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ABSTRACT

Learners of English as a second/ foreign languewge to give insufficient and
sometimes inappropriate responses to complaintsoagared to native English
speakers. This study aimed to investigate and aoeniine occurrences of pragmatic
strategies and pragmatic transfer in respondingotaplaints in the hotel business.
The study examined the cross-cultural competencthénresponses of Thai EFL
learners at two different proficiency levels congghto baseline responses by English
and Thai native speakers.

The participants for this study were 120 hotel eypés. There were 30
native English speaking hotel employees (NE), 3@iveaThai speaking hotel
employees (NT), 30 Thai English learners of lowfigiency (EFLL), and 30 Thai
English learners of high proficiency (EFLH). Peiggants responded to 10 complaints
in a written discourse completion task (DCT) thatidated complaint-provoking
situations occurring in the hotel business. Tispoases from the DCTs were coded
according to the apology taxonomy developed in 4beond phase of the present
study. The data were then analyzed and compaatding to the frequency of the

semantic formulas used by the four different groofpgarticipants. Also, to examine



the extent of pragmatic transfer, the responsabeEFLL and EFLH groups were
compared to those of the NE and NT groups.

The findings revealed that twelve semantic formwase used in responding
to complaints in the hotel business. Of theseegias, NT used the highest number,
then the NE, EFLH, and EFLL groups, respectivelihe three most frequently used
strategies among the four groups were “Offerin@mép“Expression of apology” and
“Acknowledgement of responsibility”, respectivelyn addition, both similarities and
differences in the pragmatic strategies employedevieund in each situation. In
terms of pragmatic transfer, there was evidencéhefuse of transfer by both the
EFLL and the EFLH groups. However, the EFLH greuggndency to use negative
transfer is more obvious than that of the EFLL grouterms of frequency.

The findings suggest opportunities for developingross-cultural
communication across continents. The results imapécations for the teaching and

learning of English as an L2 in the cross-culte@itexts of the hotel business.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

International hotel business is a rapidly growingivéty entailing cross-
cultural communication between hosts and guestan frdifferent linguistic
backgrounds (Blue & Harun, 2003). From a crossdcal perspective, “it is crucial
to recognize that rules for the appropriate condfictpeech vary considerably from
one society to another” (Wolfson, 1983, p. 3). [® successful in cross-cultural
communication requires knowledge of culturally bdumules (Clyne, 1981).
However, Wannaruk (1997) mentions that differemety of communication have
different rules, which also vary across culturés.the hotel business, the hotel staff
(as hosts) should know the cultures of each guestder to communicate effectively
and successfully. Trudgill (1974) stated thatedighces of this type between cultures
might often lead, in cross-cultural communicatioo, misunderstanding and even
hostility. Therefore, it is of great importance those engaged in the hotel business,
which is a hospitality industry, to realize the damties and differences across

cultures in order to prevent any communication magrstandings.

1.1 Background of the Study
English language plays a very important role as ghedominant tool for
communication in a global community. Some peopl®se native language is not

English use the language in their daily lives (Quir985). Most of these people live



in countries where English is required for exteqmaiposes: to communicate and
do business with people in other countries, anchtoh up with the advances that are
being made in the field of business. In additiénglish is used as a means to transfer
thoughts and cultures, and to create good reldtipasbetween people in different
countries. As a result, English has become amnat®nal language and is widely
used as a medium for understanding and exchandeasiamong people all over the
world.

Nowadays, the role of English is crucial for thetdh business as a means to
communicate, negotiate, and execute transactiotls guests by the hotel staff.
Because a hotel serves as a temporary home fotepetbyp are traveling for a certain
purpose, the hotel staff try their best to providspitality and to establish a pleasant
atmosphere in order to make guests feel as if Werg in a home away from home.
The hotel guests, in turn, expect to receive highdards of hospitality and services.
The hotel business, therefore, may be often redaadethe hospitality industry. In
general, the hospitality industry refers to thestdu of activities oriented towards
satisfying guests, namely, in the areas of acconatnm food and beverage services,
entertainment, recreation, relaxation, functionsd abanquets, meeting, and
commercial catering services (Techavanich, 2003).

Blue and Harun (2003) state that English, whichssociated with host-guest
interaction in the hotel business, should be termtlde language of hospitality”
which refers to all linguistic expressions relatedand represented in hospitality
concerns. The language of hospitality is oftemmfal; though it depends very much
on the level of acquaintance among participantsnfiedves. For example, when

hosting an official dinner, international conferenor wedding ceremonies, the



hosting arrangements are more formal than moreatasacounters among
neighbors and friends.

It is generally accepted that English is widelylgoin the standard hotels in
Thailand, sometimes, even by those employees ig M@y skilled positions and
presumably with fairly limited education. Therendae little doubt that English is the
most commonly used language of hospitality andaofists and travelers worldwide.
In many parts of the world, including Thailand, tlaet of greeting, soliciting
information, thanking and saying farewell requisssne measure of familiarization
with the relevant English expressions before a grersan serve effectively as a
receptionist, a telephone operator or in some ajhnest-contact capacity. Blue and
Harun (2003) point out that whether in English orather languages, there is an
identifiable cluster of language skills which hoshff dealing with hotel guests
should have already acquired. At the very minimtimse skills include: 1) how to
address a person; 2) how to solicit and give theesgary information; 3) how to
respond to questions or requests; 4) how to useygy 5) how to use gestures; 6)
how to deal with difficult customers; and 7) howappease complainants. Indeed,
making hotel guests feel welcome is an art, andkéyeto success in the hospitality
industry. In the context of a globalized worlderta has been some standardization of
the language of hospitality. The language of hetelounters, for example, comprises
functional aspects of hospitality language that anelerstood worldwide. These
functional activities include dealing with checkinmg checking out, information and
gueries, and miscellaneous requests (Blue & HE003).

Since the hotel hospitality industry is one of tastest-growing businesses in

Thailand, which plays an important role in the iTeeonomy as the main business



earning the second highest income compared tothes eervice industries (e.g.,
it earned about 78,235 million Baht in 2004), andating a variety of jobs in
business activities (e.g., it created more thanRbpositions in the service industry)
as reported by the Tourism Authority of ThailaffdAT) (http://www.tat.or.th/stat),
many education institutions both governmental amtvape, including Buriram
Rajabhat University, offers undergraduate levellEhgcourses related to the hotel
business for students who intend to work in theelsoafter their graduation. These
English courses are involved with the language adpitality as mentioned above.
Due to the success of tourism promotion by TATrtoréase the number of foreign
tourists coming to visit Thailand, hotels, whichvlaalways been closely related to
tourism, might be further developed. As a resthig role of hotels in generating
income and creating jobs could be increased. Tadmed hosts, therefore, Thai
people who are directly involved in the hotel bess should improve their English in

terms of the language of hospitality.

1.2 Rationale of the Study

One reason why people probably do not like torvelved in a complaint, as
either complainant or recipient, is that complaidan be rather messy and
complicated events (Korsko, 2004). In social ditwes, Olshtain and Weinbach
(1987) state that the speech act of complaints recailnen a speaker reacts with
displeasure or annoyance to an action that hastedfethe speaker unfavorably.
Moreover, Moon (2002) mentions that when a complamade by a speaker, the
speech act of complaint is inherently face thraatemo the listener. If a speaker

makes a complaint, it may cause loss of face tdistener and adversely affect the



relationship between the interlocutors. Mosbtgde complain at one time or
another in order to protect their rights, changieeo people’s behavior, or avert
problems. As a result, it is not easy to compfaincessfully even within one’s own
culture. This is because complaints are oftengdthwith emotional energy that can
provoke hostility and antagonism in the complai&hea, 2003). Unchecked
linguistic emotions may lead to conflict, communica breakdown, and even the
destruction of social relations.

However, when a complaint is made, the complaineey respond by
accepting their own guilt, thus, lossing face ordgfending themselves, thus saving
face. In order to respond to complaints effecyivahd appropriately, complainees
have to make use of linguistic strategies thataatleem to state their case clearly. A
classification of the strategies available to cammes when responding to a
complaint should, therefore, take into consideratize two aspects of “face” which
stem either from the need or desire to protectcthraplainer’'s negative face (“I'm
sorry” / *How clumsy of me” / “It's all my fault”),or from the need and desire to
protect one’s own positive face (“I have nothingdm with it” / “You know | am
always punctual to meetings ..., if | was late it me#hat it couldn’t be helped” /
“There is no need to shout”) (Frescura, 1993, Pg2Q).

In the hotel business, complaints may deal withgant failures or service
failures (Barlow, 2002). Equipment failures inctutboms that are too noisy, beds
that are not comfortable, and toilets that do notkwproperly; whereas, service
failures are about such things as the bell mamgakbo much time to come to the
room, the food and beverages being served too wlawlthe front desk clerk being

rude or impolite. Complaints seem to be partidylaritical in the hotel business,



thus, complaint situations rarely occur. Howewdnen hotels track complaints,
they tend to indicate the nature of the complaiatg] what was done to satisfy the
hotel guests. For example, a guest may complaimgigine check-in process and the
way the event is handled by the hotel may not tesudreater satisfaction. The way
hotels usually respond to complaints during theckhe process is to upgrade the
guest to a nicer room. This may suggest that #neytrying to buy the guest off, and
this may not be the best way to satisfy guestsi¢Bar2002). Typically, when the
complaint occurs, the complainee will employ theglaage of hospitality such as by
making an apology or using politeness strategias would be expected in such a
situation (Tatsuki, 2000).

However, responses to complaints seem to be velficuli to handle,
especially, by novice staff trainees who are Ehglmajor students at Buriram
Rajabhat University when they undergo their intbips in hotels around Thailand.
Whenever they deal with complaints from hotel gsieshose mother tongue is
English, these students showed that they did notvkmow to answer properly when
giving reasons or helping the hotel guests soleg goroblems or how to satisfy the
hotel guests. They explained that they had redeavémited amount of training in
how to deal with responses to complaints. Theesttedalso reported in the seminar
held after the internship, that responding to amamt is the most difficult issue to
deal with. Some students stated that when they iaged with the hotel guests’
complaints, they lacked confidence in making aoesp.

My interest in the issue of responses to commaint the hotel business
derives mainly from my teaching and supervisingegignces. To my knowledge, no

study of response strategies to complaints in sitaations has been conducted. This



study, therefore, attempts to provide sommgis into the norms and patterns
of response strategies used in dealing with comyglddy native English speaking
hotel employees (NE), native Thai speaking hoteplegees (NT), Thai English
learners, of high proficiency (EFLH) and Thai Esglilearners, of low proficiency
(EFLL). In addition, response strategies to commpéaperformed by these four
groups will be compared. In the EFL groups, thailarities and differences in
responses to complaints with reference to the $ew€lEnglish proficiency and the
pragmatic transfer are investigated. The resulinfthis study may serve as a
foundation for future research in the field of respes to the speech acts of

complaints.

1.3 Significance of the Study

Learners of a second or foreign language tend t@® gnsufficient and
sometimes inappropriate responses to complaintsoagared to native English
speakers. This has led to the study of cross+s@alltand interlanguage pragmatics
which focuses on the study of non-native speak&se’ and acquisition of linguistic
patterns in a second language (Kasper & Blum-Kull@93). Much attention in
cross-cultural and interlanguage pragmatics hasn bdevoted to learners’
performance of speech acts in the second langu&peech acts, as one way to
investigate pragmatics are “the basic or minimatsuaf linguistic communication”
(Searle, 1969, p.16). Requesting, complimenting apologizing are examples of
speech acts which demonstrate the intentions o$pleakers. The ability to perform
various speech acts is an important part of theeldpment of communicative

competence (Kwon, 2003). In the past two decaalsapstantial body of empirical



research has emerged describing speech acferrped by non-native
speakers of various linguistic and cultural backgits, such as, Beebe, Takahashi
and Uliss-Weltz (1990), Cohen and Olshtain (198rgsura, (1993), Intachakra
(2001), Mir (1992), Olshtain and Cohen (1983), &e{2000), Takahashi and Beebe

(1987), Tamanaha (2003), and Trosborg, (1987, 1995

Since the way language is used in communication diiar considerably
across cultures, sometimes following norms thatcaitire-specific, language should
be described as the appropriate way of speakingdged by the speech community

in which the language is used (Hymes, 1972). Asahby Coulmas (1981):

If we know how to say, I'm sorry, in another langeawe still don’t know
when and to whom we should say it according tontrens of interaction of
the respective community. Our knowledge of the oesjng form may
indeed lead to ignore or not functional restrici@m its use that where in the
communicative pattern of the culture (p. 69)

In the field of cross-cultural and interlanguagagmatics, studies of the
speech act of second or foreign learners (SL/ Blvehrevealed that although learners
may come to acquire the grammatical forms of thgetalanguage, they do not
always understand the sociocultural rules that gotiee appropriate use of the target
language. In performing appropriate speech abevetore, the SL/ FL needs to
acquire both sociocultural knowledge and the apjeigycommunication strategies of

the target culture.

In terms of the hotel business, the hotel staff wteinvolved with complaints,
may have limited knowledge of the routine of pragmatrategies for responding to
complaints as well as the sociocultural backgroahdhe hotel guests. Therefore,

lack of knowledge of the target language may raaudtcommunication



breakdown. As a result, studying the resp®iddotel staff to complaints in

an interactional context helps one understandahguage better and how it is used.

The findings of this study could be of great heipghe teaching and learning
of foreign languages in relation to culture, lileathing Thai to speakers of other
languages or teaching English to Thais as welhaieveloping a syllabus for courses
such as English for Hotel for Buriram Rajabhat msity students who are involved
in the hotel business. This is because the apiptepuse of response strategies to
complaints in hotels is as much a part of what ttutes language fluency as
grammatical accuracy and an extensive vocabulargCéistro, 1987 cited in

Wannaruk, 1997).

To sum up, gaining knowledge of native Thai angliEh speakers’ response
strategies to complaints may enhance one’s aliditgommunicate effectively in a

cross-cultural setting without facing any commutiarabreakdowns.

1.4 Statement of the Problem

The present research is an effort: 1) to investigabat typical response
strategies to complaints are used in the hotehlessi and 2) to compare the response
strategies to complaints as used by native Englaking hotel employees (NE),
native Thai speaking hotel employees (NT), Thailishdearners, of high proficiency
(EFLH), and Thai English learners, of low proficegn(EFLL), in terms of the
frequency of use of the pragmatic strategies. Tdesipilities of pragmatic transfer

effecting of the cross-cultural competency in teeponses of Thai EFL learners at



two different levels of proficiency to baseline peases by English and Thai
natives are also examined.
More specifically, the study is designed to answiee following three

guestions:

1. What are the typical response strategies toptaints employed by NE,
NT, EFLH and EFLL?
2. Are there any differences among the four ceffé groups with regard to

the frequency of the response strategies to contpfaif so, how?

3. Do EFLs transfer the pragmatic strategies uséideir mother tongue into
their English when they use response strategiesotoplaints? If so, what are the

factors relating to the use of these strategies?

1.5 Definitions of Key Terms

The present study defines “hotel business, natiagliEh speaking hotel
employees (NE), native Thai speaking hotel emplsy®d), Thai English learners of
high proficiency (EFLH), Thai English learners ofM proficiency (EFLL), response

strategies to complaints, and pragmatic transfefolows:

“Hotel business means the standard hotels around Thailand whiéér of
hospitality to guests. The standard hotels reféhé accommodation offering rooms,
services, facilities and furnishings at an inteorally acceptable standard which will

satisfy guests (Adamson, 1989).



“Native English speaking hotel employéafers to the hotel staff who are
native speakers of English and have been workirtigarhotel business inThailand for

more than five years.

“Native Thai speaking hotel employéegefers to the hotel staff who are
native speakers of Thai and have been working enhibtel business for more than

five years.

“Thai English learners of high proficiency (EFLHjefers to the fourth year
English major students at Buriram Rajabhat Univgrsvho are working in the
standard hotels around Thailand as part of theermships during the summer of

2005. Their TOEIC scores ranged from 405-565.

“Thai English learners of low proficiency (EFLLYefers to the fourth year
English major students at Buriram Rajabhat Univgrsvho are working in the
standard hotels around Thailand as part of theermships during the summer of

2005. Their TOEIC scores ranged from 200- 295.

“Response strategies to compldintge defined as the semantic formulas,
which all the hotel staff used to respond to commpgafrom the hotel guests. The

semantic formula consists of a phrase, a word,semdence.

“Pragmatic transférrefers to the negative pragmatic transfer of raspao
complaint strategies by the EFL groups. In otherds, those Thai EFL learners who
resemble the NT group in their use of pragmatiatsgies in responding to

complaints in the hotel business.



1.6 Scope and Limitations of the Study

1. This research has been conducted on the resgtragegies to complaints
in the hotel business with four different groups safbjects; 30 native English
speaking hotel employees (NE), 30 native Thai spgakotel employees (NT), 30
Thai English learners of high proficiency (EFLH)da30 Thai English learners of

low proficiency (EFLL).

2. The content used in the research instrumeshi¢rised from the first phase
of the researcher’s study. These 10 complainasans which are of the highest

occurrence in the hotels are used to elicit thgesid response.

3. The strategies are from the second phase ofefearcher’s study. The

nine strategies are coded as the baseline in threshaly.

4. Because this study is based on a contrastivdysasiathe issue of
equivalence needs to be addressed. Whiteman @&Din Wannaruk, 1997) states
that in conducting a contrastive discourse analymi® must compare “equivalent”
forms in the languages to be contrasted. We, fiieremust be cautious when

interpreting the findings of the study.

5. Since this research is limited not only in terof the numbers of subjects
but also in terms of the instrument, what has klscovered in this study might not

be generalizable and applicable to other settings.



1.7 Outline of the Dissertation

In order to achieve the purposes of this study résearcher first reviews the
related literature and previous studies of respptee&omplaints which contribute to
the present study. These can be seen in Chaptlich includes a literature review
on the language of hospitality. Then the pragrsadind speech acts, politeness theory,
interlanguage pragmatics and communicative competeand transfer effects in
interlanguage pragmatics and proficiency are ptesen The speech acts of
complaints and responses to speech act of compéaetdefined and classified
according to the work of different researchers. xtNerevious researches on
responses to complaint speech acts are includedraadgzed. Lastly, the theoretical
framework for the present study is presented.

Chapter 3 describes the research procedure whitides three phases in this
study. In each phase, the main research methodsding subjects, research
instruments and data collection are discussed. |a8igart of this chapter deals with
the data analysis which reports the coding, stedistprocedures and pragmatic

transfer.

Chapter 4 presents the results of the researdingje of the present study in
terms of pragmatic strategies used in respondingptoplaints in the hotel business
by all four groups of subjects, namely, NE, NT, EEFand EFLL. In this chapter, a
comparison of the different strategies employeceach situation among the four
groups is made. This chapter also presents therecmes of pragmatic transfer of the

EFL groups in responding to complaints.



Chapter 5 discusses the results of the resdendimgs of the present study.
This includes discussions of the strategies emplolgg the four groups. The
similarities and differences of the strategies uaed the occurrences of pragmatic

transfer are also discussed.

Finally, Chapter 6 summarizes the main findingstlué present study in
response to the research questions, including sésmu of the research results, the

pedagogical implications and suggestions for furtbeearch.

1.8 Summary

In conclusion, this chapter has presented the drsackd, rationale and
significance of the study. These contribute toghgposes and the research questions
of this study of the cross-cultural study of resggsto complaints of native Thai and
English speakers in the hotel business. The presery also provided the
definitions of key terms used to define the redearariables and the scope and
limitations of the study. An outline of this stueyas given in the final part of the

chapter.
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CHAPTER 2

REVIEW OF THE RELATED LITERATURE

The purpose of this chapter is to provide inform@fpertaining to this research,
which was obtained from reviewing the related &tare and studies. It begins with the
language of hospitality, pragmatics and speech adi#teness theory, interlanguage
pragmatics and communicative competence, transféecte in interlanguage
pragmatics and proficiency, the speech acts of taintp, and responses to speech act
of complaint. Finally, an overview of the comparat studies on responses to
complaint speech act and the theoretical frameviorkkhe present investigation are

presented.

2.1 The Language of Hospitality

Since the hotel and tourism industry, which is afethe world’'s largest
industries, has been very active for decades ieldping in various countries all over
the world, a differentiation in hosting activitigseas arisen between those that are
extended as a social obligation and those invol\pagment. In both categories,
participants normally observe the etiquette andpeties that involve interpersonal
and cross-cultural communication. Activities invialg payment, that is commercial
hospitality refers to the cluster of activitiesesried towards satisfying guests. In hotel
business, it simply means that the hotel staff gied care of the guests so the need

for language of interaction arises between themhe Tanguage used in the hotel
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business is known as “hospitality language”. Bduel Harun (2003) define the term
“hospitality language” as all linguistic expressomhich relate to and represent
hospitality concerns. It could be said that hadyt language simply means the
expressions of care for guests and the generogitthe hosts in the hospitality
establishment. This establishment competes toigeabhe best quality of hospitality
throughout the arrival-departure cycle of the ggestay which Kasavana (1993)
names as the “guest cycle”. The cycle concernsideal-typical visit cycle of

hospitality practices in private hotels, beginnmith the arrival of the guest and ending
with their departure, respectively. Viewed as acpss, then hospitality language
covers at least four discernible stages, includargyal, familiarization, engagement

and departure. The details of each stage are simoWwable 2.1.

Table 2.1

The Commercial Arrival-Departure Hospitality Cycle

Stage Activity Language used

Arrival Pick-up service in some hotels; Greeting by driver, welcome by receptionist.
luggage may be carried by porters;  Routine and rehearsed language used. Formal
registration at reception. All services question-answer transactions in formal tone.
are commercial. Varies with category of hotel.

Familiarization Receptionist briefs guest on whad a  Briefing style, rehearsed messages, additional
where in-house facilities are available, questions and answers, formal tone, language use
and on meal and check-out times; varies according to category of hotel.
guest may also read in-house
brochures and ask questions about

hotel.
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Stage Activity Language used

Engagement Independent use of facilities in roomaMostly formal and impersonal, but may depend
and in different sections of the hotel. on how long guest stays in a hotel. Difficult to
Popular items include: TV, restaurant predict exact language needs other than those
and bar, swimming pool, gymnasium, relating to use of facilities.
sauna, disco, etc.

Departure Luggage transfer, preparation of bill, Mostly rehearsed language, mostly formal and

perfunctory farewell conversation impersonal.

As shown in Table 2.1, all four stages are usua$igociated with a certain
public understanding of the language used. Fomel& arrival is associated with
greetings and departure with farewells. Betweesealtwo stages, there might be light-
humorous exchanges or serious conversation covanmigole range of communicative
activities. In terms of language used, there isdentifiable cluster of language skills
which staff dealing with hotel guests should havgured. These skills are known as
“functional language” (Kasavana, 1993). The fumadl languages used in each stage
of the guest cycle are as follows:

1) Arrival stage: welcoming, greeting, introducingsking and giving
information, and offering help and services;

2) Familiarization stage: exchanging informatiosking and giving detail,
expressing interests and concerns, and interpdrerpigession;

3) Engagement stage: making an arrangement fouraptogram, taking meal
orders, making and responding to complaints, askingnd giving tourist information,

providing room facilities, booking flights or busks guests;
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4) Departure stage: saying and exchanging farew#drances, thanking and
saying goodbye.

In terms of structure, hospitality language somesinmvolves more than two
parties: there might be an interpreter or othermediary, main actors (host and guest
as both speaker and hearer), the physical framel{h®tatus protocols and role
expectations. Hospitality language is often fornttadugh it depends very much on the
level of acquaintance among interlocutors themselv&or example, when hosting
official dinners, international conferences and @ind ceremonies, the hosting
arrangements are more formal, compared with morguataencounters among
neighbors and friends. In addition, Blue and Harf@903) indicate that when
hospitality language is employed, politeness shbeldddressed.

