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Thesis Abstract
Ahmet Siuleyman Bikmen, “A Descriptive Study on Berformance of Complaints

by Turkish University Students in an EFL Context”

The current study investigated the speech actmfptaining in Turkish learners of
English. The complaints of 100 Turkish learner&nglish (TLES) were compared
to those of 92 English (ENS) and 108 Turkish nasipeaker (TNS) participtants, all
of whom were students at universities in Turkey emBingland. A ten-item
discourse completion task (DCT) was used to atmiplaints. The method of
analysis involved measuring the frequency of certamplaint strategies. The
frequency values for the three groups were compared

Eleven complaint strategies were found in the resps to the DCT. Of
these eleven strategies, ‘Hints’ (25%), ‘Reque@5%), and ‘annoyance’ (10%)
were the most commonly-used. Frequency valuesrdatdor the remaining
strategies were all below 8% for all three grouphe ENSs and TNSs (the baseline
groups) were found to exhibit significant differesdn their frequencies for several
strategies. This finding was attributed to theotggical differences in pragmatic
strategies used by the two languages.

The TLEs were then compared to the baseline datiatistical analysis of the
differences in frequencies between the three grpepsitted the complaint
strategies to be grouped under three headingseTteslings are presented with
their corresponding strategies in parentheses: Wedglative Pragmatic Transfer
(Modified Blame, Indirect Accusation), No TransteNS-like behavior (Opting Out,
Hints, Ill Consequences, Direct Accusations ance@ts/Warnings,), and Positive
Transfer (Annoyance, Blame [Behavior] and Blame$Be]). Requests did not fit
into any of the categories. No examples of Stieragmatic Transfer were found in
the data. In spite of there being only one instasfidVeak Negative Pragmatic
Transfer in the statistical findings, a detailedlgsis of individual TLE responses
led to the conclusion that L1 influence is ofteagant.

Complaint frequency was measured in situations gtiex parameters of
power and social distance were controlled for. Carag to the ENS group, the TLE
and the TNS groups complained more to authorityrég, (power unequal/high
social distance contexts) and at lower frequertcidsends (power equal/low social
distance contexts) and strangers (power equah/dogial distance contexts). One
interpretation of the TLES’ behavior in the auttyiontext is that the TLEs were
exhibiting verbosity; that is, offering more expdions, not in an attempt to confront
or criticise their superiors, but simply to overatheir real or perceived L2
limitations. Another interpretation is that the Td #ere indeed criticizing their
superiors, which might be a dangerous deviatiomfagceptable norms as
characterized by the ENS data obtained in thisystud



Tez Ozeti
Ahmet Suleyman Bikmen, “Yabanci Dil Olaratgilizce Gsrenim (EFL)
Baglaminda Tirk Universite g¥encilerininSikayet Performansi tizerine Betimsel
Bir Calisma”

Bu calsma ‘sikayet etme’ sdozeyleminingilizce @renen Tirk grencilerde [TO)
incelemitir. Arastirmada, Universitedimgilizce @Grenen 100 TurkiTO) ile anadili
Turkce (TUR) olan 108 encinin sikayetleri, anadilingilizce (NG) olan 92
ogrencininsikayetleriyle kiyaslanmtir. Tum katilimcilar universite ogrencisidir. Bu
baglamda,sikayet gerektirecek on farkli durumdan gn Séylem Tamamlama Testi
(STT) kullaniimstir. Analiz yontemi ile, bazyikayet stratejilerinin sik@ii 6lgulp,
bu frekans dgerleri birbiriyle kagilastiriimistir.

STT'ne verilen yanitlarda, onbgikayet stratejisinin kullanilgh tespit
edilmis, stratejilerden,Ipucu,’ (%25) ‘Rica’(%35) ve ‘Rahatsizlik’in (%108 U
grup katiimci arasinda en ¢ok kullangdbulunmuytur. Geri kalan stratejilerin
kullanim deerleri, her G¢ grup icin %8’in altinda kalghr.

TUR veiNG gruplari (temel gruplar}jkayet etme konusunda énemli
istatistiksel farklar sergilergtir. Bu bulgunun, iki dilin edimbilimsel strategii
arasinda bulunan tipolojik farkhliktan kaynaklagiddstintlmektedir..

ITO grubu, dger iki grup ile kagilastiriimis ve ti¢ grubun frekans
degerlerinin arasinda bulunan istatiksel farklar tesgdilmistir. Sikayet stratejileri,
ortaya c¢ikan U¢ gé baslik altina gruplardiriimgtir. Bu baliklar, parentez icinde
bulunan stratejiler ile sunulngwr: Zayif Edimbilimsel Aktarim (Modifiye Edilmi
Azarlama ve Dolayll Suglama) , Aktarimin Bulunmanti&ss-gibi davrang (Cevap
Vermeme; Ipucu Verme; Kot Sonuclari Belirtme; Rir8uclama ve Tehdit/Uyart)
Olumlu Edimbilimsel Aktarim,Ipucu, Azarlama [Davrasiive Azarlama [Ksisel]).
ITO'lerinin cevaplarinda Giigli Olumsuz Edimbilimgedtarimin oldguna dair
belirtiler bulunmangtir. Zayif Olumsuz Edimbilimsel AktarindTO’lerinin
cevaplarinda tek bir érgmin bulunmasina gmen, baziTO’lerin cevaplarinin
analizi yapildginda, anadil etkisinin (negatif edimbilimsel akitam) genelde var
oldugunu tespit edilnstir.

Guc ve yakinhk parametrelerinin sabit tutytdwdurumlarda katiimcilarin
sikayet etme davraglari ile ilgili bulgular elde edilmitir. ITO ve TUR gruplari,
ING grubuna gore, otorite figirlerinesiisiz guic/az yakinlik blamlarinda) daha
fazlasikayette bulunmglar, arkadslarina (git glic/cok yakinlhk bglamlarinda) ve
yabancilara (@t gtic/az yakinlik bglamlarinda) ise daha akayette
bulunmuylardir. iTO grubunun otorite igamindaki davraslari, s6z ¢oklgu olarak
aciklanmg, bu kkilerin daha fazla agiklama yapmalari tstlerini aléwzla
elestirmek yada kan gelmek icin dgil, ikinci dil zorluklarini?limitlerini gmak icin
yaptiklari sonucuna varilgtir. Bir baska aciklama da,iTO grubunun Ustlerini
elestirdigidir ve bu durumun asarmadalNG grubundan toplanan verilerin
belirledigi normlar dahilinde olmagi, norm dsgi veya bir sapma olarak
deserlendirilebilecgidir.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

This section will give the reader a general backgdbto the study, the rationale and

aim of the study, followed by the research questi@sked in the current study

1.1. General Background to the Study

The practice of language teaching has long reftettte belief that mastering a
language was akin to mastering a system of rulesolation of context. Ever since
the Communicative Competence model was introdudgachés, 1972), it has
generally been accepted that in addition to granwaatompetence, learners also
need to know how that language is used by memli¢he @ommunity.
Subsequently, Canale & Swain’s (1980) model of camigcative competence was
introduced. This model included grammatical corapeg, sociolinguistic
competence, strategic competence, and discourspetente. Many other authors
have written about the sociolinguistic rules ofgaage use under different headings
such as interlanguage pragmatics and cross-cuipesich act studies. Searle (1990:
16) claims that speaking a language is performpsgesh acts. By performing a
speech act, people perform acts such as thanlaggesting and complaining.
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Therefore the successful performance of speecheatasis the possession of the
type of knowledge that enables learners to useukzggin socially as well as

linguistically acceptable ways.

1.2. Rationale and Aim of the Study

The main aim of the current study is to identifglaompare the complaining
behavior of Turkish speakers of English to natipeakers of English. There are

several reasons for the undertaking of such a study

Foreign language learners who lack target languzagsery of speech acts
such as complimenting, refusing and complaininky tie danger of being
misunderstood or might even experience a comptateraunication breakdown
(Cohen, 1996b). Indeed, the speech act of comptaia an especially face-
threatening one, and has a high potential for ogusiisunderstandings or disturbing
the equilibrium of personal relationships (BrowrL&vinson, 1987). Therefore, it is
essential that language education, informed byarebesuch as the current study,
should raise learners’ pragmatic awareness offigech act of complaining, not only
to perform complaints properly, but also to recagrand respond appropriately to

complaining behavior in others (Boxer, 2010).

The typological differences between Turkish andlEh might make it
difficult for a Turkish learner to complain in Emgfh. The principle of pragmatic
transfer/L1 influence (Corder, 1981; Kasper 1992dgcts that Turkish learners of

English may not be able to complain in a target-fikshion in English (Deveci,
11



2002; Onalan, 2009). Beyond simply being misurtder§ a Turkish learner who
utilizes L1 complaining strategies in the targdtune might cause other people to
harbor negative impressions of his/her charadd@cause typological differences are
sometimes responsible for L1 interference or ngggiragmatic transfer, this study
attempts to point out differences between Turkisth Bnglish with regard to

complaining behavior.

A number of investigations on the speech act ofamt in non-native
speakers of English from backgrounds other thaki$ithas been conducted (Boxer
1993; Boxer & Pickering 1995; Chen, 2009; Far@(10; House & Kasper, 1981,
Inoue 1982; Kozlova, 2003; Moon,2001; Murphy & NE296; Nodoushan, 2006;
Oh 2010; Olshtain & Weinbach 1993; Piotrowska, 1¥&ykarpatska, 2008;
Rinnert, 2006; Shea, 2003; Tanck, 2002; Trench@120rosborg, 1995; Umar,
2006). However, very few studies have focused wrki$h learners of English
(Deveci, 2002; Onalan, 2009). Just as thereasladf emphasis on complaining in
the research literature, English course-books i glograms also fail to address
complaining (Boxer, 2010). The same texts do nibtdaaddress requests and
apologies (Boxer and Pickering, 1995) althoughersgseech acts are arguably no

more important than the speech act of complaint.

The current study investigates the speech actroptaints as they are
performed by Turkish Learners of English (TLES).ar@lyze complaining behavior,
The current study used a written DCT as its mastrinment in order to collect data
samples from TLEs, Turkish native speakers (TNBsylish native speakers
(ENSs). The data obtained in the current studytt@potential not only to inform

the ELT (English language teaching) professionmigiht also be of direct aid to

12



language students. The corpus of 3000 complampkes collected as a part of the
current study has the potential to help students avk interested in learning how
NSs complain both in English and in Turkish. Wisanore, Turkish learners and
teachers who work with learners from a Turkish lgaokind can benefit from
examining the NNSs’ responses featured in the ciporder to examine common

errors in the pragmatic behavior of Turkish leasn&rEnglish.

The current study used a DCT or a discourse cdmpléask, as its main
instrument. A DCT is a written data collectiosttument which provides the
participants with a situation that requires themxpress a complaint. The rationale
for using a DCT was its ease of use and its paktatigenerate large amounts of
useful data. The combination of easy-to-understisttriptions (situations) and the
written format made it a very elegant instrumemtdallecting large numbers of
writing samples in a short period of time. Theeastmain advantage of DCTs was
comparability. To find and recreate the same ligakituation for 300 students in
three different groups would have been a Herculagk For example, if role play
situations involving actors were used, the amofitinee necessary to collect 300
responses might have taken weeks or months. Adgththe DCT utilizes written
samples instead of authentic, spoken data, whiakidame ideal, it is difficult to
collect authentic data in a reliable and reproded&shion (Fraenkel, 2008). To
recapitulate, both for its power in generating woés of data quickly and for its
ability to control for threats to reliability andternal validity, the DCT was selected

for the current study.

13



1.3. The Research Questions

The research questions of this study are as follows

1. How do the TLE, ENS and TNS participants compatéeir use of complaint

strategies?

2. Do the TLE participants exhibit L1 influencetireir use of complaint

strategies?

3. How do different contexts influence complainbghavior in TLEs, ENSs and

TNSs?

14



CHAPTER 2

THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

This study investigates how Turkish learners ofIEhgcomplain, and it is anchored in a
cross-cultural and interlanguage pragmatics frankewikherefore, its theoretical framework
draws mainly from speech act theory, politenessriheand pragmatic transfer. The

following sections will discuss these areas.

2.1. Speech Act Theory

Philosophers have always believed that a statecagnonly “describe” or “state
some facts” (Austin, 1962: 1). However, Austin§2®believes that individuals use
language to accomplish communicative purposesaies a distinction between
constative utterances and performative utteranCemstatives are statements which
can be evaluated along a dimension of truth, wieldormatives are utterances
which are neither true nor false, cannot be cheblyeabservation, and do not
describe or constate anything at all, but ratheiop@ an action. For example,

consider the following performative sentences:

A) | do take this woman to be my lawful wedded wife
B) | name this ship Queen Elizabeth
(Austin, 1976: 4-5)
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In A, the individual's aim is to perform the actmofrrying rather than to report on
the state of things. The same holds true for Berelthe action is that of assigning a
name to a ship, rather than stating a fact.

Following Austin, Searle (1988) proposed that shesats were the basic unit
of communication, and divided speech acts into fgpes: utterance acts,
propositional acts, illocutionary acts, and pertammary acts. The first, utterance
acts, are the simple utterance of sounds and ripthore. Atay (1995) gives the
example of “an actor doing voice exercises” (p.Bhe second, the propositional act,
contains propositions. The third, illocutionarysa@re perhaps the most important
element of speech acts study. An illocutionaryrafers to a statement in which the
speaker’s concern is making his/her intention dedhe listener. lllocutionary force
is the potential of an illocutionary act to causesone to interpret a particular
message from the implied content of the words énitbcutionary act. Finally, a
perlocutionary act is speech that is designed ve kansequences on the listener’s
behavior. Perlocutionary force refers to the axgtior behavior assumed by the
listener. For example, consider the followingesta¢nt: “My blouse has a stain on
it” (House & Kasper, 1981). Here, the propositisthe fact that a stain exists on
the speaker’s blouse. The illocutionary forcehaf $peaker’s words is “I am
disappointed with you getting a stain on my blou$&e perlocutionary force of this
statement might cause the hearer, who happensguoilbe of staining the blouse, to
pay for the dry-cleaning bill. Olshtain & Weinba{¥993), refer to the
perlocutionary force of a complaint as being eiti@iapology or an offer of repair;

for example, the fulfillment of a promise or théura of a debt.
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Searle (1972) improved on Austin’s (1962) clasaiimn of illocutionary
forces, which he claimed had a great deal of opedance many speech acts served
more than one function, and a speaker might haverakintentions, making it
impossible to infer the speaker’s intent from hwrds. As a result Searle (1969)
proposed a taxonomy of speech acts consistingyefilfocutionary forces. These
were representatives; in other words, statemerfactfas in the sentence “I think he
is a murderer” (Searle, 1969), expressives (comidaapologies, etc.), directives
(requests, demands), commissives (promises), aldrdives. Because the focus of
the current study is on complaints, expressivedpaets are especially important to
this discussion. Expressive speech acts are emjinat they express the speaker's
psychological state. That is, they indicate a pasibr a negative evaluation of the
propositional content of the utterance. When thagpkior example, a speaker
expresses gratitude. In complaining, howevepeaker communicates negative
feelings to a Hearer. Expressive speech actsreeguiigher level of pragmatic
competence than some others because they havettrgial to damage
interpersonal relationships (Edmonson & House, 1981

Cohen (1996a) and Thomas (1995) point out thatctpaets are often
ambiguous in their illocutionary force. For exam@espeaker might utter “I'm
sorry” (Cohen, 1996a: 384) in a sarcastic manmet therefore does not apologize
according to the strict definition of the speech dn order to prevent these
ambiguities from arising, Searle established a&ailes. Every speech act has (a)
propositional content rules, which require thapaaker’s words have specific
illocutionary force, (b) sincerity conditions, whicequire that the speaker truly
believes that the circumstances require him/hexezute the speech act in question,

and (c) preparatory conditions, which entail thapaaker be aware of the
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circumstances. To take an example, if a speakdinjs case a pupil, asks his teacher
“When can we get our homework assignments baclk&?ptopositional content

rules, if satisfied, state that the student isa@bttuaccusing his teacher of being slow,
thereby having performed a complaint. The singadinditions, if they hold, state
that the student truly believes that his teacheeiag lax in her duties. The
preparatory conditions, if they hold, ensure thatstudent is aware that he has not
yet received his homework back from his teacher.

As mentioned above, Searle (1988) described spmsstas the name given
to such notions as thanking, greeting, requestafgsing, complimenting,
complaining, and apologizing. Speech act theosymes that these notions are
fundamental; that is, universal, to human commuingGass, 1996). Despite
being universal, however, a speech act may diftanfculture to culture; not only in
terms of linguistic realization, but in terms dbgutionary force. If we refuse an
offer in some cultures, for example, this requitesdging or beating around the
bush before an actual refusal is made” (Gass, 1B96Therefore, the field of
Interlanguage Pragmatics, or “investigation of maive speakers’ comprehension
and production of speech acts” (Kasper & Dahl, 1295) has become an important
part of speech act studies involving NNS, and desgthowever briefly, to be
mentioned here.

Many speech act studies have proposed a speeshtaathich is a list of
realization patterns, or acceptable things to saygiven speech act situation, for
example, requests (Blum-Kulka, 1981; Murphy & N2896). As an example of
complaints, Trosborg’s (1995) speech act set ofptamt strategies are provided

here:
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Table 1: Trosborg's (1995) Complaint Strategies.

Cat. I.
No explicit Str. 1 Hints "Don't see much of you these days."
reproach ' "Well, the red spot wasn't there when | wore it.las
Str. 2 Annoyance ‘There’s a horrible dent in my car’
Cat Il. Oh dear, I've just bought it.
Expression of
disapproval ~ Str. 3:1ll How terrible! Now | won’t be able to get to worknorrow.
consequences
Cat. Ill. Str. 4: Indirect You borrowed my car last night, didn’t you?
Accusation  Str. 5: Direct Did you happen to bump into my car?
Str. 6: Modified Honestly, couldn’t you have been more careful?
blame You should take more care with other people’s cars.
Cat. IV: Str. 7: Explicit It's really too bad, you know, going round wreckioider
Blame blame (behavior) people’s cars.

