help to,g2i¢ & bktter Understanding of those aspects of

ship between language and

Thai culture that will be linked to the- fi€ linguistic analysis later.

Questions concen IL‘I&? f the' ionship between ianguage and

culture have fascinated ling philosophers a anth ibolpgists alike for a long time.
So far, no one has been»le ( . -'- satisfactory answers. In the
following general overview over.the treatment of the relatlunshlp between language and

st 1 0 st L Y LB EN S o Smcmmre o o

contrasted with the t?éditlnn of a philosgphy of language founded by, lHumboldt who uses
e v “RIANARFRL RN 3 BN et o s
"world view”, | !ln his essays and lectures on language as early as 1820. Naturally, the
main emphasis lies on this concept of a “world view of language® since it has always
considered interdisciplinary aspects as the main purpose of the study of language.

! "Weltansicht" is a compound word consisting of two nouns: Welt (warid) and Ansicht (view).
"Weltansicht” is not necessarily the same as "Weltanschauung” which has a much stronger
philosophical connotation. "Weltanschauung® refers to one's personal convictions and
ideclogies conceming the state of affairs of the world.
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2.2. The Relationship between Language and Culture in Structural Linguistics and in the
Tradition of a Philosophy of Language

In order to assess the relationship between language and culture, the linguist
George W. Grace, in his book “The Linguistic Construction of Reality”, takes up the

tradition of a philosophy of language founded by Wilhelm von Humboldt and argues that

cultural concepts are acquired and transrgiied through the medium of language.
Learning a language really mea - Lre*and not just a set of arbitrary signs
and rules. Such a statemer'ﬁ-—_i o be self-evide _ut linguists do often shy away
from linking their studies f ‘ ure, ‘mainiysbecause linguistics is a very

systematic science while ggs e g : systematic analysis. Many linguists
as objectively as a natural gEiefic ““iisiatically, the Boncems of language research
shilinguistics established its credentials as

a science. Especially in Ameri = ._-;. 'sciefice’ is preempted by mathematics

mple, linguistics, preferred to

investigate artifacts, rathér than the operate upon artefacts.”

(BEAUGRANDE, 1985: 41) Nevértheis, there have
theoretical conce in§ , i m . e. The entire school of
structuralism mmﬁeiﬂ:ﬂrﬂ m of culture. “Classical
structuralis 's Singui ic | 7 édﬂnf achieving a
‘scientific’ m&mﬁnﬁﬂﬂﬁ nderlies the infinite

manifestations of any form of cultural production.” (LODGE, 1988. 107) The science of

ﬂo been attempts to develop

semiology which developed out of structuralism and understands the whole domain of
the humanities as a multitude of interdependent systems of signs, tries to establish
common scientific ground for the disparate efforts of linguistic studies and cultural
studies. This shows that the validity of the question as to what a linguistic structure
means with regard to culture has always been recognized, from Humboldt and his



23

philosophy of language to Whorfs controversial hypothesis, structuralism, semiology

and Grace's concept of a linguistic construction of reality.

2.2.1. Saussure’'s Founding of Linguistics as a Science

The tendency to conduct linguistic studies in isolation from the many other areas

of human studies that are related to language can be traced back to Ferdinand de

Saussure, the father of modern linguistics. Saussure did not deny the complex

the same time physical, physi 1cgl2 holomie: 7 t belongs both to the individual
and to society.” (LODGE, = it fhe's Saussure was convinced that
“no classification of huma place for it [language, M.S.],
because language as suc ; = ‘ DI i ) He concluded that only the
structure of a language co Cler Aty exan i \edk “The linguist must take the
‘and relate all other manifestations
of language to it. Indeed, amidlso man - 28, Inguistic structure seems to be the
one thing that is independently gﬁ IE | provides something our minds can
satisfactorily grasp.” (ibdJAFor Sausst umgaiEl __,.- system was “both a
self-contained whole arie’s pri 7 -‘ DGE, 1988: 3-4) He was

I | :
consequently convinced the a science which studies lingUistic structure is not only able

to dispense with ot those other elements
are kept separate.” %@Wm em m:sts all over the world
have juﬁmavmmi Qiﬂ ﬁﬂm ﬂd]lraaﬂ discarded the
question of h gua

