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ABSTRACT

This research was to compare the linguistic structure of and culture embedded in Chinese
and Thai puzzles using 800 puzzles and the analytical frameworks covering 3 components —
wording, eloquence, and language trick. The findings reveal that the repetitive wording came in 2
forms, repetition in the same and different phase. The same phase repetitive wording had 11
patterns whose 7 of which were commonly found both in Chinese and Thai. Pattern ABAB
appeared only in Thai puzzle and AAA, A...A..., and A...A... appeared only Chinese puzzle.

There were 2 patterns of different phase repetitive wording, namely, A A _and A A,
appeared in both languages. Regarding the eloquence usage, it was found that both Chinese and
Thai equally used metaphor, onomatopoeia, paradox, and personification, in high extent.
Regarding the language trick, both languages’ puzzles used homograph and homophone, inducing
the meaning from the question, and picking a vowel or a consonant to guess the meaning.

The Chinese puzzle had not made use of spoonerism. Regarding the eloquence usage,
both Chinese and Thai puzzles used a lot of metaphor, onomatopoeia, paradox, and
personification. Regarding the language trick, both puzzles made use of homograph and
homophone, meaning induction, and vowel and consonant cues. There was no usage of
spoonerism in Chinese puzzle, however.

The culture embedded in Chinese and Thai puzzles included materialistic culture such as
dress, food, tools, building, play, and mental culture such as religion, belief, literature, and art.

Both Chinese and Thai were rich of varieties of art and culture. Acculturation was also the case.