Str. 8: explicit
blame (person)

How on earth did you manage to be so stupid?

Oh no, not again! You really are thoughtless.
Bloody fool! You've done it again.

In Table 1, we see that a range of different sfjiasehave been provided under the

heading “Complaint Strategies.” Each strategyhb&led according to the function it

serves; e.g., “Accusation” refers to statementsdahause the Hearer. Trosborg’s

(1995) speech act categories and individual stiedegill be discussed in detail in

Chapter 3.

2.2. Definition of the Speech act of Complaining

Many authors have defined complaints the followiway: Speaker (S) voices an expression

of annoyance or disappointment at a state of aftaia wrongdoing towards a Hearer (H)

who somehow bears responsibility for the stateffaira, or is at least perceived to do so by
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(S) (Trosborg, 1995; Murphy & Neu, 1996; Olshtaingeinbach, 1987, 1993; Dersley &
Wooton, 2000; House & Kasper, 1981; Monzoni, 2009pwever, this definition hardly

serves to cover the large variety of complaint$ $eight produce.

George (1988), adopting a Searlean perspectisgnguishedetween expressive
complaintsanddirective complaint®y adding the essential conditions (Searle 196&)ith
expressive complaint§, should seek sympathy or commiseration from ld,iadirective
complaints, S should issue a directive; that is attempt teyee H to do something to

repair the damage.

Complaints might occupy a number of Searle’s (1&g gories of speech
acts, depending on the context and the preparatatysincerity conditions under
which they are uttered (Jacobs, 1989). For exangptomplaint can be an
expressivespeech act if it expresses a negative evaluatids proposition, as in “I
am disappointed in you.” A complaint can haveftitee of adirectiveif it implies a
demand on a hearer, such as in the utterance ‘“adhyak you can stop putting your
trash in front of my door?” A complaint might hathes force of a representative,
such as in the utterance “this is a non-smokemggborg, 1995:334) which states a
fact, and yet implies that the hearer is respoadinl committing an unlawful and
morally wrong act. A complaint might have the ®af a commissive, thus
committing the speaker to a course of action sgdh ¢éhe expression (“I am not
going to put up with this anymore”).

Other authors have attempted to divide complamitsdirect complaints
(where the speaker directly addresses a problamawceptable situation by fixing
the blame on a person or an institution) artirect complaintsyhere the speaker
indirectly addresses a problem or situation by isep&ympathy from a hearer, as

when complaining about the weather (Boxer, 19932020rew & Walker, 2009;
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Edwards, 2005; Kozlova, 2004; Nodoushan, 2006; Bie2€02; Ouellette, 2001;
Wierzbicka, 1991). Often, the distinction betwesatirect and anndirect
complaint are likely to be blurred, especiallysifnot clear whether the Hearer is
responsible for the wrongdoing suffered by S (Jac®B89).

Direct complaints are called for when a Speaked$ialHearer at least
partially responsible for a transgression, miscehadu disappointing state of affairs
which is against the speaker’s perceived interestahich the speaker interprets as
being “unfair” or “bad for him” (Trosborg, 1995; Mphy & Neu, 1996; Olshtain &
Weinbach, 1987, 1993; Dersley & Wooton, 2000; Ho&s€asper, 1981; Monzoni,
2009). Direct complaints are highly face—threatgriBrown & Levinson, 1987),
and are therefore not very commonly-encountereck@xn certain contexts, such as
when a problem exists and needs to be remedieddimieé. Direct Complaints
(henceforth complaints) have also been definedexts'and mild disapprovals to
severe challenges where the complainee is explagtlared incompetent and
irresponsible in his capacity to serve as a merabsociety” (Trosborg 1995: 314).
Brown and Levinson (1987: 66) define a complaind aguation where “the speaker
(S) has a negative evaluation of some aspect diittaeer's (H) positive face.”
Olshtain & Weinbach (1993: 110) describe the pre@ssfollows:

1. Speaker (S) expects something from Hearer (H).t iEh&S) expects
either a favorable event to occur, or expects davanable event to be
prevented from occurring. A favorable event cchgdthe return of a
debt, or the fulfillment of a promise. An unfavblaevent to be
prevented could be a cancellation of an appointpgerdamage to
personal property. Hearer (H) is responsible fokingthe favorable
event happen or preventing the unfavorable event fiappening. If
(H) fails to do this, he/she has committed a Stclahacceptable Act,
or an SUA.

2. (S) views the SUA as having unfavorable consequgefozehim or
herself.

3. (S) views (H) as responsible for these unfavorablesequences.

4. (S) chooses to express his or her frustration @apgointment
verbally.
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(Olshtain & Weinbach, 1993: 108)

Trosborg 1995 defines complaining as an abusiveaazahflictive act which relies
on mitigating devices in order to lessen its inhéface-threatening nature.

In a complaint, the events described in the prajpostook

place in the past... [Complaining] is retrospeziivthat a

speaker passes moral judgment on something whishde

believes the complainee has already failed to de orthe

process of doing. (Trosborg 1995: 311)
In the above excerpt, passing moral judgment cantbgoreted as social rejection,
breaking ties of affection, disputing, challengordgluntly denying the social
competence of the complainee.

Definitions of complaining are also connected ébdvior that we normally
do not associate with complaining. Edwards (20fi)example, describes
Objectification as one way of making a complaintrenacceptable to the hearer. He
claims that the more a speaker builds a complaisia‘factual description of its
object, the less available it is to be heard awnisteg from the speaker’s disposition
to see, feel, or interpret things negatively” (Edi#g2005: 6). Similarly, Trosborg
(1995) describes substantiation as a part of camptathus:

It is important for a complainer to provide [sulmgtation] in the

form of facts of arguments to the effect that “[tfeensive

behavior] is bad”; i.e. the complainer must “protieat he/she is

justified as interpreting [the offensive behavias|bad for

him/her... (Trosborg, 1995: 331).
Irony is another device that is present in the sped a complainer; for example,
Drew & Holt (1988) claim that “Idiomatic, proverlbjand other figurative
expressions are quite frequently employed ... nad@any, but most notably when

one speaker is complaining to another.” (p. 398)rthermore, complaining is often

associated with negatively framed questions (MonZ9509).
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In summary, complaints have been defined bothverg general fashion;
that is, as the voicing of or the expression ofdlhtent to a hearer who has
committed a transgression, but also as an achdsmany subtleties, such as

substantiation, objectification, and the use ofifegive expressions.

2.3 Politeness

Politeness is often associated with the conceffaoé” or the “positive social value”
(Goffman, 1967: 213) that a person projects irsbisal contacts with others. It is
everyone’s natural wish to create a positive imaigtgemselves in the minds of
others, and at the same time, not to be interfeitdby others. In other words,
everyone is engaged in a constant struggle to eelsibility in their relationships
with others.

Expanding on Goffman’s (1971) ideas, Brown & Lewing1987) defined
two different varieties of face: positive face arabative face. Positive face is the
want of every member in a community to be evaluatealpositive manner by those
around him. Negative face is the desire to be peoed from the impositions of
others, and also involves one’s right to privaByown & Levinson (1987) claim
that some speech acts or element of social behearoy with them a threat either to
the hearer's or the speakers own face and thuseespitening via politeness. These
acts are called Face threatening Acts (FTAS). éfrd990: 229) summarized four
kinds of FTAs as follows:

1. Acts threatening to the hearer's negative fae;ifl) their claim to privacy,

freedom of action or other elements of personalrauny (ordering,
requesting; threatening and advising, complaining)
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2. Acts threatening to the hearer's positive facd;ithaelf-image and the self-
respect a person has (complaining criticizing aisdgteeing).

3. Acts threatening to the speaker's negative faceefdmg thanks, accepting
an offer).

4. Acts threatening to speaker’s positive face (apoiog, accepting
compliments).
Brown & Levinson (1987) consider the speech actomfiplaining to be threatening
both to the hearer's (H’s) positive face and niegdace, since the speaker (S)
views (H) as responsible for an unfavorable se&irciimstances, and perhaps also
requests that H repair the wrongdoing, thereby simgpon H’s freedom of action.
Other terms defined within Politeness Theory ideltedressive action
positive politenesgndnegative politenessRedressive actiois carried out in order
to reduce any possibfacedamage of the FTA with modifications or additiohatt
demonstrate that rface-threatis desired or intendecRedressive actiocan take
one of two formspositiveor negative politeness. Positive politenedses place
when a speaker shows respect topbsitive faceof his /her hearer. This mainly
includes statements of friendship, solidarity, cbments, attention to the hearer’'s
interests and needs, and the use of solidarityooqgmarkers (Brown & Levinson,
1987). On the other hand, megative politenesthe speaker gives importance to the
negative facef the hearer by avoiding restrictions of the heareeedom of action.
Brown & Levinson (1987: 69) also discuss the stapslved when S decides
whether or not to commit a face-threatening ad, \&hether or not to do it on-
record, off-record, or bald-on record. The fivepsteor superstrategies, are as

follows:
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1. Bald on-record: This is where a FTA is performedaisely and without
redressive action e.g. ‘Wash your hands’

2. Positive politeness: The FTA is performed with essive action. Strategies
are oriented towards the positive face of the hedhgash your hands,
honey.’

3. Negative politeness: The FTA is performed with esdive action, but is
oriented towards the hearer’s negative face: ‘Wgold mind washing your
hands?’

4. Off-record: The FTA is performed off-record; tha} strategies are used
which allow the act to have more than one integtret, such as ‘Gardening
makes your hands dirty’

5. Avoidance: The FTA is not performed at all. (Bro&r.evinson, 1987: 69).

The above superstrategies, according to Brown &risen, (1987) are intrinsically
ranked in terms of indirectness. The most direpesstrategy is Superstrategy (1)
Bald-on record, which uses the imperative form withany redress. The least direct

is Superstrategy (5) Avoidance.

2.3.1. Interpersonal Relationships: Power and $&isiance

Power and social distance are important varialbl&rown & Levinson’s politeness
theory; that is, they consider them important fa évaluation of the degree of
imposition or the weightiness of an FTA. First widl define power and social
distance and then we will discuss how Brown & Leain (1987) incorporate them
into their theory.

Power is a variable that defines the relationslefgvben two people in terms
of their ability to control each other’s behavibhomas (1995) proposes that several
sorts of power exist. First is the power to influe someone’s life in a positive way,
(reward power) or negative way (coercive poweg¢osd, the power to do things or
expect things by virtue of age or role (legitimptaver); third, the power that is

conferred on a person because the other admiresrhin@r (referent power); and
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finally, the temporary power that comes from hawpegcial knowledge or expertise
that other people need, such as in the case atchdeor a computer technician
(expert power).

Social distance is defined as how like-mindechtimate two people are
(Brown & Gilman, 1972). Social distance is defirma$ed on five different
variables: the frequency of contact, length of abgiance, amount and type of
affect, and the amount of self-disclosure betwaengeople (Spencer Oatey, 1996).

Brown & Levinson (1987) consider social distane®¢ “based on an
assessment of the frequency of interaction andities of material or non-material
goods (including face) exchanged between S and Brown & Levinson, 1987:
76-77), and they define power to be “materialand] metaphysical control over the
actions of others” (Brown & Levinson, 1987: 77)ro&n & Levinson (1987) define
a third variable, that of the degree of impositionthe degree to which a speaker
interferes “with an agent’s wants ... or ... face waf@own & Levinson, 1987:
77). They propose the following formula, wherdie tveightiness (W) or an FTA is
calculated by adding the numerical values of theasarameters P, D, and R. Here,
S refers to Speaker and H refers to Hearer:

Wy;=D(S,H)+P (H, S) +R
In other words, the amount of risk evaluated bynda@n FTA in a particular context
is determined by the sum of the social distanceb@veen the participanthe
relative power (P) of the hearer over the speak®t,the seriousness of the
imposition which is expressed as the absolute reniR) of the imposition.

Many studies done on the speech act of complanmafey to social distance
and power (House & Kasper, 1981; Olshtain & Weilhd®87; Trosborg, 1995).

For example, Trosborg (1995: 148, 333) definedetldiferent types of role
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constellations: (a) status unequals, non-intimgathority figure/subordinates)
+dominance +social distance; (b) status equals,monates (strangers) -
dominance, +social distance; and (c) status equisiates (friends) —dominance, -
social distance. Trosborg found that amongst eapeakers, the highest degree of
indirect complaint strategies were issued when camaoating with authority figure,
as one might expect. However, authority figureeneed more expressions of

annoyance and modified blame than strangers.

2.4 Pragmatic Transfer

Pragmatics is the study of how two individuals caimmate (Trosborg, 1995). In order to
understand pragmatic transfer we must first distarsguage transfer, of which pragmatic
transfer is one variety. The notion of languagadfer, commonly referred to as “L1
influence” (Bou Franch, 1998: 21), originated frdme behaviorist view that a language
learner’s first language (L1) has an effect ondfisity to learn a second language (L2).
This phenomenon was often referred tandesrferencg(Odlin, 1989: 39). These
observations of the effect of L1 on L2 led to teer@lopment of the CAH (Contrastive
Analysis Hypothesis) which claimed that when the tanguages are different; i.e., when
they have typological differences, there will bgaiive transfer or interference. Positive
transfer represents the opposite case: the twaitayes are similar; therefore, learning is

facilitated and no errors result (Corder, 1981).

Although Contrastive Analysis fell into disfavas a result of widespread acceptance
of Chomsky’s (1965) ideas that developmental factaused errors, and that these factors
were universal, the study of language transfermea€ompletely abandoned, and many

subdivisions were investigated, such as syntatiicphological, pragmatic and
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phonological transfer. The area that is of paldicinterest to the current discussion,
pragmatic transfer, is the influence that previptaggmatic knowledge has on the use and
acquisition of L2 pragmatic knowledge (Kasper 1998ggative pragmatic transfer is the
use of L1-based sociocultural and pragmalingulsimwvledge when speaking in the target
language where such a use results in perceptiahbeiraviors that are different from target
language norms; positive transfer, on the othedhizrnan effect of the L1 on the L2 such
that results in perceptions and behaviors thatamsistent with TL norms (Kasper, 1992).
There are two types of pragmatic transfer: pragmgaiistic transfer, which involves
illocutionary force and politeness values, and §a@gmatic transfer, which involves role-
relationships and other context-internal factoragjger 1992: 207). Another term is
convergenceWhen a learner produces or otherwise uses Lafig elements in a target-
like fashion, we call this “convergence with, opagximation to, target-like pragmatic
norms” (Kasper & Schmidt, 1995: 155). Two impottaancepts here amptimal
convergencandtotal convergence“Optimal” implies satisfactory approximation, while
“total” implies mimicry.Optimalrather tharotal convergencés the goal of foreign

language education (Kasper & Schmidt, 1995: 155).

Research on positive pragmatic transfer, negatiagmatic transfer and “no
pragmatic transfer” (Shea, 2003:49) is importarihe field of Interlanguage pragmatics
and speech acts studies because these conditeti®aght to play a role in successful
communication (Kasper, 1992). There are relatifely studies on non-transfer and positive
transfer compared to negative transfer, which legs linvestigated by numerous authors
(Kasper, 1992; Kasper & Schmidt, 1996; Nelson],et293; Rose & Kasper, 2001). The
case of non-transfer; that is, a case where transetdd have occurred, but did not, has been
investigated by Bergman and Kasper (1993) witheesip apologies. Positive transfer has
been studied with respect to complaint speechim®®Ss from L1 Danish backgrounds,

(Trosborg, 1987), Japanese (Shea, 2003) and TyiReskeci, 2009) backgrounds.
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In the field of Interlanguage pragmatics, reseaicigenerally examine the
differences in speech acts in the target languadédtee learners’ mother tongue, and then
analyze the learners’ speech act performance itatiyet language to see how closely it
matches the same speech act as it is used by sptagers of the target language. Kasper
(1992) reported special procedures for investiggpiragmatic transfer involving the three
groups (IL, L2 and L1): If there is no statistigadignificant difference between the
pragmatic strategy use of the L1 group, the IL grouthe TL group, this is considered to be
positive transfer. If there are statistically sfgrant differences between the TL group and
the IL group, significant differences between thegfoup and the L1 group, but no
statistically significant differences between thegtoup and the L1 group, then this is a case

for negative transfer.

Shea (2003) also applied the theoretical framewbpagmatic transfer to
statistical findings, but considered only negatramsfer, since “positive transfer is a concept
which is exceeding difficult to disentangle fronethse of universal pragmatic knowledge
and inference strategies that all language useyssirare” (Shea, 2003: 41). With regard to
statistical significance, Shea (2003) interpretad pragmatic transfer scenarios
corresponding to differences in complaint stratetietween the three groups. First was
strong pragmatic transfeor when the AEA group (American speakers of Eingliving in
America) had a significantly greater or lower fregay of a strategy than the JJJ group,
(Japanese speakers of Japanese living in Japathed&A group (Japanese speakers of
English living in America) was indistinguishabl®ifn the JJJ group, similarly to the
Kasper’s (1992) definition of negative transfem. nbtation form, this is equivalent to two
possibilities: (AEA > JEA: JJJ or AEA < JEA JJJ.) The interpretation here was that the
JEA group had shown strong resistance to conveegaenacculturation to the AEANeak
pragmatic transferon the other hand, required that the AEA groug dither significantly
higher or lower strategic frequencies when compé&reéte JJJ group. The JEA group fell

between these two frequencies, and all groupsrddfsignificantly (either AEA > JEA >
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JJJ, or AEA < JEA < JJ3J). Conceptually, the JEAI@pants’ responses in such cases
suggested that they occupied a “distinctive intafiate position in which opposing forces of
transfer from L1 and convergence to TL were bothifeated” (Shea, 2003: 43). A third
scenario wadlo pragmatic transfer(i.e. no negative transfer ) in which the frequiesa of
AEA and JJJ groups differed significantly, thos¢haf JEA and the JJJ differed
significantly, and those of the AEA and the JEA evstatistically indistinguishable (either
AEA = JEA >JJJ, or AEA JEA < JJJ). Here, the interpretation was thatlii¥ group had
successfully converged with those of the AEA grouferms of their use of complaint
strategies. The fourth scenario, all three grage responses that were statistically
indistinguishable (AEA: JEA~= JJJ). This scenario resembles Kasper’'s (1992)emtrof
positive transfer, but because Shea (2003) dig¢mgider positive transfer in her study, she

categorized this finding as followklegativePragmatic transfer not applicable.