The culmination of these self-contained studies of linguistic structure was Noam
Chomsky's model of a generative-transformational grammar. Chomsky claimed that the
limited means of a language system enabled a speaker to theoretically produce an
unlimited number of sentences and tried to discover the rules of formation and
transformation which are at work in the process of generating the sentences of a
language. “It is, first of all, quite clear that the set of paired phonetic and semantic



representations generated by the grammar will be infinite. [...]. The normal use of
language relies in an essential way on this unboundedness, on the fact that language
contains devices for generating sentences of arbitrary complexity, [...]." (CHOMSKY,
1972: 118) Chomsky was not interested in sentences as part of a textual or cultural
context and he could justify his position with reference to Ferdinand de Saussure's

distinction between langage, langue and parole. Chomsky was concemed with

langage, the universal human phenomenon of language, and langue, a particular

h parole, a particular language fn

use? Chomsky had an modern linguistics. “The new

grammarians routinely inver about John and Mary, the
ideal, abstract pair whosge€ls ided the content of linguistic
samples for years to comed

But the rather narro Jeqt e .v " linguistics is by no means the only

= isti " .l quage as a structured
system anﬁaw@r ﬁTT af adowed the fact
that there has a d wm approach to the
study of languages. Its main assumption is that a language is much more than just a set

of arbitrary signs. These signs are camiers of cultural concepts which cannot be

2 For detalls on Ferdinand de Saussure's distinction between langue, langage and parole see
Ferdinand de Saussure: "Cours de linguistique generale”. Paris, 1915. The English translation
by Roy Haris which is quoted by Lodge (1988: 1-14), equates Jangue with 'language’, Jangage
with ‘a language’ and parole with ‘'speech’.



communicated in any other way than through the very language they are attached to.
More than that, the ordering principles of the grammar underlying these signs have an
determining impact on the perception of the world. Hence, a language controls the
perception and the conceptualization of the world of its speaker. A separation of
language as a system and language in use is therefore not possible.

This assessment of the general nature of language transcends the borders of
structural linguistic studies and aims right at central questions in the fields of philosophy,

anthropology and ethnology. It may.co w . called the “world view of language".
It has also become known as tHe:Sapir-Whol 2 esis. (see 2.3.3.1))

s

ancestry of the rather oBscufé French dramatist and Bhilafogist Fabre d'Olivet, (1786-
1825). (WHORF 1973:8;74) But Whorf 2 iR contact with Humboldt's ideas
through his teacher Edwart : ), the discijm of Franz Boas (1858-1942)

who had brought H i ‘ i ates.

Humboldt ' imﬂﬁmﬂmn that begins in the
Age of Enlightenment,_Th rﬂ:— 1ot ndillac (1715-
1780) and ﬁeﬁﬁna ﬁrﬁtﬁ ﬁ ﬁaﬁﬁm 1%688) and Johann

Gottfried Herder (1744-1803) were his forerunners. (SCHLESINGER, 1991:7-44)

’ Leo Weissgerber's work has not met with much appreciation because there is the tendency in
his writings to use his theory to justify a superionity of the German language. His books have not
been translated into English. Still, the similarity between the title of his book “Die sprachliche
Erschliessung der Welt" (Drisseldorf, 1962), approximately translatable as “The Linguistic
Acquisition of the World", and the title of George W. Grace's essay “The Linguistic Construction
of Reality” is striking.



2.2.2.2. Wilhelm von Humboldt

Wilhelm won Humboldt set out to look at languages with the purpose to
determine the national characteristics of a people. His essays on language were written
between 1820 and 1835, his most important one being “Ueber die Verschiedenheit des
menschlichen Sprachbaues und ihren Einfluss auf die geistige Entwicklung des
Menschengeschlechts” (On the structural differences of the human languages and their
influence on the mental developmé o t
worked from 1830 until his N

man race [my transl]) on which he

: have to be understood in the

context of the geo-political situ is time. Before the foundation of the

(second) German Empire i of @ multitude of mostly very

small principalities, its bi ing Prussia. Nevertheless, these

politically and geographicaii

on account of their common &ng

fel L they were belonging together
S | \“ rested in the question of how a
language was linked to those /6t " ‘& that would create such a strong
feeling of togethemess and the Salitical entity. Furthermore, he wanted to

e woblid feveal ebout these cultural, or, in Humboldtian

find out what the study of language e
P Cevei
terms, national charac -=.~':-: 5. The ¢ -_'-‘q‘,- of the term ‘nation’ at