In conclusion, making hotel guests feel welcomearns art, and the key to
success in the hospitality industry. In the contéha globalized world, there has been
some standardization of hospitality language. TEmguage of hotel encounters, for
example, comprises functional aspects of hospitdihguage that are understood
worldwide. These functional activities include lileg with checking in, checking out,

information and queries, and miscellaneous reqBsie & Harun, 2003).

2.2 Pragmatics and Speech Acts

There are as many definitions of pragmatics asetirave been attempts by
pragmaticians to shed light on the nature of tiseidiine which is one of the youngest
in the widening field of linguistic inquiry. It isignificant to note that pragmatics
emerged as a result of the limitations of strudtseanantics to capture satisfactorily the

sociological and other non-linguistic dimensionsvefbal communication, just like
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sociolinguistic, the fore-runner to pragmatics, leed as a result of the inadequacy of
structural linguistics to explicate the factordiafuistic performance (Lawal, Ajayi &
Raji, 1997). Pragmatics basically comprises "thédysof language usage" according to
Levinson (1983, p.5), or in a more elaborate d&finifrom Kasper and Rose (2001,
p.2), "the study of communicative action in its isgaltural context”. Pragmatics is
often classified into two components, namely, pralgmyuistics, which concerns
appropriateness of form, and sociopragmatics, whiololves appropriateness of
meaning in a social context (Canale, 1983; Lee®831 Thomas, 1983; Tamanaha,
2003).

Speech acts, one of the key areas of pragmatiegjteerances, which contain
information needed to assert and perform actioAsspeech act is created when a
speaker/ writer makes an utterance to a hearetérea context (Allan, 1994). Speech
acts are a part of social interactive behavior amt be interpreted as an aspect of
social interaction (Labov & Fanshel, 1977). Thenaapt of speech act theory first
appeared in the philosophy of language throughptbeeering work of Austin (1962)
in “How to Do Things with Words ", and was furttageveloped by Searle (1969, 1976).
As the foremost proponent of speech act theorytiAud962) distinguishes three
different constituents of speech acts; locutiondlygutionary, and perlocutionary. A
locutionary act is the product of sounds and wondh meaning. The study of
locutionary acts is the domain of descriptive lirsgjas, which comprises phonetics,
syntax, phonology and linguistic semantics. Aadltionary act is the realization of a
particular language function. lllocutionary actaclude commanding, daring,
nominating and resigning, and can be effected tirquerformative sentences, whether

or not they contain performative verbs. For ins&@n'it is raining” is an implicit
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performance of “stating” even when the sentenceaanos no performative verbs. A
perlocutionary act is the achievement of effectshenaddressee. This act is not part of
the conventional meaning of an utterance, but itdesived from the context and
situation of the utterance. This implies that lipteting utterances is more than just
recognizing the speaker's intention by followinge thconvention of verbal
communication (Lawal, Ajayi & Raji, 1997). Thedtutionary act is of particular
significance because it provides a basis for caiggg conversation into acts and thus
accounts for interaction. Searle (1969) argue$ the illocutionary aspect of an
utterance, what he called a "speech act" was thie baguistic unit of communication
and meaning. In an attempt to improve on Austi@Bnition, Searle (1976) divides
illocutionary acts into five major classes: 1) ‘regentatives”, which represent a state
of affairs and denote the identification of thea&gs to commit himself to the truth of
the expressed proposition, 2) "commissives" whichgate the speaker to carry out a
future action, 3) "directives" which are intendedget the hearer to take a particular
action, 4) "expressives" which project the speakéeelings or attitudes, and 5)
"declaratives” which bring about or change theestdtaffairs they name. A complaint
and responses to complaints belong to "expressivhe%e purpose is to "express" the
speaker's psychological state of mind about cwadtitoward same prior action or state

of affairs (Tamanaha, 2003).

2.3 Politeness Theory

In recent years, linguists, sociologists, and legg philosophers (Brown &
Levinson, 1987; Fraser, 1990; Gu, 1990; Hill, Itdeyta, Kawasaki & Ogino, 1986;

Lakoff, 1977; Leech, 1983) have shown an interesthe politeness phenomenon
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because it has become one of the most importanpeottlictive areas of research in
pragmatics and sociolinguistics. Its importance terms of cross-cultural
communication is obvious, and comparative studieshe conceptualization and
manifestations of politeness in different cultunegst therefore be regarded as vital in
an era of growing internationalization.

According to Chen (2001), the research on padsrfalls into three categories:
1) work that constructs theories of politenessKdff 1973, 1977; Brown & Levinson,
1987; Leech, 1983; Fraser, 1990) ; 2) work thaéstigates cultural-specific concepts
and strategies of politeness (Hill et al., 1986; ®200); 3) work that applies existing
theories to data from various cultures ( Scollo®&ébllon, 1983; Chen, 1996; Holmes,
1990). In addition, Fraser (1990) as cited in Nev@it992) indicates research on
linguistic politeness can be said to espouse orieurfperspectives: 1) the social norm
view-represented by the traditional social etiquetpproach ( Fraser, 1990); 2) the
conversational - maxim view - a set of principlesaccount for linguistic politeness
(Lakoff, 1973; Leech, 1983); 3) the face-savingwi- a more precise formulation
(Brown & Levinson, 1987); and 4) the conversationcontract view - a set of scales
for determining the appropriate use of each maxima given situation (Fraser & Nolen,
1981).

Since politeness seems to be the most saliermtrfattsocial interaction, the
notions of politeness should be studied and exgloréhe best known account of the
theory of politeness which was first proposed bgvidar and Levinson in 1978 (reissued
1987) has given enormous impetus to two decadpsliéness studies. At the base of
Brown and Levinson's politeness theory is the agsiom that speakers in any given

language do not just convey information throughirtianguage; they use their
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language to do things (Buck, 1997). Brown and hseon’s claim is that, as
participants in conversation, we actually conduct duild personal relationships
through the dialogue we negotiate with other people fact, Brown and Levinson
propose that an abstract underlying social priecgplides and constrains our choice of
language in everyday discourse.

Brown and Levinson's theory rests on three basitions: face, face
threatening acts (FTASs), and politeness strategidge most central component to this
theory is the concept of face, a dimension of daniaraction initially introduced by
Goffman (1967). Face is defined as "the publit-isehge that every member wants to
claim for him/ herself" (Brown & Levinson, 1987,61). They also characterize face
as an image that intrinsically belongs to the il or to the self. Brown and
Levinson first distinguish between two kinds of dapositive and negative face (the
word ‘negative’ here does not mean ‘bad’, it ist juee opposite pole from ‘positive’).
Positive face is the want to be thought of as aralele human being, while negative
face is the want not to be imposed on by othersother words, positive face is the
desire for approval, whereas, negative face is dbeire for autonomy or self-
determination. When engaged in social interactsmtjal actors are expected to save
both the positive and negative face of each othien,(1988). One's failure to preserve
any of the other's face will make the other emismed, which eventually prevents one
from achieving one’s conversational goals. Theeefpeople strive to preserve others’
face.

The second notion is face-threatening acts (FTA&)ch are defined both in
terms of whose face, speaker’s or hearer’s, isalktesand whose face is threatened. In

performing FTAs, participants have to calculate gbeential face risks, i.e., how much



23

they are risking in performing those acts. Theg¢hsociological factors taken into the
calculation in determining the level of politeneglsich a speaker will use to a hearer
are: 1) the social distance between speaker ancerh@@), 2) the relative power
relationship between speaker and hearer (P), anthe3)ranking of the particular
imposition (R). To mitigate the FTAs, either postor negative politeness strategies
are used, which are the third notions. Positivitgeess strategies are addressed to
hearer's positive face wants, such as expressidnsoldarity, informality, and
familiarity. Negative politeness strategies ardradsed to the hearer’s negative face
wants and can be described as expressions of inestfamality, and distancing.
Brown and Levinson (1987) state that their thesryniversal but that it is subject to
cultural specification and elaboration in any mardar society. Brown and Levinson’s
theory is relevant to the present study in thgboases to speech acts of complaint can

be characterized as intrinsically face-threateictg.

2.4 Interlanguage Pragmatics and Communicative Copetence

Since Hymes (1972) first introduced the concept “‘@ommunicative
competence”, which is the ability to employ lingiasforms in order to communicate
appropriately in social interaction, it has beercognized as important in the
development of the interlanguage of second/ fortagiguage learners. This has been
the focus of the studies of interlanguage pragmeatite branch of second language
research which studies how non-native speaker statel and carry out linguistic
actions in a target language, and how they acadao®nd language (L2) knowledge
(Kasper, 1992). It can be said that successfuledfettive speaking of L2 learners is

not just a matter of using grammatically correctrdgoand forms, but also knowing
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when to use them and under what circumstances t@ts& Cohen, 1988; Tamanaha,
2003).

In the past two decades, a substantial body acfareb on interlanguage
pragmatics has intentionally been devoted to leatnperformance within the
framework of a speech act. The ability to perfamamnious speech acts is an important
part of the development of communicative competgifaeon, 2003). The study of
speech acts has generally focused on how a patispeech act is produced by non-
native speakers of the language. The results chrofithe research have verified that
speech act realization differs cross-culturally dné transfer at the pragmatic level
does exist in L2 learners’ language use (Kyoko3200'he L2 learners, however, tend
to be faced with a great risk of offending theitemocutors or of miscommunicating
when performing speech acts because they mighhaa¢ sufficient communicative
competence in their L2 and sometimes they may feartseir L1 pragmatics to their
L2 inappropriately (Tamanaha, 2003). Leech (198@ntions that “transfer of the
norms of one community to another may well leadptagmatic failure’ and to the
judgment that the speaker is in some way being litepancooperative, etc.” (p.231),
and instances of such miscommunication have bgenteal (Gumperz, 1982; Thomas,
1983). As a result, the study of interlanguagegmatics has been recognized as an
important subfield of research in second languagmguisition (Kasper & Schmidt,
1996). As they state, what has been investigatethis field are overwhelmingly
cross—cultural differences and transfer from the hamely, researchers typically
examine differences of use in the speech actséeitarget language and the learners’
native tongue, and then analyze the learners’ $paetcperformance in the L2 to see

how closely it matches the target use (Cohen, 1g@ffien & Olshtain, 1981, 1993;
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Takahashi & Beebe, 1987, 1993). An attempt has beade to identify universal
norms of speech act behavior and to distinguismtitem language—specific norms in
order to better understand and evaluate interlageylb@havior. Among these norms,
Kasper (1992) points out that studies in interlaggupragmatics have investigated two
aspects of speech act behavior. The former is afédled “pragmalinguistic sets”, the
semantic formulas that comprise speech acts antingpaistic forms most frequently
used to realize these semantic formulas. Therlattesociopragmatic factors” such as
the participants’ age, gender, social power/ degaand situation factors (imposition)
such as the seriousness of the offensee. Furthesri@ influence of learner-related
factors such as attitude, proficiency learning egptlength of residence in the target
community is also suspected to affect L2 learnsmech act behavior (Tamanaha,

2003).

2.5 Transfer Effects in Interlanguage Pragmaticend Proficiency

In the field of second language acquisition, pratgnaansfer has been an
important issue for several decades. Pragmatisfeais defined by Beebe, Takahashi
and Uliss-Weltz (1990, p.56) as “transfer of L1rgfi language) sociocultural
communicative competence in performing L2 (secamtgliage) speech acts or any
other aspects of L2 conversation, where the speakeying to achieve a particular
function of language”. In much of the researchimerlanguage pragmatics, second
language learners’ pragmatic transfer has been w&mabed by comparing
corresponding L1 and L2 data (Kyoko, 2003); howewdrat is lacking is a satisfactory
explanation of what specifically influences secdawlguage learners’ production. So

much of the research has discussed how, but not mdrynative speakers perform a



26

particular speech act in a target language. Thdd®283) proposes two main sources
of pragmatic transfer; sociopragmatic and pragmgaistic. Sociopragmatic is the
transfer of the speaker’'s native language and mulful/ C1) sociological values;
whereas, pragmalinguistic is the transfer of formakted to pragmatic force and
politeness values from the speaker’s native languad<asper (1992) states that
pragmatic transfer can be divided into positive aedative. Positive transfer or the
performance of native-like pragmatic strategiesidgiy facilitates communication,
and causes miscommunication or pragmatic failure/ avhen such behavior is
considered to be inappropriate for non-native spesgskdue to their position as
foreigners. Negative transfer or ‘interference’the transfer of L1 sociopragmatic
knowledge or pragmalinguistic elements related dbitgness or pragmatic force, but
does not contribute necessarily to pragmatic failuPragmatic failure may result from
either type of transfer, and is considered to oedugn speakers fail to understand each
other’s intentions (Blum-Kulka & Olshtain, 1986Both positive and negative transfer
are possible in target language learning in whigsitpve transfer makes learning an L2
easier because linguistic features from the L1 weell in the foreign language;
whereas, negative transfer takes place when theousenative structure or phrase
produces an error in the target language.

Pragmatic transfer is claimed to play an importaig in shaping many aspects
of interlanguage (Gass & Selinker, 1983; Tamanab83). Furthermore, Takahashi
and Beebe (1987, 1993) argue that the transfecteféither positive or negative, is
greater among high proficiency learners than tHew-proficiency counterparts
because high proficiency learners have sufficiemitrol over the target language to

utilize their L1 pragmatics in the L2. Ellis (199dlso points out that sufficient L2
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proficiency is necessary for learners to transfeagmatic aspects. However, this
appears to contradict another valid assumptionghvis that as a learner acquires more
linguistic proficiency, she/he should acquire mdmeowledge of L2 pragmatics
simultaneously. Therefore, negative transfer shbel less for more advanced learners.
This assumption is supported by some studies. borgs (1995) study on complaints,
for instance, found that advanced learners of Bhgtietter approximated the native
speakers’ performance than lower proficiency pgudicts in some uses of complaint
strategies. We, therefore, need more studiesitdycthis issue.

To investigate interlanguage speech acts, inctugdsponses to complaints, we
must be careful about the level of difficulty intelemining the source of obtained
divergences in any given speech act taking pladevdsm native speakers and L2
learners. That is, a divergence could be duetherecross-cultural differences or to the
learners’ under-developed pragmatic proficiencypath. Non-native speakers’ lack of
pragmatic proficiency, as Olshtain and Cohen (1988int out, is the cause of
deviation from native speaker norms and thus oftenlack of appropriateness is a
direct result of the lack of pragmatic resourced aat necessarily poor sociocultural
proficiency. In order to make clear the sourcamf such mismatch, it is necessary to
examine speech act produced by native speakehg aatget language as well as those
produced by native speakers of the learners’ maihregue and compare these data
with performances of learners at varying leveldasfguage proficiency (Tamanaha,

2003).
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2.6 The Speech Acts of Complaints

The definition of a complaint is varies depending the purposes of the
researcher’s study. The present study adoptsetieittbn of Abe (1982) which states
“an utterance, or set of utterances, which idexgifa problem or trouble source and
seeks remediation, either from the person resplengib the trouble source or a third
party who has the power to affect the situationd)p Giddens (1981), Schaefer (1982),
DeCapua (1989), and Shea (2003) also employedidiisition. This is because it is
precise, easy to apply in practice, and does nptuon any theoretical classification
of speech acts. DeCapua and Shea argue that aomglenight not fit neatly into any
single established speech act category, but cawcldssified as a combination of

expressive and directive.

In performing the speech act of complaint, ¢gpistrategies contain: 1) an
opening that includes an identification of the ctaiger and an explanation of why he/
she is entitled to complain (i.e., a self-justifioa for the complaint); 2) a complaint act;
3) a possible justification of the addressee’soagti 4) an apology; 5) a negotiated
remedy; and 6) a closing or bridge to anotheict@datch, 1994). These strategies are
influenced by the social need to maintain goodti@iahips. Furthermore, Olshtain and
Weinbach (1987) propose the preconditions that reeeessary for speech acts of
complaints to take place. The four preconditionkjch need to be fulfilled, are as
follow:

1) The speaker expects a favorable event to occuagpointment, the return

of a debt, the fulfillment of a promise, etc.) aor anfavorable event to be

prevented from occurring (a cancellation, damagsylt, etc.). The action
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results, therefore, in the violation of the speakexpectations by either
having enabled or failed to prevent the offensivent;

2) The speaker views action as having unfavorable emprences for the

speaker. The action is, therefore, the offensotg a

3) The speaker views the hearer as responsible fadten;

4) The speaker chooses to express his/her frustratmh disappointment

verbally.

Complaints can be classified into direct complaiatsl indirect complaints
(Brown & Levinson, 1987; Hatch, 1994; Trosborg, 89Boxer, 1996), which are often
investigated separately. Direct complaints areindef as the expression of
dissatisfaction to an interlocutor about a speakeself/ himself or someone/ something
that is perceived to be responsible for the offemgeereas, indirect complaints are the
expression of dissatisfaction to an interlocutooutba speaker himself/ herself or
someone/ something that is not present (Boxer, {R93However, both direct and
indirect complaints have the potential of leadigleéngthy interaction between the
speaker and the addressee.

As mentioned previously, complaints are categarimto two types, namely,
direct and indirect; however, only direct complaimbay occur in the hotel business.
The hotel guests (as complainers) inform the heteff (as complainees) about a
problem or trouble source directly and hope thay tlre either capable of or responsible

for remedying the perceived offense (Boxer, 1993a).
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2.7 Responses to Speech Act of Complaint

The study of how conversation is performed andcttined concentrates on the
recurring patterns emerging from interaction (Tagh 1995). In the case of speech
acts, the emergent pattern is that they do notraccisolation. Rather they combine
with other speech acts in a sequenced order. Tieesgrent features are known as
“adjacency pairs”, which are described as a sequafctwo related speech acts
produced by two successive speakers so that thendeatterance is identified as
related to the first as an expected follow-up ($cifie& Sacks, 1973). From this
perspective, the speech acts of complaint/ apol@pemble an adjacency pair as
investigated in this study. Frescura (1993) ingisdhat apology (or denial) has been
recognized by the complainees when reacting to tantp. Therefore, since an
apology is part of the larger unit representingpoeses to complaints, it is considered
relevant to review the studies dealing with thentdieation and description of its

patterns of realization.

Apologies are “expressive” illocutionary act (Searl976) and “convivial”
speech acts, the goal of which coincides with thaas goal of maintaining harmony
between speaker and hearer (Leech, 1983). Apaldgpecally occur post-event in an
adjacency pair and involve interactions in whicle tpologizer attempts to restore
harmony when an offence has been committed, bué tisealso an element of face-
saving involved with a protective orientation todsusaving the interlocutor’s face and

a defensive orientation towards saving one’s ows {drosborg, 1995).

Goffman (1971) undertook the study of apologiesctvihe termed “remedial

interchanges”, focusing on the description of timedial work necessary to transform
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the perceived offensive meaning of an act into@eptable one. Such a task could be
accomplished through accounts, apologies and regjiEsescura, 1993). Goffman
states that a speaker can perform an apology bexfpiessing embarrassment; 2)
stating his/ her knowledge of proper behavior;\8hgathizing with the application of
negative sanction; 4) repudiation of his/ her ovemdvior; 5) showing contempt for
oneself; 6) promising to embrace the “right wayhda7) proffering penance and

restitution.

Taking for granted that the act of apology is &y of remedial work, Fraser
(1981) continued an analysis and description of “Bemantic formulas” which are
used to perform an apology. Fraser mentiones dpatikers apologize not only by
expressing “regret” (“I'm sorry”), but also by reegting “forgiveness” (“Forgive me
for ..”), by acknowledging their “responsibility™I{ was my fault”), by promising
“forbearance” (“It'll never happen again”), or byfering “redress” (“Let me pay for
the damages”). Fraser also pointes out that iescadere social norms are broken,

speakers tend to add an “account/ explanationh@fituation to their apology formula.

Using as a starting point Fraser's description tioé semantic formulas
employed in producing an apology, Olshtain and @o{i®83) came up with a more
detailed classification, which constitutes the cofeall the categorizations used in the
studies of apology. Olshtain and Cohen descriloéogy as “a speech act set” which is

comprised of five potential semantic formulas dko¥es:

1) Expression of an Apology or lllocutionary Forceikating Device (IFID) :
- expressing regret : “l am sorry”.

- offering apology : “I apologize”.
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- requesting forgiveness : “Excuse me” / “Forgive me”
2) Acknowledgement of responsibility :
- accepting blame : “It's my fault”.
- expressing self-deficiency : “I wasn't thinking”.
- recognizing that the other person deserves an gpoltrou are right”.
3) Explanation or account :
- this formula varies according to the context : ‘dsasick” / “There was
an accident” / “| forgot” / “I had to work” ;
4) Offer of repair :
- this formula occurs only in certain contexts : I‘play ..."/“Let me help
you” ;
5) Promise of forbearance :

- this formula occurs only in certain contexts :Wibn't happen again”.

When offenders need to apologize, they have theiqure set of formulas as

shown above to use/ explain in the offensive &nt.the other hand, when offenders do

not need to apologize, they have a number of optiarhich are classified, but not

analyzed by Olshtain and Cohen, as follows:

1) No verbal reaction (opt out);
2) Denial of the need to apologize : “No need for yoget insulted” ;
3) Denial of responsibility :

- not accepting the blame : “It wasn’t my fault”.

- Blaming others: “It's your fault”.

Olshtain and Cohen’s categorization of apologytstjias is developed and

employed in studies of L1 and L2 in a variety afdaages (Holmes, 1989, 1990; Mir,
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1992; Frescura, 1993; Trosborg, 1995; Suszczyrk®@9; Reiter, 2000; Intachakra,
2001; Tamanaha, 2003). However, the most intergstiudy, which is utilized in the
present study, was conducted by Frescura (1998.sfates that reactions to complaint
can be performed using one or more of seven apatgyegies or semantic formulas.
The semantic classification of the seven formudasl their more subtle differentiation

into a number of sub-formulas are as follows:

1) Denial :
- denying own responsibility : “I didn’t do it” / “had nothing to do with
it”.
- blaming others : “My friend spilled that ...".
- blaming complainer : “What do you mean? | was attace where we
were to meet and you never showed up ...”;
2) Apology :
- expression of regret : “I am sorry”.
- offer of apology : “I apologize”.
- request for forgiveness : “Forgive me” ;
3) Explanation :
- reason : “l didn’t see you” / “I forgot”.
- excuse : “lI wasn’t able to reach you” / “I have bérying to reach you
all day...”.
- account:“ | didn’t see you because | wasn't pgyattention ....” /

“ | forgot because | have too many thingsrgnmind ...” ;
4) Appeal :

- understanding : “I hope you will understand ...”Y6u know it is ...”
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- leniency : “Usually, | am never late” / “| have r@vmissed a meeting”
- self—control : “ There is no need to be rude ...Nb{ | am not blind!”
5) Acknowledgement of responsibility :
- lack of intention : “I couldn’t get out of it” / 1just couldn’t do anything
about it".
- embarrassment : “What can | tell you?” / “| feald bad”.
- self-deprecation : “I wasn’t watching where | wasng ...” / “I didn’t
realize what | was doing ...".
- acknowledging hearer’s right to complain : “I unstand how you
feel ...” / “Yes, | realize that ...".
- accepting/ recognizing own qguilt : “It's all my fiiu/ “I'll accept
responsibility” ;
6) Offer of repair :
“We'll do it another time ... | promise ...” / I'll gig you a hand” / if
anything is damaged I'll pay for it” ;
7) Promise of forbearance :
- “It'll never happen again” / “I'll definitely try mch harder in the future”.
In conclusion, it can be seen that the apologytesiias analyzed by many
researchers in the previous studies reviewed arglasiin use. Therefore, those
apology strategies are utilized as the conceptaaidéwork for the present study. It can
be seen that from the above review that all theasgio formulas in the taxonomy of

apologies are used in responding to complaintsernbtel business.