2.5. Interlanguage Studies on the Speech Act offlainming

Research on complaint speech acts have been ceddndtl (the speaker’s first
language). However, the great majority of complapgech act studies has been
conducted on L2 (second-language) learners, omatime speakers (NNS) of
English. Researchers have focused on NNS of Einfjlom language backgrounds
such as Catalan (Trenchs, 2002), Chinese (Areff;1®hen, 2009; Yian, 2008),
Danish (Trosborg, 1995), German (House & Kaspe8llQapanese (e.g. Inoue,
1982; Rinnert, 2006; Shea 2003), Korean (Murphy&NL996; Ouellette, 2001,
Moon, 2001), Malaysian (Farnia, 2010), Persiag.(eslami-Rasekh et al., 2004,

Salmani-Nodoushan, 2007), Russian (Kozlova, 2084dlanese (Umar, 2006),
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Turkish (Deveci, 2009; Onalan, 2009) and Ukrair(larykarpatska, 2008).
Complaint speech acts have additionally been siudi&SL contexts such as in the
case of Bruneian English (Henry & Ho, 2009).

Kasper & Schmidt (1996) remind us that the regptacedure in studies that
investigate non-native speakers’ (NNSs’) speech iadirst to examine differences
between the target language (TL) and the learmeosher tongue (L1) in terms of
how they use a given speech act. Second, the N&yp®&ch act performance is
measured using the same coding scheme. Finaflydgtermined whether the NNS
exhibits speech act patterns that are closer t@lthar to the L1. Here we must
introduce two very important aspects of pragmat&sciopragmatics and
pragmalinguistics. Leech (1983) and Thomas (1€88)le pragmatics into two
componentspragmalinguisticeandsociopragmatics Pragmalinguisticgefers to
resources for conveying communicative acts. L€&6B3: 10) defines
sociopragmaticss “the sociological interface of pragmatics.”isTtefers to the
social perceptions that underlie an individualdgrenance or interpretation of a
communicative action. Kasper (1992) refergptagmalinguistic setor sets of
semantic formulas that comprise speech acts. Theesebeen referred to as speech
act sets (Murphy & Neu, 1996), and realizationgrat (Olshtain & Weinbach,
1993). Often, groups of learners- target-langugpgalsers, non-native speakers and
L1 speakers (TL, NNS and L1)- are measured and aceddn terms of how
frequently they use the components in these pragguastic sets. Kasper (1992)
also refers to sociopragmatic factors. Sociopragnfiattors are the NNS’s L1
culture, age, gender and situational factors;ithdhe seriousness of the offense in
the case of complaints and apologies. Variousrd#wtors affect speech act

behavior, such as attitude, proficiency, learniagtext, and length of residence in
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the target community. Bou Franch (1999) echoep&is (1992) ideas. She
proposes a “language-culture continuum” (Bou-Frad@®9: 8), essentially stating
that every speech act study investigating NNSsdpetion of target language
speech, involves some consideration of pragmalstigaj and sociopragmatics to
varying degrees.

Regarding pragmalinguistic sets of complaint spexcts, we observe that
they often contain strategies that set the stagefontroduce a complaint. For
example, Ouellette (2001) compares Korean leatoerative English speakers in
terms of how they usarientation,in which the complainer describes who was
involved, when the incident occurred and wherdnb&lent occurred in order to set
the context of a complaintThey are a lot of French they speak French a ¢tmn't
understand.” Similarly, Murphy & Neu (1996) inckiduch strategies agplanation
of purposeRinnert (2006) examinasitiators and Trosborg (1995) describesits.
All of these strategies are similar in that theydt¢o occur at the beginning of a
complaint, thereby serving “to prepare [the compeégj for more forceful strategies”
(Trosborg, 1995: 316).

Requests have also often been associated with eanmg behavior (Murphy
& Neu, 1996; Rinnert, 2006; Shea, 2003; Tanck 2Q08ar, 2006). Umar (2006),
who studied Sudanese learners, found that requesésthe second most-common
strategy employed. The other strategies studiee Westablishing Context...
Annoyance... Warning... [and] Excusing Self for ImpagiUmar, 2006: 23).
Similarly Rinnert (2004) and Tanck (2002) have ats@stigated Requests as a
substrategy of complaining.

Murphy & Neu (1996) examined NNS from an L1 Kordetkground. They

placed their participants in a position to complaim professor about a low grade on
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a term paper. Their contribution to the studyha& $peech act of complaints is that
they distinguish between strategies that are paatidco NSs and NNSs. The
strategies commonly employed by their Americanveasipeakers were (1)
Acceptance of partial responsibility, (2) Deperd@agion of the problem (where the
participant transferred blame from the professdh&opaper); (3) Acceptance of
partial responsibility for the problem. These walso found in varying degrees in
the Korean NNS group, but the latter also were doanuse: (1) Denial of
responsibility; (2) Personalization of the problémiere the complainer placed the
blame on the professor giving the low grade rathan on themselves or on the
grading system) (3) Refusal to accept respoisilidr the problem, and (4) Use of
the second person plus the mostabuld”...that indicates that the speaker is in a
position to dictate the behavior of the listenéiu¢phy & Neu, 1996: 205). The
presence of these four elements made the comptHitiie Korean participants seem
non-target-like, and unlikely to be met with a piogi response by the university
professor, according to a jury of native speakéisnoerican English (Murphy &
Neu, 1996).

Similarly, Tanck (2002) identified complaining leeor that seems more
common in the Korean NNS population representdeimstudy. Using the same
situation featured in Murphy & Neu (1996), Tanck(@2) found that Korean NNSs
conveyed a sense of urgency in their questionseguests, and tended to add
emotional pleas and personal details to their camfd, which might be considered
irritating to Americans (Tanck, 2002). Also, NN&emed “presumptuous ... [or]

confrontational” (Tanck, 2002: 11) in their quessaand requests.
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Rhetorical questions have been examined in coiumeiti complaints in
native speakers of Russian and American Engliskdgjova (2004). Rhetorical
questions occurred only in the Russian data anéhrtbe English data.

Shea (2003), in comparing the complaints of JEJap#énese learners of
English living in America) to those of JJJs (Jagangpeakers of Japanese living in
Japan) and AEAs (American speakers of EnglishdgivimAmerica), makes
reference to elements unique to either Japaneseewr to American culture.
Some unique features of Japanese culture areratytuthe art of belly... [or]
heart-to-heart communication” (Shea, 2003: 13)thedyenerally low importance
placed on verbal communication. Other conceptedhiced argva or harmonious
integration of the group, and Shea (2003) citesfathese features as being
somehow responsible for a low overall level of céairpng in her JEA participants.
By the same token, the high value placed on rhetord verbal articulacy in
American culture accounts for a higher level of ptaining behavior in American
culture. Throughout this study is the idea thahplaining, more than just a means
of “offending the hearer” (Leech, 1983) or thatifrupting harmony among social
intimates, is a complex social phenomenon whialitimately a means for
strengthening in-group ties. Similar attitudes toigathe speech act of complaining
are present in many other studies (Edwards, 200%eB 1993; Drew & Curl, 2009).

Prykarpatska (2008) investigates Ukrainian and Acaa English speakers’
complaints, identifying the category of jokes, whiccur only in Ukrainian data.
Ukrainian jokes are expressed with conversatioraligtic clauses, such as:
“Scarcely had three days passed (when you campe)kdRpatska, 2008: 99).
Conversationally elliptic clauses are thus calledduse the second part of the clause

(in parentheses) is omitted during conversatidhrykarpatska (2008) also analyzes
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the two cultures (Ukrainian and American) usingttieoretical framework proposed
by Hofstede (2004) and Hall (1976), stating thateficans “do not like to play
subtle word games, (preferring to) express theimmanicative intentions explicitly
by unambiguous words and gestures... [whereas]| Ukramresort to allusion [and]
irony and tend to respond to communicative situtiwith phrases from widely
known jokes” (Prykarpatska, 2008: 90). This iteated in the researcher’s findings
with regard to Ukrainians complaining, which temo€ontain all of the elements
referred to above.

The pragmalinguistic set (henceforth coding schamed in the current
study was adapted from Trosborg (1995), who us#t sirategies, “...strategy 1

being the most indirect, strategy 8 the most dir@iatosborg, 1995: 315).

2.6. Summary of the Chapter

Because the current study investigates the intgulage and cross cultural
differences in the complaints of Turkish learnerhwative speakers, it has been
necessary to discuss the areas of pragmatic trapsiléeness theory, and speech act
theory. First speech acts and speech act setstlteespeech act of complaining
were defined. The subtleties of complaining, idahg substantiation and figurative
expressions, were touched upon. Within the pa#srtheory framework, the

chapter discussed face, face-threatening actgjy@and negative politeness, Brown
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& Levinson’s (1987) superstrategies, and the patars®f power and social
distance. Next, pragmatics, types of pragmatiastier (L1 influence) and the
concept of total versus optimal convergence weseudised. Several well-known
cross-cultural interlanguage studies on the spaethf complaint were summarized

and discussed.
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CHAPTER 3

METHODOLOGY

3.1 Participants

The participants in this study consisted of 92 Eghative speakers (ENSs), 100
Turkish learners of English (TLEs), and 108 Turknsttive speakers (TNSs). All
participants were between the ages of 17 and 3@ y&#h the exception of the
English native speakers, some of whom were ovelythears old. Unless otherwise
mentioned (as in the case of ENSs), all participétied out the demographic form
and the questionnaire in-person, using pen andrpbpaddition, all participants
were selected via convenience sampling methods.

The ENS participants were defined as having beiseddy English native
speaking parents or guardians as children, anchgayrown up in a country where
English was the sole official language (e.g. théééhStates, the United Kingdom,
Australia, New Zealand, South Africa, etc.) Thegrevrecruited in two different
ways. One method of recruitment was in-person.taaather method of recruitment
was via email. In both cases, the sampling metised was convenience sampling.
Because it was difficult to find ENSs in Turkeywis necessary to employ
alternative recruitment methods in order to obth@92 participants. Fifty-eight
participants were recruited on the campus of aarsity in Istanbul. Twenty-six of

them were recruited on the campus of a universityondon. Eight ENS
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participants were instructed to fill out and rettine open-ended questionnaire via
email.

The Turkish native speakers were defined as haweeg raised by L1
Turkish speaking parents or guardians. They h@d/&ars of English in primary
school. None of them had studied English beyogtl bchool. All of them were
students at a Turkish speaking university. Non#eif had attended university
level English preparatory programs, although atheim claimed to have some
degree of English language instruction in high stho

The TLE group was defined as having spoken Turaidiome with L1
speaking Turkish parents or guardians. They hagtadluated from the preparatory
program in July 2010, and had thus been qualifoedihiversity-level coursework at
an English language medium university in IstanBukkey. In order to graduate
from the English preparatory program, all of thetipgpants had been required to
pass a proficiency examination which was basedertdmpetency standards set by

the Common European Framework.

3.2. Pilot Study

A pilot study was conducted with 16 university sgats (n=16; 10 M, 6 F) first to

collect and investigate conversational topics whmembers of this age group

considered complaint-worthy, and second, to testehability of the data collection

instrument that was partially based on the paditip’ responses.
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3.3. Data Collection Instruments

This section will describe the instruments usethis study. The main instrument

was a discourse completion task (Kasper & Dahl 1991 addition, a demographic

questionnaire was applied.

3.3.1. Demographic Questionnaire

The demographic questionnaire had two main usesfifdt was to screen out any
participants over the age of 30, and the secondavassure that the different groups
of participants had not had any extensive traimingontact with languages or
cultures outside their native culture or langudde criteria for an English native
speaker to be included among the participants hatg1) the participant should
have had at least parent or guardian who was aengpieaker of English; (2) the
participant should have been born and raised iBraglish-speaking country; and (3)
the participant should not have lived in a foretguntry for more than two years. In
the case of ENS (English native speaker) parti¢gahis meant that any potential
participant who had spent more than 2 years egtuelying Turkish or living in
Turkey or in any other country where the officahguage was not English, was
eliminated from the study. In the case of TLE aMNE participants, all individuals
who had lived outside of Turkey for more than tveass, or who had two non-

Turkish parents, were eliminated.
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3.3.2. DCT (Discourse Completion Task)

A DCT (Appendix A) or discourse completion tasknfid the main instrument of
data collection used in the current study. A DE€am open-ended written elicitation
task and one was used in the current study td ebonplains. Discourse completion
tasks have been used extensively in researchiregl@ets and interlanguage
pragmatics. DCTs have been applied to the studyct speech acts as compliments
(Beebe & Takahishi, 1996), requests (Blum Kulkaust®& Kasper, 1989), and
refusals (Cohen & Olshtain, 1996). The largesjgmtao have used this data
collection instrument is the Cross-cultural Spe&chRealization Project
(CCSARP), which investigated a range of languagesieffort to measure the
directness levels of participants in their requasis apologies (Blum-Kulka, et al,
1989). Several researchers have used DCTs tg studplaints (Arent, 1996;
Bonikowska 1988:170; Chen, 2009; DeCapua, 19881 %85b; Farnia, et al., 2010
Trenchs, 1995; Olshtain & Weinbach 1987, 1993;k&nyatska, 2008; Rinnert,
2006; Tanck, 2002; Umar, 2006; Yian, 2008) buteHemve been relatively few
studies which have focused on complaints in Turlesiners of English (Deveci,
2006; Onalan 2009)

An item (henceforth situation) on a discourse catph task consists of a
short vignette, or description of a situation, eatthan an actual transcript of spoken
dialogue. Then the participant is prompted toewvhat he or she would actually

say in such a situation. Each of these situatigass constructed so as to be
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approximately the same length and use the saneaftjhnguage. Situation (1)

Phone (Appendix I), used in the current studyseved below:

You have just bought a brand-new cellular phonéwhen you
get home, you find that the phone does not workeng. You
go to the shop, but the salespeople do not wamlpyou. Also,
they will not give you back your money. You aresefpabout
this. You call the company and tell your problenRbberta, the
customer representative. What do you say to her?

Having read this vignette, the participant is etpd to say exactly what he would in
a real conversation. This task is open-ended spdheipant is free to write
anything he or she wants. In the current studstjgg@ants were instructed to write
“NA” (No Answer) for any of the situations for wtidhey did not wish to write an
answer, thus opting out.

Two versions of the DCT task were created for theent study, one version
in English and the other, in Turkish. The origissiations were all written in
English first, and later translated from Englistoifiurkish, and proofread by three
different native speakers of Turkish in order tsuge that they were understandable.
Both the English and the Turkish version of the D@dically altered and modified
to suit the Turkish context. All of this was doweavoid activating any possible L2
pragmatic competence in the Turkish learners tlzat mot detected via the
demographic study (Grosjean, 2001).

The situations on the DCT, including the examplevah were based on
similar situations that appeared in DCTs utilizgddent (1995), Bonikowska
(1988), Chen (2009), Deveci (2003), Murphy & Ne@g#), Olshtain & Weinbach
(1987), Ouellette (2001), Piotrowska (1987), Si#&08), Tanck (2002), and

Trenchs (2002). Some of the situations were ngptediafrom earlier studies, but
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created from scratch by the current researchedo@séeld notes and participant
interviews.

The original situations were constructed basecpatifrom Turkish learners of
English studying in a preparatory program in Istdntrhese learners were
interviewed in audio recorded focus groups.

Situations were carefully edited in order to cohtoo contextual details such
as Power and Social Distance. Power was deternbiypdite age and occupation of
the interlocutor, and the social distance was detexd according to whether the
interlocutor was well-known to the participant,vanether he or she was a stranger.

Table 2 (below) illustrates how the situations weaitegorized.
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Table 2: A Characterization of the Situations: Gamé’ower and Social Distance.
Note: C= Complainer, E = Complainee, Unk = unknown

Strategy Sex of H Roles of Speaker and Hearer Power Social Distance

C: customer; E: customer care

1 Broken phone F C<E High (strangers)

representative
2. Cinema Unk C: undefined E: undefined C=E High (strangers)
3. Sister F C: sibling ; E: Sister C=E Low (siblings)
4. TV M C: undefined E: host C=E Low (friends)
5. Angry Father M C: son/daughter; E: father C<E Low (family)
6. Splash M C: pedestrian E: driver C=E High (strangers)

C: neighbor E: Murat

7. Trash M (neighbor) C=E low (close neighbors)

8. Refused Entry M C §tqdent; E: Mr. Cohen C<E High (different stations)
(invigilator)

9. Teacher F C: Student E: Professor Slatsk3C<E High (different stations)

Forgets Edwards

10. Noisy F C: undefined C=E High: (casual

Neighbor E : neighbor acquaintances)

Table 2 illustrates that the situations descrilmetthe DCT were classed according to
whether the interlocutor in the situation was sigrdp or equal to the Complainer,
and whether the interlocutor was close (as inemttior family member) or a
stranger. Two parameters were especially imporidm.parameters were Power,

referring to status of the speaker and hearersao@l distance, referring to how
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degree of familiarity between the two interlocutdree Social distance (SD)
parameter had two possible states: + or -. TheePparameter also had two states:
= (equal) or - (low Speaker power, where S<H imteof status.) When combined
in all of their permutations, three different greupsulted. The three groups were:
Authority figure contexts (high social distance {Snd low Speaker power, [-P]),
Friends (low social distance [-SD] and equal poj#&]) and Strangers (high social
distance [+SD] and equal power [=P]). One situgt®ituation (5) Father (low
social distance [-SD] and low Speaker power [-&i[},not fit into any of the above
categories. This final context was not analyzethecurrent study because it was
the only situation in its class, and because it tivasght that a high degree of
association and intimacy (Triandis 1978) might camnifd a high degree of power,
thereby causing ambiguous results.

As a final note, in this study, situations did egist in which the speaker

had higher status than the Hearer.