Humboldt's time had notet acquire ning ‘

simply understood as t H political organization of a people with distinctive cultural
characteristics. =] Mea |

Humboldt's@.ié&ﬂeg mnma ;]srlgnal interests and mainly
directed at ; laoguages, sueh ug | mmany languages
of Asia (mrmﬁdimmﬁnmﬂj , i, Burmese, but,

regrettably, not Siamese*) and the languages of native Americans. Hence the interest

ational supremacy. It was

“ In a footnote, Humboldt mentions favorably the writings of a certain Low on Siamese (and a
certain Bumouf's review of it), but objects that Low says to littie about grammar and only gives
an unsystematical array of examples. Humboldt gives no reference for Low but writes that the
review of Burnouf has been published in Nouv. Journ. Asiat. IV. 210. (HUMBOLDT, 1863
footnote 707-8)



the German-born American anthropologist Franz Boas and his student, the Amernican
anthropologist and linguist Edward Sapir, took in Humboldt's studies.

Humboldt's premise is that language is the medium that creates thought.® For
him, intellectual activity is a mental and internal process which does not leave a trace if it
does not become external and perceivable for the senses through the sound of speech.
Intellectual activity and speech are, therefore, one and the same.® Apart from that,
intellectual activity is, out of pure necessity, tied to language. Without language,

thinking cannot be clear and id me concepts.” In the light of these

convictions, it is only logical th rences between the languages

those of Humboldt. Friedrigh Nigzgohé (1844+1900) wrate that grammatical functions

unconsciously rule and @ phllgs =) g.* Bertrand Russel (1872-1970)

5 *Die Sprache ist das bildende Organ ¢ (A B@:JT 1963: 426)
® *Die intellectuelle Thatigkeit, haus geistig, dghaus innerlich und gewissermassen spurlos

voribergehend, wi in de 1 hmbar fir die Sinne. Sie

und die Sprache al “Bin \M.l : a ﬁ'ﬁﬁmmmt 1963: 426)

7 sSie [die intellectuelld Thatigkeit, M.S.] ist aber auch in sich an die Nothwendigkeit geknupft,
ugehen; dassDenken kann sdn&t nicht zur

eine Verbindu it dem Sprachlaute ei

B AL ALK MR 11404 T
® “Ihre [der Spgachen, M.S.]Verschiedenheit ist nicht eine von len und Zeichen, sondem

eine Verschiedenheit der Weltansichten selbst " (HUMBOLDT, 1863: 20)

¥ "Gerade, wo Sprach/Verwandtschatt [sic] vorliegt, ist es gar nicht zu vermeiden, daB, dank der
gemeinsamen Philosophie der Grammatik - ich meine dank der unbewussten Hermrschaft und
Fihrung durch gleiche grammatische Funktionen - von vornherein alles firr eine gleichartige
Entwicklung und Reihenfolge der philosophischen Systeme vorbereitet liegt” (NIETZSCHE,
19786: 30) [Especially in the case of the affinity between languages, it is unavoidable that from
the beginning everything is prepared for & similar development and succession of philosophical
systems - due fo the common philosophy of grammar - | mean due to the unconscious rule and
guidance through grammatical functions. (my translation)]

0 «Dje Grenzen meiner Sprache bedeuten die Grenzen meiner Welt." (WITTGENSTEIN, 1978:89)



2.2.2.3. Benjamin Lee Whorf
Humboldt's ideas were brought to America by, among others, Franz Boas and

Edward Sapir. Sapir's student Benjamin Lee Whorf (1897-1941) tried to apply them to
the language of the Hopi and of other natives of America and his studies soon convinced
him that languages create a way of thinking and of perceiving the world. "And every
language is a vast pattern-system, different from others, in which are culturally ordained
the forms and categories by which the personality not only communicates, but also
” jonship and phenomena, channels his
sc&,‘(wHDRF , 1973: 252) A person's
“thinking itself is in a langua W E , D nt, in Chinese." (ibid.) It is only
logical to conclude that " ; Hah ‘rm our appreciation of the