2.8 Comparative Studies on Responses to Complainp&:ch Act
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It has been recognized that apologies/ denial bhee ttvo possible routes
available to speakers when responding to complaintSeveral studies have
concentrated on cross—cultural differences in apeto as well as interlanguage
apologies (Blum-Kulka, House & Kasper, 1989; Blumlka & Olshtain, 1984;
Frescura, 1993; Holmes, 1989, 1990; Intachakral2Maeshiba, Yoshinaga, Kasper
& Rose, 1996; Mir, 1992; Olshtain, 1989; Olsht&ilCohen, 1983; Reiter, 2000; Rose,
2001; Tamanaha, 2003; Trosborg, 1987; Vollmer &h@s, 1989). These studies
were conducted in a variety of ways, for exampierahe phone, by written letter, or
by face-to-face contact. The first comparativelgtaf apology was conducted in 1983
by Olshtain and Cohen, which explored and comptre@pology speech act produced
by native English speakers (E1), native speakeidetirew (H1), and native speakers
of Hebrew who were attending ESL classes in Isfg8). The research goal was to
find evidence of behavior that reflected a lackgodmmatical proficiency as well as
negative transfer from the first language to theoed language. The data were
collected from eight role play situations, of whiébur were set up to assess the
correlation between the severity of the offence thredintensify of the apology, and the
remaining four to assess the correlation betweensthtus of the addressee and the
degree of formality of the apology. The 44 sulgeet! university students in their
early twenties, were also presented with a wridescription of each situation on a
card to ensure full understanding. The findingsved instances of negative transfer
from the first to the second language. Speakekslodnd learners of E2, for example,
apologized less and offered repair less frequehtin E1 speakers; the E2 learners did

not use intensifiers (“I am very/ so/ terribgorry”) with the same frequency as the E1
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speakers. The authors recognized that, besideginegransfer, these deviations were
also an indication of lack of the students’ pramy in the second language.

The categorization of apology strategies whichettgyed the model of Olshtain
and Cohen, was employed by Trosborg (1987) to aeapologies in Danish and
English with the objective of comparing the fregogiof use of apology strategies, of
gaining insight into the use of politeness markehéch added to the main formulas,
and of establishing if sociopragmatic strategies tansferred from one language,
Danish (D1) to another, English (E2). The dataengdicited through role-enactment of
native speakers of Danish who were learning Englsla second language at various
levels of proficiency, from intermediate to advascen high school and university.
The twelve role-enactments, which varied along pasameters of participants’
dominance and social distance, did not put anyicésnhs on the number of turns and
replies allowed. Each exchange lasted approximdied minutes. All interactions
were videotaped. Trosborg reported that the amsabyfsthe results, checked against
data elicited with the same instrument from nasipeakers of English and Danish, did
not show statistically significant differences as fs frequency of use of apology
strategies was concerned. However, she found d&uaf qualitative differences, for
example, an increase in linguistic proficiencyretated positively with an increase in
the use of politeness markers, as well as witlghdrinumber of explanation formulas;
native speakers offered “repair” more willingly thaE2 learners; the strategy
“expression of regret” (“I'm sorry”) was used bytbhmative and non-native speakers to
the exclusion of other strategies; native speakezaded to acknowledge

“responsibility” from the beginning of the interamt, while E2 learners showed
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inconsistent behavior, such as producing first enfdl” formula and then
“acknowledging responsibility” only later.

Blum—Kulka and Olshtain (1984) modified “the apgy speech act set” and
then introduced the theoretical and methodologfcainework for a large project
entitted “A Cross-Cultural Study of Speech Act Redion Patterns: CCSSARP”
which investigated the cross-cultural realizati@it@rns of two speech acts: requests
and apologies, in eight language varieties; namAlystralian English, American
English, British English, Canadian French, DanShrman, Hebrew, and Russian. For
each language, the group of participants included rhale and female university
students in their second or third year of studyhe Dbjectives were to establish: 1)
situation variability (variations of native speakegpatterns in realizing the speech acts
according to different social constraints); 2) eriaguistic variability (similarities and
differences relative to the same social constrantess various languages studied); 3)
native versus non-native variability (similaritiesd differences between native and
non-native patterns relative to the same sociakttaimts). The data were obtained
from a discourse completion task with eight writtialogues. The same instrument,
which was translated into the various languagelset@ompared, was used by all the
investigators involved in this project. Since tpi®ject was defined by the authors
themselves as “admittedly an ambitious undertakimgyich relied on the work of
different teams of researchers for the differenglaages being investigated, conclusive
results were not available at the time of the mation of their reports. However, they
limited themselves to saying that the initial résudhowed that apologies could be
realized on the one hand with the selection of apré&ssion of an Apology or

lllocutionary Force Indicating Device (IFID), whiatontains the routinized forms of
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apology, and on the other hand by utterances, wencitain reference to the cause of
the infraction, accepting responsibility for thefraction, offering repairs for the
infraction, and promising that the infraction wikkver happen again.

More detailed reports on the research conducté¢itirvihe CCSSARP project
framework were published in “Cross-Cultural PragosatRequests and Apologies”
edited by Blum-Kulka, House, and Kasper (1989) eoning with apology were by
Vollmer and Olshtain (1989) and Olshtain (1989).heTfirst article dealt with a
description of the apology strategies of nativeakpes of German. The data were
collected, via the CCSSARP discourse completiok femm 200 university students
residing in Germany. The purposes were to invastighe structure of apology IFIDs
in German, in order to find a possible correlati@tween the frequency of expressions
of responsibility and the “cost to the speaker-lierte the hearer” decisions on the
speakers’ part. The findings revealed that napeakers of German tend to use a high
percentage of IFIDs, particularly in situations wehéhe social status of the participants
was unequal. In addition, they showed a tendencdgtémsify the apology more when
the hearer had higher social status and powerttieagpeaker.

In the second article Olshtain (1989), using gatavided by the instrument of
the CCSSARP project, reported on the comparisdriapology behavior in Canadian
French, Australian English, Hebrew, and Germanxjage: 1) the apology strategies
employed in all four languages; 2) the distributmfnspecific strategies varied across
different situations; 3) the choice of strategy amednsification related to social status,
social power, and severity of offence; and 4) thfeiknces in the four languages of
strategy performance according to situations. @halysis of the data confirmed a

great deal of similarity in the selection of IFIDdaexpressions of responsibility across



39

the seven situations of the CCSSARP instrumenterdtivas also no indication that
choice of strategy was influenced by social factddshtain concluded that it seems to
be possible to identify “universal manifestatiorisstrategy selection” and that “given
the same social factors, the same contextual estand the same level of offence,
different languages will realize apologies in veiyilar ways” (p.171).

Using a different method of data collection frome\ypously mentioned studies,
Holmes (1989, 1990) employed ethnographic instrusmengather the data in both her
studies. The former, published in 1989, examireeddsfferences in the distribution of
apologies by an unspecified number of adult Newladeters. The data were collected
through logging (the annotation of the apology@snsas possible after its occurrence).
The corpus, which consisted of 183 instances ofloggo closely followed the
categories of the framework proposed by Olshtaoh @ohen (1983). She found that
there were indeed differences in the performanceapdlogies between men and
women, such as the following: 1) women use mordoges than men; 2) women tend
to use apology strategies which focus on the victimle men’s apologies focus on the
speaker; and 3) men reject apologies more than walogand women, in turn, accept
them more than men do.

In her latter study, Holmes (1990) used the saraer Mealand corpus of her
former study to identify sociolinguistic patternsapology, such as the distribution of
strategies, the interaction of the number of facturch as the gravity of offence, status
and power of the addressee, and the social distagteeeen the interlocutors. Results
showed that the *“explicit apology” (“I'm sorry”) \8a predominant. Holmes
summarized the findings as: 1) combinations oftegias, resulting in a “weightier”

apology which correlated highly with more seriouenses; 2) more elaborated
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apology strategies were used for those with moneepoand 3) brief and indirect
apologies (“Ooops”) were used instead for lighteatfes when the participants had a
close relationship.

In 1992, Mir employed a role-play exercise for lagy strategies with 29
native speakers of English and 29 native Spanigakgys learning English. The
findings reveal interesting cultural differencesviEen the Spanish apology system and
the American English one and the subsequent tnamssfategies of native rules of
speaking to the target language during the actpofogizing. The data also show
different degrees of intensification between natime non-native responses.

Reiter (2000) investigated the linguistic polites®f 61 British native speakers
of English and 64 native speakers of Uruguayan SpanThe instrument used was an
open role-play comprising 12 combined situationsulteng in the elicitation of 12
apologies and a short questionnaire where therirdats were asked general questions
about their demographic information. The findirigdicate that the British employ
more apologies than the Uruguayans. Results cortfie claim by Blum-Kulka et al
(1989) that IFID and expressions of responsibgityerge to various degrees across all
situations in both languages whereas the otherogjaihg strategies are situation
dependent. The realization of IFIDs in British Hsgl and Uruguayan Spanish
indicates that although the strategies can bezezhlin a number of ways in both
languages, the British show a marked preferenc&’farsorry” in its intensified form
(i.e. “I'm very sorry”).

In Thailand, as far as the researcher knows, tkewely the study of Intachakra
(2001) which has been conducted on apologies in. THde subjects were native

English and Thai speakers responding to a discatosstruction questionnaire. The
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findings show a number of subtle differences betwamversational interactions in the
two speech communities. There are more stratégiespologizing in English than in
Thai, not only in terms of frequency but also gitsgint Considering direct speech acts
of apology, British English speakers have at tlkgposal at least in six variants;
whereas, there are only half as many variants ai.Th

In terms of transfer and proficiency aspects, Mdes Yoshinaga, Kasper and
Rose (1996) examined the relationship between gtrakfactors and strategy use in
apologies. The subjects participating in this gtedme from 4 groups, namely, 30
Japanese learners of English (Intermediate) staderh Hawaii Pacific University, 30
Japanese learners of English (Advanced) studeats the University of Hawaii at
Manoa, 30 native speakers of English who were battergraduates at Hawaii Pacific
University, and 30 native speakers of Japanese wéie also undergraduate and
graduate students at Hawaii Pacific University. eSén participants were given an
assessment questionnaire and a dialogue construgtiestionnaire (in English and/or
Japanese) in which they were asked to rate ea@d acbntexts on a five-point scale.
The results showed that there was strong agreebenteen the native speakers of
English and Japanese in perception of status, atlig to apologize, and likelihood of
apology acceptance. The effects of positive temseemed to be much more
pervasive than negative transfer in the learngrelagy performance and perception.
Moreover, the results found that advanced learoaty transferred their Japanese
apology strategies in 2 instances; whereas, thernm@diate group transferred their
native apology strategies 6 times. This indicdted advanced learners showed more
positive transfer than intermediate learners, &edférmer demonstrated less negative

transfer than the latter.



42

Rose (2001) studied pragmatic development amoreg tigroups of primary
school students in Hong Kong, who were approxingad@ children at level P-2, P-4,
and P-6. All groups completed a cartoon oral petidn task designed to elicit
requests, apologies, and compliment responses indekn Cantonese. They tape-
recorded what they thought the character in theocarwould say. In apologies, Rose
found that all three levels had similar responsgsrding the strategy of expressing an
apology. P-6, however, demonstrated more offersmair. Overall, Rose found little
evidence of pragmatic transfer from Cantonese.

A recent study by Tamanaha (2003) examined thdomeance of the
complaint/ apology adjacency pairs elicited throumgjeractive role plays produced by
American learners of Japanese at intermediate @2d )advanced (J2H) levels. Native
speakers of Japanese (J1) and native speakers @ficam English (E1) were used as
comparison groups. This study aimed to analyzehé)characteristics of apologies
and complaints produced by the Jls and the Elfhexharacteristics of Japanese
learners’ apologies and complaints in terms of dahgfer and linguistic difficulties in
performing such speech acts in L2; and 3) proficyeaffects that become apparent
between the J2Ls and the J2Hs. The results irticdtat there are cross-cultural
differences found in the use of apologies in rdéyg;, namely, the tendency for the E1
speakers to prefer more rational strategies; wikerba J1 speakers prefer emotional
strategies, as previously attested. In terms ofptaints, the J1 speakers were overall
slightly more indirect and mitigated than the E&algers. The results also found that
the J2Ls perform rather poorly, while the J2Hserplays closely approximated those
produced by the J1s both quantitatively and qualély as well as grammatically and

pragmatically. Both the J2Ls and the J2Hs showgtsf negative pragmatic transfer
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from their L1 in several common features, but oldéhee J2Hs exhibited less negative
pragmatic transfer than the J2Ls.

The only one research done in 1993 by Frescureoisaply the most thorough
and detailed source in the studies of responsestaslanguage speech acts of
complaint. She focused on the sociolinguistic cangon of “reactions to complaints”
as performed by four groups of speakers: nativalggs of Italian residing in Italy,
native speakers of English residing in Toronto,akees of Italian residing in Toronto
(first generation Canadians), and learners ofdtalas a second language (native
speakers of English). The goal of the study wadetermine whether different social
and contextual factors (dominance, social distasegerity of offence, and tone of
complaint) were used in the hearer-supportive @ $elf-supportive category of
formulas across the four language groups, as welitnin each language group. The
collection of data were tape-recorded in six rdeye on reactions to complaints
(mostly apologies), then the respondents were akgkdéidten to all six recordings and
to provide retrospective verbal reports on: 1) hdwese to real life they felt their
performance to be; 2) how dominant they felt thaierlocutor was; 3) their sensitivity
to the severity of the offense and to the tonehef complaint; and 4) their possible
linguistic difficulties. The data were coded aaling to a taxonomy comprising seven
semantic formulas in two categories: hearer-sup@(including formulas providing
gratification and support for the ‘face’ of the qolainers) and self-supportive
(including formulas uttered by the speakers to wi@éfand protect their own ‘face’).
Performance was measured according to the threendions of production (total
output of formulas, including repetitions), seleati(types of formulas used, excluding

repetitions) and intensity of formulas produced.heTresults revealed that native
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speakers of Italian had an overall preference fer s$elf-supportive category of
formulas, while native speakers of English had efgyence for the hearer-supportive
category. On the other hand, learners of Itali@hndt indicate any preference while
Italian-Canadian speakers thought diverging sonwam frthe native norm, gave
indication of language maintenance as well. Fresswse of verbal reports helped her
establish, among other things, that learners dfaftaended to think in English first

before responding to the role-plays.

In summary, many research studies have been cadoct apology strategies
from the early 1980’s to the 2000’s. Table 2.2inas the previous studies on apology
strategies as mentioned above:

Table 2.2

Previous Studies Conducted on Apology Strategies

Study Investigated Language Instruments Focus oft&dy
1) Olshtain & Cohen -English -Role play -Strategy use
1983 -Hebrew -Pragmatic transfer
-ESL
2) Blum-Kulka & -Australian English -DCT -Strategy use

Olshtain 1984 -American English
-British English
-Canadian French
-Danish
-German
-Hebrew

-Russian

Study Investigated Language Instruments Focus oft&dy

3) Trosborg 1987 -English Role-enactment  -Strategy use

-Danish English (Intermediate
& Advanced)



4) Olshtain 1989

5) Vollmer &

Olshtain 1989

6) Holmes 1989

7) Holmes 1990

8) Mir 1992

9) Frescura 1993

10) Maeshiba,
Yoshinaga,
Kasper & Rose
1996

11) Reiter 2000

12) Intachakra 2001

13) Rose 2001

-German

-Canadian French
-Australian English
-Hebrew

-German

-New Zealander English

New Zealander English

-English

-Spanish EFL
-Italian in Italy

-English in Toronto

-ltalian in Toronto

-Italian as a second language

-English

-Japanese EFL (Intermediate)

- Japanese EFL (Advanced)

-English
-Japanese
-English
-Uruguayan Spanish
-British English
-Thai

-Chinese EFL (P.2)
-Chinese EFL (P.4)
-Chinese EFL (P.4)

-Cantonese

-DCT

-DCT

-Logging

-Logging

-Role play

-Role play

-Strategy use
-Social status
-Power
-Strategy use
-Social status
-Power
-Severity of offence

-8gpuse
-Gender

-Stratesp
-Social status
-Power
-Gravity of offence

-Strategy use

-Strategy use
-Pragmatic transfer
-Dominance
-Social distance
-Severity of offence

-Tone

-An assessment-Strategy use

questionnaire

-A dialogue
construction
questionnaire

-Open role play

-Discourse
construction
questionnaire

-An oral
production task

-Pragmatic transfer

-Strategy use

-Strategy use

-Strategy use

-Pragmatic transfer

45

Study

Investigated Language

Instruments

Focus oft&dy

14) Tamanaha 2003

-American learners of JapaneRele play

(Intermediate)

- American learners of

-Strategy use

-Pragmatic transfer
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Japanese (Advanced)
-Japanese

-American English

As shown in Table 2.2, each previous study empldiedapology speech act
for responding to complaints realized by the sam&ausal set of semantic formulas
presented in the existing literature in terms oferlanguage and cross-cultural
comparison. They have been carried out in a wagksettings, with a range of target
populations and subjects, methods of data collecfaxral points for investigation, and
other factors when looking into the choice of pragjimstrategy use in responding to
complaints in the hotel business. Therefore, ttstgdies will utilized for developing

the conceptual framework of the present investigadis illustrated in the next section.

2.9 Theoretical Framework for the Present Investigaon

The main purpose of carrying out an extensive wewé the available related
literature in the previous sections in this chaptas to find evidence which would help
the researcher in developing a theoretical framkwoFigure 2.1 demonstrates the
theoretical framework for investigating pragmaticagegies in response to complaints

in the hotel business.

Figure 2.1

Theoretical Framework for the Present Investigation



47

Responses to Complaints

in the Hotel Business

A

Frequency of Strategy Use gRratic Transfer

Subjects of Stu

(NE, NT, EFLH and EFLL)

Through an extensive review of the research onrpadig strategies (apology
strategies) used in responding to complaints, we see that a number of variables
which are believed to be related to the strategsesl, have been taken into account for
investigation. What follows is a discussion of thasic assumptions about the
relationships between pragmatic strategy use aadthitee variables, based on the

theoretical framework shown above, the relatedditee and other author’s opinions.
2.9.1 Pragmatic Strategies Used in Responses to GQaaints

Pragmatic strategies used in responding to complare the main point for
investigation in the present study. As mentiomeddction 2.7 in this Chapter, apology
strategies are employed in this study. Past reseasork on apology strategies ( e.g.
Blum-Kulka, House & Kasper, 1989; Blum-Kulka & Otain, 1984; Frescura, 1993;
Holmes, 1989, 1990; Intachakra, 2001; Maeshibahiaga, Kasper & Rose, 1996;

Mir, 1992; Olshtain, 1989; Olshtain & Cohen, 1983eiter, 2000; Rose, 2001;
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Tamanaha, 2003; Trosborg, 1987; Vollmer & Olshtdi889) provide the researcher
with a baseline for the current research. Our gsepis to investigate the pragmatic
strategies used in responding to complaints inhibiel business for which no past

empirical research has been conducted in sucHisitisa
2.9.2 Pragmatic Transfer

As shown in Table 2.2 which summarizes the previstudies conducted on
apology strategies, it can be seen that there Wetedies which investigated pragmatic
transfer. Since pragmatic transfer has an effeatloether communication is a success
or a failure, the present study aims to investiglagenegative transfer of the Thai EFL
learners in responding to complaints in the hotelifeess in Thailand. The reason for
investigating negative transfer is that it can eaoieakdowns in communication. The
results of this study are expected to help in argamodules or materials for the

teaching of pragmatic strategies in respondingtoplaints in the hotel business.
2.9.3 Subjects of the Study

Different cultures may respond to complaints ia tiotel business in different
ways. In this investigation, the subjects incldder groups, namely, native English
speaking hotel employees, native Thai speaking koteloyees, Thai English learners
of high proficiency, and Thai English learners aiwvl proficiency. The present
investigation, therefore, aims at exploring thatiehships between these categories to
see whether or not there are differences in thespaonses to complaints which will

affect all four groups of subjects.

2.10 Summary
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This chapter first examines the details of the e of hospitality. Next, the
researcher reviews the relevant literature on pedigsand speech acts and politeness
theory. It also explains interlanguage pragmaditd communicative competence, and
transfer effects in interlanguage pragmatics amdigency. In addition, it covers the
speech acts of complaints. Then, the nature ofrésponses to the speech acts of
complaint is described. Lastly, the research @paases to complaint speech act and

the theoretical framework for this study are présen

The next chapter deals with the two phases of thdys coding, and the
categorization of responses to complaint strategl@sh are used in the third phase or

main study and it also deals with the research oustlemployed.



CHAPTER 3

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

This chapter describes the research methodologyy fas this study. It includes
three phases: phase | aims to find out the contp&iimations; phase Il concerns an
investigation of the pragmatic strategies and pHHsegeals with pragmatic transfer.
The first and second phases, which were conduotgaih some data for planning the
main research, cover the subjects, instruments, datection procedures, techniques
of data analysis, as well as the findings. Thennsudy (phase IllI) begins with
information about the subjects. Then, the researstiument is presented. This is
followed by the description of the process of dat#lection, and the analysis of the

data using different statistical methods.

3.1 Phase I: Finding out the Complaint Situations

When guests check-in at a hotel, they want to ettjey stay and make full use
of all the hotel services and facilities. Some sa#isfied but some are not. The
members of the hotel staff, therefore, have to makeeffort to ensure that all their
guests are completely satisfied with the hoteltsises. If, for some reason, guests are
not satisfied, they tend to make their complaintstty at the front desk (Prasertpakdi,
2001).

Although hotel staff try best to give the best smFvto their guests, it is

inevitable that some mistakes or misunderstandsoysetimes occur. Therefore, in
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order to carry out, this research, the first praisged to find out the typical complaint
situations in the hotel business as well as tostigate the possible responses.
3.1.1Subjects of the Study

The subjects of the first phase were 60 guests sthped in hotels around
Thailand during the period of December 2003 to &aky 2004. They were classified
into two groups: 30 native English speaking gu@sisG) and 30 native Thai speaking
guests (NTG). The former included 15 males andebtales, with ages ranging from
40 to 56. 14 of them came from the U.S.A., 9 frBngland and 7 from Australia.
They all spent their holidays in Thailand and sthye hotels for more than 5 days.
The latter group were 15 males and 15 females,imgng age from 37 to 57 years.
They were on business trips or on holidays in lsoéebund Thailand for more than 5
days.