3.4. Methods of Data Analysis

The purpose of this section is to introduce howsborg’s (1995) and Yian's (2008)
coding schemes were applied to the DCT data. dlh@ifing 8 strategies were
adapted from Trosborg (1995), strategy 1 beingnbest indirect and strategy 8
being the most direchints, annoyance, ill consequences, indirect agos, direct
accusationmodified blame, blame (behavior) and blame (peaboriYian’s (2008)
adaptation of this scheme adds three new categdirestive acts, warnings and
opting out. Hence Yian’s (2008) variation of Troglge (1995) coding scheme was

established, and the total number of strategiearbhecleven.
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Table 3: Coding Scheme Adapted from Trosborg’s ) ¥@omplaint Strategies.

Category Strategy Example
--- Str. 1 Opting out  N/A | would say nothing
Cat. I. Str. 2 Hints  Don’t see much of you these days, do 1?

No explicit reproach

Cat Il. Expression of
disapproval

Str. 3 Annoyance

Str. 4: 1l
conseguences

You know | don't like dust, I'm allergic to dust,idn’t
you know it?

Now | will probably lose my insurance

Cat. Ill. Accusation

Str. 5: Indirect

Str. 6: Direct

Look at the mess, haven't you done any cleaninfpup
last week?
You used to do the cleaning up all the time. Whap's

with you now?

Cat. IV:Blame

Str. 7: Modified
blame

Str. 8: Explicit
blame (behavior)
Str. 9: explicit
blame (person)

You could have said so, | mean, if you had so mach
do.” And “its boring to stay here and | hate livimga
mess, anyway you ought to clean up after you.”

“You never clean up after you, I'm sick and tirefdtd

“Mete, (swear word) really, one can never trust gou
damn

Cat. V:Directive acts

Str.10: Request for
repair

Str. 11: Threat.

“Would you mind doing your share of the duties as
soon as possible?”

“I shall be leaving soon (if you don’t do your shaf
the cleaning).”
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The above table was used as a guide (Appendix €hwiterpreting the responses
from the various groups (TLE, ENS, TNS) in the gas situations (1-10). It was
possible for several codes to occur in one respdrseever, in the current study no
effort was made to record the exact order eithachvthe strategies occurred. The
following example illustrates how multiple strategiare combined to form a
response:

TLE 65; Situation (1): Broken Phon&his phone does not work

(HINT) and your staff did not help me. (DIRECT ACGHATION) |

am not happy about that (ANNOYANCE) and if you du find a

solution for my phone | will not use your produatyenore.
(WARNING/THREAT)

3.5. Reliability

To increase the reliability of the instrument, d®utrater who had not done research
on speech acts before, was asked to code 10% dathe Her codes reproduced

those of the current researchers at a rate of 96%.

3.6. Statistical Analyses

A one-way between-groups ANOVA was applied to assdwether the differences
between the ENS, TLE and TNS, with respect to heguently each group used
each individual complaint strategy. Special attentvas paid to whether differences
between strategy use between any two groups wiastistdly significant, as this was
taken to indicate that the two groups in questitlizad different sociolinguistic

norms when performing the particular strategy umaegstigation. This procedure
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did not control for contextual variables; in othesrds, this procedure was done for
all ten situations on the DCT.

In order to answer the third research questionwltdo different contexts
influence complaining behavior in TLEs, ENSs andSBER” each of the three
response groups were compared across three diftgpas of situations; namely, a)
authority figures, b) friends / family and c) frigs) a two-way mixed ANOVA with
group (ENS, TLE, TNS) as the between-groups vagiabd context (subordinate
[C1], friends and family [C2], strangers [C3]) & repeated measures factor was
conducted in order to determine whether the graliffisred in their overall use of

strategies across the three contexts.

3.6.1. Measuring Pragmatic Transfer

One of the research questions posed in this sRdggarch Question 2) is whether or
not pragmatic transfer had occurred. For the mepof this study, pragmatic
transfer refers to positive pragmatic transfert thaprojection of first-language-
based sociocultural and pragmalinguistic knowleolg® second language contexts
where such projections result in perceptions aidiers that are either consistent
with, or not consistent with those of the targeigiaage community (Kasper 1987).

Serveral patterns or outcomes related to the statisindings for the three
groups were observed. These were Strong Negatagtic Transfer, Weak
Negative Pragmatic Transfer, No Transfer (ENS-l|iRgsitive Transfer and Transfer
Not Applicable.

Strong Negative Pragmatic Transfer was considerédve occurred when

the TLEs and the TNSs both used a significantlyeloar higher amount of a
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particular strategy than the ENS group did, buhia regard, the TLEs and the TNSs
were themselves statistically indistinguishable.ndtation form, this is either
TNS=TLE > ENS or TNS: TLE < ENS. (Shea, 2003: 158).

In Weak Negative Pragmatic Transfer, there wegeiicant differences
either only between the ENS and the TNS groupanuang all three groups, and the
TLE group fell between the other two groups (ENBLE < TNS or ENS> TLE >
TNS) in terms of strategic frequency. (Shea, 20G3).

In the category No Pragmatic Transfer (ENS-likie¢, TLEs and ENSs were
expected to use a significantly lower or higher antaf the particular strategy in
question than the TNS group did, although the Tak® the ENSs were themselves
statistically indistinguishable from each otheEitljer ENS-TLE > TNS or ENS:
TLE < TNS). (Shea, 2003: 158).

Positive pragmatic Transfer was considered to loacearred when all three
groups were statistically indistinguishable in terafi their strategic frequency as
discussed by Kasper (1992). (ENSLE ~ TNS)

Pragmatic Transfer was considered Not ApplicabteefTLE group were to
have frequency values that did not fall betwees¢haf the ENS and TNS groups
even though all three groups exhibited statistycsihnificant differences (e.g. TLE

<TNS<ENS).
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CHAPTER 4

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

This chapter presents the results of a cross+aliléund interlanguage comparison.
The chapter dealt with how the three groups (TUESEand TNS) used complaint
strategies, both in general, and as a functiopetific contexts. The chapter was
divided into three sections based on the researehbtipns. Section one focused on
the most commonly-used strategies for all thre@ggavithout examining context.
Common trends and differences across the threggrouerms of were described in
terms of how frequently they used particular sgee. Section two presented the
statistical findings with respect to frequency wagegy use. The TLES’ complaint
frequencies were evaluated by comparing them teetlob the ENSs and TNSs.
These findings were interpreted in line with a tiedigal framework of pragmatic
transfer. This comparison was done for each indai@omplaint strategy. Specific
responses to situations from the DCT were considiererder to illustrate cross-
cultural differences in complaining behavior. Sext8 used inferential statistics to

measure strategy use as a function of contextlftirae groups.

4.1 Research question #1.

Research question 1 was: How do the TLE, ENS anfl pafticipants compare in

their use of complaint strategies? The eleven camip$trategies are presented
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below (Table 4) in the order of overall frequenayhwwvhich they were found among
the three groups. Table 4 also gives the percerdegribution of complaint strategy

types for TLEs, ENSs and TNSs.

Table 4: Frequency of Strategy Use among the TBreeps

TLE ENS TNS
N=100 N=92 N=108

F % F % F % Total

Requests 499 29.81 583 36.14 557 30.06 1639

Hints 508 3035 444 2753 423 27 83 1375

Annoyance 153 914 175 10.85 189 10.20 517

Threats/Warnings 93 556 83 515 146 788 322
Direct accusations 89 532 82 508 142 766 313

Opting Out 102 6.09 92 £70 55 s g7 249

Modified blame 76 454 35 217 135 729 246
Indirect accusations 76 454 48 298 89 4.80 213
Blame (personal) 35 209 47 291 49 2 64 131

Blame ( behavior) 39 2133 19 118 42 2 97 100

Il Consequences 4 0.24 5 031 26 140 35
All Strategies combined 1674  100.00 1613 100.00 1853 100.00 5140
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On average, Requests, Hints, and Annoyance occwitbdhe greatest frequency,
and made up about seventy percent of complainihg\er for all three groups.
Threats/Warnings was the fourth most popular sjsathoice. Opting out was noted
to occur at an approximate rate of 5% on average.rémainder of the strategies, I
Consequences, Indirect Accusation, Direct Accusatitodified Blame, Blame
(Behavior), and (Person), which Trosborg (1995kdbss as being more direct and
less polite than Hints and Annoyance, seemeddarat a lower frequency. It is
perhaps not surprising to note that indirect sgfiateseemed generally to be chosen
over harsher ones. Since complaining is a “camfkcillocution” (Leech 1983:

123), harsh strategies did not occur very ofteimi@raction. One exception to this
was Ill Consequences, which was categorized asdirect strategy (Trosborg 1995)
and yet, appeared relatively infrequently in theadal'rosborg (1995) reports that
this strategy was among those most frequently-bgethtive speakers. However,
Trosborg’s (1995) method of data collection invahaidio-recorded spoken data
involving interlocutors who engaged in a dialogoesisting of multiple turns.
Trosborg’s (1995) involved audio recorded speecdh ddere the interlocutors had
multiple turns, which might have permitted the at&fto build up an interaction in
order to pave the way for a more direct strategydgborg 1995: 341).

The predominance of Requests also comes as nossurgiany studies on
the speech act of complaining report that Requesisrred at higher levels in the
target language group (the ENS group) than innterlanguage group (Murphy &
Neu, 1996; Tanck, 2002). Shea (2003), in a sinstiady, found that Requests (a
groups of strategies composed of Request for Repaquest for Explanation and

Request for Information) and Hints (referred tdPagblem or Justification in Shea
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[2003]) comprised approximately 90% of the totinplaint strategies found, which
reinforces the current findings.
Table 5 gives the mean frequency values per ppatitiper strategy. The

table is organized in order of decreasing frequearictrategy use by the ENS group.

Table 5: Mean Frequency of Strategy Use among kineeTGroups

TLE ENS TNS

Strategy N Mean S.D. N Mean S.D. N Mean S.D.
Request$ 99 5.04 2.26 91 6.41 2.03 108 5.16 2.60
Hints* 99 5.08 2.84 92 4.83 2.32 108 3.94 2.32
Annoyance 100 1.53 1.40 92 1.90 1.53 108 1.75 1.37
Opting out* 100 1.02 1.28 92 1.00 1.02 108 0.51 0.80
Threats /Warnings* 100 0.93 0.87 92 0.90 0.96 108 1.35 1.21
Direct Accusation* 100 0.89 0.93 92 0.89 0.99 108 131 1.12
Indirect Accusatiofit 100 0.76 0.82 92 0.52 0.69 108 0.82 0.87
Blame (Personal) 100 0.35 0.58 92 0.51 0.81 108 0.45 1.18
Modified Blamet 99 0.77 0.98 92 0.38 0.61 108 1.25 1.27
Blame (Behavior) 100 0.39 0.71 92 0.21 0.46 108 0.39 0.68
Ill consequences* 100 0.04 0.20 92 0.05 0.27 108 0.24 0.47
CTOT 98 16.86 5.08 91 1760 457 108 17.18 5.44
Valid N (listwise) 98 91 108

Table 5 is provided in order to supply the values tvere used to run the analysis of
variance tests in the current study. N referbidortumber of participants in the
group. The row titled CTOT gives the mean numbestiEtegies used throughout the
entire DCT. The TLE, ENS and TNS group used, araye, a total of 16.86, 17.60
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and 17.18 strategies throughout the DCT. Analysisariance comparing the three
groups with regard to the combination of all stg&e revealed no significant
differencesF (2,294) = 0.56p > 0.05. (Table 5) This means that the three groups
were statistically indistinguishable in terms odithoverall strategy use. It is stressed
that these figures represent all the strategiesowed, and do not represent
individual strategies.

With regard to the individual frequencies, the legi@rovides information
pertaining to statistical significance. In the cakeAnnoyance, Blame (Behavior)
and Blame (Personal), no significant differencested among the three groups; in
other words, they were statistically indistinguislea In all other strategies, there
were significant differences between the ENS an® Boups. In the case of
Opting out; Hints; Il Consequences, Direct Accumat, Modified Blame, and
Threats/Warnings, the TLE and ENS groups weressizdily indistinguishable from
each other, but at the same time, both were statligtdistinct from the TNS group
(ENS~ TLE > TNS, or ENS: TLE < TNS). From the data presented in Tablé 5, i
is clear that the TNS group had a significantlyheigfrequency of Threats/Warnings,
Indirect Accusations, Direct Accusations, Il Coggences, and Modified Blame.
The TNS group had a significantly lower frequen€yRequests, Hints, and Opting
Out. Only three strategies did not meet either @ithe above criteria: Indirect
Accusations; Modified Blame, and Requests. Indleses, the three groups were
either all statistically distinct, (ENS < TLE < TN ENS > TLE > TNS) or only the
ENS and TNS groups were statistically distinct.isTihformation will become
important when we attempt to draw conclusions about successfully the TLE
group adopts target language pragmatic norms. efdrer, these findings will be

discussed in detail under Research Question #2.
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Table 6: Complaint Strategies Produced by ENSs

Component Example

Request ENS 8Situation (1) PhonePlease may | speak to your manager?

Hint ENS 12Situation (1) Phorne bought a phone. When | tried it, it didn't work
properly. | have a receijind | would like my money back. | no longer have
faith in your company so | do not want an exchange.

Annoyance ENS 90situation (5) Father Listen, dad, I'm trying my best but | can't find
anything. I'm sorry you're upset, but I'm frustchteoand this isn't helping.

Opt Out ENS 62:Situation (6) Splashl:would say NOTHING ... on rainy days | know
to be careful of puddles.

Threats/ Warnings ENS 82:Situation (1) Phone |l am disappointed with the quality of servicalan
demand a new phone, or else | will not be usingsthgice again.

Direct Accusation ENS 89Situation (10) Party | would really appreciate it if you wouldn't
frequently throw parties. You keep me aipd | cannot sleep.

Indirect Accusation ENS 8Situation (8)Mr. Cohen, | was in a traffic janhreally don't think it's fai
to be shut out of an exam for being ten minutes lat take the exam and can't
finish it on time, I'll accept getting a lower gemaf course. But not to let me
take it at all just isn't fair. (y3)

Blame (Personal) ENS 6;Situation (6) Splash#hat the (swear-word) is your (swear-word)
problem, (swear-word)? Watch the (swear-word) pegldlO (swear-woid

Modified Blame ENS 16Situation (6) Splasithanks for paying so much attention to everyone
else!

ENS 42;Situation 5 Fathetf you care that much, why don’t you find a jols fo
me or help me find a johi® your company hiring? Why are you so concerned
about me getting a job? Also, Pass the orange.juice

Blame (Behavior) ENS 69;Situation 3 SisterYou're out of order. You had me worrietf.you
cannot remember or you were having too much fungadlistracted, |
understand but don't tell lies
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Il Consequences ENS 41;Situation 8 Latél understand, sir._I'm probably going to havedimp
the class because of this.’

Table 6 provides examples of the complaint strategs they were used by ENSs. It
Is plain to see that some responses seemed touese&essive amount of profanity,
and in other cases there seemed to be gratuitteremees to violence. Kasper &
Dahl (1991) refer to participants being unnaturaligve when filling out written
discourse tasks. Similar levels of profanity aeférences to violence can been seen
below in Table 7, which presents examples fromltN& participants. All examples
in Turkish are given in italics, followed by the dish translation in parentheses.
Pertinent parts of the sample responses are unel@rli
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Table 7: Complaint Strategies Produced by TNSs.

Component Example

Requests TNS Situation (2) Cinemairaz sessiz olurmusun£an you please be qulet

Hints TNS 102; Situation (5) FatheBabacigim § arlyorum ama yasibulamiyorum
yada buldgum is imkanlari bana uygun gié . Dad I'm looking for a job but
either | can't get a job | want or the job | gettifor me

Annoyance TNS 10; Situation (4) Repulsive TV Celebrigrtik bu programi izlemek
istemiyorum/cime fenaliklar geliyarLiitfen dgistirir misin su kanah!(l don't
want to watch this program anymore. It's reallytiggton my nerves Could you
please change the channel?!)

Threats/Warnings TNS 15; Situation (7) Young Neighbor's TraBlir, daha o ¢Opleri oraya
birakirsan korsu momu dinlemem. Daitirim beynini.Bi daha olmasin lutfen.
(If you leave that trash over there again, | doafe if | am your neighbor. I'l
wring your necklet’s not do that again, please.

Direct TNS 46 Situation (9) Teacher Forgd#focampazartesi sinavdan dncegditari
Accusations teslim edecgnizi ummytum ama vermegdiniz icin kontrol edemedim. (Hocam
| was hoping you'd return the papers on Mondaydinute you did notl could
not study.)

Modified Blame Situation (5) FatheBaba anlamiyor musun begibulsaydinyu an evde
oturuyor olmazdim. Bu kadar israrci davranmanineréde acaba Beni
sikintiyasokma Translation: Dad don’t you understand? If | hadrfd a job, |
wouldn’t be sitting at home right now. Why are ymeing so insistent@on’t get
me stressed.

Indirect TNS Situation (3) SisteBir haftalik hafiza kaybinaggamamssindir umarim
Accusations yada @ramigsindir

Translation: | hope you have not had one-week mgtasis, or maybe yohave

Opting Out TNSSituation (2)CinemaBirsey demem genelde ben de ayisini yaparirh
would not say anything because | always do the same

Blame (Personal) TNS Situation (3) SisteiSen soziine guvenilmez bir hi¢sin salaksin ya da
beyinsiz bir maymu(You're either a nothing who cannot be taken atvierd,
or a brainless monkey.)

Blame (Behavior) TNS 15 Situation 10 Partfau yaptginiz cok buyuk bir terbiyesizlik. Yeter ar
Bu kadar da yapilmaz I(What you've (POL) done is extremely rude. I've had
enough and | can't take anymore.)