Cosmos” (WHORF, 1973:

analyzes nature, notices or neglect

reasoning, and builds the house'ef-his con

Whorf's principal a - e ne! 1_”:; |ationship between language

and culture has been con led thé “theomy, oflinguistic relativity”, even better

idrgely as we do because the

{i of interpretation.” (ibid.)
Later, in his article "Lingussti B cience”, wnrf explains that the linguistic

relativity principle s ‘_ ‘ m iffe ‘ ars are pointed by their
grammars mmMﬂ ti ﬂgmlﬂmuﬁinns of externally
similar iQn, ai : r a : ut must amive at
mmMﬁMiﬁE m"ﬁeﬁyj‘mlher words, "“all

observers are not led by the same physical evidence to the same picture of the universe,
unless their linguistic backgrounds are similar, or can in some way be calibrated.”
(WHORF, 1973: 214) The consequences of this linguistic relativity principle are far-
reaching “for it means that no individual is free to describe nature with absolute

impartiality but is constrained to certain modes of interpretation even while he thinks
himself most free. The person most nearly free in such respects would be a linguist
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familiar with very many widely different linguistic systems. As yet no linguist is in any
such position." (ibid.)

It should be noted that Whorf makes a point of making his statements about
markedly different grammars. In his opinion, the Westemn world view is relatively
homogenous because of the unanimity of the major pattemns of the leading modern
European languages. They are, in fact, “Indo-European dialects cut to the same basic

plan, being historically transmitted from what was long ago one speech community.”

European languages. |

Many factors have_g@®ntji to Whorf's fam among others his brilliant and
provocative style of writi _ < 'ﬂ : * only, be fully understood against a
political background. His | rfﬁm oan attec \ inst the claim of supremacy of
the white immigrants who rul ﬂg tive‘indians. in his country. He stresses the
' ‘ itive” WHORF, 1973: 260) and

claims that “by comparison with_'_‘ ) ‘I:' 'mlanguages, the formal systematization

of ideas in English, Germanj French, seems poor And jejune.” (WHORF, 1973

1-'“-' understood as a political
I

AUEINENINYINg

. A2E0IJE, 2 GE. e L ingustic Constn ‘
: . 5 "I -, = -

philosophical approach towards language and re-examined it from a perspective that

provocation.

owes a lot to one of the most recent philosophical theories, known under the name of
“Autopoiesis” or "Radical Construction™."" This is Grace's position: “The human species

" According to Schmidt (1987), the theory of "Autopoiesis” or "Radical Construction” has its roots
in cybernetics, psychology and biology. Its major proponents are the Chilenean scientists
Humberto R. Maturana and Francisco J. Varela, the Austnan-American psychologist Paul
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- and no other - possesses the one essential tool which makes a social construction of
reality possible. That tool is language. Not only is language the means by which this kind
of reality construction is accomplished, it is also the means by which the realities, once
constructed, are preserved and transmitted from person to person and from generation
to generation. Hence, it is entirely appropriate to refer more specifically to the linguistic
construction of reality.” (GRACE, 1987: 3) Construction of reality is the fundamental
process underlying all acts of linguistic communication. It is the result of man's naturally

limited access to reality. The human e H the ‘whole picture’. It selects only

small parts of it. In a second “ser ) e brain, which receives information
through all the five senses, f these informations. But even
more important than that, thg informations. In other words,
it interprets and thus cons models [...] are reflected in the
language we speak.” (ibid. ) S aah In . \ 2nd entirely on the construction
of models of reality that are -x s ina process of communication
and are compatible with otfiér experierncestof raaliy Grace challenges the purely
structural approach of today'sfmais -';'_ JuistiGs, calling it the mapping view of

language. "The basic epistemologic ¢ of the mapping view might be stated

orid s “mapped' (with greater or less

ince there is only me common world "out there",

the different ﬁ guages are ultimately
lnterchangeableﬁ?l,u mmﬁiﬁm may be thought of as
containing i Iﬁ Wﬁel&heq&ﬁe%e ﬂ!’ﬁj%&ﬁw% tﬁdﬁuage That is the

Watzlawick and the German scientists Heinz von Foerster and Emst von Glaserfeld.
Maturana's and Varela's "Autopoiesis and Cognition" (Boston Studies in the Philosophy of
Science, Boston:Reidel, 1979) is one of the pioneering studies on "Radical Construction”. Emst
von Glaserfeld and John Richards wrote the essay “The Control of Perception and the
Construction of Reality” (in: Dialectica, vol.33, no.1, 1979: 37-58).