3.1.2 Method of Data Collection

The method used to collect data in the first phases a semi-structured
interview. This method was chosen because it tiait @ general idea of where the
interviewees want the interview to go, and whatusth@ome out of it, as well as giving
the interviewee a degree of power and control dwer course of the interview
(Intaraprasert, 2002). A semi-structured intervieas conducted to gain in-depth
information and elicit complaint situations, whidecurred in the hotel business in
Thailand. The utterances of the subjects’ comfdaiere also investigated. The semi-
structured interview guides (see Appendices A ahav&e written in both Thai and
English. To ensure the equivalency of the Thai &mglish versions, the English
version was first translated into Thai by the resieer, and then the Thai version was

tested on two other individuals fluent in both Thaid English. Finally, the Thai
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version was retranslated from Thai into Englishabgrofessional Thai translator. To
validate the interview guide, a pilot study was adstered with six hotel guests: three
were English native speakers and the other three Weai native speakers. The aim of
the pilot study was to test the interview proces§irtd out if there were any problems
with the questions, sequence, timing, recording] ather technical matters.The
results of the pilot study helped the researchemtike all aspects of the semi-
structured interview clear. For example, in terofighe sequence of the questions,
before piloting, question No. 2 was the question N{see appendices A and B). After
the piloting, two subjects that question No. 2 “Hoften do you stay in this hotel?”
should be asked first instead of question No. lowHong do you usually stay here
for?”. Therefore, it can be seen that the pilatigthelped the researcher in terms of the

validity and reliability of the instruments.
3.1.3 Data Collection Procedures

Thefinal version of the semi-structured interview guidtas administered to 60
hotel guests; 30 native English speakers and 3%ena@hai speakers. The Thai version
was used to interview Thai hotel guests while thglish version was administered to
native English speaking guests. Each of the 66rnidwees was interviewed for
approximately ten minutes. Each interview was efagied to ensure that all the
information was recorded and could be reviewednatieds. After the interviews had
been completed, the audiotapes were transcribed. THai transcriptions were also
translated into English, but the primary analydishe Thai complaints was based on

the Thai transcriptions, rather than the Englighgcriptions.
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3.1.4 Data Analysis

The data obtained from the semi-structured interweere analyzed by the

frequency and then categorized by selecting théigmest frequencies to formulate the

instrument in the second phase of this study.

The findings of the data analysis of the hotel sgsieinterviewed about

complaint situations are shown in Table 3.1 below.

Table 3.1

Complaint Situations Occurring in the Hotel Busines

Frequency
Situations NEG NTG Total
N=30 N=30
1. The room is dirty or has not been cleaned. 15 12 27
2. The room facilities do not work (air conditioné¥, telephone, 13 8 21
electricity, etc).
3. The bathroom smells bad. 5 9 14
4. Someone makes a loud noise. 8 4 12
5. The services are not satisfactory (regardingestguor food and room 4 7 11
service is too slow).
6. The shower does not work. 3 5 8
7. Some food is not good in terms of preparatiogquality. 5 2 7
8. Bed linen is dirty (sheets, pillow cases, blasketc). 2 4 6
9. The water service is interrupted or not availdiben time to time. 1 5 6
10. Some undesirable pests are in the rooms @kroaches, etc.). 3 2 5
11. The toilet does not flush properly. 1 2 3
12. Checking-in is too slow. 2 1 3
13. Hotel staff refused to supply extra bed linglarikets, pillowcases) 2 1 3

when asked.
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Frequency
Situations NEG NTG Total
N=30 N=30
14. The rooms provided to the guests were notahesas those requested 2 1 3
in the booking.
15. Orders for food were not as requested. 2 - 2
Grand Total 68 63 131

As shown in Table 3.1, 15 complaint situations ocedi in the hotel business.
The 10 typical complaint situations (No. 1-10 fr@mble 3.1) were developed and used
to formulate an instrument for the second phagbestudy. In addition, the utterances
found in making complaints lik& 'he air conditioner in my room does not work. Gaul
you sendsomeone to fix it, please®i “The room facilities do not work” situation (No

2 from Table 3.1) were also used to constructisaument for the second phase.

3.2 Phase II: Investigating the Pragmatic Strategs Employed

As mentioned earlier, no research has been cordlictde field of responses
to complaint speech acts in the hotel busines®refbre, it is very difficult to base this
research on the theories or pragmatic strategoes firevious studies. As a result, the
second phase aimed to investigate the semanticufasnused in order to respond to
complaints in the hotel business. It is hoped thatpragmatic strategies found in this
phase can be the baseline or conceptual framewotké main study (the third phase).

The research methodology employed in this phaas fsllows:
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3.2.1 Subjects of the Study

The subjects of the present study were 10 natingligh-speaking hotel
employees (NE), 20 native Thai-speaking hotel eyg#s (NT), and 30 English
foreign language learners (EFL).

3.2.1.1 Native English-speaking hotel employees (NE

The NE group were all between 30 and 50 yeaegyef 3 females and 7
males. All of the NE subjects have worked at séadichotels in the tourist attractions
around Thailand for period of 7 to 23 years. Thmamsitions in the hotels were at the
management level.

3.2.1.2 Native Thai-speaking hotel employees (NT)

The NT subjects were between 25 and 45 yeargeyf H0 females and
10 males. Twelve were members of the Front Offitaff,s three were from
Housekeeping Departments, and the rest were from Fbod and Beverage
Departments. All of them have worked at standawtkls in the tourist attractions
around Thailand for a period of 3 to 20 years.

3.2.1.3 English foreign language learners (EFL)

The target group consisted of 30 Thai learner&majlish as a foreign
language, who comprised 22 females and 8 malesy Were fourth year English
major students at Buriram Rajabhat University, Tdral. They had all studied three
courses of English for hotel business, before wgwlag internships during the summer
of 2004.

Table 3.2 summarizes the information about thgesibin this phase:
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Table 3.2
Information about the Age Gender Work
SubjectsSubjects’ Male Female experience

Language Background

NE 30-50 7 3 7-23 years
years

NT 25-45 10 10 3-20 years
years

EFL 20-23 8 22 -
years

3.2.2Research Instrument

In the field of interlanguage pragmatics (ILP),uratly occurring speech may
be ideal data to investigate speech acts becauseatice natural data is difficult to
obtain and to compare across situations (Blum-Kukause & Kasper,1989; Kwon,
2003). A particular instance of the type of bebaweing studied may not occur
frequently or predictably enough for one to be aolecollect a meaningfully large
sampling of data, and the range of situations iickvithe data were collected may be
narrow. Also, it is highly unlikely that, in relfe situations, a given speech act recurs
with the same relationships (Wolfson, 1986). Sitieevariables in naturally occurring
speech acts are complex and can hardly be heldasin® allow for cross-cultural
comparisons, speech acts observed in natural datardy be studied and analyzed as

individual cases. Furthermore, it is also difficahd unethical to collect data from
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natural interactions of everyday speech withouingtthe interlocutors involved in the
exchange know that they are being observed (KWod3R

Instead of relying on natural data, most of thE Htudies have used elicitation
procedures for cross-cultural linguistic study. eDthe past decade, the methods used
to collect data in speech act studies have beeelyidebated and rather limited.
Golato (2003) lists and gives an overview of thgasdages and disadvantages of the
five collection data methods, namely discourse detigm tasks (DCT), role plays,
field observation, recording of naturally occurririgke-in-interaction, and recall
protocols. Of these methods, ‘field observationbls/iously the best method but it is
extremely time-consuming and it is virtually impis with this method to obtain data
in a wide range of situations and attributes otip@ants (Cohen, 1996; Tamanaha,
2003). However, the two most commonly employedhoes$ in ILP studies which
concentrate mainly on speech act studies are D@Traa plays (Blum-Kulka, House
& Kasper, 1989; Tamanaha, 2003).

In role plays, which have been used by many lisigu{e.g. Frescura, 1993;
Scarcella, 1983; Shea, 2003; Tamanaha, 2003; Taridk&8), subjects are given
instructions that specify their roles, the initsluations and at least one interlocutor’s
communicative goal. The outcome of interactionsale plays is not predetermined.
The major advantage of role plays as a data calechethod is that the pragmatic
interactions observed are contextualized. As arolded method, role plays allow the
researcher to manipulate the variables of a s@oatthus allowing cross-cultural
linguistic comparisons to be made. Also, sinces mpllays often elicit several turn-
takings between interlocutors, they can provideghmisinto the meaning negotiation

process as in authentic conversations. However obthe disadvantages of role plays



58

is that the collections and transcription of théada time-consuming. Role play data
are also more difficult to code than data from mtaghtly controlled procedures, such
as DCTs, since “illocutionary force and the predisection of conversational marker
often cannot be unambiguously determined” (KaspeD&hl, 1991, p. 229). In
addition, it has been reported that when subjetieracted with a researcher in role
plays requesting situations, they often avoidedgisiirect strategies in order to sound
more polite to the researcher (Rintell & Mitchdl®89; Kwon, 2003). Most crucially,
the extent to which role play data represent natata remains undetermined.

A DCT, employed by numerous studies (Al-Issa, 20B8ebe, Takahashi &
Uliss-Weltz, 1990; Blum-Kulka, 1982; Cohen, Olsht& Rosentein, 1986; House &
Kasper, 1987; Kwon, 2003; Olshtain & Weinbach, 19@se, 1994; Wannaruk, 2004),
is the most widely used method of data collectionsecond language speech act
research. Beebe and Cummings (1996) reportedafivantages of the DCT. Firstly,
large amounts of data can be collected quicklyeffidiently in a short period of time
without any need for transcription. Secondly, aitidl classification of semantic
formulas and strategies in speech acts can beedremtd studied. Thirdly, the
necessary elements of a socially acceptable (thaaghlways polite) response can be
studied. Fourthly, insight can be gained into aband psychological factors that are
likely to affect speech act performance. Finathe body of rules governing given
speech acts can be discerned in the minds of spgeaka given language.

The DCT also meets the need of cross-linguistseaech to control social
variables for comparability in that it allows thesearchers to control basic social
factors of the situations such as setting, gendersocial status and distance. The

controlled context helps to elicit the realizatiointhe speech act under study, and the
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manipulation of social factors across situatiorleved researchers to investigate the
variation in strategies relative to the social éast e.g. Olshtain & Blum-Kulka, 1985;
Blum-Kulka, et al, 1989. Kasper (2000) who hasdrarted numerous ILP speech act
studies using DCTs as well as other methods inglictiitat “in interlanguage pragmatic
research, we may be interested in finding out wtatearners know as opposed to
what they can do under the much more demanding ittmmsl of conversational
encounters. For such purposes, DCTs are an e#egpition” (p. 330).

Despite the advantages of using DCTs, Beebe amdn@hgs (1996) noted,
based on the comparison between DCT data and ddlescted by tape-recording
naturally occurring telephone conversations thatrésponses in DCTs may differ from
natural speech in wording, usage, range of formatas strategies, depth of emotion,
repetition and elaboration, and rates of occurrefdde speech act. The findings of
Beebe and Cumming were confirmed by Hartford andd®a&-Harlig (1992) and
Rintell and Mitchell (1989).

Hartford and Bardovi-Harlig (1992) compared nayraccurring data with
those elicited by an open-ended DCT with native rmoaknative speakers in the speech
act of rejections. Results indicated that thergewsifferences between naturally
occurring rejections and DCT rejections in terms$ype and frequency of strategies. It
was also noted that the written responses do hoivad speaker to display the full
range of response types since the DCTs are nograesbito capture the extended and
dynamic negotiations between interlocutors thaetgkace in natural conversation.
The authors concluded that although DCTs are aattdutool, providing data which

help explain and interpret naturally occurring speemore natural data should be
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collected as a basis for use in DCTs as a meaonsd#rstanding the whole picture of
interaction.

Rintell and Mitchell (1989) compared open-endedlDdata to cloze role play
data for both requests and apologies from natiealsgrs of English and non-native
speakers of English. They found that open-ended D&Zitten responses) and role
play (oral responses) data differed in two waysirstFnon-native speakers’ oral
responses were significantly longer than theirtemitresponses due to the use of more
supportive moves, hesitation and recycling. Howewhis difference in length
observed between the oral and written responsginon-native speaker data was not
found in the native speaker data. The authorsladad that the difference which they
assumed to result from the data elicitation metimight not be related to the method
itself, but it might be associated with the specifiay non-native speakers approached
tasks. The authors also discussed possible reagmnshe oral role plays produced
longer responses. In the role play task wherentirenative speakers had to interact
face-to-face with the researcher, they may have lbeacerned with sounding polite,
and clarifying their points. Thus, the non-natsmeakers stated a phrase, and often
repaired and restated the phrase until they prabaaaore precise phrase representing
what they intended to say. This may have inewtédahgthened their responses in role
plays. However, in writing, the non-native speakerere able to plan what they
wanted to say by trying out different words andgses mentally. For the native
speakers, their fluency with the language “allow lar her to respond spontaneously,
whether orally or in writing, without the need tasch for the most appropriate, or the

most correct, word or phrase” (p. 267).
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The data elicited by DCTs and role plays in tiséudy did not differ in terms of
the range of the request and apology strategie$ lms@ative and non-native speakers.
In the case of apologies, no difference was fouaetlveen DCT and role play data.
However, the second difference between DCT andpialg data was in the directness
level displayed in some request situations. In pesticular situations where the
requester asks that an obligation be fulfilled. (esking a roommate to clean the
kitchen after throwing a party, and asking a wortamove a car which is blocking
emergency vehicles), both native and non-nativalsgrs were more direct in the DCT
than in the role plays. This difference, accordmérintell and Mitchell, may be due to
interaction between the method and a situationahble. The face-to-face role plays
with the experimenter may have prevented both eaivd non-native speakers from
using more direct language although direct langusgems appropriate for these
situations where the subjects ask the interlodat@erform an obligation rather than to
do a favor. On the other hand, in writing, thejeats were free to use less polite and
more direct language which they believed to be gqpate for the situation since the
discomfort that they may feel in a face-to-faceamter is absent. The authors noted
that what language would be used in a real nonferpetal face-to-face interaction is
of course, left open to question. They also indidahat face-to-face interaction may
be a more demanding task for non-native speakarsitlis for native speakers.

To sum up, Rintell and Mitchell wrote:

“Despite known distinctions between spoken and tamitlanguage...
language elicited in this study is very similar wier collected in written or
oral form. We believe the reason for this similaré that, although the data
appear in the two modalities, they do not trulyaetf the contrast between
spoken and written language. In fact, the discoumsapletion test is, in a
sense, a role- play like the oral one. With bothhuods, subjects are asked
to role-play what they or someone else might sag given situation. So,
both methods elicit representations of spoken laggu(p. 270).
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Regardless of this criticism, the DCT is still amonly used in cross-cultural
and ILP studies to investigate different types péexh acts, recognizing that the
advantages of the DCT outweigh the possible shaitogs.

Based on the above advantages of DCT as well @® fruan’s (2001)
suggestion that the choice of data gathering nastfior a particular study should be
made based on the objectives and questions ofedearch, the DCT, therefore, was
employed for use only in the second phase of thidys

As mentioned above, the instrument used to collexdata in this study was a
“Discourse Completion Task (DCT)” which was desigrand developed based on the
findings obtained through the interview. DCT waistfintroduced by Levenston (1975
cited in Kwon, 2003) as a means of assessing tigddBrproficiency of immigrants to
Canada. Subsequently, Blum-Kulka (1982) adapteditten DCT to examine speech
act realization. A DCT typically consists of a s#tbrief situational descriptions
designed to elicit a particular speech act (Kagpdrose, 2001). Subjects read the
situation and then respond in writing to a promphe following is an example of a
typical DCT prompt as used in this study:

Situation Mr. Smith comes up to you and complains aboetdintiness of his

room.

Mr. Smith: My room is very dirty. It obvioyshasn't been cleaned. The bed

hasn’t been made, either.
You:

In the second phase of data collection, the Df©msisted of 10 different
situations, designed to elicit a response to comfslabccurring in the hotel business.

Since the present study has been conducted maiyspecific situation as in the hotel
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business, in all situations, the relative powematiehship and the social distance
between the interlocutors were not varied; therioteitors were set as “stranger”.
Therefore, the power relationship is ‘high-low” afé social distance is not close. In
terms of imposition or gravity of the offenses,\thveere assessed as heavy or serious
since all situations in the hotel business weresicmned to be in these categories (see
Brown & Levinson, 1989 for more details of faceeitening acts (FTAs) concerning
the relative power relationship (P), the sociatatise (S) and the imposition (R)).

In order to construct the DCT, it was first writtém two versions, one in
English and the other one in Thai (see AppendicasidCD). After that, the DCT was
translated into Thai by the researcher, a natiwealegr of Thai. Then the translation
was further checked by two Thai linguistic lectgrerFinally, the Thai and English
DCTs were tested twice among native speakers ofigbngnd Thai, and revised
accordingly before they were administered. Bothsios were developed to be
equivalent in terms of format and content. Thdofeing are the 10 provoking-
complaint situations:

Situation 1: Dirty or unclean rooms

Situation 2: Broken air conditioner or television

Situation 3: Disgusting bathroom

Situation 4: Disturbance from a loud noise

Situation 5: Slow delivery service for food orelér

Situation 6: Broken showers

Situation 7: Awful food ordered from the restanra

Situation 8: Dirty bed linen

Situation 9: Interrupted water supply in the lbatm
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Situation 10: Cockroaches in the wastebasket

After the design of the situations as well as tdomtent of the DCT was
carefully thought out and thoroughly discussed widlive speakers of both languages
in order to ensure they were sufficiently natunadl ahat they meant the same in both
English and Thai, the instrument was pilot-testgdime respondents: three from each
group of the NE, NT and EFL subjects. The maireotiyes of the pilot test were: 1)
to carry out a preliminary analysis in order toedetine whether the wording, the
format and the setting of the situations would er¢sny difficulties; 2) to identify any
problematic items in the DCT and remove those efgsnerhich did not yield usable
data so that the respondents in the second phaskl wrperience no difficulties in
answering the DCT; 3) to double check that the D@E clear to all respondents and
that there was no confusion as to what they werantn® do; 4) to estimate how long
it would take the respondent to answer the compfaiovoking situations; and 5) to
ensure some sort of validity of the DCT for theadabllection and to check its
reliability. In other words, to make sure that DET is an effective and dependable
means of eliciting results which would yield anssvar the questions .

3.2.3 Data Collection Procedures

The DCT for the present investigation was emplogedollect data during the
summer 2004. The researcher collected some odlake himself and had two other
hotel staff, who were the researcher's former sitgjecollect more data from the
subjects who worked in hotels including both Ergland Thai native speaking
employees. All three groups of subjects were asketespond to the 10 different

complaint situations. The English DCT was giveh® NE and EFL groups; whereas,
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the Thai DCT was given to the NT subjects. No timet was set for completing the

DCTs.

3.2.4 Data Analysis

This section explains how the semantic formulaghefDCT data obtained from
the subjects were coded. Also, it describes tagstital procedures used to analyze
the data.

3.2.4.1 Coding
Following the method used by many researchergs Boxer, 1993a, 1993b,

1996; Frescura, 1993; Laforest, 2002; Murphy & N&896; Olshtain & Weinbach,
1985), the data collected from the three groupevasialyzed using semantic formulas
as “units of analysis”. All data from the DCTs weroded according to the apology
taxonomy developed by Olshtain and Cohen (1983),Faascura (1993). For example,
in the situation where respondents responded tongpkaint about food service in a
hotel restaurant, a response suchl'as really sorry, we were very busy this morning.
Your breakfast will be delivered to your room infeav minutes” was analyzed as
consisting of three units, each falling into cop@sding semantic formulas (as shown
in the brackets):

(2) I'm really sorry.

[apology]
(2) We were very busy this morning.
[Explanation]
(3) Your breakfast will be delivered to your room ifesv minutes.

[Offering repair]



66

In addition, new types of strategies (semantic fda®) were identified based
on this study. To make sure the semantic formsiaed the data in the light of the
classification provided by Olshtain and Cohen, &nelscura, four independent raters,
two English native speakers and two Thai nativeakees, were selected to analyze
random samples. The intercoder reliability of theglish and the Thai DCTs was
found to be 92% and 94%, respectively.

3.2.4.2 Statistical Procedures
The semantic formulas employed by each groupesponse to each DCT
complaint situation were analyzed. The researtier calculated the total number of
frequencies of the response strategies to complaicturring in each situation from
each group by using the percentages.
3.2.5 Findings

Based on the apology taxonomy of Olshtain and 6qfi®©83), and Frescura

(1993) as well as the new strategies found inghidy, the findings are shown in Table

3.3 as follows:

Table 3.3

Strategies Used in Responding to Complaints in thdotel Business

Frequency
Strategy NE NT EFL

Total % Total % Total %

1. Expression of apology 66 20.08 146 34.93 109 3209.
2. Acknowledgement of responsibility 29 12.34 36 .618 76 13.40

3. Explanation 12 5.11 7 1.67 5 .88
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Frequency
Strategy NE NT EFL

Total % Total % Total %

4. Offering repair 107 53.23 192 44.94 277 48.85
5. Promise of forbearance 7 2.98 4 .96 6 1.06
6. Making a suggestion* 5 2.13 10 2.39 4 71
7. Giving the time frame for action* 4 1.70 19 454 62 10.93

8. Asking for information* 1 43 1 .24 21 3.71
9. Gratitude* 4 1.70 3 72 7 1.24

235 100.00 418 100.00 567 100.00
Grand Total

Note: * New strategies found

The findings from Table 3.3 indicate that the Y9atggies were found in
responding to complaints in hotels around Thailatal.terms of strategies used, the
“Offering repair” strategy was employed the mostqliently to respond to the
complaints among the three groups, followed by ‘fegpion of apology”, and
“Acknowledgement of responsibility”, respectivelyll of the strategies found in this

phase will, therefore, be employed as a baselinthéomain study.

3.3 Phase lllI: Investigating the Pragmatic Strateges Employed and

Pragmatic Transfer

This phase aims to answer the research questidhg ofiain study. To achieve

the purposes of the present study, the followesgarch methodology was employed:



68

3.3.1 Subjects of the Study

A total of 120 subjects participated in this stu@9 native English speaking
hotel employees(NE), 30 native Thai speaking hetebloyees (NT) and 60 Thai EFL
learners (EFL). Within the Thai EFL learner grolf) subjects were at a high
proficiency level (EFLH) and 30 were at a low poxéncy level (EFLL).

3.3.1.1 Target Language Group (NE)

The native speakers of the target language, Enghsluded 20 males and 10
females, ranging in age from the 34 to 56 yearnseyThave worked at standard hotels
around Thailand. All of them have been working restel staff in high-ranking
positions for a period of 8 to 20 years.

3.3.1.2 Native Language Group (NT)

The native speakers of Thai were 10 males ance@fales. Their age ranges
from 25 to 48 years. All of them are working asehstaff at standard hotels around
Thailand. Their work experience is between 5 ty@ars.

Both NE and NT groups were selected because theg wxpected to have
acquired the appropriate sociolinguistic rules thgpresent the “norms” of their
cultures. They were not required to take on arecisih roles, but to be themselves in
order to respond realistically.

3.3.1.3 Learner Language Groups (EFL)

The learner language group, which is the primargusoof this study, is
composed of fourth year students whose major sulgdenglish at Buriram Rajabhat
University. They participated as part of their @@aic program for professional
training in the hotel business during the summe2Qfi5. They were being trained to

work as hotel staff in the Front Office, Food ané@vBrage, and Housekeeping
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Departments. To find out whether there were diffiees in the responses to
complaints as well as the pragmatic transfer, theE&L learners were randomly
divided into two different English proficiency ldge(high and low) based on the
TOEIC (Test of English for International Communioa) scores. The TOEIC,
developed by the Chauncey Group at the ETS (Educdtesting Services), assesses
general English proficiency for the global workpgaclt is one of the most commonly
used English proficiency tests in Thailand, and ynaotels and companies in Thailand
require their applicants to submit TOEIC scorethmhiring process. The test consists
of 200 multiple choice questions in listening coef@nsion and reading
comprehension, and scores range from 10 to 99@selhotels and companies require
the TOEIC scores of at least 350.

On being accepted by the hotels and companies)deaare assigned to the
low and high according to their most current TOEEres: scores below 300 are
placed in the low English proficiency group andrssoabove 400 the high English
proficiency group. At the time of the data collent 30 learners were classified as low
and 30 in the high groups.

1) Thai English learners, of high proficiency (EFLH

30 Thai EFL learners in the high group (EFLH) papated and their TOEIC
scores ranged from 405-565 (X= 450.17, S.D. = 48.8%n were males and 20 were
females between 20 to 25 years of age.