[l Consequences TNS Situation (9) Teaché&rgetsHocam 6devi artik okusaniz. Yoksa belirsiz
bir sinava girice4sic]. (Hocam, why don’t you (POL) mark the homework
already? Otherwise we are going to take a testamé €now anything about.)
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When we compare Tables 6 and 7, one point of istésehat Turkish has a T/V
distinction; that is, a polite and a familiar foohthe pronouryou and as Table 7
demonstrates, TNS patrticipants invariably usedtige form (the V form) ofou
when addressing a teacher or a stranger. Lee@3:(1@) points out that “to
[complain] in a polite manner is virutally a cordretion in terms.” However, for
Turkish people, we see politeness (V form) occuitecnaturally in a complaining
context.

An important finding for TNS participants is thaints, or mild complaints,
seemed to occur very often in contexts involvingathority figure. This topic will
be explored in more depth later, but an exampbeasided here to illustrate. In
example (TNS 61) below, the context of this complarovoking situation is a
teacher who does not let the participant take amex

(TNS 61)Situation (8) Mr. Cohen Refuses Entry to Exdelimde olmayan
nedenlerden 6tiri bu sinava ge¢ kaldiakat siz de bu derse vegin onemi
biliyorsunuz. bir daha bdyle bir durum gg@mayacgim size fakat bu kez
bana birsans daha taniyamaz misinig¢®vas late for reasons beyond my
control but you know how much importance | give to tHass. | won't let
this happen again, but can’t you please just gigeone more chance?

The participant’s response: “l was late for readmgnd my control” at first glance, might
seem more like an excuse rather than a complaamck (2002) comments on how Korean
learners of English added an emotional plea to ttenplaint strategies. In an American
context this might be viewed as whining and theeefeflect badly on the complainer

(Tanck, 2002).

Another important finding regarding the data wass prevalence of Annoyance.
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In this strategy the complainer expresses anneyatslike, and disapproval concerning
affairs that he or she perceives as bad for him/fiée complainer implies that the
complainee is responsible by explicitly statingepldrable state of affairs, but avoids
mentioning him/her as the guilty party. Many exaespbf Annoyance occurred in the data as
rhetorical questions:

(TLE 5) Situation (5) Angry FatheDont you know | really want to
have a job? Why are you insisting?

This finding has been mentioned in the literatamest recently in a study of the
Italian language by Monzoni (2009), who studied ptaimts, made in the form of
negatively framed interrogatives, to ambulanceetsy

It was found that the particular strategy assigioegh utterance depended on
where it occurred in the response sequence or edmaéxt it occurred in. In
examples (a) and (b), the underlined portion isstmae, but its interpretation
changes based on its position in the sentence.
Situation (10) “Noisy Party”

a) (ENS 56) I would really appreciate it if you woutdfrequently throw
parties. (REQUEST) You keep me up (DIRECT ACCUSAN)@nd |
cannot sleedANNOYANCE)

b) (TLE 4) 1 cannot sleegdf you would do few parties, its okay. But you
do a lot of and make always a lot of noise. If yiaunot take seriously
| will find another solution. (HINT)

In example A, the underlined portion is clearlyexpression of annoyanacgiyven its
position in the response sequence. It is precbgedequest for repaiand an
accusation In B, the underlined strategy is clearliiat, given its sentence initial

position.
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Findings with respect to Modified blame involvedadabverbs. Modified
blame, like other sub strategies in Category Hésppposes that the Hearer is guilty,
and passes judgment on him or her, or the compl&stegtes preference for an
alternative approach not taken by the accused”siomy 1995: 318). Therefore, all
data containing modal verbs in the past; e.g., lttbave” or “should have” were
coded as modified blame. For example:

(TLE 5) Situation (4) Repulsive TV Celebrityguess

we’ve watched your show for long enougNow its [sic]
time for mine.

The expression “I guess we’ve watched your show lEmough” actually has the
illocutionary force of “I disapprove of this showdathe fact that you would watch it
for any extended period of time.” The next examglelearly an example of
Modified Blame.

(TLES7) Stuation (3) SisterYou finally called me._But you should

do that one week befofmit its okey don’t worry about that | miss
you =). [EMOTICON]

The next section compares TLEs to the ENSs and ThSsrder to make the
complicated task of comparing the three groups lEmpach case will be preceded
by a discussion of the ENS and TNS responses amaeonly then will the TLE
responses be considered. Examples will then lndgrom the current study, and

parallels and distinctions will be made with fingafrom other studies.

4.2 Research Question #2
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The second research question was: Does the TLpgnohibit pragmatic transfer in
its use of complaint strategies? Four patternggedkin the comparison of TLE
participants’ use of individual complaint strateggte those of ENS and TNS
participants. Table 8 illustrates five operatiodefinitions (Strong; Weak; None;

Positive; Not Applicable):

Table 8: Theoretical framework based on Statikkaadings

Strategy

number Strategy F p <0.05? Pragmatic Transfer

Strong

7 Mod. Blame F (2,296) = 18.78

5 Indirect Accusation F (2,297) = 3.82 Yes Weak

4 Il Consequences F (2,297) =11.29

11 Threats/warnings F (2,297) = 6.18 None

6 Direct Accusation  F (2,297) =5.99 Yes (ENS-like)

2 Hints F (2,296) = 5.99

1 Opting out F (2,297) =11.29

3 Annoyance F (2,297) =1.65

8 Blame (B) F (2,297) = 2.67 No Positive

9 Blame (P) F (2,297) =0.80

10 Requests F (2,296) = 10.04 Yes Not applicable

Table 8 summarizes the strategies grouped accotaiwhich category of pragmatic
transfer they fell into with respect to their sttitial findings. Each strategy will be
described below first with respect to the stat@tfindings, and then with respect to

unique examples.

4.2.1 Strong Negative Pragmatic Transfer

The findings were considered consistent with tliect$ of strong negative pragmatic

transfer when the ENS participants has a signifigayreater or lower frequency of a
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strategy than the TNSs, and the TLEs were staltimdistinguishable from the
TNSs, but were significantly different from the Elg&ticipants. (In notation form,
this is equivalent to two alternative possibiliti#e E~ TNS < ENS, or TLE TNS>
ENS). No instances consistent with the conce@taing Pragmatic Transfer were
found among the data. One possible explanatitmaisthe TLE group had recently
finished an intensive preparatory program which mhéaenty-five hours per week
of classroom instruction for six months. This inpight have had beneficial effects
on the TLES’ L2 pragmatic competence. The same&fimight have been obtained
if the TLEs had, unbeknownst to the current redeardad extensive L2 input
during the formative periods of their lives. Ahet possible explanation is that the
DCT task allowed the students more thinking tima/imch to access and activate
their pragmatic competence. This allowed them tiance to avoid TNS-like

pragmatic strategies, thereby supplying resportsgsitere more ENS-like.

4.2.2. Weak Negative Pragmatic Transfer

Weak Negative Pragmatic Transfer: The findings veemesistent with the concept of weak
negative pragmatic transfer when the differencésdsen either the ENS and the TNS alone,
or all three groups, were significant, and whenThEs’ frequency score fell between that
of the ENSs and TNSs. (In notation form, this igieglent to ENS<TLE<TNS, or
ENS>TLE>TNS.) Shea (2003) refers to the TLE grosijp@ing in a “distinctive

intermediate position in which opposing forcesrahsfer from L1 and convergence to TL

both manifested” (p.43).
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4.2.2.1. Modified Blame

Modified Blame states a preference for an alteveatoburse of action, which usually
involves modal verbs such as “should have” or “ddwdve” in English (Trosborg 1995:
317). In Modified Blame, an accusation is made the Complainer evaluates the
proposition without explicitly stating it is badNS, TLE and TNS participants engaged in
Modified blame with a total frequency of 2.17%,4b& and 7.29% (Table 4), with the TLE
group falling between the ENS and TNS values. Ttadyais of variance of the means for
Modified Blame (Table 5) revealed significant difaces among the three groupg2,296)

= 18.78,p < 0.001. Post-hoc comparisons using the Bonfepmtedure confirmed those
differences; that is, between ENS and TNS partitgpebetween TLE and TNS patrticipants,
and between ENS and TLE. (ENS < TLE < TNS). As nosed, this finding is consistent
with Shea's (2003) interpretation of weak pragmiaéinsfer. As this would imply, the TLEs
seemed to adapt TNS-like complaining behavior @irtresponses. Oftentimes for example,
in the TLE data Modified Blame occurred as rhetrguestions. In Situation (6) Splash,
the following samples were obtained: “Are you 8#R!"; “Hey! Why do you drive a car if
you don’t know what to do?’; “Can’t you slow dowritle bit, you goddamn idiot?” The
prevalence of rhetorical questions also was foarttie TNS data, such as the following
TNS example: Olum sen nasil araba kullaniyorsun biraz dikkaliiama. Boy, what sort of

driving do you call that! You should be more calBfar “ Ehliyetini bakkaldan mi aldin?

(Did you get your license from the grocer’'s?)” BGr mistn glum?” (Are you blind,

boy?) In contrast, modified blame in the form loétorical questions did not seem to occur
very often in ENS responses to Situation (6) “Spfalsut more often as propositions; for
example, “Watch where you're driving!” In this senshe qualitative findings in the data
echo the statistical findings; that is, TLEs seertréansfer from their L1 when issuing

Modified Blame. In confirmation of the findingsrdsborg (1995) and House & Kasper
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(1981) respectively found that German and Daniamiers of English issued Modified

Blame significantly more often than English natsgeakers.

4.2.2.2. Indirect Accusation

Indirect Accusation, the eighth most common stmateghe current study, seeks to establish
the agent of a wrongdoing. The complainer indigeatiks questions about the socially
unacceptable situation or somehow offers the Heheechance to disclaim responsibility
for the wrongdoing. As we shall see for the cddBiect Accusation, the TLE group
seemed to use this strategy quite often in Sitng® HW,where the complainer visits his
professor in her office to ask about some feedbdtkh she has forgotten to give. The
assumption here is that when a student asks agteabbut feedback which she is late in
returning, the indirect nature of the accusatidiess the participant’s real intent, which is
to accuse the teacher of being late; e.g., “Yowehw®t finished our assignments!” In
making Indirect Accusations, the TLEs not only ceyed the illocutionary force of an
accusation, but also seemed to convey “a sensgyehcy” (Tanck 2002:11) which might be
irritating to a teacher in a real-life situatio®itl you finish working on our assignments?”
TNSs were quite similar in this regaidocam 6devleri okudunuz mu? “Pazartesi sinav
olmadan 6nce onu inceleme firsat bulabilir miy{hi@acher, have you (VOUS) marked the
assignment?) Will | have a chance to go over iblethe exam on Monday?” In contrast,
ENS patrticipants seemed to make careful use ofdsedgd other internal modifications to
avoid conveying a sense of urgency: “Hi, how ared/bwas just wondering whether you'd

had a chance to mark my assignment yet? [sic]”

The strategic frequency for Indirect Accusationtfee ENS, TLE, and TNS

was 2.98%, 4.54%, and 4.80% respectively (TableT#e analysis of variance on
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the means for Indirect Accusations (Table 5) res@aignificant differences among
the three groups; (2,297) = 3.82p < 0.05. Post-hoc comparisons using the
Bonferroni procedure revealed significant differemonly between ENS and TNS
participants (Table 6). The TLE group was indgtiishable from either of the other
two groups which in turmveredistinct. Although minute differences make this
finding difficult to assess, it may represent laavél, weak transfer (Shea 2003).
Again, the statistical findings seem to echo gatlie observations made to the
effect that the TLE group resembled the TNS grouiheir Indirect Accusations in

Situation (9).

4.2.3. ENS-like use of L2/no L1 influence.

Here, TLEs demonstrated successful convergencel®ittorms, and at the same
time showed no L1 influence. (This case is the sgp®f (1) in terms of the patterns
of statistical significance: ENSTLE > TNS or ENS: TLE < TNS). These
strategies includedtl Consequences; Threats/Warnings; Direct Accosati Hints,
andOpting Out. One reason why the TLEs were able to realize thpsech acts in
an ENS-like way might be that learners were ablectess universally available
pragmatic knowledge pertaining to these stratedie®ther words, these particular
strategies might represent a part of the body ofeusally available pragmatic
knowledge, which learners do not have to practraexplicitly learn in order to

apply (Kasper, 1992). Another possibility is teatce Turkish and English are

typologically different from each other, Turkistataers of English were able to
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perceive what elements of their L1 pragmalinguiktiowledge were non-target like,

and avoided these forms (Odlin, 1989).

4.2.3.1. lll conseguences

In this strategy, the speaker expresses thenbeguences resulting from an offense for
which the complainee is held implicitly responsiblée complainer implies that he/she
holds the complainee responsible, but avoids meimigohim/her as the guilty person; for
example, Telefonumu, paketinden cikarir cikarmaz arizaluglahu farkettim ve bu tretim
hatasi yltizinden rgdur durumdayim(The minute | took my phone out of the box, liced
it was defective, and because of this defect inlpcton, | am placed in a compromised
position.)” Trosborg (1995) reports that for bttle L1 and L2 groups in her study, I
Consequences was among the most frequently-usgdgas. Perhaps the difference
between Trosborg’s (1995) study and the currentveamethe data collection method. Il
Consequences seemed unlikely to emerge in writemoudrse involving only one
interactional turn (as used in the current stud)E 25, inSituation (8) Latedemonstrates
how TLEs were able to use this strategy in a tdigefashion: “If | don’t take this exam, |

will not be able to finish my university in tinfe The frequency values were highest for the

TNS group (Table 4). The analysis of variancehmnnheans for Il Consequences (Table 5)
revealed significant differences among the threegs,F (2,297) = 11.29 < 0.001. Post-
hoc comparisons using the Bonferroni procedurealedethe TLE and ENS groups were not
significantly different from each other; howeveeth were significant differences between
ENS and TNS participants as well as between TLET&E8 participants. This finding was
consistent with ENS-like use of L2; in other worttee TLEs had successfully managed to
utilize this strategy in such a way as to approxérthe sociolinguistic norms of the target

language. Trosborg (1995) reports that the leagrarp (TLE in this case) expressed their
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annoyance and disapproval in the form of Ill Consgrges much less frequently than either
group of native speakers (TNS and ENS in this yadewever, as mentioned before,
Trosborg (1995) uses audio recorded, spoken diakbbatween interacting participants
(nonnative and native speakers of English), whizimat give the learners as much time to
rehearse and compose their responses. The ergddr the DCT might be accountable for

the TLES' ENS-like use of L2.

4.2.3.2. Threats/Warnings

Threats/Warnings was the fourth most-commonly stedegy across the three groups. In
Threat/Warning, a complainer may choose to attaelcomplainee’s face openly by issuing
a threat or an ultimatum. TLEs issued Threats/\Mgmat an ENS-like frequency, but the
quality of their Threats/Warnings resembled the $k&Sponses. First of all, TLEs issued
cryptic threats; in other words, they used puzzlmgsterious expressions with hidden or
obscure meanings, and the nature of their threatdvied what Prykarpatska (2008) refers to
as “subtle word games... allusions, [and] irony” (f#2). In Situation (3kinemaseveral
cinema-goers distract the participant from the gisthey noisily crunch their popcorn. One
TLE wrote the following dialogue: “Cinema Goer: Y&ghat is it? Participant: Step outside
and | will show you what “it” is.” One TNS, Situati (4) TV, where the participant is forced
to watch a tasteless TV program by his/her friesals the following: Madi abi deistirin
sunu! Ona kag! olan nefretimi birazdan size kizginlik olarak gambilir (Change this, man!

In a little while, my hatred for that celebrity Witansform into anger towards VW he idea

of one’s hatred for a TV celebrity somehow transfioig into anger towards a friend was not

found in the ENS responses.

The frequency of Threat/Warning generated by ENEEs and TNSs was

5.15 %, 5.56% and 7.88% (see Table 4), respectidelponstrating a significantly
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high frequency of threats and warnings by the TNIBe analysis of variance for on
the means for Threats/Warnings (Table 5) reveatgtficant differences among the
three groupsk (2,297) = 6.18p < 0.01. Post-hoc comparisons using the Bonferroni
procedure established that the ENS and TLE growgpe statistically
indistinguishable; however, there were significdiffierences between ENS and TNS
participants as well as between TLE and TNS pasitis.These findings are
consistent with ENS-like use of the L2 by the TURd€rlanguage) participants.
Again, the statistics reveal ENS-like behavior, tertain examples also point to
non-ENS-like behavior.

Shea (2003) reports that Japanese L1 speakersoftinéerpart to TNSs in
this study) Japanese speakers of English (TLHsisrstudy) and American speakers
of English (ENSs in this study) failed to show angnificant differences in their use
of Warnings. Shea’s (2003) collection methods imed audio recordings of spoken

data.

4.2.3.3. Direct Accusation

Direct Accusation was the fifth most commonly-octuy strategy (Table 4). In this
strategy, the complainer directly accuses the cameé of having committed the
offense. Direct Accusations are formulated as a@siion rather than as a rhetorical
question. In this way, Direct Accusations do nié¢rothe Hearer the chance to
disclaim responsibility. If the complainee attémip disclaim responsibility, he or
she can do so only by explicitly contradicting ttwenplainer. The TLEs were TNS-

like in the quality and manner of their complaimsome cases, but the statistical
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findings indicate that the TLEs were generally EN8-in their frequency of Direct
Accusation use. For example, TLEs seemed to ussttlategy more often than
ENSs when addressing authority figures. In Situe(P) Teacher Forgets, TLE 29
responds as follows: ‘This is the only thing yowsll do and you did not do it.’
This was also prevalent in the TNS data for theesaituation: Hocampazartesi

sinavdan once atlari teslim edecginizi ummuytum ama vermediniz icin kontrol

edemedim. (Hocanh was hoping you’d return the papers on Mondaysince you
did not | could not study.)’. ENS 34 was more likelyuse Hints as in the
following example: ‘I was wondering: were we supgi$o come to your office for
the feedback or were you going to bring the pafectass?’ Thus, we see that in the
context of complaining to superior, TLES, perhaps transferring from their L1
pragmatic knowledge, seemed to use harsher steategi

The analysis of variance of the means for directisation (Table 5) revealed
significant differences among the three grotp&2,297) = 5.99p < 0.001. Post-hoc
comparisons using the Bonferroni procedure revesitgrdficant differences among
ENS and TNS participants and between TLE and TN&cpgants; however, no
significant differences were found between ENS &bH. These findings were
consistent with ‘ENS-like use.’ To recapitulatethe statisitical findings, the TLE
group successfully approximated ENS patterns, vaseireisolated examples, TLE
responses seemed more to resemble TNS responsdhlédlgaesembled ENS
responses. This is an indication of L1 influencéhwespect to the pragmatic
strategies associated with Direct Accusation.