It is surprising that Grace makes no reference to these authors nor to the theory of "Radical
Construction” as a whole although his thoughts are quite obviously related to this school of
thinking.
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assumption that ‘anything can be said in any language' [...]. We may refer to this
assumption as the intertransiatability postulate.” (ibid..7) This postulate is the
consequence of a linguistic concept that regards language purely as a structured system
of arbitrary signs. These signs are assumed to exist independently of a culture or a world
view - otherwise they would not be arbitrary. It is this key assumption of structural
linguistics that has led to the idea of machine transiation. The failure of all the enormous
projects to construct programs that make machine translation “work” may be regarded

lity-construction view which he
derives, among many others, oL HOR: ‘g;_ no clear boundary in terms of
of.a language and its vocabulary,
and therefore that the g B $ of 1 ent languages are no more functionally
& T ; Ies and “that a language is

shaped by its culture, and ; g i " y “ S in its language, to such an
\ the other begins, i.e. what

belongs to language and what I v :‘f ﬂ) I he major fault of today's linguistic
studies is that “our acknowledged Seience of

—".-":v.f.~' i
view. "In fact, not only does age make it difficult to design

iguage"” is committed to the mapping

and carry out researchean the res | -J of language, it makes it

difficult even to a::knmdedm that such realit stnmtinrmcwrs at all." (ibid.: 4)
It remains ?ﬂﬁ‘ he: ﬁﬂnguisﬁﬁ construction of
reality opens a } to relate linguistic and

cunumlpmﬁ’wg‘]a\‘jﬂim NW'TJ\WEJ']Q d
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Chart 1: George W. Grace's Dichotomy of the Mapping View of Language and the Reali struction Vi
The Mapping View of Language A ,’ Tie Reality-Construction View of Language
‘h
: *
assumptions: - There is one common, objective worl re-is-nordirect access to the outside world.
“out there”, \ y'data selected by our senses.
ot add up to an adequate picture
‘\ o be made to interpret the data, to
q‘ -. h other. In short:
of reality have to be constructed
function of
language: - provide a *map” of the outside world nodels of reality
consequences: - Everything that can be said in.oAe n | - Not everythiny ptHal can be said in one language
can also be said in another lang ""“— % said il another language.
- Language and culture can be s ated. | anguage Gﬂn@l be separated from culture and can,
Elements of a language are stu:he;i Ig_their thsrlel‘om, not be studied independently from culture.
e e U YNIUEDAL,
- Language and thought | g no parated from thought.
- One universal language would be of great | - One universal language weuld be the end of

e, T097190) dhnasd 14 ¢




2.2.2.5. Political Implications of the "World View of Language” Concept
The *world view of language” approach in linguistic studies is not just an
academic issue. It has important political implications that can easily be shown with
regard to the English language. The assumption of structural linguistics that a language
consists of a set of arbitrary signs seems to be proven right by the successful
establishment of English as the language of intemational communication. Today, the
“intertranslatability postulate® means that “everything that can be said in my language

‘#/ true. The *world view of language”

p to rful impact phenomena like

can also be said in English”. That{a
approach in linguistic studies

‘ attempt to cultural
cnarant:tEK lecessan ics will be linked

to language. The current debate on the subject of Thai identy is an illustration of the
diversity of opinions concerning almost every aspect related to the broad field of cuiture.
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In the following pragraphs, | will first give some examples of the controversies in
these discussions. They will serve as an argument to look at cultural characteristics from
the point of view of world view. Cultural characteristics can then be understood as
symbolic representations of a world view and the question towards Thai cultural
characteristics can be reformulated as what is the Thai world view? While religion is a
major, if not the most important, component of a world view, language can be regarded
as the physical shape that is indispensable to make a world view communicable and
available. Examples of the reflectioni¢
the vocabulary of the Thai lar

between language and c@

Ianguag& will also point to g

iral characteristics of religious origin in
enoe for the intimate relationship

mat other features of the Thai
ts : world view. The links between
language and culture foug _ \ anding.area of religious concepts are
of a more fundamental signi : : stic changes that accompany the

short-lived fashions found in

What is Thai? and What are-Tha+ caltaral characteristics? are central questions
@b ' } n be quite a problematic
undertaking because G the vaguer ferms.Tha" and "Thai cultural

constantly in a Lﬁm Im.lttural elements. Like
any other muntpeﬁh ﬁ giﬁ?j ﬁy absorbed many cultural
influences. The |s no, and never wifl ry to what some
nationalisti ﬁ Mﬂﬁmﬁth Thailand

is a mnglomamte of Thai, Chinese, Khmer, Western and many other cultural elements.
Precisely for this reason, Sulak Srivalak (1993: 48) persistently refuses to accept the
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name Thailand. He thinks the word Thai suggests a cultural homogeneity which doesn't
exist,