2) Thai English learners, of low proficiency (EFLL)

30 Thai EFL learners in the low group (EFLL) papated in this study, and
their TOEIC scores ranged from 200-295 (X= 2508%. = 28.89). Ten were males

and 20 were females between 20 to 25 years of age.
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None of the learners in the two proficiency levedsl ever been to any English-
speaking countries. No further assessment was tsecategorize the students
representing the Thai learners of English group iwo different proficiency levels.

3.3.2 Research Instrument

In this phase, data were collected through a ewiDCT as employed in the
second phase. An important task in this studyisxamine the semantic formulas
used in responding to complaints of Thai EFL leesra two diffrent proficiency levels
as compared with those of native speakers of Bnglisd Thai. This requires a
controlled procedure by which a substantial amafitata from two different cultural
and linguistic groups is collected in the same existfor the purposes of comparison.

The reasons for employing the DCT from the secdmase were that the DCT
is a controlled elicitation method which meets tbemand for cross-cultural
comparability (Blum-Kulka et al., 1989; Rintell & iMhell, 1989; Trenchs, 1995;
Decapua, 1998; Kwon, 2003) and it allows reseasctercontrol the variables of the
situation (e.g. status of interlocutors) therebyvting a consistent body of data. Also,
it has been proven to be quick and efficient irhgeahg a large amount of data (Cohen
& Olshtain, 1981; Beebe & Cummings, 1996; Wolfstf86). Since the goal of this
study is to investigate the subjects’ use of respsrio complaint strategies under the
given situations in the hotel business, rather tioastudy those pragmatic aspects that
are specific to the dynamics of a conversation, ¢ugn-taking, speaker-listener
coordination or sequencing of speech, we thinkdhaCT is an adequate instrument to
employ.

In the third phase of this present study, the DCAy rallow the collection of

stereotypical responses to the complaints by e&el EFL learner, which in turn may
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help to identify the general trend by which Thairlgers rely on their native pragmatic
knowledge in realizing the target language speeth a
3.3.3Data Collection Procedures

In order to examine the effect of different datallertion methods on the
production of responses to speech act of compldivat, data were collected from
standard hotels around Thailand, and administeyetidoresearcher himself during the
time period of February to May 2005.

Before completing the DCT, all the four groups sofbjects were given the
Informed Consent Form. They completed a demogcagbestionnaire on their age,
gender, working position, number of years of empient, years of schooling, and
academic degrees obtained, and so on (shown inndiigess E and F). The NE, EFLH
and EFLL subjects received English consent formgewthe NT group received a Thai
language version.

Similar to the completion of the Informed Consé&atrm, all four groups of
subjects were asked to fill out the DCT: the NELH and EFLL subjects were given
the English version; whereas, the NT group wasrginethe Thai version. All of the
four groups were told to respond as naturally asibte when completing each of the
dialogues.

In the EFLH and EFLL groups, the instructions wprevided both orally and
in written form in their native language, Thali, éasure that they understood how to
complete the DCT. They were also told not to beopcupied with grammatical
accuracy when they wrote their answers in Engli§his was to avoid having subjects
believe that they were being assessed for themmpatical proficiency, thus writing

only what they perceived to be grammatically cdriecEnglish. It is important to
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remind them to write what they would actually sagardless of the accuracy of the
grammar. The subjects were also free to ask qumsstd the administrator regarding
the items in the DCT. No time limits were imposedcompleting the DCT.

3.3.4 Data Analyses

This part starts with the coding of the pragmatiategies employed by all the
four groups. Next, the semantic formulas usechendtudy are categorized, followed
by the analysis of pragmatic transfer. The lagt wd this section presents the

statistical analyses.
3.3.4.1 Coding

In order to arrive at a set of strategies, thargpds “A unit of analysis” which
is found in the second phase was employed to ffafise response strategies to
complaints developed by Olshtain and Cohen (1988) Frescura (1993). Since the
present study uses the different groups of subfeats the second phase, the elicited
data must be examined to determine whether theghthe classification system used
in this phase. For example, new strategies mighfobhnd. The strategies found in the

phase Two, on the other hand, but do not occuignstudy will be omitted.

The researcher then coded the main discourse canfointo the relevant
categories for the response strategies of compldiré. words, phrases, clauses, or
sentences meeting a particular semantic criterggessary to perform a speech act).
To confirm that the interpretation of the Englisidarhai language data is correct, the
intercoder reliability was calculated. Four tralngeachers of English, two native
English speakers and two native Thai speakers, edomkdependently on recoding in

their mother tongue, all of the strategies of camts in each response according to
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the initial coding performed by the researcher. n@&ally, the intercoder reliability
value should be more than 80% (Wannaruk, 1997)r iteans on which there was
disagreement, all the coders reviewed the codindetjnes, recoded the data together
and discussed any discrepancies until they reaehemnsensus. The intercoder
reliability of the English and Thai DCTs in thisgde was 94.5% and 95%, respectively.
After the coding was completed, the researchedasd, quantified, and compared the
main discourse components among the four groupsequency was chosen as the
primary endpoint of this study.

3.3.4.2 Categorization

The unit of analysis was used for categorizhmgutterances produced by four
groups of subjects. When a particular responseesfy to complaints was used more
than once in a single response, each use was couadpendently.

Based on the apology taxonomy found in the seqarabke of the study, the
response strategies to complaints employed in theept study were categorized as
follows:

1) Expression of Apology

An expression of apology represents a strategg tesenaintain, or support the
complainer’s face. In addition, it intends to reipeany threat to the complainee’s
negative face. The utterances, which serve ag@ession of apology, are as follows:

e.g. -1 (do) apologize.

- | (Just) apologize for that.
- | apologize for your inconvenience.
- (Oh!) I'm (very/ really/ terribly/ extremely)osry.

- (So) sorry.
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- Sorry for ( the mistake/the problem/your inconesice).
- My mistake.
- Excuse me.
- ideladneny/ ATy

[ sia cay doay "&/ krap ]
- 9 Iny

[ kroo troot ]
- YPONY

[ koo ?a-pay ]
- voszmuIny
['k> pra-taan-toot ]

- NT1VVDDNY

[ kraap ko> ?a-pay];

2) Acknowledgement of Responsibility
This strategy is to draw the complainee’s attentm acknowledge and accept
the causes of the complaints. The utterancestossttept a problem are:
e.g. - Yes, sirfmadam.
- Sure.
- Certainly.
- Yes, we could.
- O.K., sirfmadam.
-All right.
- | see.

- Alright.
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- Of course, sir/fmadam.
- Very well, sirfmadam.
- a5yl 1éasy

[ krrap / daay kap |
- nzl dne

[ ka / daaykra]
- daeas/ e

[ daay leeykap / ka ] ;

3) Explanation
Explanation or account is a strategy used to gbasons why an unfavorable
act has been performed, or why the complainer'etgbions have not been met. The
following are the utterances from the second study.
e.g. - We were very busy this morning.
- There were many orders this morning.
- All the rooms are occupied now.
- Our staff are in the meeting hall now.
- The room services have many orders right now.
- The guests from many rooms checked out thisimgr
- The foods that you order just have the timméke it.
- There must be something wrong with the redistna
- It appears as if this meal order has been mixed
- The food is ready for you but there was a smatident on the way so

we have to prepare a new order for you.

dy d' Y Aa
- aouilvunil¥usmsorvvsun
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[ Don nii keek trii cray po-ri-kaan?aat ca méaak |
Y [ =\ Y a v ;/ [
- HounvoIn e Iswsuims 1FuTmstsensienvvemuazanisn
[ hon pak koon traag roon-reem mii kaan tay oo-ri-kaan
booy kran ?aat ca kawd sok-ka-prok ]
dyl 4 U Y Y
- ARUNFNUOTUBUT NS NUTY
[toon nii can ?€ kroon raw puay karn-han]
- anulddeemsamuiiaa orderun NeATIANGIUTIBNTAA

[ di-chan daay sp ?a-haan taamtiii khun ?>>-dss maa ftaa)

krrua koon ?aan ray-kaan fjt];

4) Offering Repair
Offering repair is a strategy used to providedbmplainers with help to repair
or rectify the unfavorable circumstance.
e.g. - The maid will come to your room in a few motigs.
- We'll inform them to be quiet.
- We’'ll send the engineer to your room.
- We'll call to check for you.
- I'll contact room service as soon as possible.
- I'll carry it out.
- I'll take you to the manager.
- I'll tell/inform someone to take care of it hgnow.
- I'll help you right now.
- We’ll change the room for you, madam.

- We'll cook them again for free of charge
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- I'll give you a new room.

- We’'ll move you to another room.

- Could | take your order again?

- avuzsadadmihiinianuazoa@iineds
[di-chan ca r@ sa) caw-naa*fi maatam kwaam sazaat diaw
nii leey ka|

- swzudalid g fenihdnaiizas
[raw ca €en hay caay pay duu bk naam hay in na ka]

- winanveuseziu i douliiumely 5 wniugas
[ pra-naknaan k'oon raw ca kun pay plian hayrdan paay
nay ha naa-i |
- malswsuBudnldeudesligalniasy
[tréday roong-reem yin-dii plian tbn hay kun may krap]
- 51Lw¢;ﬂ1imﬂﬁﬁ§u @Aermasnenaon il

[trda hét-kaan may dii"&n diaw taag raw ca plian hay&];

5) Promise of Forbearance
This strategy is to inform the complainers thatimmediate repair can be
expected/ will be carried out. The complaineed aldo undertake to do their best to
remedy the unfavorable circumstance.
e.g. - Everything will be ready in five minutes.
- The problem can be solved in a few minutes.
- Hope you can relax tonight.

- Please don’t worry about it.
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- The noise will stop in a few minutes.
- | hope you have a good night’s rest.
- Hope that you can go to bed early as planned.

- It will be done properly and under my supsiom.

9 b4

aw 9 K] Y Y VoA A q ¥ 7 Aa R A
- ﬂﬂLli]8LLi]QLLNU1H1WLLﬂUlﬂIi;ﬂ‘]JﬂW§’EJQu ma”lﬂmmmimuuuummuaﬂ
[ di-chan c& €en mee-bdan hay &e-kray cut bok-proon nii

pda may hay hét kaanebb nii kat kin ?iik ]
19 I~ ] [ (] ~ 9 Y o
- lidouturiauzasy NNOYNITYVIOY a1elelansy

[ may bon pen hug na krap took yaa riap py sa-baay cay
daay Wkap];

6) Making a Suggestion
Making a suggestion is a strategy used to findleernative to the imposition of
the unfavorable circumstance. The complainee offergable ways in which the
complainer will be satisfied.
e.g. - Please relax at the restaurant.
- Can we make a new one for you?
- Would you like to change to another room?
- Would you like something to drink while you wai
- May | offer you some special dishes to help gajoy your meal?

- If you don't like your room, we’ll provide anfwér room for you.

oA ' Y A A A
-IENINNGD W1u@]@\3ﬂ1jlﬂiﬂ\iﬂnlwuqﬂuﬂ$

[ra-w &ay tii ro> tdan don kaan krGag ddum psam may
hk]
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- Muazanaztlasuioain luuag 3UATINMIUILMTEATUMT AUN

[ rdan sa-duak ca pliamih pak may ka raw kreg waa

tdan ca nuay laa kap kaaendtaay];

7) Giving the Time Frame for Action
Giving the time frame for action is a strategydise inform the complainer of
the length of time needed to compensate for ogpair the unfavorable circumstance.

e.g. -Justamoment, please.

- Please wait a few minutes.

- One moment, please.

- Just wait a while.

- Please wait for a moment.

- You can wait for a moment.

- Immediately, madam.

- Can you give us ten minutes, madam?

- sodnaguzasul Az

[P> sak krlu na krap / ka]
- sodn 10 wdiuzasu/ az

[ro> sak siip naavdt na krap/ ka];

8) Asking for Information

Asking for information is a strategy used to askdome facts related to the
unfavorable circumstance.

e.g. - Steakis medium?

- What's your room number, please?
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- May | know your room, please?
- May | have your room number, please?
- Could you give me your name and your room nuinease?
- painegrouwes nuasy
[ krun pék yau b bes niy krrap ]
- NIUIVONHNBIAVRDIA LAY

[ ka-ru-naa bok maay leek bn dlay ka];

9) Gratitude
This strategy is used when the complainer would tik thank the complainee
for having informed him or her of the unfavoulablecumstance. Also, an expression
of gratitude is employed when the complainer waatend the conversation with his
interlocutor.
e.g. - Thankyou.
- Thank you for your information.
- Thank you very much for advising us.

- Thanks for letting us know of your inconvenience.
- vougudmSudoyans

[ koop kun sam-rap %> muun ka |

A 9 q9
= meuammmﬂwmm

[ kroop kun tii ceen hay saap];
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10) Promise of Follow-up Action
This strategy is used when the complaints have begaired or compensated
for. The complainees want to be sure that the taimgrs are satisfied with the
solution to their complaint.
e.g. - lwillinvestigate how the incident occutre
- After 30 minutes, | will call you back that eything has been fixed.
- Please allow me to follow up with the housekegpmfind out why it
was not done.

- Could I call you tomorrow to ask if the problesanncbe solved?
d+ 1w a dg’ 9 [l
- 1RezATRdougITunaTL Ided1e]s
[ diaw ca truat 92p duu wéa man kat kun déay yaa) ray ]
d+ Y o
N IR EL R TR UATEL e 5T
[ diaw ca taam ha nd krép ]
A v
- 198792 Tnsau vugay

[ diaw ca too taamna ka];

11) Empathy
This strategy is used when the complainees (htaff) £xpress their empathy
when the clients inform them of an unfavorable winstance. Examples of this
strategy are shown below.
e.g. - lunderstand how you feel about this.
- Madam, if | were you, | will be the same as ytaeling.

-  understand that you have to leave early nmayni
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12) Repetition of Complaints

This strategy is used when the complainees wanepeat what they have
understood in order to make sure that the inforona correct.

e.g. - The TV cannot be turned on?

- You said that your room is disgusting?

- HUANEIUUEAS

[ ma-leen-saap na @] ;

3.3.4.3 Analysis of Pragmatic Transfer

Pragmatic transfer theoretically might affect tmeqgtiency, order, length or
content of pragmatic strategies, as well as mahgropossible linguistic features of
interest (Shea, 2003). However, the findings efsbcond phase of the study show that
a rigorous and robust analysis would best be cedfitbo an examination of the
frequency of the strategies. So, both quantitaive qualitative methods are employed

in analyzing the pragmatic transfer in the maimgtu

In order to determine the evidence of pragmatiadier quantitatively, a
modified version of Selinker’'s (1969) operationafidition of language transfer was
adopted from Kasper (1992). According to this dabn, lack of statistically
significant differences in the frequencies of agpnatic feature in the first language,
second language, and interlanguage can be opabyiatefined as positive transfer.
Statistically significant differences in the frequees of a pragmatic feature between
interlanguage-second language and first languagense language, and lack of
statistically significant differences between itdaguage and first language can be

operationally defined as negative transfer. Applie the identification of transfer of
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responses to complaint strategies, positive tramdf@ins when there is no statistically
significant difference in the use of a pragmatiateigy between NE and NT, NE and
EFLH/ EFLL, and NT and EFLH/ EFLL. Negative traesfrequires statistically
significant differences in the use of strategiesveen NE-NT and NE-EFLH/ EFLL

and no statistically significant differences betw@®er-EFLH/ EFLL.

However, most interlanguage pragmatic studies (Barg & Kasper, 1993;
Kasper, 1992; Maeshiba et. al, 1996; Shea, 2008ahaha, 2003; Kwon, 2003) have
investigated negative pragmatic transfer sincesults in unsuccessful and ineffective
communication outcomes, rather than positive temsWhich usually results in
successful communicative outcomes. For this reagn present study focuses on

learners’ pragmatic failure in the target langudge to negative pragmatic transfer.

In terms of qualitative data analysis, the instanckthe pragmatic strategies
used in responding to complaints by the two groofpEFL learners were compared

with those by the NE and NT groups.
3.3.4.4 Statistical Procedures

In order to determine the significance of any etéinces, frequency data were
analyzed both quantitatively and qualitatively asiraction of the four subject groups.

Statistical analyses were performed using SPS®/f6iDOW version 11.0.

An initial analysis of the numerical distributioof pragmatic strategies
demonstrated by each group in response to eactewitCT complaint situation was

guantified. The descriptive statistics definedraguency were employed.

For comparisons among the four groups of subjadisrms of the frequency of

response strategies to complaints used, a one-malysis of variance (ANOVA) was
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performed. If this demonstrates an overall sigatiit difference, the post hoc analysis

was performed by the Tukey-Kramg&D (“honestly significant difference”) method.

Also, to analyze the frequency of response stiegelp complaints used by the

four groups of subjects, the interpretative metasdinit of analysis was employed.

For all analyses, differences were consideredfgignt if p<.05.

3.4 Summary

In summary, the present investigation has propasesearch procedure. It was
conducted with four groups of participants in equainbers: NE, NT, EFLH and EFLL
groups. The instrument used to collect the data thea written DCT based on the
findings of the first and second phases of thiglystuThe results of the data analyses

for all the four groups of DCTs will be presentadhe next chapter.
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CHAPTER 4

RESULTS

This chapter reports the results of the data asalymth quantitatively and
gualitatively. The purpose of the study was tcestigate and compare the occurrences
of pragmatic strategies or semantic formulas ispoases to complaints in the hotel
business among the NE, NT, EFLH and EFLL groupse $tudy also examined the
evidence of pragmatic transfer occurring in thegpratic strategies employed by both
the EFLH and EFLL groups in responding to comphaint

Based on the research questions formulated in €h&me which provide a
framework for the analyses of the results, thigptérais divided into three major parts:

4.1 Pragmatic strategies used in responding to zomsg;

4.2 A comparison of the pragmatic strategies useahg the four groups; and

4.3 The occurrences of pragmatic transfer.

4.1 Pragmatic Strategies Used in Responding to Complaints

Speech acts, especially in responding to complaiobnsist of pragmatic
strategies or semantic formulas. A pragmatic egpatis defined as a word, phrase,
clause, or sentence that meets a specific semaritézion necessary to perform a
speech act (Shea, 2003). For example, strategiesagologizing might include
“Expression of apology” (e.g. I'm sorry.), “Acknoadgement of responsibility” (e.g.

It's my fault.), “Explanation or account of situai’ (e.g. The bus was late.), “Offering
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repair” (e.g. I'll pay for the broken vase.), orrtihise of forbearance” (e.g. It won't
happen again.) (Olshtain & Cohen, 1983).

This part of the study presents an analysis of ftequency of pragmatic
strategies employed by 120 participants: 30 NEN30 30 EFLH and 30 EFLL, who
were asked to respond to each of the 10 complaowgiing situations in the hotel
business through the use of written DCTs. As altea total of 1,200 responses have
been collected. The frequency of pragmatic strategised by these groups was
reported. It is possible that more than one gisateas employed in each situation by
one respondent. That means that one respondeniseamore than one strategy in one
situation. The overall frequency of the semanbcmulas used in responding to
complaints for each group is shown in Table 4.Jowel The strategies are listed in
descending order from the most frequently usedhéoleéast frequently used, based on

the combined frequency of use in all four groups.

Table4.1

Frequency of Pragmatic Strategies Used in Responding to Complaints by All Groups

Pragmatic Strategies NE NT EFLH EFLL All Groups Combined

1. Offering repair 346 296 310 304 1,256
2. Expression of apology 212 185 250 244 891
3. Acknowledgement of responsibility 83 123 41 22 269

4. Giving the time frame for action 6 109 28 10 315

5. Gratitude 31 14 16 0 61

6. Explanation 20 25 13 3 61

7. Asking for information 5 44 12 0 61

8. Promise of forbearance 31 7 6 0 44

9. Making a suggestion 20 1 3 0 24
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Pragmatic Strategies NE NT EFLH EFLL All Groups Combined
10. Promise of follow—up action* 9 2 5 5 21
11. Empathy * 5 0 1 0 6
12. Repetition of complaints * 1 1 0 0 2
All Strategies Combined 769 807 685 588 2,849

Note: * new strategies found

Table 4.1 shows the overall frequency of the séimdormulas reported in
responding to complaints from the written DCTsloé four different groups: NE, NT,
EFLH and EFLL groups. The findings reveal that tb&al instances of semantic
formulas generated by the four groups were 2,84%e most frequently reported
instance of strategies used was by the NT grouPO{#¥% followed by the NE group
(f=769), the EFLH group (f=685), and the least frextly used by the EFLL group
(f=588), respectively.

Regarding the variety of strategies used in resipgni complaints, Table 4.1
shows that the NE group employed 12 different sgjials; whereas, the NT and EFLH
groups employed 11 strategies while the EFLL grags reported as using only 6
strategies. The overall frequency of strategy umiicates that the three most
frequently used strategies reported are identicadrey the four groups. They are: 1)
“Offering repair” (f=1,256), followed by “Expressio of apology” (f=891), and
“Acknowledgement of responsibility” (f=269), respeely. The two strategies which
are the least frequently used, on the other hamd;Repetition of complaints” (f=2)
and “Empathy” (f=6). What has proved interestisgthat six strategies were not
reportedly employed by some groups. “Promise didarance”, “Gratitude”, “Making

a suggestion”, and “Asking for information” were tnfound in the EFLL group.
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“Empathy” was not found in the NT nor in the EFLIrogps, and “Repetition of

complaints” was not found in either the EFLH or BfeLL groups.

In terms of the pragmatic strategies employed ghesituation, their frequency

of use is presented in Table 4.2 below.

Table4.2

Frequency of Pragmatic Strategies Used in Responding to Complaints by

Situation
Situation
Pragmatic Strategies 1 2 3 4 5 6
Dirty or Broken Air Disgusting Disturbance  Slow Delivery Broken Aw
Bathroom from a Loud Showers

Unclean Conditioner Noise Service of (@)
Rooms and TV Food Ordered

1. Offering repair 122 122 140 128 121 120

2. Expression of apology 107 72 97 81 105 69

3. Acknowledgement of responsibility 11 41 13 34 21 41

4. Giving the time frame for action 9 20 9 8 17 24

5. Explanation 9 2 4 2 19 3

6. Asking for information 7 5 8 4 10 11

7. Gratitude 6 7 9 9 5 7

8. Promise of forbearance 4 1 2 7 9 1

9. Promise of follow—up action 4 2 1 6 6 2

10. Empathy 1 1 2 1 0 0

11. Making a suggestion 0 0 2 0 5 0

12. Repetition of complaints 0 1 0 0 0 0

All Strategies Combined 280 274 287 279 309 278

As shown in Table 4.2, the overall frequency & $trategies which were most

used was in situation 5: Slow delivery service flmod ordered (f=309), followed by
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situation 7: Awful food ordered from the restaurgift297) and situation 10:
Cockroaches in the wastebasket (f=293), respeygtiv®n the other hand, the situation
which revealed the least frequency use was intgiu&: Broken air conditioner and
television (f=274).