Trosborg (1995) reports that in the case of Difatusations, no significant
differences were obtained between the three grabpd:1 group, the IL group and

the TL group, which would be consistent with the@ept of positive transfer.

68



However Trosborg (1995) herself acknowledges tkafihdings were ‘not
altogether unexpected since [Danish and Englishkagys] share similar cultures.’

(Trosborg, 1995:405).

4.2.3.4. Hints

Hints were the second most-commonly encounteratksgly throughout the data, second
only to Requests. Hints are a form of mild commiahere the complainer makes assertions
in the presence of the complainee, but these ass®dontain no mention of a complainable
or of anything bad or disagreeable. In making tfessertions in the presence of the
complainee, however, the complainer implies thatthehe knows about the offense and

holds the complainee indirectly responsible.

The frequency of Hints generated by ENSs, TLESTEM8s was 27.53%,
30.35%, and 22.83% (see Tableld)spite of significant differences between the
norms of L1 and L2 in terms of complaining behaytbe TLE group had somehow
managed to approximate L2 sociolinguistic behavidmnalysis of variance on the
means for Hints (Table Sevealed significant differences among the threegs,F
(2,296) = 5.99p < 0.01. Post-hoc comparisons using the Bonfeqpootedure
showed that the ENS and TLE groups were not sicamfily different from each
other; however there were significant differencesuMeen ENS and TNS participants
as well as between TLE and TNS participants. Tihding was consistent with the
concept of ENS-like use.

In contrast, Trosborg (1995) reports that her latejuage group used ‘very

few hinting strategies’ (p.339) in comparison tdiveaspeakers of English. Ouellette
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(2001) similarly observes that Korean learnersmglish tend to avoid the use of

Hints.

Shea, (2003) who also found a low level of hinstigitegies in the interlanguage of
Japanese ESL students, states that one likelyrrdasa reduced number of strategies is the
‘suppression of verbalism’ in the learners’ nativdture’ (p 50). The Japanese use language
mainly to transmit information, and believe thatessive verbal eloquence is the mark of
untrustworthiness. Those who “propound an elogselffjustification are branded ...
manipulators or ... charlatans” (Shea, 2003: 54ddi#onally, complaining or similar
conflictive elocution is considered damagingua or the Japanese concept of group
‘harmony’ (Shea, 2003: 14). The opposite is forenative speakers of American English,

who value rhetoric and verbal skills.

In spite of the ENS-like frequencies obtained irEELHints, TLEs were also found
to exhibit TNS-like behavior in some cases. Fomeple, TLES' Hints were found to
contain conversationally elliptic clauses (Prykasga, 2008), as demonstrated below:

DCT PROMPT: You have been waiting for a friend, &ma friend is
very late. When she finally arrives, you say

SAMPLE ANSWER: ‘Scarcely had three days passd@hen you
came.)’ (Prykarpatska 2008 : 99)

The clause is called conversationally elliptic hesgaits second part (in parentheses,
provided here for the sake of clarity,) is delibtehgaomitted in speech. The full non-
elliptic version of this clause is ‘well-known teoery Ukrainian’ from early
childhood, owing to its use in fairy tales. Corsagronally elliptic clauses occurred
with some frequency in the TNS data. In the follogvexamples, the portion in
parentheses is not mentioned. The first exampigesdrom TNS 2%ituation (2)
Cinema where people are noisily crunching their popcprompting the

Complainer to complainHaci, sakin yeyin az, (patlagnmisir) alan var, (ve
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patlamg misir) alamayan var(Brother, can you keep the crunching down? Some
(can) get (popcorn) and others cannot get (popkoiii)e conversational ellipsis in
this sample is unmistakable. In the example, thession ‘some can get it and
others can't’ refers to being able to afford popcomn other words, ‘not everyone
can afford to eat popcorn;’ therefore, the speakenplying that the Hearer is not
only making noise but also being inconsideratd&hungry people around him. A
similar example from ENS 34 is ‘Guys, do you mindt(eating so noisily)?’In this
example, ‘do you mind?’ is instantly recognizabjeany native speaker as having
the illocutionary force ‘Stop bothering me." Thangersationally elliptic clause
seems to have a parallel in the practice of usiiggmatic language when
complaining in English. Drew & Holt, (1988) obsedsthat idioms do not occur
randomly, but most often when one speaker is camptato another; for example,
an ENS from the current study responded to sitodtas follows: ‘Hey man, we

all like to party around here but you gotta keegiodvn’ Here ‘keep it down’ is an

idiomatic way of saying ‘lower the volume of the smr’

4.2.4. Positive Transfer

A lack of statistically significant findings in tHeequencies of a particular feature of
language in the L1, L2 and IL, equates to positigasfer (Kasper, 1992). The
following strategies were used in a way that wass@tent with the current study’s
definition of Positive Transfer: Annoyance, BlanBzlavior) and Blame (Person).
The finding of positive transfer behavior impliésit that L1 and L2 typologies were

similar for these particular complaint strategies.
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4.2.4.1. Annoyance

A complainer can express annoyance by expresssagpiioval about a state of
affairs. The frequency of Annoyance generated b$&NLEs and TNSs, referring
to Table 4, was 10.85%, 9.14%, and 10.20% respagtivi he analysis of variance
revealed no significant differences for the meamsAihnoyance (See Table 5)
among the three groups,(2,297) = 1.65p > 0.05. Therefore the concept of
‘Positive Pragmatic Transfer’ is applicable; in@tkvords, TLESs simply transferred
sociolinguistic norms from their L1 into their L& & way that was consistent with
L2 norms. However, while the TLEs appear to havedysositive transfer to
successfully approximate target language behathey, also exhibited non-ENS like
behavior in isolated cases and in isolated cont&xtsexample, in Situation (4) TV,
the ENSs tended to supply a short expression obgaumce followed by a Request:
‘| really can’t stand this TV show. Can we turn tttennel over please?’ In contrast,
TLEs provided answers exemplified by the followit@K! That's it! | can’t handle
this guy and its killing me. | Freaking Hate hinowd can you be this silly and
actualy (sic) sit down and watch a show about I{sit)” Here, the expression of
Annoyance spans three or four sentences and isliawed by a Request.

TLEs were also typically TNS like in their userbetorical questions in the
L1 and statements in the target language, sudmea®iiowing TLE response in
Situation (4) :‘what is so important or attractefeout her/him!” similarly, a TNS
participant demonstrates the use of Annoyan&tunation (1) Phonewhere an
electronics goods company has refused to refun@tmeplainer his/her money for a
faulty cellular phone:Bu ne saygisizlik@Vhat sort of disrespect is this?)’ As we

can see, in Turkish, Annoyance often seems to axzarrhetorical question, thus
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providing a basis for negative transfer, wheredsriglish it occurs as a statement,

such as irBituation (4) TV'Can you please turn over the channel? I've eedtinis

torture long enough

Trosborg (1995) reports that the IL group (Danesrners of English) used
expressions of Annoyance much less often thaneapeakers (English and Danish
speakers.) Again, the difference may be attritdetéo the fact that spoken data
were collected in that study, whereas the currertysrelied solely on written
responses, which gave participants the opportiaitghearse and compose their

speech acts.

4.2.4.2. Blame (behavior)

The second strategy in this group is Blame (Behviilo which the speaker holds
the hearer responsible for a socially unacceptadtieand explicitly states that the act
is bad. This strategy often spans several senteasés the following example from
Situation (3) Sisterwhere the complainer’s sister, who has gone abaoa
forgotten to call, is the complainee. ‘You're otditooder. You had me worried. If
you cannot remember or you were having too muctafuhgot distracted, |
understand but don't tell lies!” (ENS 57). Hereg #xpression ‘you’re out of order’
explicitly states that the action committed was.3dte action in question is lying.
Although TNS participants seemed rather harsh wisemg blame:Bu yaptginiz

cok blyuk bir terbiyesizlik. Yeter artik. Bu kadaryapilmaz kiWhat you've done
is a supreme act of rudeness. I've had enough eawdtitake anymore)’ both the
ENS and the TNS used Blame (Behavior) in a sinfidahion. The TLE group was

no different. For example TLE 44, 8ituation (7) Trash “John it's bad what you do
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with the garbage. You shouldn’t leave it in frafitmy door.” ENSs were much less
likely to use such direct evaluations (“it's badatlyou do...”). The frequency
values were as follows: ENS 1.18%; TLE: 2.33%; TRR7% (See Table 4). The
analysis of variance on the means for Blame (Bama(Table 5) revealed no
significant differences among the three grop€&2,297) = 2.67p > 0.05, leading to
the conclusion that the TLEs used Blame (Behawban insignificantly (slightly)
higher rate than ENSs. The findings were consistéh the concept of Positive
Transfer. Trosborg’s (1995) findings similarly ioate that “there was a tendency
for [advanced] leaners to use this strategy maaa fhative speakers of English],

though this difference was ... marginal” (p. 347).

4.2.4.3. Blame (Personal)

An act of blame presupposes the hearer is guilspafe offense and that the speaker
passes a value judgment on the hearer. In theegir Personal Blame, the speaker
explicitly condemns the hearer as being an irresiégrmember of society or of
being unworthy of character. This strategy oftesiudes the use of swearing and
insults directed at the hearer. In some casesigbé®f swear words and insults is
sufficient in terms of condemnation and makes itagessary for the speaker to
explicitly describe how or why the hearer is unwgrt This strategy often spans
several sentences or involves multiple clauseseas in TNS 45Situation (1)

Phone “Hem uriinden hem de firma gamlarinizdan son deregéayetciyim.

Sizden aliveris yaptgim icin pismanim(l am utterly disappointed both with your
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employees and your product. | regret buying thisnghfrom your company.)”
Examples of Blame (Personal) were extremely rare.

The strategic frequency for personal blame ferBNS, TLE, and TNS
participants was 2.91%, 2.04% and 2.64% (Tablegpectively. The analysis of
variance revealed no significant differences betwtbe means fothe three groups,

F (2,297) = 0.80p > 0.05 (Table 5)Because this strategy represents one of the most
face-threatening and harshest strategies in thegedheme, it is not surprising
perhaps that it was the least often used by aktigroups, and even less so by the
TLE group, and perhaps universal pragmatic priesiphight have applied for the
same reasons. These findings contrasted with thfoBesborg (1995) who claims

that her native speakers of English did not usedtrategy at all.

4.2.5. Pragmatic Transfer Not Applicable

Here, there were statistically significant diffeces between all three groups, and yet
the TLE group did not fall between the other twougrs in terms of strategic
frequency, making the findings difficult to integbr The statistical patterns that
characterized the use of strategies in this cayegere not consistent with any of the
preceding theoretical categorizations. The itenthigsection include Requests in
which (a) all three participants had statisticaligtinct frequencies: (TLE < TNS
<ENS).

4.2.5.1 Requests
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Requests were the most commonly-encountered syratem overall survey of strategy use
on the DCT (Table 4). In the current study, regsievere defined as “an attempt to make
the complainee repair the damage he/she has ca{isedborg 1995: 320). ENS
participants made requests at a significantly mgate than TNSs or TLEs. In a similar
fashion, Murphy & Neu, (1996) demonstrated thatuRests were more commonly-used by

native speakers of English than by other groups.

Requests often occurred in conjunction with Araree and with Hints.

The frequency of Requests by ENS, TLE, and TNSqgaaints are respectively:
36.14%, 29.81%, and 30.06% (Table 4). The anabfsiariance on the means for
Requests, as shown in Table 5, revealed signifdiéfierences among the three
groups,F (2,296) = 10.04p < 0.001. This finding was confirmed by applyingsRo
hoc comparisons using the Bonferroni procedure.fiflagng that TLE participants
produce significantly fewer requests than eitheESlor TNSs (TLE < TNS < ENS)
suggests that, like Modified Blame, the frequenaitgrns of requests were not
consistent with any of the theoretical categoraai(i.e. ENS-like Use or Positive
Transfer). Given the fact that the TLE did not m&equests at a similar frequency
to the ENS or the TNS groups, the complaint stratesg pattern found here was
considered to be unique to the Interlanguage. iiteglanguage pattern of Requests
here is in keeping with the findings of other augh@nalan, 2009, Deveci, 2003;
Rinnert, 2006; Murphy & Neu, 1996) who state tlerhers sometimes avoid using
Requests. TLEs might have been reluctant to @ek threatening acts given their
incomplete control over the target language.

Although TLEs seemed to use Requests at a significeower frequency
than TNSs, in certain contexts, their complaintadwebr seemed to have similar

qualities. Requests are noticeably absent fronstita¢egies used by TLES in
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Situation (8) Mr. Cohen. That is, the TLEs seenedatant to use Requests to Mr.

Cohen with respect to scheduling a make-up exammaRequests were also
conspicuously absent from the complaining behavidiNSs. The majority of
ENSSs, in contrast, were very commonly found to estja makeup examination,
such as “Can | take it at a later date?” Similafgprew speakers who are late in
meeting their boss avoid suggesting or requestiingtiaer appointment, but rather

wait for the boss to initiate the request for aifatengagement (Gass, 1996).

4.3. Research question #3

The third research question was: How do differemtexts influence complaining

behavior in TLEs, ENSs and TNSs? Table 8 demaestthat different contexts

elicited significantly different complaint strategge among the three response

groups.

Table 9 : Mean Frequencies of Strategy Use for ENEEs and TNSs as a Function of Context

Context Group Mean Std. Deviation

Authority Figures ENS 5.4615 2.00725
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P (S<H); +SD TLE 6.4082 2.70104 98
Sit.1,8,9 TNS 5.9722 2.67372 108

Total 5.9596 2.51852 297

ENS 5.5714 1.74574 91
Friends / family

TLE 4.6327 1.44585 98
P (S=H); -SD

TNS 5.1204 1.90777 108
Sit. 3,4,7

Total 5.0976 1.75161 297

ENS 4.8681 1.85118 91
Strangers

TLE 41122 1.37640 98
P (S=H); +SD

TNS 45741 1.79929 108
Sit. 2,6,10

Total 45118 1.71067 297

In order to analyze whether combined use of adltsgies was affected by the two
parameters of dominance and social distance, dymndbrmances in each of the
three response groups were compared across tleediffierent types of situations;
namely, a) authority figures, b) friends / familydac) friends. A two-way mixed
ANOVA with group (ENS, TLE, TNS) as the between4gps variable and context
(authority figures (C1), friends / family (C2), asttangers (C3)) as the repeated
measures factor was conducted in order to determinather the groups differed in
their overall use of strategies across the thre¢ezts. The ANOVA for the means
(Table 8) did not reveal a significant main effeatgroup,F (2, 294) = .639% >

.05. However, the main effect for conteit(2, 588) = 64.39 < .001 and the
interaction between context and grobkd4, 588) = 10.80p < .001 were significant.

Figure 2 shows the interaction between group anteco.
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In the Authority Context, the TLE group demonsttha higher mean
frequency of complaining. (TLE: 6.41; ENS: 5.463: 5.97) A look at the raw
frequency of complaining in Situations 1,8, and® ¢f which feature an authority
figure as the interlocutor) reveals that the TLBugr used a higher number of
Requests and Hints than the other groups. Thisltiereversed in Context: Friends
and Family. That is, the TLE group uses a lowegdency of strategies in general.

The trend continues in Context: Strangers.

7.00

6.50

6.00 \

5.50 —

5.00
~

4.50 \.

4.00

authority friendsand strangers
figures family

——ENS -=TLE —=+TNS

Figure 1. Interaction between group and context.
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4.3.1. Interaction between group and context: OvEimilarities and Differences

between ENSs and TNSs

As Figure 2 shows, type of situation was a sigaiftcdeterminer for the native
speaker response groups (ENS and TNS). The EN#$hantNS group adjusted
their overall use of complaint strategies accordmthe parameters determined by
situation type. For example, ENSs supplied feveenglaint strategies to authority
figures in comparison to TNSs. Put differentlygpears that Turkish participants
were more likely to complain to authority figures, given by their relatively high
complaint frequency in Context 1 (Authority FiguxeBhis underscores fundamental
differences in the norms of sociolinguistic behawetween the target culture and
the L1.

Moving on to the second context, ENS participal@sonstrated a slight
increase in their overall complaint frequency imgtaining to friends and family,
while TNS participants demonstrated a sharp deer@atheir complaints.