Opinions on what is typically Thai are often vague and contradictory. Kukrit
Pramoj himself lists being a Buddhist, being loyal to the King, participating in Buddhist
ceremonies and wearing amulets as some of the Thai cultural characteristics. But he also
claims that a Thai *knows whether or not another person is a Thai or not, regardiess of
his skin or his religious belief." But is religion really negligible in order to determine Thai
cultural characteristics? If not Buddhl , then constitutes *Thainess" or the
uniqueness of being Thai? Ku it | %ﬂ this question is: the monarchy.
(Beek, 1983: 203-205) Matta £
the monarchy and the fami / " v :

Matters are getting rafe eduinl cate 3 if oKS &t the origin and the tradition of

many of the so-called l ;

Ramkhamhaeng, once regay st portant, evidence of the historical and
cultural identity of the Thai péople ”_ e been a product of the 19th
century. (CHAMBERLAIN, 199 ' \day Thailand is not very helpful

cultural maractemhm?kwrm [ n about fifty years. Both are the
outcome of the efforts of thé Pib ngkral e Ttz iland a centralized cultural

identity. (THAMSOOK, ‘19&‘142 BARME,1983:176 97, DILLER, 1993:107)

A
S TR

A more contemporary reason to “create® traditions that are regarded as part of
Thai culture is the promotion of tourism. A case in point is the Loy Krathong festival in

Tiapd59 40
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Sukothai. There seems to be no historical evidence that Loy Krathong was ever
celebrated during the Sukothai Period."

Finally, Westernization and Globalization have, unavoidably, led to an influx and
absorption of Westemn, mostly American, culture. The Western New Year was introduced
to Thailand by Pibulsongkram and has been celebrated since 1940, (WOUFY, 2519
132) Pibulsongkram also firmly established a Westemn dress code in Thailand.
Nowadays, Thai businessmen wear elegant suits and shake hands when they greet each

cultural elements of Wesw bécalqmcause they have been well

established and are generally aefoptet by Ow? Or shipuld they be considered part of an
international uniform cultuga®of / jin tha s, an inevitable concomitant of
globalization and tends to supe al characteristics?
23+2 e A 1T

In order to gain sorme golidar ' he iscussion of these questions and

i s ;
difficulties and in order to get more're = ‘es to deal with cultural characteristics,

..'—Jp‘-—_
=L

it could be helpful to Ioﬁat the
way a man in a particulz " sociel

{PDNGEAFICH. 1985: 1)D:I'rrfn d Gee =fines peo@'s world view as “their picture
of the way things in sheerfactuality are, théir concept of nature, of self, of society.”

(GEERTZ, 1973: ﬂ?ﬂ ﬂ g’ m m ﬁnw flfno‘lems originating from

fundamental human needs. The material needs fm:huusmg 5:% clothing as well

o e, RO Vb

a people's world

' *The TAT claims the tradition [of celebrating Loy Krathong, M.S.] dates back to the city's
[Sukothai's, M.S.] great days over 700 years ago. Such a claim, they [Professors from Silpakom
and Thammasat Universities, M.S.] charge, is a distortion of history, since no evidence exists to
indicate that Loy Krathong was celebrated during the Sukothai period.” (Sukphisit, 1996)
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view. A world view is a system that relates all these different aspects of life to each other
and thus determines the way people look at and perceive the world around them.

Cuiltural characteristics that become apparent in behavioral pattems, activities,
habits or rituals, can be interpreted as symbolic representations of a people's world view.
Some of them are related to the material issues of everyday life. Others, like religious
ceremonies or the architecture of buildings for spiritual congegration, are related to the
spiritual need to find a meaning in life. S.Ji

communicated by means of lan : bilizing ingredients of a world view

ritual explanations of the meaning of human

existence and activities are also fc ies, folk beliefs and religions and are
because they establish a sys
central meaning.