In terms of the number of strategies used, eitfategyies were found in all
situations. These strategies included “Offeringaig, “Expression of apology”,
“Acknowledgement of responsibility”, “Giving the nte frame for action”,
“Explanation”, “Asking for information”, “Gratitudeand “Promise of forbearance”.
In contrast, four strategies were used at all mesgituations. “Promise of follow-up
action” was not found in situation 9: Interruptecater supply in the bathroom.
“Empathy” was not used in situation 5: Slow deliweservice for food ordered;
situation 6: Broken showers; situation 7: Awful dbordered from the restaurant;
situation 8: Dirty bed linen, and situation 9: Imtgpted water supply in the bathroom.
“Making a suggestion” was reported in situationD@sgusting bathroom; situation 5:
Slow delivery service for food ordered; situation Awful food ordered from the
restaurant, and situation 10: Cockroaches in thestebasket. “Repetition of
complaints” was only used in situation 2: Broken @nditioner and television, and
situation 10: Cockroaches in the wastebasket. Mustestingly, “Offering repair”
was used in the first rank as well as “Expressibapwlogy” which was employed in

the second rank in all situations.
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4.2 A Comparison of the Pragmatic Strategies Used Among the Four

Groups

This section compares the number of frequencigsagfmatic strategies used in
responding to complaints in the hotel business antbe four different groups: NE,
NT, EFLH and EFLL, using the one-way ANOVA to téke differences among the
four groups. The findings were reported in eadhbasion to discuss their roles in
responding to complaints in order to better undedthe patterns.

4.2.1 Situation 1: Dirty or Unclean Rooms

Situation 1 was frequently found as perceived kg hiotel staff. Table 4.3
shows the overall frequency of strategies use@spaonding to complaints among the
NE, NT, EFLH, and EFLL groups. Strategies areelisin order from the most
frequently used to the least frequently used, basethe frequency of use by the four
groups.

Table4.3
A Comparison of the Pragmatic Strategies Used in Responding to Complaints

about Dirty or Unclean Rooms by All Groups

Pragmatic Strategies NE NT EFLH EFLL Pattern of Variation

1. Offering repair 30 30 32 30 N.S.

2. Expression of apology 27 27 29 24 N.S.

3. Acknowledgement of responsibility 1 4 3 3 N.S.

4. Explanation 3 6 0 0 p<.01; NT > EFLH, NT >EFLL

5. Giving the time frame for action 0 8 0 1 p<.000E< NT, NT>EFLH,
NT> EFLL

6. Asking for information 2 2 3 0 N.S.

7. Gratitude 2 3 1 0 N.S.

8. Promise of follow—up action 4 0 0 0 p<.05; NESNNE>EFLH,

NE>EFLL
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Pragmatic Strategies NE NT EFLH EFLL Pattern of Variation
9. Promise of forbearance 3 1 0 0 N.S.
10. Empathy 1 0 0 0 N.S
11. Making a suggestion 0 0 0 0 N.S.
12. Repetition of complaints 0 0 0 0 N.S.
All Strategies Combined 73 81 68 58

Note: N.S. = no significant difference

Table 4.3 depicts the overall frequency of semdotinulas used in responding
to complaints in situation 1 for the four differegtoups: NE, NT, EFLH and EFLL
from the written DCTs. The instance of strategies most frequently employed by
the NT group (f=81), followed by the NE group (f378e EFLH group (f=68), and
the EFLL group (f=58), respectively.

In terms of strategies used, Table 4.3 shows thaggponding to complaints the
NE group employed 9 strategies; whereas, the NTl@meg 8 strategies, the EFLH
employed 5 strategies and the EFLL groups usedadegies. What is interesting is
that two strategies, “Making a suggestion” and “&&mn of complaints” were not
reported as being employed by any of the four ceffégroups.

The results of one-way ANOVA indicated that thregategies showed
significant differences, i.e. “Promise of follow-wgrtion”, F(3,116) = 2.829; p<.05,
“Explanation”, F(3,116) = 4.253; p<.01, and “Givirtge time frame for action”,
F(3,116) = 8.441; p<.000. However, data from ta@aining strategies used revealed
no significant differences among the four differgraups.

The details of the pragmatic strategies employedichvinevealed significant

differences in responding to complaints in situatloare presented as follows:
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1) Explanation
This strategy was employed when the hotel stafflaémed or gave reasons
when the guests made complaints. It was reportiahds by the NE and 3 times by
the NT groups. The hotel staff gave reasons Wwhyrdom was still unclean as shown
in the instances (1) to (4). The reasons or egpian given were intended to make the
guests feel better or to resolve the circumstanédise offence. The instances of this
strategy are shown below:
(1) There must be some mistake between us andoileekeeping department.
(NE23)
(2) We have given you the key to the wrong rodiiEZ6)
) woAT Tufinunveusugez Az Thufii e s liane
[ > dii waa wan-nii teek koon raw w? maak ¢ mee-baan i
t'am tbn nii ko may sa-baay]

“We have a lot of guests today and our rocandmnwas ill”. (NT17)

(4) wazmaning check outliiiodnng

[ pro? waa keek plan dék ?aw pay ma sak kiu]
“Because our guests just checked out a fememts ago”. (NT25)
According to Table 4.3, the result of the one-way@VA analysis shows that
this strategy reported significant differences agtive four groups, F(3,116) = 4.253;
p <.01. Analysis of the post hoc Tukey-KrarfSD shows significant differences in
two pairs, i.e. NT-EFLH and NT-EFLL. That is, thhequency of use of this strategy
for the NT group was similar to the NE. On theesthand, the EFLH and EFLL

groups did not use it.
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2) Giving the Time Frame for Action

This strategy was employed 9 times by the two gso@ times by NT and 1
time by EFLL. The hotel staff employed this stggtevhen they asked the guests to
wait for their complaints to be remedied or foranpensatory response. This strategy
was found at the end of the utterances. The instaof this strategy are illustrated

below:

(5) henusoegluriealszina D vz

[diaw Run m> yuu nay bn pra-maan 5 nadit na Ka]

“Wait about 5 minutes, please”. (NT1)

(6) nyansednagusag

[ ka-ri-naa 1> sak-Krou na Ra]
“Wait a minute, please”. (NT22)

(7) Just a moment, please. (EFLL22)

From the instances (5) to (7), the hotel stafftpblirequested the guests to wait
for repair or compensatory responses for the dobm. This strategy can reduce the
degree of the offense of the unsatisfied situagioch as an unclean room.

As shown in Table 4.3, the ANOVA results indicatignificant differences
among the four groups, F(3,116) = 8.441; p < .00Be post hoc Tukey-KramétSD
shows significant differences for three pairs: NE;NNT-EFLH, and NT-EFLL. This
reveals that the NT group employed this strategyeneas, the EFLL group seldom
employed this strategy in responding to complaimthis situation. In contrast, the NE

and EFLH groups never employed this strategy.
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3) Promise of Follow-up Action

This strategy was found when the complaints wepaired or compensated for.
As shown in Table 4.3, the “Promise of follow-ugiar” was employed 4 times only
by the NE group. The hotel staff informed the ¢si¢bat they would follow up and
find out why the room was not clean as illustratethstance (8). In addition, the hotel
staff wanted to make sure whether the guests vegisfied with the solutions as shown
in instance (9).

(8) I will investigate why this happened. (NE7)

(9) I will then give you a call again in the roomae | get more information.

(NE11)

As shown in Table 4.3, the ANOVA results show digant differences for
“Promise of follow-up action” among the four groupg3,116) = 2.829; p< .05. The
post hoc Tukey-KramerSD indicates significant differences for three pairs, the
NE and NT, the NE and EFLH, and the NE and EFLLugso That is, the NE group
employed this strategy; whereas, the NT, EFLH aRdlLEgroups did not use this
strategy in responding to complaints for this gartr situation.

4.2.2 Situation 2: Broken Air Conditioner and Television

The overall frequency of strategies used in respgntb complaints among the
NE, NT, EFLH, and EFLL groups for situation 2 io8m in Table 4.4. The strategies
are listed in order from the most frequently usedthe least frequently used, based on

the frequency of use by the four groups.
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A Comparison of the Pragmatic Strategies Used in Responding to Complaints

about a Broken Air Conditioner and Television by All Groups

Pragmatic Strategies NE NT EFLH EFLL Pattern of Variation

1. Offering repair 34 27 31 30 p<.01; NE>NT

2. Expression of apology 14 12 22 24 p<.000; NEKHEEANE< EFLL,
NT< EFLH, NT< EFLH

3. Acknowledgement of responsibility 16 15 6 4 ©00 NE>EFLH, NE>EFLL,
NT > EFLH, NT>EFLL

4. Giving the time frame for action 0 17 2 1 p<QPBNE<NT, NT> EFLH,

NT>EFLL

5. Gratitude 5 2 0 0 p<.05; NE >NT, NE>EFLH, NE>HFL

6. Asking for information 0 5 0 0 p<.001; NE<NTTNEFLH, NT>EFLL

7. Promise of follow—up action 2 0 0 0 N.S.

8. Explanation 0 1 1 0 N.S.

9. Promise of forbearance 1 0 0 0 N.S.

10. Empathy 1 0 0 0 N.S.

11. Repetition of complaints 1 0 0 0 N.S.

12. Making a suggestion 0 0 0 0 N.S.

All Strategies Combined 74 79 62 59 -

Note: N.S. = no significant difference

Table 4.4 shows the overall frequency of semawtiméilas used in responding
to complaints in situation 2 for the four differegioups: NE, NT, EFLH and EFLL
from the written DCTs. The highest number of styss was used by the NT group
(f=79), followed by the NE group (f=74), the EFLlHogp (f=62), and the EFLL group
(f=59), respectively.

In terms of the strategies used in responding toptaints, it was found that the
NE group employed 8 strategies; whereas, the NTlameg 7 strategies, the EFLH

employed 5 strategies and EFLL groups used 4 giemterespectively. The overall



96

frequencies of strategy used, however, revealddlteaNE and NT strategies used are
the same in rank (from “Offering repair” followedy b*Acknowledgement of
responsibility” and “Expression of apology”, respeely) while the EFLH and EFLL
are the same in rank (“Offering repair”, followeg KExpression of apology” and
“Acknowledgement of responsibility”), respectively. One strategy, “Making a
suggestion”, was not employed by any of the foougs.

The ANOVA analysis revealed that six strategies orggul significant
differences, i.e. “Gratitude”, F(3,116) = 3.578;.@5; “Offering repair”, F(3,116) =
4.517; p<.01, “Asking for information”, F(3,116) 5.800; p<.001, “Expression of
apology”, F(3,116)=6.775; p<.000, “Acknowledgemehtresponsibility”, F(3,116) =
8.843; p<.000, and “Giving the time frame for antioF(3,116) = 24.514; p<.000.
However, the remaining strategies used showed grfisant differences among the
four different groups were found.

The details of the strategies reported as sigmifigadifferent in responding to
complaints in situation 2 are demonstrated asvialo

1) Offering Repair

This strategy was the most frequently used by the tifferent groups in
responding to complaints. The “Offering repairas¢égy found in this situation can be
divided into two subcategories: “Repair” and “Comgation”. The “Repair” was
reportedly used 117 times altogether by all fowugs while the “Compensation” was
employed 5 times only by the NE. The respondesisnted employing “Repair” when
they wanted to ameliorate the unfavorable circunt#asuch as a broken air-

conditioner or television as in the instances (dQJL3) shown below:
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(20) I'll call the maintenance department to seoichaone to fix them right now.
(EFLH10)

(11) 'l send someone to fix it now. (EFLL1)

(12) I will send our engineer to reptie air-conditioner and TV for you.

(NE14)
(13) weamasnziaderneiv lugenldineafimeusay
[ diaw faay raw ca cat sp chaam Kun pay $om hay diaw nii

laey na Ra]
“We will send our maintenance to repaiar room right now”. (NT27)
In contrast, “Compensation” was used when they it think that the repair was
possible, so they tried to provide an alternatiedutson to the complaints. The
dominant example of “Compensation” found in thisigiion was to move the clients to
an upgraded room as seen in instance (14), busti@Etegy was only found in the NE
group.
(14) Would you like to move to a different roomvasil? (NE3)
More interestingly, the combined strategy (“Repairid “Compensation”) were used
simultaneously as shown in (15) to (17). That rsethe respondents would like those
who made the complaints to choose either to waitHe broken air-conditioner and
TV in the room to be fixed or to change to a newragded room.
(15) I'll send someone to repair thendge immediately. In the meantime,
would you like to move to another room? (NE7)
(16) We can replace your TV and if there is a mauooblem with the air

conditioning, we will transfer you to new room. (RB
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(17) We'll send our staff to fix your air conditienand TV. If you still are

unsatisfied with them, we will transfer you to avn@om. (NE22)

In terms of the comparison of strategies usedl,aifre-way ANOVA analysis
reveals that this strategy was found to be siganifily different among the four groups,
F(3,116) = 4.517; p< .01. The post hoc Tukey-Knatd&D indicates significant
difference for only one pair of NT-NE. That isethNE group employed this strategy
more frequently than the NT group.

2) Expression of Apology
This approach was the second most frequently usatégy found for the four
different groups. From the instances (18) to (#&, hotel staff expressed their regret

when informed about the broken air-conditioner aNdset in the room reserved.

(18) vo InyAuYounnsoevean1a 15asuaene

[ K55 6ot kap Ro> bok-groon Koon taa) roap-reem diay
kha |

“Sorry for our mistake, sir”. (NT2)
(19) I'm sorry for the matter, ma’am. (EFLH10)
(20) I'm sorry. (EFLL24)
Some hotel staff apologized to the guests wher&egrwere informed that there was a
broken air-conditioner and/or television as show(2il) below.

(21) Please accept my apology to the conditionraf@nditioner and also the

TV. (29NE)Interestingly, the intensifieesq. do, very, terriblyaﬁhq?]q ya

a yin) were used by all four groups when the hotel stpfilogized or
expressed regret to the guests as shothe imstances from (22) to (25):

(22) | doapologize for this matter. (NE8)
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(23) I'm terribly sorry, ma’am. (EFLL1)

(24) I'm verysorry, sir. (EFLH11)

(25) dosvensailundiata

[ bon K55 ?a-Pay pen_vam yin ]
“I'm verysorry”. (NT14)
As shown in the instances (22) to (25), the hoteff sised the intensifiers to show
politeness and to mitigate the offense of the umfalble circumstance such as the
broken air-conditioner and television sets.

Similar to the “Offering repair” strategy employethe results of one-way
ANOVA revealed significant differences among therfgroups, F(3,116) = 6.775; p
<.000. The post hoc test indicated significantedénces for four pairs, namely, the
NE-EFLH, the NE-EFLL, the NT-EFLH, and the NT-EFldroups. This shows that
the NE and NT groups were similar in the frequergiyployed this strategy in
responding to complaints in this situation but lesshan the EFL groups.

3) Acknowledgement of Responsibility

This strategy was employed when the guests infdriine hotel staff about any
unfavorable matters. It held the third higheskmag among 12 strategies used by all
four groups. The hotel staff used this strategyhatbeginning of the utterances. When
the guests complained about the broken air-comditiand television, for example, the
hotel staff acknowledged the matter by the uséefutterances shown in the instances
(26) to (35).

(26) Yes, | could madam. (NE25)

(27) Certainly, madam. (NE30)

(28) All right. (NE18)



100

(29) Of course, madam. (NE26)
(30) 1ane ...
[daay % ]
“Yes.” (NT1)
(31) ldnsu
[ daayk'rap]
“Yes.” (NT28)

(32) Okay, sir. (EFLH3)

(33) Certainly, madam. (EFLH27)

(34) Okay, madam. (EFLL11)

(35) Certainly, madam. (EFLL30)

Based on the results of one-way ANOVA, this stygtevas found to be
significantly different among the four groups, A(B3) = 8.843; p< .000. The post hoc
Tukey-KramerHSD test showed four pairs of significant differencR&-EFLH, NE-
EFLL, NT-EFLH and NT-EFLL. This means that the ld&d NT groups were similar
in the frequently used this strategy in respondongomplaints but more than the EFL
groups.

4) Giving the Time Framefor Action

Such a strategy was found to be employed 20 tioyethe three groups: 17
times by NT, twice by EFLH and once by EFLL. Thetdi staff employed this
strategy when they asked the guests to wait forctimaplaints to be remedied or
compensated for. It was found at the end of theraices. The instances of this

strategy are illustrated below:
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(36) meanusnnseeguuieadnaguzas
[diaw Run Rojana 3> yuu bon bp sak-Rriu na Raj
“Khun Rojana, wait a minute pleas&'T()
(37) ngansednagugas
[ ka-rd-naa o sak- Briu na Ra]
“Wait a minute, please.” (NT28)

(38) Just a moment, sir. (EFLH22)

(39) Just a moment, please. (EFLL5)
From the instances (36) to (39), the hotel stafit@y requested the guests to wait for
the repair or a compensatory response for the hrakeconditioner and television.
This strategy can reduce the offense to the custéonsuch an unsatisfactory situation
such as when the hotel’s facilities are out of arde

According to the one-way ANOVA results, this stigy was found to be
significantly different among the four groups, A®B;) = 24.514; p < .000. The post
hoc test indicated three pairs of significant défeces: NT-NE, NT-EFLH, and NT-
EFLL. In other words, the NT group employed thistegy; whereas, the EFLH and
EFLL groups seldom employed this strategy. Furntioee, the NE group never used
this strategy in responding to complaints in tlitigagion.

5) Gratitude

This strategy was utilized 7 times by the two @b times in NE, twice in NT,
appearing both at the beginning and of the endhefutterances. The “Gratitude”
found at the beginning shows that the hotel stafhked the guests for informing them
of the complaints; however, at the end of utterandgeindicates leave taking. The

instances of this strategy are shown below:
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(40) Thank you for calling. (NE2)

(41) Thank you for telling us. (NE23)

(42) vounudmisudoyaniy

[Koop Kun sim-rap Ko>-moon Krap]
“ Thank you for yaaformation.” (NT16)

(43) Thank you for your patience. (NE29)

The instances (40) to (42) which are found athibginning of the utterances
show that the hotel staff expressed thanks wheguksts informed them of the broken
facilities. On the other hand, the instance (43iici is found at the end of the
utterance indicates that the hotel staff wanteehththe conversation.

Similar to the “Giving the time frame for actiorstrategy, the one-way
ANOVA analysis revealed that responses were spnitly different among the four
groups, F(3,116) = 3.578; p < .05. The post hokeyKramer HSD showed
significant differences between the three paies,the NE and NT, the NE and EFLH,
and the NE and EFLL. This means that the NE enguldiais strategy more frequently
than the NT, EFLH and EFLL groups.

6) Asking for Information

This strategy was utilized 5 times only by the N'bup when the hotel staff
needed to acquire more information concerning tbmpdaints. When the guests
complained about the broken air-conditioner oruisien, the hotel staff politely
requested the guests’ room number. This was termake that the problems could be

solved correctly as the instances shown in (443&).

(44) ninvies 20474 lnunz

[caak tn soonp sson sii fay may Ra]
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“Room number 204?” (NT5)
(45) hinswimhuzegluiesmsonlans

[ may sdap wadaan ca ylu nayom rud plaaw Ka]

“Do you still stay in your room, sirfNT25)

(46)vioa 204 uzaz
[fon soon sHon sii na kha]
“Room 204?” (NT30)

In terms of the strategies used, the one-way ANGMAIysis revealed that this
strategy was found to be significantly differentcarg the four groups, F(3,116) =
5.800; p < .001. From the post hoc Tukey-KramH&D test, it revealed significant
differences for three pairs, including, the NT-Ni& NT-EFLH, and the NT-EFLL groups.
In fact, only the NE employed this strategy while bther groups did not use it.

4.2.3 Situation 3: Disgusting Bathroom

The overall frequency of strategies used in respgntb complaints among the
NE, NT, EFLH, and EFLL groups for situation 3 iosm in Table 4.5. The strategies
are listed in order from the most frequently usedhe least frequently used, based on
the frequency of use by the four groups.

Table4.5
A Comparison of the Pragmatic Strategies Used in Responding to Complaints

about Disgusting Bathroom by All Groups

Pragmatic Strategies NE NT EFLH EFLL Pattern of Variation
1. Offering repair 43 32 32 33 p<.000; NE>NT, NEFtH,
NE >EFLL

2. Expression of apology 26 21 23 27 N.S.
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3. Acknowledgement of responsibility 2 5 5 1 N.S.
Pragmatic Strategies NE NT EFLH EFLL Pattern of Variation

4. Gratitude 3 2 4 0 N.S.

5. Giving the time frame for action 1 7 0 1 p<.OBE<NT, NT>EFLH,
NT>EFLL

6. Asking for information 0 7 1 0 p<.000; NE<NTTNEFLH,
NT>EFLL

7. Explanation 0 3 1 0 N.S.

8. Promise of forbearance 2 0 0 0 N.S.

9. Empathy 1 0 1 0 N.S.

10. Making a suggestion 1 0 1 0 N.S.

11. Promise of follow—up action 1 0 0 0 N.S.

12. Repetition of complaints 0 0 0 0 N.S.

All Strategies Combined 80 7 68 62

Note: N.S. = no significant difference

As shown in Table 4.5, the findings reveal that itihast frequency use of this
strategy was by the NE group (f=80), followed by tNT group (f=77), the EFLH
group (f=68), and the EFLL group (f=62), respediive

In terms of strategies used in responding to comiglait was found that the NE
group employed 9 strategies; whereas, the EFLH @&wppl 8 strategies, the NT
employed 7 strategies, and EFLL groups employetiadegjies, respectively. What is
interesting is that, “Repetition of complaints” wast used in any of the four groups.

The results of the ANOVA analysis indicate thatethrstrategies showed
significant differences, i.e. “Giving the time franfor action”, F(3,116) = 6.919;
p<.000, *“Asking for information”, F(3,116) = 6.919<.000, and “Offering repair”,
F(3,116) = 7.015; p<.000. However, there were mgmicant differences for the

remaining strategies among the four different gsoup



105

The details of the significant differences for gi@gmatic strategies used in
responding to complaints in situation 3 are presgas follows:

1) Offering Repair

This strategy was the most frequently used by the tifferent groups in
responding to complaints. The “Offering repairtufa in this situation can be divided
into two subcategories: “Repair” and “CompensationThe “Repair” was used 92
times while the “Compensation” was employed 48 sintgy all four groups in
responding to complaints. The respondents emploRRegpair” when they wanted to
ameliorate the unfavorable circumstance such asdibgusting condition of the
bathroom as reported in the instances (47) to (53).

(47) We will send our room maid to clean your lpbattm immediately. (NE22)

(48) I will send the housekeeper to clean your tmatim immediately. (EFLH2)

(49) I'll send the maid to spray perfume to youomo within 10 minutes.

(EFLH4)
(50) I will send the maid up to clean in a few mesi (EFLL19)

(51) I'll change your room if you want. (EFLL12)

(52)L?;EJ’J‘I/]Nl,i1%$LL%QLLﬁﬁ1u1ﬂL%ﬂ@1ﬁﬁﬂu
[diaw %aay raw ca een mee-baan pay chék duu hayoan]
“We will inform our room maid to chedknow.” (NT1)
(53) iszdwitullianuazealiuzay
[raw ca sp mee-baan pay "am Kwaam sa-?aat hay nd'ak
“We will send our room maid to clegwur room, sir.” (NT10)
In contrast, “Compensation” was used when they it think that the repair was

possible, so they tried to alleviate the complaintShe dominant example of the
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“Compensation” found in this situation was to make clients to an upgraded room as
demonstrated in the instances (54) to (57).