Wolfson’s (1988) bulge theory defines a stableti@teship between interlocutors as
one in which there is a high power difference betwthe two individuals, such as in

Context 1. A less-stable relationship is one inciwhhe interlocutors are non-
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intimates, status equal friends co-workers and aog@nces, such as in Context 2.
The relationship between a boss and an employleeeds or stable, meaning that this
power-unequal relationship will not change. Ondheer hand, this distinction is not
so clear between status-equals. The bulge th&¥éojf¢on, 1988) therefore predicts
that when the relationship between interlocutostable, such as in Context 1, there
will be a relatively low amount of negotiation be&tn interlocutors. However,
when the relationship is a less stable one, thdrdeva greater degree of
negotiation. ENS participants seemed to demoestingd by increasing their
complaining as a function of decreasing power asgiryrand social distance (going
from authority figures to friends and family.) TNy&rticipants behaved less
predictably according to Wolfson'’s theory; howe\fferent cultural values might
have influenced the TNS group’s pragmatic strategg/(Wierzbicka 1991). Shea
(2003) observed that Japanese participants usadtavely low amount of
complaints in thériendscontext (Context 2) when compared to English rativ
speakers. She observed that Japanese has a sys$tenorifics and donatory verbs
which allow the speakers to “signify psychologizdimacy toward, or distance
from, the addressees” (Shea 2003:106). In othedsyoather than use negotiation
and pragmatic strategies such as complaint stestedapanese speakers used
honorifics, personal referents and donator verlestablish and maintain in-group
identity. Japanese people also avoided using parseferents, and in this way,
established a “selflessness which contributes-graup identity” (Moeran, 1988:
430). We might assume that the Japanese systhonofifics and personal
referents replaced the need for pragmatic stragggesulting in a lower frequency of
complaints. The sociopragmatic belief system neag involve the idea that when

interacting with friends and family, one ought fiply the principle of “heart to heart
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communication” (Shea 2003: 13); that is, to compks little as possible in order not
to upset theva or in-group harmony (referred to earlier in thisapter) and mutual
high regard that exists between oneself and oetasions (Shea, 2003). Perhaps a
similar effect was observed with the TNS and TLEhe current study. Here the
question arises: Why would ENSs choose to comptairiends and family rather
than attempt to maintaiwa as the Japanes®? It might seem strange that in the
west, we choose to annoy our loved ones (Kowalili3) with complaints rather
than try to carefully avoid complaining behaviodahereby maintain harmony. The
reader is reminded that the original definitionadmplaining is expressing
displeasure to a hearer who is “at least partiallgsponsible for the offensive
action” (Olshtain & Weinbach, 1993: 108). Herepmossing disappointment and
censure is an extremely complex phenomenon thditragjually work to build
rapport and bring two individuals closer (Boxer9392010) rather than sever ties
and disrupt relationships (Brown & Levinson, 19B&gch, 1981). This is especially
true if the complainer and the complainee viewuhpleasant exchange as having a
feasible resolution. However, it is beyond the scopthe current study to examine
discourse. The current study is limited to examgra speaker's words and his/her
corresponding intentions.

It is also beyond the scope of this study to aBktiver such a system of
honorifics as that referred to above also exisiBurkish, although a cursory look at
the Turkish data collected in this study will reMdeat polite forms are consistently
used in interactions with authority figures (Se®l€&/).

Proceeding to the extreme right of Figure 2, théSEIdrticipants exhibited a
relatively sharp decline in their complaining. relethe TNS participants also

exhibited this decline although the rate of declaes slightly less. Again,
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Wolfson’s (1988) Bulge Theory predicts that whenm&ve from a low social
distance to a high social distance (as in ffdends and familyo strangers) the
nature of the relationships in such contexts goms unstable and unfixed to
relatively fixed. In other words, a stranger on street is likely to remain a stranger,

and therefore the individual uses a low numbetrategies.

4.3.2. Interaction between Group And Context: ON&iferences And Similarities

Between TLEs, ENSs and TNSs

Overall, the curve for the TLE group resembled tifahe TNS group. This striking
resemblance presents a very strong case for Lieimle. One significant area of
difference was in Context 1 (authority figures) whthe TLE group had an even
higher frequency of complaining than the TNS gro@ishtain & Weinbach (1993)
attribute an unnaturally high level of complainifmgher than native norms) to
learners compensating for a lack of pragmaticesfjiat by using excessive
explanations. Olshtain & Weinbach (1993) also dbsdheir interlanguage group as
having used less severe strategies. If we takeaittount the context, (Authority
figures) we realize that the TLES were probablyintdrested in censure or in
blaming their higher status interlocutors, but eatiinterested in repairing damage.
This is supported by the descriptive statisticslodk at the raw frequencies reveals
that for Context 1, TLEs used the greatest numbelirds among the three groups.
Therefore, the strategies used might have beee thescribed by Trosborg (1995:
312) as “less severe” such as Hints and Requestaltérnative explanation might
be that more severe strategies were employed byltBegroup. Trosborg

1995:365 comments that learners issued more Bl8eigafior) in Context 1.
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Proceeding onward to Context iends and familywe note an unnaturally
low level of complaining for the TLEs (beyond thaskline for both TNS and ENS).
The cause for this is perhaps the opposite casether words, TLEs compensated
for a lack of pragmatic strategies by saying lesther than by saying more. The
current researcher interpreted this as transfefrorg L1 norms (see above
discussion of TNSs and Context 2). Contegtrangersonce again demonstrates
parallels between the groups; however all threeggs@ppear to have been affected
by the change in the same way. In other words,ggfvom friends and familyo

strangers all three groups drastically reduced their conmplstrategies.

4.4. Summary of Results

The aim of this section was to compare complaequency across three response
groups: TLEs, ENSs, and TNSs. This was done blyzing responses to ten (10)
different complaint-provoking situations. The @mdling findings were organized by
research question. First, it was found that naoi@ant difference in complaining
behavior existed when all complaining strategiesevtaken as a whole; that is, when
they were not considered individually. In termsrafividual situations, all three
groups preferred Hints, Requests, and Annoyantesd three strategies made up
70% of all strategy use among the three groupsintlisidual group used any of the
remaining strategies at a frequency higher tha@ {T8IS, Threats/Warnings).
Significant differences between the ENS and TNSigsovere presented next in
order to establish baseline trends. It was folnatl TNSs used five strategies: Il
Consequences, Indirect Annoyance, Direct AnnoyaMoelified Blame, and

Threats/Warnings, more often than the ENS group Bt the remainder of the
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strategies (the TNS group’s score was either ldhem that of the ENS group’s
(Opting Out, Hints) or the two groups were indigtirshable in their frequencies
(Annoyance, Blame [Behavior], Blame [Person]).

When the TLEs were compared to the baseline gronfiscases (Opting
Out, Hints, Il Consequences, Direct Accusation &hceats/Warnings) they were
simultaneously indistinguishable from the ENS grang distinct from the TNS
group in terms of statistical significance. Thisding was in line with the
interpretation of ENS-like use. In three casdshate groups were statistically
indistinguishable (Annoyance, Blame (Behavior) &taime (Person). This finding
was consistent with the concept of positive pragmtednsfer. In three cases,
significant differences existed between all groupsat least between the baseline
groups. The TLE scores fell in between the ENSEXS8 scores (as in the Indirect
Accusation and Modified Blame). This finding waserpreted along the lines of
weak negative pragmatic transfer. If the TLE ssatiel not fall in between the
former groups’ scores (as in the case of Requéstg)the results were considered
not applicable to the concept of pragmatic transfierinstances of Strong Negative
Transfer were found.

The final question dealt with contextual variabl& he differences in
strategic frequency between groups was considendd wontrolling for contextual
variable; namely, social distance (+ /- SD) and ohamce (power) (S<H [P]/ S=H
[P]). All three groups were found to adjust theremll use of complaint strategies
according to the parameters determined by situayioe. TNS and ENS groups
were considered first to establish baseline trehagas found that TNSs complained
more to authority figures. However, the trend reed itself in the case of the other

two contexts (context 2, friends and family andte@h3 strangers. TNSs
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complained less to friends and family, and to gfeas, with respect to the ENSs. In
the case of context 3 (strangers) both groups dstradad a relatively low level of
complaint strategies compared to the other twasdus, but the TNSs frequency of
complaints to both friends and family and to stemsgvere significantly less than
those of ENSs. The complaint frequency curvelerTLE group resembled that of
the TNS group more closely than it did the ENS grotihis was interpreted as a

case for L1 influence.
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CHAPTER 5

CONCLUSION

5.1. Overview

This section will review the findings, discuss tmitations, and then consider some of the

implications of the current study.

The current study attempted to investigate thepiaining behavior of
Turkish learners of English by comparing them to tther baseline groups: native
speakers of Turkish and native speakers of Englisls. was done by applying a
one-way, between-groups ANOVA to assess whetheobsignificant differences
existed between the three groups in terms of cantpd&rategy use. The research
questions were threefold: 1. How do the TLE, EN8 @&NS participants compare in
their use of complaint strategies? 2. Does the G&up Exhibit Pragmatic Transfer
in its Use of Complaint Strategies? 3. How Do D#f& Contexts Influence
Complaining Behavior in Turkish Learners of EngJiEimglish Native Speakers and
Turkish Native Speakers? It was found that akéhgroups tended to use Hints,
Requests and Annoyance far more commonly tharttedh strategies. Regarding
strategy use, the TLE group was found not to diifem the ENS group statistically,
but in the same regard, did differ from (Trosbdrg95: 54). This finding was also
consistent with the concept of typological diffectea that separate Turkish from
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English. That is, because of the clear typologilifrences between Turkish and
English, Turkish learners might have avoided whaytperceived to be non-target
like pragmatic behavior.

Another possibility is that some of the particiahad somehow been
exposed to extensive L2 input and discourse. iBhabme of the participants might
have lived abroad for extended periods, or mighthsad English language input
during their early years. They might also have bider languages, such as German
or French, spoken to them for extended periodssivtiiey were very young. These
hypothetical participants would have escaped detebly not filling out the

demographic questionnaire, or by filling it out ccarately.

effects; that is, the TLE group were administeteslDCT task after having just
completed an intensive English preparatory courkerefore, it seems plausible that
the effect of regular studying and regular exposoitenglish and English materials
might have been responsible for their high succates The same success rate, for
example, might not be found in a similar group ®§® who had not recently had
EFL instruction, and who therefore did not havernbkeessary information fresh in
their memories.

Universally available pragmatic strategies (Kasp&chmidt, 1996) are
another attractive option. In other words, we migfttibute the TLES’ success to
their use of universally available pragmatic sigas, or strategies that need not be
learned and are available across cultures (Ka&pée). If the TLEs in this study
had access to universally available strategies retglard to Opting Out, Hints, lll

Consequences Direct Accusation and Threats/Warnihgs they might have
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successfully realized speech acts using thesegteatwithout needing any practice
or didactic learning.

A fourth explanation of the high success rate ef ThEs is the written nature
of the DCT, which gave them more time to thinkatband to compose their
answers. However, if the TLE group really did tise advantage of a written task to
their advantage; that is, if the TLES’ answers wamge ENS-like as a consequence
of more thinking time and composing time on the D@IIs finding is also a valid
one. To restate, four possible explanations arsidered here in answer to the
question: Why and how were the TLES so successfapproximating ENS
complaining behavior?

The final question dealt with contextual variabl@he differences in
strategic frequency between groups was considendd wontrolling for contextual
variables; namely, social distance (+ /- SD) anchidkance (power). It was found
that TNSs complained more to authority figures.wideer, the trend reversed itself
in the case of the other two contexts (contexti@néls and family and context 3
strangers.) TNSs complained less to friends amdyaand to strangers, with
respect to the ENSs. TLEs were found to exhibitrifflence in their response to
changing situational context. Comparison of thhedlturves (TLEs, ENSs, TNSSs)
revealed that the TLE group resembled the TNS ghoufs strategy use across

different contexts.
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5.2. Pedagogical Implications

The current study has several implications forfitlel of English language teaching.
Although the learners in this study were extrenselgcessful in approximating target
language norms of complaining (i.e. they did ndtikit L1 influence in their complaint
usage) in most cases, this was not true for Reguédso, when contextual variables were
controlled for, TLEs were influenced by their Licgminguistic norms in terms of overall

complaint strategy use.

The implication here is that by finding out the iiations of the participants’
knowledge, teachers can then focus on the weaksioitheir students’ knowledge. For
example, the current study found that learners edémperform the strategy of Requests to
a lesser degree than the ENS participants andftineri@ a non-targetlike manner in
complainable situations. Cohen (1996b: 413) prepdisat we take certain steps to teach

speech acts. These five steps are:

1) Diagnose the student’s level of awareness of thicpbar speech act to be
taught. The current study has done this via DCTrunsents, both in Turkish
and in English.

2) Present short and natural-sounding model dialoditeslents hereby become
aware of the speech act in question. Following tifie teacher gives the learners
dialogues. Students attempt to guess sociocullactdrs, including whether the

speakers know each other, their relative agesttandegree of imposition.
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3) Learners evaluate the semantic formulas used @edss whether
intensification of the complaint is necessary, tetiher the hearer is likely to
offer an apology or a remedy.

4) Learners engage in role-plays activities. Theygaren ample contextual
information in order to help them decide how taestheir complaints. Students
might watch video clips involving, for example,aad-night party and a next-
door neighbor who needs to sleep.

5) Conduct feedback and discussion sessions focosihgarners’ perceptions and
awareness of the similarities and differences betvwepeech act behavior in the

L1 culture and the target culture.

Kasper & Rose (2001: 4) recommend that three nepjestions should be asked when
attempting to recommend a course of action fortgcpragmatics in the classroom; they

are:

1. What opportunities for developing L2 pragmatidity exist in classrooms?
2. Does pragmatic ability develop in a classroaitheut instruction?
3. What effects do various approaches to inswuadtave on pragmatic

development?

Sadly, it appears that in the absence of pragriveticuction, pragmatic ability might not
develop. Blum-Kulka (1982) says the classroom rpustide the rich variety of contexts

and the wide range of appropriate forms to usbase contexts; otherwise, in the absence of
this environment, the only other place where thighttake place is in a foreign country.
Pearson (2006) claims that expansion of a learhieguistic competence is not

automatically accompanied by pragmatic competence.

Many recommendations have been made regardingi@tisin in pragmatics,

(Edmonson & House, 1981) but few of them have m@mined in action. In addition,
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research shows that in instructional contexts whesgmatic awareness is not tested,
attempts to incorporate pragmatic awareness modgillesot meet with success. Stated
differently, "Curricula that include pragmaticswill fail unless pragmatic ability is one of

the items on the test" (Kasper & Rose, 2001:9).

5.3. Limitations and Recommendations for FurthesdRech

A major shortcoming of the current study is the Di@3trument, which has been criticized
because it does not “reflect the actual wordingluseeal-life situations” (Kasper & Dahl,
1991: 38). Participants’ answers might be unn#ifubald, or on the contrary, unnaturally
reserved and polite. Their pragmatic behavior médéw influenced by the fact that the
written task affords thinking time. As a consequesrthey can carefully mold their
responses, saying what they think ought to bersdfietr than providing an unrehearsed
reaction. Evidence of this exists in the high nemtif scratched-out responses and false
starts (Garcia, 2004) on pen-and-paper DCT respsimsgets. To address this, DCTs can be
used in conjunction with verbal reports, where etud provide feedback in the form of
verbal reports to give us “insights regarding theices individuals make about their speech
behavior” (Cohen, 1996a: 26). Another limitatidrttee DCT data was that it often yielded
short, one-sentence-answers. Again, the ideaiing tise DCT alongside other instruments,
in this case audio recorded speech samples, é&tittr because spoken data is known to
yield much longer responses (Beebe & Cummings, 1886 As a final note, using a
variety of instruments would also increase thealslity of future studies. Beyond simply
making a study seem more interesting, audio anebvidcordings can triangulate or cross-

verify the data collected via DCTs.
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A second limitation is participant mortality. Atthgh the number of participants
that participated in the study was sufficient fowlthe current researcher to draw
statistically significant conclusions, an even tgeaumber would have been even more
representative of the populations studied. Howewgreat many participants left the DCT
half-filled out, or failed to read the prompt. Reigants’ answers were often inappropriate or
very brief, indicating that they had not carefulyad the situation prompts. It is likely that
participants grew careless as they progressedghreach situation, hardly paying attention
to what was written in the vignettes (the ‘situatior vignette that forms the stem of each
DCT item). It is recommended that future researchecruit participants in classrooms
rather than in cafes. Participants tend to be mopared to fill out a written task or do
other sorts of tasks if they are seated in classsp@erhaps owing to the serious
environment, or because they have already comnthidselves to spending a period of

time engaging in some sort of work.

A third limitation has to do with the coding schemdich was adapted from
Trosborg (1995). The coding scheme used by Trosd®@@b5) was insufficient for the needs
of the current study for two reasons. First, Targts (1995) coding scheme was used in a
study of native English speakers and nonnative $bespeakers of English. Therefore the
coding scheme was not well-suited to resolving elas of Turkish complaining behavior
transferred into English. Second, Trosborg’s (1996)ly collected spoken data while the
DCT collected written data. Different kinds of cdaiping behavior were likely to occur in
the two different forms of data, thus reducingalsefulness of Trosborg’s (1995) coding

scheme in the current study.

First, the Turkish language contains unique exaspleomplaint strategies; that is,
strategies that do not seem to occur in Englislyr@darglu, 1992). Therefore, it is the
current researcher’s opinion that a unique grougpdes ought to be developed upon

collecting a sample of Turkish data. Based orfitiiings of the current study, application
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of such codes as rhetorical questions (Kozlova3p@@gatively framed interrogatives
(Monzoni, 2009), conversationally elliptic claugBsykarpatska, 2008), and cryptic threats,
might have revealed heretofore-unnoticed pattertiseé data. Also, evidence that TLEs
transfer these strategies into L2 English wouldh thetablish very clearly whether or not
TLEs are successful in their approximation of EN8plaining behavior. Application of
Grounded Theory (Bogdan & Biklen, 1998) to obseorat of complaining in real life might
allow future researchers to make more incisive nlagions with regard to pragmatic
differences between, and common trends in, thei§inghd Turkish data collected.
Grounded Theory, rather than starting with a hyesiff) starts with data collection. The
salient aspects of the collected data are markddasides. Codes are then grouped into
categories. These categories then form the baaisheory of language use. In the current
study, this would involve sociolinguistic obsereais on complaint speech acts in Turkish
learners of English. However, in the name oftlity, pre-existing codes were not
modified or refined to suit the needs of the curstady, and an original coding scheme was

not used.

Even slight modifications of pre-existing codes Vdduave been preferable to
maintaining the integrity of Trosborg’s (1995) aoglischeme. For example, Directive Acts
were a category mentioned in Trosborg's (1995)mgpdicheme. This category had three
substrategies: Requests for Repair, Requests foekmnce, and Threats/Warnings.
Although Threats/Warnings had occurred in the qurséudy, an additional substrategy,
“Demands” might have served to better charactehiealdata, which contained a great deal of
demanding language. Thus, it emerges that in acdmaintain reliability, the flexibility of

the coding scheme might have been sacrificed testegree.