Cultural characteris ychange ac ,"* anging circumstances. Those

years. Eating habits as well Ac rtant changes. The concepts of uny
(merit) and 11 {dement) howe Jingredients of the Thai world view, have

: m it provides a central
m of life. Religious sets of

remonies. They

Religion is
meaning for all th

= RO

metaphysical contexts to provide a framework of general ideas in terms of which a wide

their specifically

range of experience - intellectual, emotional, moral - can be given meaningful form."
(GEERTZ, 1973: 123) Religious concepts transcend the realm of immediate matenal
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needs such as food, housing and clothing and provide the framework for rules on ethics
and morality, for ideas and ideals and for the explanation of life itself. Some of these rules
and ideas may be adapted according to changing social and economic situations but
fundamental religious concepts usually do not change easily. They contain essential
religious truths like qrg (menrt) and vy (gemerit) in Buddhism or guilt in Christianity.
Such concepts can be re-interpreted but their principal necessity and value has to be
acknowledged. Otherwise, a religion ceases to be the religion it used to be. Even in
such a case, the concepts re AN - a purely historical sense. Outward
appearances may change like ha&g} e Romanesque to the Gothic and

finally to the Postmodern siylE DUl the --»"i'li_l,k church as “a building for the
— X

worship of God and the iglatfigeCrisfian ceremoniest, will remain unaffected. Every
speaker of English knows TiS. In the sameway, a speaker of Thai knows
what a 19 (Buddhist templs nep :;’ 5 !3:‘ ' thowing a culture without knowing its
religion. ' |

2.3.4. The Thai Waorld

Kukrit Pramoj or Mattani ,. : };;_ never deny that Buddhism is
one of the important iithadiRER - (Northern hilltribes of different

beliefs, a small Thai Chiistia : wdominated provinces in the
South. After all, Thai children are brought up with the n that Thai is Buddhism and

:;ﬂzz.fa::iemérjﬂﬂﬁiﬁﬁmw;:;:‘::::
) Wb g U i

there is little to say about it." (PHODISITA, 1985: 30) Lucien Hanks, in his famous study
on "Merit and Power in the Thai Social Order”, sees the hierarchical world of the Buddhist
scriptures as a model for the hierarchical Thai perception of society. *As good Buddhists,
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the Thai perceive that all living beings stand in a hierarchy of varying ability to make
actions effective and of varying degrees of freedom from suffering.” (HANKS, 1962:
1247) Buddhism is such a prominent feature in the life of every Thai person - even of a
Thai who believes in God and participates in Christian or Muslim ceremonies - that Kukrit
Pramo;, and Mattani Rutnin didn't even see the necessity to mention it expressly.
Buddhism has penetrated Thai culture and the Thai world view far beyond religious
practice. A Christian wedding ceremony does not conflict with Buddhism - and in this

The three essential touths 8/GRf by Buddhis \probably shared by most Thais
and influence their world vie! Jhaf Are-the truth\ohslfering (A3n), the truth of
impermanence (87939) and gheftrdti of naEelf (uivi). (SIVARAKSA, 1994: 326.
‘ | Phodisita (1985) distinguishes five
"worids” in the life of the averagé Thai: fiést Bugldhist values and concepts. They
are the world of hierarchy, the world ofrefit {8l and demerit (L1l), the world of bun

e
khun (LJRIW), the worldvof ool heart
difficult to find reflection .J{ e three

attitudes in the Thai Iangua.

@rid of individualism. It is not

‘”' five “worids" of everyday

)
L3

spiritual explanatlnn of the m Irﬁ m ctivity is one of
the funutlnnér to which all

aspects of Irfe can be related. Religious beliefs and convictions are conserved and

communicated by language. All the languages of the worid give testimony to the religion
and the mythologies of their speakers. The Buddhist character of Thai culture manifests
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itself in the language. Thai language is saturated with Buddhist terms and concepts. The
terminology for every aspect of the metaphysical realm, including moral values, ethical
conduct, ideals, virtues and the driving spiritual force of life, is a Buddhist terminology or,
to be more precise, a religious terminology which is dominated by Buddhism but also
contains elements of Hinduism, animism and folkloristic mythologies. Such concepts are
inherent in the present-day Thai language, preserved and handed down from generation

to generation. Just how tightly enshrined these concepts are in their linguistic form

becomes clear in the process of tran from Thai into ancther language. The
translation of the word 7% into < hout any additional explanation is
Im . s
i if not i ible, becatSEGthe clltur ' . Si i
difficult, if not impossible ‘ urmbehmd the word €. Since this

concept is enshrined in the Jafigs 1 ,“"-h..;. rapslated by simply exchanging
words. Western languages Wi Mfistian | tive have no concept of the
Buddhist temple and consgdusfitl they 3 \ orresponding word for it. It is

‘\.