(54) If you prefer we can move you to a new rooghtiaway. (NE2)

(55) We will send our staff to assist you movingpinew room. (NE3)

(56) I will have you stay upgraded intiagely. (NE4)

(57)1519z3amsderosldiu legioslmi
[raw ca catkaan yaaprh taan pay yuudin may]
“We will change you to another rooni\NT25)
More interestingly, both “Repair” and “Compensatiovere used together in the same
situation as shown in (58) to (60). The resporglentployed this strategy when they
offered the complainants an option, whether to Waitthe bathroom to be cleaned or
to change to a new room. The instances of thisoawed strategy are illustrated below:
(58) I will call the maid to clean yowwom but if you want to change I'll
change the room for you (EFLH26)
(59) Il immediately call the housekeeping depaenht and they will send the
plumber and the housekeeper to fix the problenforiisome reason they

cannot be repaired, I'll be happy to provide yduetter room (NE29)
(60)aaiusane Aosmadeuioalnilnuns Gormasiaziiresliluas &1l
wasumaszsadaminau luinuazeinliuzas
[ khun Janjira kh& -kaan plian bnp may may kha diaw "aay
raw ca Ba ton hay may % faa may plian"aay raw ca cat

son pha-nakgaan pay "'am Kwaam sa-?aat hay nd'al
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“Khun Janjira, would you like to changett® new room? If you don’t
want to change, we will send our maid to clean yoom.” (NT29)

In terms of the comparison of strategies usedl,aifie-way ANOVA analysis
reveals that this strategy was found to be siganifily different among the four groups,
F(3,116) = 7.015; p<.000. The post hoc test byejrikramerHSD indicates that there
were three pairs of significant differences: NE-NNE-EFLH, and NE-EFLL. This
means that the NE employed this particular stratagye frequently than the native
Thai groups.

2) Giving the Time Frame for Action

This strategy was found to be employed 9 timethbythree groups: 7 times by
NT and once by NE and EFLL. The hotel staff empbbthis strategy when they asked
the guests to wait for the complaints to be rentediecompensated for. It was found
at the end of the utterances. From the instar@Est0 (63), the hotel staff politely
requested the guests to wait for repairs to beechwut or offered a compensatory
response for the dirty bathroom. This strategy caeduce the offense of the
unsatisfactory situation such an unclean bathroom.

(61) Just wait for our hall staff to guide you ke thewly upgraded room. (NE21)

(62) sumusodnazuzaz
[ rép-kwuan p> sak-krlu na k]
“Wait a minute, please.” (NT5)
(63) Just a moment, madam. (EFLL30)
Based on the results of one-way ANOVA, this strategas found to be
significantly different among the four groups, A(B5) = 6.619; p < .000. The post hoc

Tukey-KramerHSD test indicated three pairs of significant diffezes, i.e. NT-NE,
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NT-EFLH, and NT-EFLL groups. This shows that thd Nroup employed this
strategy; whereas, the NE and EFLL groups seldonplarad this strategy in
responding to complaints in this situatiofurthermore, the EFLH did not use it at all.

3) Asking for Information

This strategy was reported to be used 8 times éyvib groups of respondents:
7 times by the NT and once by the EFLH group. Tbeel staff needed to acquire
more information concerning the complaints. Th&ances of this strategy are shown
below:

(64) What's your room number? (NE23)

(65) linswresinwesey lsaz
[ may saap oh-phak ho ?a-ray 4]
“What's your room number?” (NT5
(66) linsrunmuazangranal lnuag
[may saap wad'aan sa-duak chgawee-laa nay "]
“When will you be free?” (NT25)
After the guests complained about the unclean ¢tiomdof the bathroom, the hotel
staff politely requested the room number of thestmas shown in (64) and (65) or for
a convenient time to clean the bathroom as show@6h This was done in order to
make sure that the problems could be solved setisfhy.
Similar to the use of “Giving the time frame fatian”, this strategy was found
to be significantly different among the four group%3,116) = 6.919; p < .000. The
post hoc test showed significant differences foedhpairs, i.e. NT-NE, NT-EFLH and

NT-EFLL groups. That is, the NT group employedtsirategy while the EFLH group
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seldom employed this strategy in responding to damgs in this situation.
Furthermore, the NE and EFLL groups did not use it.

4.2.4 Situation 4: Disturbance from a Loud Noise

The overall frequency of strategies used in respgntb complaints among the
NE, NT, EFLH, and EFLL groups in situation 4 isugtrated in Table 4.6. The
strategies are listed in order from the most fretjyeused to the least frequently used,

based on the frequency of use by the four diffegeotips.

Table4.6
A Comparison of the Pragmatic Strategies Used in Responding to Complaints

about Disturbance from a Loud Noise by All Groups

Pragmatic Strategies NE NT EFLH EFLL Pattern of Variation

1. Offering repair 32 34 32 30 N.S.

2. Expression of apology 18 15 27 21 p<.05; NT+1HF

3. Acknowledgement of responsibility 10 15 6 3 ds.NT>EFLH, NT>EFLL

4. Gratitude 5 2 2 0 N.S.

5. Giving the time frame for action 0 5 0 3 N.S.

6. Promise of forbearance 5 1 1 0 p<.001; NESNHE>EFLH,
NE>EFLL

7. Promise of follow—up action 5 1 1 0 p<.001; N\&5 NE>EFLH,
NE>EFLL

8. Asking for information 0 3 1 0 N.S.

9. Explanation 0 1 1 0 N.S.

10. Empathy 1 0 0 0 N.S.

11. Making a suggestion 0 0 0 0 N.S.

12. Repetition of complaints 0 0 0 0 N.S.

All Strategies Combined 76 76 70 57

Note: N.S. = no significant difference
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Table 4.6 demonstrates the overall frequency ok#meantic formulas used by
hotel staff in responding to complaints from hogelests in situation 4 by the four
different groups: NE, NT, EFLH and EFLL through theitten DCTs. The findings
reveal that this strategy was most frequently usgedhe NE and NT groups (f=76),
followed by the EFLH group (f=70), and the EFLL gpo(f=57), respectively.

In terms of the number of strategies used in redipgnto complaints, the NT
group employed 8 strategies while the NE and EFbipleyed 7 strategies and the
EFLL groups used 4 strategies, respectively. Vghated to be interesting is that there
were two strategies which were not utilized at &Making a suggestion” and
“Repetition of complaints” were not found to be disy any of the four groups.

The results of ANOVA indicate that four strategishowed significant
differences, i.e. “Expression of apology”, F(3,148R02; p<.05, “Acknowledgement
of responsibility”, F(3,116) = 4.418; p<.01, “Primam of forbearance”, F(3,116) =
5.532; p<.001, and “Promise of follow-up actior(3,116) = 5.532; p<.001.
However, the remaining strategies revealed no fgmit differences among the four
different groups.

The details of the significant differences for gi@gmatic strategies used in
responding to complaints in situation 4 are dematst as follows:

1) Expression of Apology

This strategy was the second most frequently ugatidofour different groups.
As shown in the instance (67), the hotel staff agiazled to the guests when they found
that a customer staying near the reserved roomnweksng a loud noise. Some hotel
staff expressed their regret about the loud nasshawn in (68) to (71).

(67) I apologize for the disturbance. (NE11)
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Some hotel staff expressed their regret about@haise as shown in (68) to (71).

(68) I'm sorry for the interrupt from neighbor (NE8

(69) Aoavd INBUNULYNH DIV A28, ..
[Don ko-thdot feen keek hon kaa kaa dday ]
“On behalf of our hotel, we are sorry.” (NT2

(70) I'm sorry to hear that sir... (EFLH14)

(71) I'm sorry to learn that...(EFLL11)

More interestingly, the hotel staff used the inikes (e.g. do, very, reallypenauin

yaay maak) when they apologized or expressed regritetguests. As shown in the
instances (72) to (75), the hotel staff used thensifiers to show their politeness and
to mitigate the offense of the unsatisfactory ainstance such as the disturbance from
a loud noise.

(72) | doapologize for your inconvenience, sir. (NE15)

(73) I'm verysorry to hear that, ma’am. (EFLH17)

(74) I'm terribly sorry, sir (EFLL29)

]
A A =S

(75) Anudeve Inymuilueirannlunsainnadess U

[ di-chan bon koo-t"dot faan pen yaa maak nay ka-ra-nii'fi kot
gan rép-kuan |
“I'm very sorry for the disturbance.” (NT20)
According to the one-way ANOVA results, this ségt shows significant
differences among the four groups, F(3,116) = 3.p02.05. The post hoc test reveals
significant difference between the NT and the EFRgtdups. This means that the

EFLH group employed this strategy more frequerithntthe NT group.
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2) Acknowledgement of Responsibility

This strategy was employed when the guests infdrthe hotel staff about
unsatisfactory matters. It was found 34 timesdibrfour groups. As shown in the
instances (76) to (81), the hotel staff used thiatesgy at the beginning of the
utterances. These utterances were employed wieeguttsts complained about a loud
noise. The followings are the instances of thiatsgy:

(76) I understand. (NE23)

(77) Yes, | could Mr. Walker. (NE25)

(78) Certainly, sir. (EFLH24)

(79) Calm down, sir. (EFLH26)

(80) I see, sir. (EFLL6)

(81) lanz ...

[daay ta]
“Yes, please.” (NT17)

Similar to the “Expression of Apology” used, theeeway ANOVA analysis
reveals that this strategy is found to have begnifsgtantly different among the four
groups, F(3,116) = 4.818; p< .01. The post hoceyukramerHSD test shows two
pairs of significant differences: for the NT-EFLHANT-EFLL groups. This means
that the NT group employed this strategy more feedly than the EFL groups.

3) Promise of Forbearance

This strategy was employed when the hotel stafftecimo make sure that the
problems which occurred had been solved or compeshséor within the time

mentioned or that the problems would not happemagghis strategy was found to be
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employed 6 times by the NE and NT groups (5 timedk and once by the NT group).
The followings are the instances of this strategy:

(82) I'll inform you that all is in order immedidte (NE7)

(83) | ensure that you will not be disturbed foe ttemainder of your stay.

(NE21)
(84) hiidoefiaane aaausorinrowlAui
[may bon kaj-won ka kun sia-maat Pék-pg'>on daay tem
i |
“Don’t worry. You can relax all nigtgir.” (NT18)

From the instances (82) to (84), the hotel stafinpsed and made sure that the
unsatisfactory situation caused by the disturbdmoe a loud noise would be resolved.

In terms of the strategy used, the one-way ANOVlgsis reveals that this
strategy showed significant differences among the groups, F(3,116) = 5.532; p
<.001. Analysis of the post hoc test indicated there were three pairs of significant
differences: for the NE-NT, NE-EFLH and NE-EFLL gps. In other words, the NE
group employed this strategy while the NT and tikHE groups seldom used this
strategy in responding to complaints. Furthermttre EFLL did not use it.

4) Promise of Follow-up Action

This strategy was found to be employed when theptaimts needed to be
resolved or compensated for. As shown in Table thé “Promise of follow-up
action” was employed 5 times by the NE and oncéheyEFLH group. The instances
of this strategy are shown below:

(85) I will inform you later, sir. (NE12)
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(86) If the noise has not subsided in the few n@auplease phone me again.
(NE28)

(87) I'll call you tomorrow to ask if the probleoan be solved. (EFLH12)

The hotel staff informed the guests that they wdaltbw up and find out why a loud
noise has occurred as illustrated in (85). In ol the hotel staff wanted to be sure
whether or not the guests were satisfied with theti®n to the complaints as shown in
(86) and (87).

With regard to the results of the one-way ANOVA deémonstrates significant
differences among the four groups, F(3,116) = 5.932 .001. Analysis of variance by
the post hoc test indicates that there were tha@s pf significant differences: NE-NT,
NE-EFLH and NE-EFLL. This reveals that the NE groemployed this strategy;
whereas the NT and EFLH groups seldom employeé&utrthermore, the EFLL group
did not use it.

4.2.5 Situation 5: Slow Delivery Service for Food Ordered

The overall frequency of strategies used in respgntb complaints in situation
5 among the NE, NT, EFLH, and EFLL groups is shawifable 4.7. Strategies are
listed in order from the most frequently used te kast frequently used based on the

frequency for all the four groups.
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Table4.7
A Comparison of the Pragmatic Strategies Used in Responding to Complaints

about Slow Delivery Service for Food Ordered by All Groups

Pragmatic Strategies NE NT EFLH EFLL Pattern of Variation

1. Offering repair 34 28 30 29 N.S.

2. Expression of apology 26 25 28 26 N.S.

3. Explanation 5 6 6 2 N.S.

4. Giving the time frame for action 0 15 2 0 pPQPNE<NT, NT>EFLH,
NT>EFLL

5. Acknowledgement of responsibility 1 9 0 2 ps.0MT>EFLH, NT>EFLL

6. Asking for information 0 7 2 0 p<.01; NE<NTTNEFLL

7. Promise of forbearance 7 0 2 0 p<.001; NE>NHEH>EFLL

8. Promise of follow—up action 4 1 1 0 N.S.

9. Gratitude 3 0 2 0 N.S.

10. Making a suggestion 2 0 1 2 N.S.

11. Empathy 0 0 0 0 N.S.

12. Repetition of complaints 0 0 0 0 N.S.

All Strategies Combined 83 91 75 61

Note: N.S. = no significant difference

Table 4.7 presents the overall frequency of theasdio formulas used in
responding to complaints by the hotel guests uasibn 5 by the four different groups:
NE, NT, EFLH and EFLL through the written DCTs. elmost frequency use of the
strategy was by the NT group (f=91), followed by tNE group (f=83), the EFLH
group (f=75), and the EFLL group (f=61), respedijive

In terms of strategies used in responding to comiglait is found that the NE
and EFLH groups employed 9 strategies; whereasNthemployed 7 strategies and
the EFLL groups used 5 strategies. Interestirthgre were two strategies: “Empathy”

and “Repetition of complaints” which were not foundany of the groups.
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The ANOVA analysis revealed that four strategieporeed significant
differences, i.e. “Asking for information”, F(3,116= 4.558; p<.01, and
“Acknowledgement of responsibility”, F(3,116) = 08& p<.01, “Promise of
forbearance”, F (3,116) = 5.836 p<.001, and “Gyvihe time frame for action”, F
(3,116) = 21.569; p<.000. However, the remainitmgtegies did not show significant
differences among the four different groups.

The details of the significant differences for gi@gmatic strategies used in
responding to complaints in situation 5 are shoeloww:

1) Giving the Time Framefor Action

This strategy was found to be employed 17 timeshkeytwo groups: 15 times
by NT and twice by EFLH. The hotel staff employbs strategy when they asked the
guests to wait for the complaints to be remediedampensated for. It was found at

the end of the utterances. The instances of ttategy are illustrated below:
(88) sedndniinuzng
[ roo> ?iik sak- phak nar&]
“Wait a minute.” (NT9)

(89)sodnag o1snIDeRoINIdIAL

[p> sak-kriu ?aa-ian kon tu  hon-phak Eew K'a]

“Wait a minute, please. Your breakfask arrive soon.” (NT21)
(90) Just a moment, madam. (EFLH26)
From the instances (88) to (90), the hotel stalitgly requested the guests to wait for a

repair or a compensatory response for the slowelgliservice. This strategy can lead
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to a reduction in the level of offense in the urs$attory situation when there is a slow
delivery service for food ordered.

According to the results of the one-way ANOVA sthstrategy is found to be
significantly different among the four groups, A(B;) = 21.566; p < .000. The post
hoc Tukey-KramerHSD test indicates that there were three pairs of ifsogmt
differences: NT-NE, NT-EFLH, and NT-EFLL. This mnmsathat the NT group
employed this strategy; whereas, the EFLH groupaosel employed this strategy in
responding to complaints in this situation. Fumhere, the NE and EFLL groups did
not use it.

2) Acknowledgement of Responsibility

This strategy was employed when the guests infdrthe hotel staff about
unsatisfactory matters. It occurred 12 times far three groups: NE, NT and EFLL.
This strategy was employed at the beginning of utterances. When the guests
complained about the dirty rooms, the hotel staftn@wledged the complaints by
using the utterances as shown in (91) to (93). folewings are the instances of this
strategy:

(91) | see, Mrs. Johnson. (NE25)

92) 1aasuy ...

[ daay Rrap]
“Yes.” (30NT)

(93) Okay. (EFLLS5)

With regard to the analysis of one-way ANOVA, tkisategy is found to have
been significantly different among the four group&3,116) = 4.508: p < .01. The post

hoc test indicates two pairs of significant difieces between the NT-EFLH, and the
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NT-EFLL. This means that the NT group employed gtrategy more frequently than
the EFL groups in responding to complaints in ghiigation.

3) Asking for Information

This strategy was used 10 times by the three grotipmsspondents: NE, NT and
EFLH. The hotel staff needed to acquire more mmfmion concerning the complaints.
The instances of this strategy are shown below:

(94) In the meantime, can | also have your breakfader so that it can be

processed correctly and quickly under my persosapérvision? (NE21)

9 a

(95) lunswhguduegioses lsag
[may saap waa'uk pOu-yip yuu g ?a-ray K]
“What's your room number, deamadam?” (NT22)

(96) May | have your room number, please? (EFLH21)

After the guests complained about the slow deliveamvice for food ordered, the hotel
staff politely requested information the food oebkror requested the guests’ room
number. This was to make sure that the problemkidme solved satisfactorily such as
in the instances shown from (95) to (96).

Similar to the “Acknowledgement of Responsibilitstrategy use, the one-way
ANOVA analysis reveals that this strategy was fouadbe significantly different
among the four groups, F(3,116) = 4.559; p < .Ohe post hoc Tukey-KrametSD
test demonstrates two pairs of significant diffee=s1 NT-NE and NT-EFLL (see Table
4.7). In other words, the NT group employed thiategy more frequently than the NE

and EFLL groups in responding to complaints in #iisation.

4) Promise of Forbearance
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This strategy was employed when the hotel stafftecgito assure the guests
that the problems which had occurred would be wesbbr compensated for within the
time mentioned or that the problems would not Hewad to happen again. This
strategy was employed 9 times by the NE and EFLddigg (7 times in NE and twice
by the EFLH group). The following are the instamoé use of this strategy:

(97) ...make sure it will be delivered to you nowHN

(98) ...your breakfast, of course, will be servedytm within 10 minutes.

(NE24)

(99) I'll send, of course, your food up to you if thinutes. (EFLH29)

As seen in the utterances shown from (97) to (8@),hotel staff promised and made
sure that the situation of the slow delivery seswould be resolved.

In terms of the strategy used, the one-way ANO\Auits reveal that this
strategy was found to have significant differenagsong the four groups, F(3,116) =
5.836; p < .001. Analysis of variance from thetplooc test indicates that there were
two pairs of significant differences: NE-NT and MHELL (see Table 4.7). This means
that the NE employed this strategy as much asarEfALH group. However, the NT
and EFLL groups did not use it.

4.2.6 Situation 6: Broken Showers

The overall frequency of strategies used in respgntb complaints among the
NE, NT, EFLH, and EFLL groups in situation 6 is simin Table 4.8. Strategies are
listed in order from the most frequently used te last frequently used, based on the

frequency of use by the four groups.
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Table4.8
A Comparison of the Pragm

atic Strategies Used in Responding to Complaints about Broken Showers by All

Groups
Pragmatic Strategies NE NT EFLH EFLL Pattern of Variation

1. Offering repair 31 29 30 30 N.S.

2. Expression of apology 12 11 24 22 p<.000; NELH, NE< EFLL,
NT< EFLH, NT< EFLL

3. Acknowledgement of responsibility 16 16 6 3 .QB0; NE>EFLH, NE>EFLL,
NT > EFLH, NT>EFLL

4. Giving the time frame for action 3 16 3 2 p<QONT>NE, NT>EFLH,

NT>EFLL

5 Asking for information 1 7 3 0 p<.01; NE<NT, NTPEL

6. Gratitude 5 1 1 0 N.S.

7. Explanation 1 1 1 0 N.S.

8. Promise of follow—up action 1 0 1 0 N.S.

9. Promise of forbearance 0 1 0 0 N.S.

10. Making a suggestion 0 0 0 0 N.S.

11. Empathy 0 0 0 0 N.S.

12. Repetition of complaints 0 0 0 0 N.S.

All Strategies Combined 70 82 69 57

Note: N.S. = no significant difference

Table 4.8 shows the overall frequency of semamim@las in responding to
complaints in situation 6 for the four differentogps: NE, NT, EFLH and EFLL
through the written DCTs. The findings reveal tNdt group used the most strategies
(f=82), followed by the NE group (f=70), the EFLlHogp (f=69), and the EFLL group

(f=57), respectively.
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In terms of the number of strategies used in redipgnto complaints, the NE,
NT and EFLH employed 8 strategies each; wheread-HLL groups used 5 strategies.
An examination of the overall frequencies of siygtese show, however, that the NE
and NT strategies used have the same in order (f@ffering repair” followed by
“Acknowledgement of responsibility” and “Expressioh apology”) while the EFLH
and EFLL have the same in order (“Offering repaidllowed by “Expression of
apology” and “Acknowledgement of responsibilityfgspectively. What is interesting
is that three of the strategies: “Making a suggesti“Empathy” and “Repetition of
complaints” were not recorded by all four groups.

The results of one-way ANOVA indicate that fouraségies showed significant
differences, i.e. “Asking for information”, F(3,&8L = 4.102; p<.01, “Expression of
apology”, F(3,116) = 6.994; p<.000, “Acknowledgemehresponsibility”, F (3,116) =
7.857; p<.000, and “Giving the time frame for antioF(3,116) = 10.016; p<.000.
However, the remaining strategies as shown in TdlBedo not indicate significant
differences used among the four different groups.

The details of the significant differences for gi@gmatic strategies used in
responding to complaints in situation 6 are presgas follows:

1) Expression of Apology

This strategy was found to be used in all four geoin the second rank. As
shown in the instances (100) and (101), the ha&dt apologized to the guests when
they found that the room they had reserved fogthests contained a broken shower.

(100) We apologize for the inconvenience causeB1(M

(101) I apologize for any inconvenience. (EFLH3)
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Some hotel staff expressed their regret about tlo&keln shower as shown in the
instances (102) to (109).

(102) I'm sorry for your inconvenience stay. (NE8)

(103) maTsausudeveaioalouzas
[faay roog-reem bon koo ?a-pay diay na 14 ]
“We are sorry, madam.” (NT23)
(104) I'm sorry that we make you inconvenience, (&FLH29)
(105) I'm sorry to hear that. (EFLL5)

Interestingly, the hotel staff used the intenstigr.g. do, so, very, terriblysq cin- cin)

whenever they apologized or expressed regret t@tlests. The hotel staff used the
intensifiers in the instances (174) to (177) tovslbeir politeness and to mitigate the
offense of the unsatisfactory situation causechybroken shower.

(106) | are ssorry for the things that happened with you. (NE13

(107) I'm verysorry sir (EFLH12)

(108) I'm terriblysorry sir (EFLL29)

(109)¥99083339ATUNIU

[kro> Pa-pay ci-cin krap faan]
“I'm verysorry, sir.” (NT15)

In terms of a comparison of the strategies udesl,one-way ANOVA results
shown in Table 4.8 reveal that this strategy ingidasignificant differences, F(3,116) =
6.994; p < .000 among the four groups. The postThikey-KrameHSD test indicates

four pairs of significant differences: NE-EFLH, NE-LL, NT-EFLH and NT-EFLL.
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This means that the EFL groups employed this gjyateore frequently than the NE

and NT groups in responding to complaints in titisagion.

2) Acknowledgement of Responsibility
This strategy was employed by the hotel staff winenguests informed them of
an unsatisfactory situation. It was found to octiitimes among the four groups. As
shown in the instances (110) to (117), the hotdf sised this strategy at the beginning
of the utterances. When the guests complainedtdabeuroken shower, the hotel staff
acknowledged the complaints using these utterances.
(110) Right away, Mr. Lee. (NE2)
(111) I understand, Mr. Lee. (NE25)
(112) Of course, Mr. Lee. (NE26)
(113) sz ldny
[k& daay Ma]
“Yes, sir.” (NT1)
(114) Certainly, sir. (EFLH21)
(115) Of course, sir (EFLH26)
(116) Okay, sir (EFLL11)
(217) 1 understand, sir (EFLL6)
Similar to the use of “Expression of apology”, tlesults of one-way ANOVA
demonstrates significant differences, F(3,116)857; p < .000 among the four groups.