Second, the data collection instrument used irctineent study (a DCT) was
different from the data collection instrument ubgdlrosborg (1995) (recorded spoken

dialogues), which elicited different complaint beiea. For example, a letter of complaint
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written to a doctor would probably differ greathpin spoken complaints to the doctor in the
his/her office. The opportunity to engage in npi#titurns with one’s interlocutor, and in so
doing, “build up an interaction in which the waysyaaved for a more direct strategy
(accusation or blame)” (Trosborg 1995: 340) mehaasaudio-recorded data probably
contains both more indirect and direct strategiest{ as ill consequences, Blame (Behavior)
and Blame (Personal)). To wit, these three strasegere the least frequently-used in the

current study.

Although the current coding scheme was useful terddning what aspects of
English complaints existed/did not exist in the T&ifl in the TLE data, it was not very
useful in determining what unique aspects of Tulrkis pragmatic complaining behavior
were transferred by TLEs into L2 English. In theenest of obtaining meaningful data,
future researchers of complaint behavior in Turldsturged to either employ original
coding schemes and/or to adopt/adapt coding schigorasauthors who have used similar

data collection instruments.

95



APPENDICES

96



APPENDIX A

DISCOURSE COMPLETION TASK IN ENGLISH AND IN TURKISH

INSTRUCTIONS: Read the situations below and theitewvrhat you would say to
the other person. All of the scenarios descriljgaasant situations and might
require you to complain. Respond to the situat®if gou were actually in a
conversation. Do not think too much. Just wiike first thing that comes to mind.
IF YOU CHOOSE NOT TO RESPOND TO ONE OR MORE OF THE
SITUATIONS BELOW, PLEASE WRITE THE LETTERS ‘NA’ INHE

BOX(ES).

EXAMPLE: You are on a bus and the bus stops vedglenly. You decide to say
something to the bus driver.

Me : Uh, I just want you to know thatimost fell out of my seat because
you were driving too fast.

1. You have just bought a brand-new cellular phdaée when you get home,
you find that the phone does not work properly.ujo to the shop, but the
salespeople do not want to help you. Also, thdiyneit give you back your money.
You are upset about this. You call the companytahigour problem to Roberta,
the customer representative. What do you sayrn® he

IMe : |

2. You are in the cinema, watching a film witleatrinterest. However, some
people sitting right behind you are making too mooflse while eating their
popcorn. The sound keeps getting louder and ynwnodonger concentrate on the
film. What do you say to them?

Me ' |

3. Your sister is in the airport, waiting foer flight to Canada. You are a bit
concerned because she is going far away. You imakpromise to call you as soon
as she arrives in Canada, but she forgets. Stseors week later. You remind her
of the promise she made, but she denies it. Whgbd say to her?

Me : |

4. You and a group of your friends are over Ragsade, eating snacks and
watching a program on TV about a celebrity. Yotehhis celebrity; however, you
say nothing and watch for fifteen minutes. Fingjlgu cannot wait anymore. You
need to say something. What do you say to them?

Me : |

5.  Your father keeps insisting that you go findl and earn some money. He
does not understand that it is very hard to fijobethese days. You have been
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talking to him over breakfast. He is very angrydese you have not found a job
yet. What do you say to him?
Me |

6. You are walking down the street. It is rainiry.car passes by and splashes
dirty water all over your trousers. The driverpg@t a red traffic light. He is a
young male, maybe 17-18 years old. What do yousaym?

Me : |

7. Your neighbor’s son Johnny has left his ggebaear your front door. The
garbage smells and it is probably bad for yourtheaYou are not very pleased
about this and have decided to talk to him abouY@u knock on the door and
Johnny opens it. What do you say to him?

IMe : |

8.  You have a final examination today, and giailate for your exam. You do
not have a car. You get into a taxi and ask thedtio go fast, but find yourself in
the middle of a traffic jam. The exam begins s@ong you are very angry. You
arrive at the examination center ten minutes IMe. Cohen tells you ‘Sorry, but
you cannot take the exam.” What do you say to him?

Me : |

9. Professor Slatsky-Edwards was supposed to aratketurn your
assignments by Monday morning. It is now Fridagl ahe has not marked them
yet. You are concerned because she is also goigige you a test on the assigned
topic on the following Monday. You visit the preBor in her office. What do you
say to her?

Me : |

10. Itis 12 midnight on a Wednesday. You havenliegng to fall asleep for

two hours, but your next-door neighbor is havingagy next door. You cannot sleep
because of the loud noise and music. This is reofitst time. Your neighbor has
thrown several loud and noisy parties over the pasith. Since your neighbor has
not taken you seriously, you decide to speak wahvery firmly this time. What do
you say to her?

Me : |

Thank you for your participation!
Ahmet Bikmen
Bogazici University
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BILGI : Asagida rahatsiz edici durumlar anlatiim ve bu yiizdenikayet etmeniz
gerekebilir. Lutfen gagidaki sorulara verebildiniz kadar dgal cevap veriniz.
Durumdaki belirtilen kjinin karinizda oldgunu farz ederek cevap veriniz. Fazla
distinmeyiniz; akliniza ilk gelen cevabi yaziniz. CEXERMEMEYI TERCH
EDIYORSANIZ KUTUYU BOS BIRAKABILIRSINIZ.
Ornek:

Otobustesiniz ve kaptan ¢ok sert frene baskaptan'a bisey demeye karar
veriyorsunuz. Onaoyle diyorsunuz:

Ben : Formula 1 yagmasi dgil bu! Sizce insani kolgundan diirecek kadar hizl
bir sekilde fren yapmak dgu mu?

1. Cok begenerek satin alg@iniz son model cep telefonunuz arizali ci¢émive
telefonu dilkkana geri getirdinizilgili firma sizinle ilgilenmedgi gibi Griinin
iadesini de kabul etmestir. Bu duruma caniniz ¢ok sikilgir. Musteri temsilcisi
olan Canan hanima telefonda derdinizi anlatirsiendisinesdyle diyorsunuz:
Ben:

2. Sinemada ¢ok heyecan verici bir film izlemekts Tam arkanizdaki
koltukta oturan izleyiciler patlammisir yerken ¢ok fazla ses c¢ikartmaktadirlar.
Gurdlta sizi oldukca rahatsiz etmekte ve de asaiklevam etmektedir. Dikkatinizin
dagilmamasi ve filmi rahatca izleyebilmek icingdr izleyicilere birsey sdylemeye
karar verirsiniz. Onlargbyle diyorsunuz:

Ben

3. Kiz kardeiniz havaalaninda, Amerika’ya gitmek Uzeredir. Uaak gidecgi
icin biraz endjelisiniz. Kardginizden Amerika'ya ulgtiginda sizi hemen
arayacg@ina dair sz alirsiniz, ama ucaktan indikten ssramiearamayi unutur. Sizi
ancak bir hafta sonra arar. Telefonda kgirdee size verny oldugu sozu
hatirlattginizda kardginiz boyle bir s6z vermgioldugunu inkar eder. Ongdyle
diyorsunuz:

Ben

4. Birkac¢ arkadabir arkadainizin evinde toplanmgicay kahve iciyorsunuz. O
arada televizyon acik ve herkes ortak programda girmeye tahhaml
edemediiniz bir sanatclyi izliyor. Sikilsaniz da bir sig@sinizi ¢cikartmadan
izliyorsunuz ancak aradan 15 dakika gectikten sdaggnamayip bgeyler sdyleme
ihtiyaci duyuyorsunuz: Onlaggdyle diyorsunuz:

Ben

5. Babaniz sirekli sizg bulmanizi 6neriyor hatta bu konuda i1srarci dayamni
ama bugunkisifirsatlarinin ¢cok kisith oldgunu anlayamiyor. Hatta bugun,
kahvaltida size ayni konuyu bir daha aciyorsveulamadginiz icin size ¢ok
kizgindir. Ongoyle diyorsunuz:
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Ben |

6. Yolda yurirken yaninizdan araba geciyor ve isté@rcamurlu su sicratiyor.
Surlcu az ileride trafik lambasinda duruyor. Araddad 7-18 yalarinda erkek bir
surdci. Ona donigunu dersiniz:

Ben

7. Komsunuzun glu Murat ¢oplerini kapinin 6éntine koyuyor. Coplekgns
kokuyor ve ayrica g giniza zarar veriyor. Bu durum sizin hi¢snauza gitmiyor.
Komsunuzun kapisini ¢aliyorsunuz. Murat kapiyi aci@mwasoOyle diyorsunuz:
Ben

8. Final zamani. Sinava ge¢ kaymiz, o giin arabaniz da yok. Taksiye atlayip
sinava yetimeye caliyorsunuz. Yari yolda trafik sigyor, sinava az vakit kaltir,
caniniz ¢ok sikiliyor. Sinava on dakika ge¢ kaldedan dolayiSekip Hocaniz size
‘Uzgundm, seni sinava alamam’ diyor. Gxgle diyorsunuz:
Ben:

9. Nimet Hocaniz ddevlerinizi pazartesi ginuneskatierlendirip geri
verecekti, ancak bugiin cuma ve henliz kendisi 6ddwatrol etmedi. Pazartesi
gunl de 6dev konusunu kapsayan bir sinav y@paga endielisiniz. Nimet
Hocanizla kongmak icin ofisini ziyaret ediyorsunuz ve ogigyle diyorsunuz:

Ben |

10. Casamba gece saat 12ki saattir uyumaya graslyorsunuz ama yan
dairedeki bayan kosanuz bir parti veriyor. Yiksek sesli mizik ve kema
seslerinden dolay! uyuyamiyorsaniz. Bu ilk defgildedir kag seferdir yan
komsunuz aynsekilde sizi rahatsiz etmektedirler. Keumuz sizinsikayetinizi
ciddiye almadil icin, artik onu sert bigekilde uyarmaya karar veriyorsunuz. Ona
sOyle diyorsunuz:
Ben

Katildiniz igin tekrar tgekkurlerimi sunarim!Ahmet Bikmen
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APPENDIX B

DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONNAIRE IN ENGLISH AND IN TURKISH

Dear participant:

Thank you for participating in this study. | amMaster student at Bogazici
University's English Language Teaching program, landl use the information you
give me in this questionnaire for my masters thds&sn going to present some of
this information to my thesis advisor. Any namegdiin my presentations will be
changed. In all other references to you or yospoeses you will remain completely
anonymous. After the project is over, all recoatsl documents will be kept in a
private file. You have the right to withdraw framn refuse to participate this study at
any stage. If you decide to participate in thidgiylease fill out the form below.
You do not have to give me your name or email afjrbut if you do it might help
me. IF you have any questions regarding the curstudy or the procedures
involved, | can be reached at xxxxxxxxxxx. Thankuyonce again for your
cooperation. Ahmet.

| AGREE TO BE A PART OF THIS RESEARCH STUDY.

Signature
Date:
PART ONE : Demographic Information

1. Name*

2. Telephone number* -
3. Email address*

@
(* You are not obliged to fill in these items.)
4. Grade:
Prep” Freshman™ Sophomore”™  JunioBénior ™ Postgraduate ”
5. Age: 16-18" 19-22 © 23-26"27-30 © over30”
6. Sex: F™ M”

7. Do you know (a) language(s) other than Turkisth Bnglish? Yes™ No~

8. If your answer is ‘yes’, please indicate howdbave you been learnifdjd you
learn this language/these languages.

language time period

9. Have you ever lived abroad? Yes™ No~
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10. (If your answer is ‘yes’ to question 8, Pkasdicate which countries you have
been to/ lived in, and how long you stayed thdrgolir answer is ‘no’ please go
straight to question 11.)

country time period

11. Where were you born?

12. How long have you been living in this country?

13. Which high school did you graduate from?

14. When did you start studying at this
University?
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Sevqili katilmcilar,

Bogazici Universitesi’nddngilizce Dili Egitimi alaninda yiiksek lisans

yapmaktayim. Yuksek lisans tezim icin girana yapiyorum. Bu kgamda,

doldurmaniz icin sizlere bir anket veriyorum.

Elde edecgm aratirma bulgularini, tez dagmanima sunagm. Gizlilik politikasi

g6z 6nunde bulundurularak kirginizin bilinmemesi i¢in tim yazili not ve

metinlerde ve kayitlarda isimleriniz glgtirilecektir. Arastirmaya katiimayi

reddedebilir veya anketten istgutiz zaman ayrilabilirsinizSayet argtirmaya

katilmay! kabul ediyorsanizagidaki kismi doldurunuz. Herhangi bir sorunuz olursa

ulasabileceginiz telefon numarasi 0535 569 02 76 dirsélkkrler .

Ahmet Bikmen

Arastirmaya katilmaya kabul ediyorum.

IMZA : TARIH
I. Demografik Bilgi
1. isim
2. Telefon no.*
3. E-posta adresi*
(Yukaridaki kiisel bilgilerinizi doldurmak zorunda ggsiniz.)
4. Sinif lise [ ik yil 0 ikinciyil [
dcunca yillt]  dérdinct yilr] lisansusti!
5. Yas : 1116-18 19-22 .23-2627-30 . 30 ustu
6. Cinsiyet: Kadint  Erkek []
7. Turkge’den bgka bir dil ya da (diller) biliyor musunuz?

Evet[] Hayir(

Bir dnceki soruya yanitiniz ‘evet’ ise ltutfen hadd ya da dilleri
konuwtugunuzu yadagu an hangi dili grenmekte oldgunuzu belirtiniz. Bu
dil (leri) ne zamandan beri bilginizi ya da ne zamandan begrénmeye
calistiginizi latfen belirtiniz.

Dil

Tarihler (Orn. 12 Mayi
2005- 12 Mayis 2009
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9. Hic¢ yurtdginda ygadiniz mi? Evet! Hayir(]

(9. soruya yanitiniz ‘evet’ ise, lutfen 10. soraiucevaplayiniz. Yanitiniz ‘hayir’
ise, 11. sorudan itibaren anketi yanitlamaya deainiz.)

10.Latfensimdiye kadar kaldiiniz yada kisa sireli de olsa bulugdouz utlkeleri
belirtiniz.

Ulke Tarihler (Orn.
12.05.2005-
12.05.2009)

11. Cocukken, evde Turkce'dengha diller konguyor muydunuz? Evet
Hayir [ (Bu soruya yanitiniz ‘evet’ ise lutfen 12. soruguaplayiniz.)
12. Hangi dilleri konguyordunuz?

13. Nerede dgudunuz?

14. Su anda nerede ygorsunuz?

15. Hangi lise’den mezun oldunuz?

16. Bu universiteye ne zaman girdiniz?

17. Universitenizin ismi nedir?
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APPENDIX C

COMPLAINT STRATEGIES IN TURKISH AND IN ENGLISH

CATEGORY 1: Opting Out

1)

‘NA’; ‘I would say nothing. | know to be carefuf puddles on rainy
days.’

‘Bir sey demem cinku go zaman ses ¢ikaran benim.’

| would not say anything because | am usually the making noise.

CATEGORY 2: Below the Level of Reproach (Hints)

2)

‘Dad believe me I'm trying really hard to find aly;

‘| bought this phone from x shop and when | got ledrfound it was
broken’

* elimden geldikce iyi birsibulmaya cakiyorum:(l am trying my best to
find a job that suits me.)

‘Her guin ¢oplerimi goturtp ¢ope atiyorum bu sanegeay ifade ediyor
mu?’ | throw my trash away each and every day. Doatsrdmind you of
anything?

Haci, az sakin yer misiniz? Alan var, alamayan \(&rother, will you
please eat quietly? There are people starvingsnitbrld.)

‘Saying 'sorry' never killed anyone!’

CATEGORY 3: Expressions of Annoyance and Dissatigia

3)

4)

Annoyance
Situation 9 Yaziktir, zulimdur, ginahtifit’'s a damned, crying shame!)
MY clothes are ruined!

Il Consequences

‘Now | am going to have to take the whole year cagain.’

‘Hocam inanin ¢cokgrastim gelebilmek icin, yalvariyorum size alin beni
bu sinava yoksa mahvolurum.’

Please believe me, Teacher. | tried really hagketdere on time. I'm
begging you to let me take this exam or else | b@llruined.
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CATEGORY 4: ACCUSATION

5)

6)

7)

8)

9)

Indirect accusation

‘Did you not see me?’

‘Are you crazy?’

Kor masun glum?(You blind, son?)

Direct Accusation

‘I've tried to talk to you about these parties god haven't been listening.
| am giving you 10 minutes to get everyone out them calling the
police!

‘Zaten aklin begkariy havadaydi. Amerikaya gittin iyice unuttun tabi
beni’ (Your head has always been in the clouds anywafycourse you
forgot about me when you went to America.)

CATEGORY 5: BLAME

Modified Blame

‘Keske beni anlamaya ¢abaydin’(l wish you would try to understand
me)

‘Sinava alip almamak sizin insiyatifinizdeyken nemleradginizi
anlamiyoruni (It is beyond me why you do not to allow me ihew it is
in your power to do so.)

‘Why did you leave the trash in front of my house?’

Blame (Behavioral)
‘You're out of order. You had me worried. If yoarmot remember
or you were having too much fun and got distracteshderstand but
don't tell lies?
Uzakta oldgun icin ¢cok fazla tistiine gelmeygice; ama bu yapgin
cok buyuk bir ihmalkarsizlik!
(Since you're very far away, | won’t get on youseaoo much, but
what you’'ve committed is great negligence!)

Bu yaptgin saygisizlik(This action of yours constitutes disrespect!)

Blame (Personal)
‘Sen sOzine glvenilmez bir hi¢sin salaksin ya dasie\bir
maymun’(You are either an untrustworthy nobody or a bessl
monkey!)
‘Are you kidding me??! You are so self centered! Wéze worried
about you! How can you just forget somthing [sikglthat?’

CATEGORY 6 DIRECTIVE ACTS

10)Requests
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‘Murat (cOpleri gostererek) bunun tekrarlanmasinemiyorum’
(Showing him the trash) | don’t want this to happgain.

‘Please could you keep the noise dowm trying to watch the film.
Thank you.’

11)Warnings and Threats
‘Rahat dur, yoksa o misirlari kafanda patlatiri(®it still or I'll pop that
popcorn in your head!)
‘Murat, naber dostum. ger, copleri kapiin 6niine koymaya devam
edersen o ¢opleri sana yediririm
(Murat, hey buddy! If you keep putting that traatfront of the door, I'll
make you eat it.)
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