\

equally difficult to translate wWords shop, priest or cardinal into Thai

without any explanation.
But religious concepts @ ; nd in such “technical’ terms. Many
metaphors and expressions of ewei yeay ianguag refer to religious concepts. How can a
Thai understand words like 8 ral) or (2311393 (bad kemi results) or an expression
cording to Buddhist concepts?
knmwﬂn its meaning as nation, is

derived from the Pali word c&sita, meanin -ilwﬁane is by birth or nature® - nationality
. m@mm ph 1} o Mgt
in the male first name MAMY

S A LA A e

what one is by one's own makings® [and not by nature]). These Buddhist concepts are

? see NYANATILOKA :1972, p. 38
* ibid. p. 39
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inherent in these words and they are understood by Thai Muslims and Christian Thais in
exactly this Buddhist sense. They will know the concept from their Buddhist friends, from
school and from the mass media. It is, therefore, not only safe to assume that the
concepts carried by Thai words are very often Buddhist concepts but also that these
concepts are shared even by those Thais who do not practice Buddhism themselves.
The concepts conveyed by language, however, do not exclusively originate in

religion, mythologies or folk beliefs. Large sections of the linguistic conceptualization of

ps of everyday life. The climate is one

of them. It is one of the most impo# fact ine cultural characteristics since

the economy, food and housing Ce on it-acdeast in pre-industrialization times. A
house in Thailand is differegisffo] \“n ippesbecause of climatic factors. The
concept behind 1Y (housal e 3 is differe \ "r of the English house.
Eating, of course, j§ agbije “T ; \ lhactivity and often its specific
characteristics are mﬂem =¥ = B The \\\ ally do not simply eat - they eat
rice (AiuT17). The standard Thaiway-of g iohate greeting with the question iut2

w3853 (have you eaten [righ] affSady; 18 Basily} explicable in Thailand but it is
completely out of place if, for instaris ed In a Western country at breakfast time

where certainly no rice n_- €

This random looksat s G "" that words are not merely

arbitrary acoustic and gre |r.: signs b ::ultural concepts. Questions

concerning the na ﬂt}i‘mﬁ a% culture have fascinated
linguists, philusup@ j

” w;gmaﬁﬂim UAIAINYAY

There can be no doubt about the merits of a systematic study of the structural
elements of a language. But more of an effort should be made to relate the findings of
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such studies to aspects of culture and world view. By doing this, valuable insight could
be gained into the fundamental patterns, the development and the changes of the
culture and the world view of a people. After all, language is man's tool to conceptualize
the world and construct models of reality. It is the prerequisite for all of his intellectual
activities. There is, as many fairy-tales and legends tell us, no way of knowing something
without naming it. "“Only what has a name can be shared. Communicable perception has
to be coded in language. [...] These permptinns, fixed in language, become a kind of

second nature.” (HODGE & KRESS 1893 n examination of the language may,
therefore, help to understand meg's “secon er.

' anw change. But it is one of the
spects of a world view that will
\%\\\\\

\ itic form that a culture survives.

Cultural characteristic®
important functions of languz
be regarded as essential ag
Changes are normal in a |j he e \w, feat to a culture is giving up its
language and thus its means I il \ icate the world view of its people.

In the following chaptef, (il examingitfie linduistic marking and representation

in the Thai language of four egse e perception of reality - time,
causality, charactenization of pe fh ces and space - and try to see how they
can be related to certairasg world vie @i people. If this amounts to a

-

provisional analysis of reality that i iguistic material remains to be

seen, but the dtﬁerenmsgund in
Western languag nd cuﬁms should ce an example of the
many equally unlff mﬂﬁﬁim among which the
Western wo

f-‘iﬁ“ SN Ingas

al language anmhe Thai culture compared to
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