The post hoc test indicates four pairs of signiftcdifferences: NE-EFLH, NE-EFLL,



124

NT-EFLH, NT-EFLL. This means that the NE and NTogps were similar in the

frequently employed this strategy but more ofteantthe EFL groups in responding to

complaints in this situation.

3) Giving the Time Framefor Action

This strategy was found to be employed 24 timealbfour groups. The hotel
staff employed this strategy when they asked tlesiguo wait for the complaints to be
remedied or compensated for. It was found at tliea# the utterances. The instances
of this strategy are illustrated below:

(118) It will take around 30 minutes. (NE14)

(119)n3ansednajuzas
[ ka-rd-naa 1> sak-krlu na Ka]
“Wait a minute, please.” (NT17)
(120) Please wait a few minutes. (EFLH26)
(121) Just a moment, please, sir. (EFLL5)
From the instances (118) to (121), the hotel giafitely requested the guests to wait
for the repair of the broken shower or a compemgatesponse. This strategy can
reduce the offence of the unsatisfactory situatmowhich the shower in the bathroom
is broken.
Similar to the use of both “Expression of apologyid “Acknowledgement of
responsibility”, the one-way ANOVA analysis showignificant differences among
the four groups, F(3,116) = 10.016, p < .000. Asial of variance from the post hoc

test indicates that there were three pairs of Begmt differences: NT-NE, NT-EFLH,
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and NT-EFLL (see Table 4.8). In other words, thE gdNoup employed this strategy

more frequently than the NE, EFLH and EFLL groupsasponding to complaints.

4) Asking for Information

This strategy was reported 11 times by the threapmg of respondents: NE, NT
and EFLH. The hotel staff needed to acquire maorerimation concerning the
complaints. The instances of this strategy arevehuelow:

(122) Could you give me your room number? (NE23)

(123) hinswimuinegres Tnunz
[ may sadap wdan pak yuu b nay ka]
“May | know your room numbeftease?” (NT25)
(124) Did you open the faucet? (EFLH11)
After the guests complained about the broken shomvéine bathroom, the hotel staff
politely requested of the guests’ room numbers tesva in (122) and (123). In
addition, instance (124) asks whether the faucstbeen used. This is to make sure
that the problems could be solved satisfactorily.
As shown in Table 4.8, the one-way ANOVA resultge@ that this strategy
was found to have significant differences amongfthe groups, F(3,116) = 4.102; p
< .01. The post hoc Tukey-KramétSD test indicates two pairs of significant
differences: NE-NT and NT-EFLL. This means that tT employed this strategy
more frequently than the NE and EFLL groups in oesiing to complaints in this

situation.
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4.2.7 Situation 7: Awful Food Ordered from the Restaurant

The overall frequency of strategies used in respgntb complaints among the
NE, NT, EFLH, and EFLL groups are shown in Tabi 4Strategies are listed in order
from the most frequently used to the least fregyeamged, based on the frequency of
use by the four different groups.
Table4.9
A Comparison of the Pragmatic Strategies Used in Responding to Complaints

about Awful Food Ordered from the Restaurant by All Groups

Pragmatic Strategies NE NT EFLH EFLL Pattern of Variation
1. Offering repair 36 26 33 31 p<.05; NE>NT
2. Expression of apology 28 23 30 29 N.S.
3. Giving the time frame for action 1 11 5 0 MO0 NE<NT, NT>EFLL
4. Acknowledgement of responsibility 1 11 0 1 pOOWNE<NT, NT>EFLH, NT>EFLL
5. Making a suggestion 4 2 3 3 N.S.
6. Explanation 4 3 2 1 N.S.
7. Gratitude 2 1 1 0 N.S.
8. Asking for information 1 1 1 0 N.S.
9. Promise of forbearance 2 0 0 0 N.S.
10. Promise of follow—up action 1 0 0 0 N.S.
11. Empathy 0 0 0 0 N.S.
12. Repetition of complaints 0 0 0 0 N.S.
All Strategies Combined 80 78 74 65

Note: N. S. = no significant difference

As shown in Table 4.9, the NE group used the minategies (f=80), followed
by the NT group (f=78), the EFLH group (f=74), atlie EFLL group (f=65),
respectively.

In terms of the strategies used in responding toptaints, Table 4.9 shows that

the NE group employed 10 strategies; whereas, theeMployed 8 strategies, the
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EFLH utilized 6 strategies and EFLL groups usedrategies, respectively. However,
there are two strategies: “Empathy” and “Repetitadncomplaints” which were not
used by the four groups.

The results of the one-way ANOVA indicate that thrstrategies showed
significant differences, i.e. “Offering repair’, F(16) = 3.809; p<.05,
“Acknowledgement of responsibility”, F(3,116) = 1@7; p<.000, and “Giving the
time frame for action”, F(3,116) = 7.962; p<.00Blowever, the remaining strategies
were not found to have significant differences agdhe four different groups in
responding to complaints.

The details of the significant differences in tise wf the pragmatic strategies in
responding to complaints in situation 7 are presgas follows:

1) Offering Repair

This strategy was the most frequently reportedtessa used by the four
different groups in responding to complaints. Tkfering repair” found in this
situation can be divided into two subcategorieseg&r” and “Compensation”. The
findings reveal that “Repair” was used 83 timeslewhCompensation” was employed
43 times in responding to complaints. The respotsdemployed “Repair” when they
wanted to ameliorate an unfavorable situation saglhe awful food in the instances
(125) to (127).

(125) I'll call the chef and ask him what he can {EFLH19)

(126) Would you like to change a new one? (EFDL21
(127)L?;mﬁﬁ’u%zﬁnﬁuﬂmﬂﬁﬂuwﬁlmjuzﬂz
[ diaw di-chan ca danen kaan plian hdy may naal

“I will bring a new one for you.” (N8D)
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In contrast, “Compensation” was used when the ritdf thought the repair was not
possible, so they tried to improve the situationtimer ways. The dominant example of
“Compensation” found in this situation was to offenew dish free of charge as seen in
the instance (128).

(128) We will offer you a new one for free of chargNE7)

In terms of the comparison of strategies useel,aifle-way ANOVA analysis
reveals that this strategy was found to be siggnifily different among the four groups,
F(3,116) = 3.809); p < .05. The post hoc test destrates a significant difference
between the NE and NT. This shows that the NE gremuployed this strategy more
frequently than the NT group in responding to camyk in this situation.

2) Giving the Time Frame for Action

This strategy was found to be employed 17 timeghkythree groups: once by
NE, 11 times by NT and 5 times by EFLH. The hatielff employed this strategy
when they asked the guests to wait for the comddmbe remedied or compensated
for. It was found at the end of the utteranceshe Thstances of this strategy are
illustrated below:

(129)aigasednaguzaz

[ kun Suda, 3> sak-krlu nd ka]
“Khun Suda, please wait a minut&Tq)

(130) Would you wait for a few minutes, madam? (N

(131) Please wait a moment, madam. (EFLH28)

From the instances (129) to (131), the hotel siafitely requested the guests to wait

for repair or a compensatory response for the afefad. This strategy can reduce the
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offense of the unsatisfactory situation about thdubfood ordered served by the
restaurant.

According to the analysis of one-way ANOVA as shaw Table 4.9, the one-
way ANOVA results reveals that this strategy wagnih to be significantly different
among the four groups, F(3,116) = 7.962; p < .00Be analysis from the post hoc test
indicates two pairs of significant differences: NIE and NT-EFLL. This means that
the NT group employed this strategy more frequethi&n the NE and EFLL groups in
responding to complaints.

3) Acknowledgement of Responsibility

This strategy was employed when the guests infdrthe hotel staff about
unsatisfactory conditions. It was used 13 timeshieythree groups: NE, NT and EFLL.
As shown in the instances (132) to (134), the hetaff used this strategy at the
beginning of the utterances. The hotel staff aokedged their responsibility by using
of these utterances when the guests complained #iawful food.

(132) Our mistake, madam (NE23)

(133) 1dnsu

[ daay 'kap ]
“Yes, sir.” (NT28)

(134) Okay. (EFLL5)

Similar to the “Giving the time frame for actio@mployed, this strategy is
found to have been significantly different among four groups, F(3,116) = 10.127; p
< .000. The post hoc Tukey-Kram&iSD test indicates three pairs of significant
differences: NT-NE, NT-EFLH and NT-EFLL. This mearthat the NT group

employed this strategy; whereas, the NE and EFLaugs seldom employed this
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strategy in responding to complaints in this sitwrat In addition, the EFLH did not use
it at all.

4.2.8 Situation 8: Dirty Bed Linen

The overall frequency of strategies used in respaascomplaints among the
NE, NT, EFLH, and EFLL groups in situation 8 is smin Table 4.10. The strategies
are listed in order from the most frequently usedhe least frequently used, based on

the frequency of use by all four groups.

Table4.10
A Comparison of the Pragmatic Strategies Used in Responding to Complaints

about Dirty Bed Linen by All Groups

Pragmatic Strategies NE NT EFLH EFLL Pattern of Variation

1. Offering repair 33 30 30 31 N.S.

2. Expression of apology 22 17 21 23 N.S.

3. Acknowledgement of responsibility 13 17 6 3 .QB0; NE>EFLL, NT>EFLH,
NT >EFLL

4. Giving the time frame for action 0 9 3 1 p<.OBIEE<NT , NT>EFLH,
NT > EFLL

5. Promise of forbearance 3 1 1 0 N.S.

6. Gratitude 3 1 0 0 N.S.

7. Asking for information 0 4 0 0 p<.01; NE<NT TNEFLH,
NT > EFLL

8. Explanation 1 1 0 0 N.S.

9. Promise of follow—up action 1 0 0 0 N.S.

10. Making a suggestion 0 0 0 0 N.S.

11. Empathy 0 0 0 0 N.S.

12. Repetition of complaints 0 0 0 0 N.S.

All Strategies Combined 76 80 61 58 =

Note: N.S. = no significant difference



131

Table 4.10 reveals the overall frequency of theas#i formulas employed in
responding to complaints in situation 8 for therfdifferent groups: NE, NT, EFLH
and EFLL through the written DCTs. The findingsowhthat the NT group used
strategies the most frequently (f=80), followed twe NE group (f=76), the EFLH
group (f=61), and the EFLL group (f=58), respedive

In terms of strategies used in responding to comglathe NT employed 8
strategies while the NE group employed 7 strategiess EFLH employed 5 strategies
and the EFLL groups used 4 strategies, respectivéinat proved interesting is that
three strategies: “Empathy”, “Making a suggesti@mid “Repetition of complaints”
were not found at all in any of the four groups.

The one-way ANOVA indicates that three strategieported significant
differences, i.e. “Asking for information”, F(3,1L& 4.462; p<.01, “Giving the time
frame for action”, F(3,116) = 6.304; p<.001, anckfiowledgement of responsibility”,
F(3,116) = 7.116; p<.000. However, the remainitiategies did not show any
significant differences among the four differenbgps in responding to complaints.

The details of the significant differences in theagmatic strategies used in
responding to complaints in situation 8 are shos/folows:

1) Acknowledgement of Responsibility

This strategy was employed when the guests infdrthe hotel staff about an
unsatisfactory situation. It was found 39 timesdt four groups. The following are
the instances of this strategy:

(135) Of course, Mrs. Morgan. (NE5)

(136) All right, madam. (NE16)

(137) lififlymasy ...
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[ma&y mii pan-haa‘rip ]
“No problem, madam.” (NT12)
(138) Certainly, madam. (EFLH24)
(139) I understand, ma’am. (EFLL6)
From the instances (135) to (139), the hotel staéfd this strategy at the beginning of
the utterances. When the guests complained abeuitty bed linen, the hotel staff
acknowledged the complaints by using these uttesanc
According to the results of one-way ANOVA, thisasegy is found to have
been significantly different among the four group§3,116) = 7.116; p < .000. The
post hoc test reveals three pairs of significaffedinces: NE-EFLL, NT-EFLH and
NT-EFLL. This means that the NE and NT were simitathe frequently used this
strategy but more often than the EFL groups in aedmg to complaints in this
situation.
2) Giving the Time Framefor Action
This strategy was employed 13 times by the Thavearoups: 9 times by NT,
3 times by EFLH and once by the EFLL group. The&ehstaff employed this strategy
when they asked the guests to wait for the comigldm be remedied or compensated
for. It was found at both the beginning and thd ehthe utterances. The instances of
this strategy are illustrated below:
(140)njansednaguzas
[ ka-rd-naa on sak-krGu na k]
“Wait a minute, please.” (NT23)
(141) Just a minute, madam. (EFLH28)

(142) Just a moment, please. (EFLL5)
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From the instances (140) to (142), the hotel siafitely requested the guests to wait
for repair or a compensatory response for the dadyg linen. This strategy can
mitigate the offense of the unsatisfactory situatichen the bed linen is found to be
dirty.

Based on the results of the one-way ANOVA, thistsgy is found to be
significantly different among the four groups, A(B5) = 8.441; p < .001. The post hoc
Tukey-KramerHD test indicates significant differences for thddoling pairs: NT-
NE, NT-EFLH, and NT-EFLL. This means that the Nfbyp employed this strategy
more frequently than the NE, EFLH and EFLL groupsdasponding to complaints in
this situation.

3) Asking for Information

This strategy was reported 4 times only by the Ndug. The hotel staff
needed to acquire more information concerning tmapdaints. The instances of this

strategy are shown below:

(143) liinsrwnInsnnvies Inunay
[ may sadap waaob caak hn nay ka]
“Which room did you call in®” (NT17)
(144)m;mwuawmmamﬁ’mﬁmmﬁm
[ ka-rd-naa dpk maay-léek bn-prdk koon thaan]
“What is your room number, pleasd®ER4)
As shown in the instances (143) and (144), whergtlests complained about the dirty
bed linen, the hotel staff politely requested theesis’ room numbers. This was to

make sure that the problems could be solved setisfky.
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Similar to the “Giving the time frame for actionwsed, the one-way ANOVA
analysis reveals that this strategy was found tsid¢paificantly different among the four
groups, F(3,116) = 6.304; p < .01. The analysimfthe post hoc test reveals that there
were three pairs of significant differences: NT-N¥ET-EFLH and NT-EFLL. This
means that the NT group used this strategy butdbeof the groups did not employ
this strategy in responding to complaints.

4.2.9 Situation 9: Interrupted Water Supply in the Bathroom

The overall frequency of strategies used in respgntb complaints among the
NE, NT, EFLH, and EFLL groups is shown in Table14.IThe strategies are listed in
order from the most frequently used to the leasjudently used, based on the frequency

of use by all four groups.

Table4.11
A Comparison of the Pragmatic Strategies Used in Responding to Complaints

about Interrupted Water Supply in the Bathroom by All Groups

Pragmatic Strategies NE NT EFLH EFLL Pattern of Variation
1. Offering repair 35 30 30 30 p<.001; NE>NT, NEXEF
NE >EFLL
2. Expression of apology 15 14 25 25 p<.000; NE<HFNE<EFLL,

NT<EFLH, NT<EFLL

3. Acknowledgement of responsibility 15 16 3 1 .089; NE>EFLH, NE>EFLL

NT>EFLH, NT>EFLL

4. Giving the time frame for action 1 16 7 1 p<.ONE<NT, NT>EFLH,
NT>EFLL

5. Explanation 3 1 0 0 N.S.

6. Promise of forbearance 2 1 1 0 N.S.

7. Asking for information 0 2 1 0 N.S.

8. Gratitude 1 1 0 0 N.S.

9. Making a suggestion 0 0 0 0 N.S.
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10. Promise of follow-up action 0 0 0 0 N.S.
11. Empathy 0 0 0 0 N.S.

12. Repetition of complaints 0 0 0 0 N.S.
All Strategies Combined 72 81 67 57

Note: N.S. = no significant difference

Table 4.11 reveals that the overall frequency oha#ic formulas used in
responding to complaints in situation 9 for therfdifferent groups: NE, NT, EFLH
and EFLL through the written DCTs. The findingdigate that the NT group used the
strategies most frequently (f=81), followed by tHE group (f=72), the EFLH group
(f=67), and the EFLL group (f=57), respectively.

In terms of strategies used as shown in Table 4tid, NT employed 8
strategies; whereas, the NE group employed 7 gtemtethe EFLH employed 6
strategies and EFLL groups used 4 strategies, ctgply. What is interesting is that
four strategies: “Making a suggestion”, “Promisefafow-up action”, “Empathy” and
“Repetition of complaints” were not found in anytbé four groups.

The results of the one-way ANOVA revealed that fatrategies showed
significant differences, i.e. “Offering repair’(3;116) = 5.800; p<.001, “Expression
of apology”, F(3,116) = 6.392; p<.000, “Giving thime frame for action”, F(3,116) =
13.615; p<.000, and “Acknowledgement of respongitdjlF(3,116) = 14.664; p<.000.
However, the remaining strategies were not founchawe significant differences
among the four different groups.

The details of the significant differences in tise wf the pragmatic strategies in
responding to complaints in this situation are pnésd as follows:

1) Offering Repair
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This strategy was observed to be the most frequestd strategy for the four
different groups in responding to complaints. Tifering repair” found in this
situation can be divided into two subcategoriesep&r” and “Compensation”. The
findings show that “Repair” was used 116 times whHTompensation” was employed
9 times in responding to complaints. The respotsdemployed “Repair” when they
wanted to ameliorate the unsatisfactory situatibthe interrupted water supply in the
bathroom, such as in the instances (145) to (1di@wb

(145) I'll send the maintenance to look at your itulyour bathroom right away.

(EFLH7)

(146) I'll call the maintenance department to sentheone to change it right

away. (EFLH14)

(147) I'll send the engineer to fix it now. (EFLL9)

(148) We will send the engineer to ¢hige water flow immediately. (NE7)

1 Y] dsl < [} Y
(149) 1519z dantinauaumasndauazsousy 1ing

[raw ca sp pd-naknaan ka n maa truat chékel soom-ssem
hay f1a]
“We will send someone from our maintenancetteck and fix them.”
(NT19)
In contrast, “Compensation” was used when theltstédf did not think the repair is
possible, so they tried to alleviate the situatidine dominant example of the
“Compensation” which was found in the NE and EFLlibups in this situation was to
move the clients to an upgraded room as showreimtgtances (150) and (151).
(150) I'll change your room right away. (EFLL23)

(151) I'll send you to a nice suite. (NE29)
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More interestingly, both “Repair” and “Compensatiovere used together in the same
situation. This combined strategy was found onlthie NE group. From the instances
(152) and (153), the hotel staff would like the gfgeto choose whether to wait for the
interrupted water supply in the bathroom to bedixe to change to a new room.

(152) Would you prefer a deluxe roomaasapology or the engineer to repair

the faucets? (NE4)

(153) We will send the engineer to replace thetlighlb and check the water

flow immediately. Would you like to change to a neam? (NE7)

In terms of a comparison of strategies used,ate-way ANOVA analysis
reveals that this strategy was found to be siganifily different among the four groups,
F(3,116) = 5.800; p < .001. The post hoc test alsveéhree pairs of significant
differences: NE-NT, NE-EFLH and NE-EFLL. This meathat the NE group
employed this strategy more frequently than the EFLH and EFLL groups in
responding to complaints in this situation.

2) Expression of Apology

This strategy was the second most frequently ugetidfour different groups.
In using this strategy, the hotel staff apologiredhe guests when they found that the
room reserved for them was affected by an inteediptater supply as shown in (154).

(154) We apologize for the inconvenience causeB1{N
Some hotel staff expressed their regret about tiverrupted water supply in the

bathroom as shown in the instances (155) to (157).
(155) yeossluany liazanuazanuianaialumsaradauzasy...
[ ko> ?a-pay nay kwaam may sa-duake | kwaam pit-plaat

nay kaan truat chék nardp]
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“I'm sorry for your inconvenience and taise in checking.” (NT4)
(156) I'm sorry to annoy you, sir. (EFLH10)

(157) I'm sorry for the matter. (EFLL11)

In addition, the hotel staff used the intensifié@sy. do, so, very, terriblyp&1auin

yaa) maak) when they apologized or expressed regrétegauests. The hotel staff
used the intensifiers to show their politeness #&mdnmitigate the offense of the
unsatisfactory situation regarding the interrupteder supply in their bathrooms. The
instances of this strategy are shown in (158) &1 below:

(158) | am sasorry for the inconvenience it might have causaal YNES8)

(159) I'm verysorry, ma’am. (EFLH12)

(160) I'm terriblysorry. (EFLL15)

(161) anudove Inyniuiuedrann
[di-chan bd>n ko> thdot tédan pen_yap maak]
“I'm_terriblysorry, madam.” (NT5)

Similar to the “Offering repair” employed, the emay ANOVA results reveal
that this strategy was found to have significarftedences among the four groups,
F(3,116) = 6.392; p < .000. Analysis of the post kest reveals that there were four
pairs of significant differences: NE-EFLH, NE-EFLNT-EFLH and NT-EFLL. This
shows that the NE and NT groups employed thisegiyakess frequently than the EFLH
and EFLL groups in responding to complaints.

3) Acknowledgement of Responsibility
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This strategy was employed when the guests infdrthe hotel staff about an
unsatisfactory situation. It was found 35 timese(Jable 4.11) for all four groups.
The following are the instances of this strategy:

(162) Certainly, Mr. Peterson ... (NE1)

(163) Yes, | could. (NE25)

(164) 1dnz 1w

[daay ta taan]
“Yes, sir.” (NT13)

(165) Of course, sir. (EFLH26)

(166) Yes, sir. (EFLL13)

The hotel staff used this strategy at the beginwihthe utterances. When the guests
complained about the interrupted water supply enrdbom reserved for them, the hotel
staff acknowledged the problem by using the utegaras shown in (162) to (166).

Regarding the results of one-way ANOVA as showiiable 4.11, this strategy
was found to have been significantly different agadhe four groups, F(3,116) =
14.664; p < .000. The post hoc Tukey-Krani®D test reveals four pairs of
significant differences: NE-EFLH, NE-EFLL, NT-EFLBnd NT-EFLL. This means
that the NE and NT groups employed this strategyeni@quently than the EFLH and
EFLL groups in responding to complaints in thisiatton.

4) Giving the Time Framefor Action

This strategy was found to be employed 25 timealbfour groups. The hotel
staff employed this strategy when they asked thestguto wait for their complaints to
be remedied or compensated for. It was found bhothe beginning and at the end of

the utterances. The instances of this strategilasérated below:
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(167)nauamsood lurosdnaguznz

[ kun Decha 3> yuu nay bn sak-krGu na ka]

“Khun Decha, wait a moment, pleagslT1)

(168) Wait for a minute. (NE30)

(169) Could you wait a moment, sir? (EFLH11)

(170) Just a moment, please. (EFLL22)

From the instances (167) to (170), the hotel siafitely requested the guests to wait
for repair or compensatory responses for the iapted water supply in their
bathrooms. This strategy can reduce the offensahef unsatisfactory situation
regarding the interrupted water supply in theihbadms.

Similar to the three employed strategies mentiqrediously, the results of the
one-way ANOVA show significant differences among tfour groups, F(3,116) =
13.615; p <.000. The analysis of the post hacdesonstrates that three pairs showed
significant differences: NT-NE, NT-EFLH, and NT-EEL This means that the NT
group employed this strategy more frequently thenNE, EFLH and EFLL groups in
responding to complaints in this situation.

4.2.10 Situation 10: Cockroachesin the Wastebasket

The overall frequency of strategies used in respgntd complaints among the
NE, NT, EFLH, and EFLL groups in situation 10 isosm in Table 4.12. The
strategies are listed in order from the most fretyeused to the least frequently used,

based on the frequency of use by all four groups.

Table4.12
A Comparison of the Pragmatic Strategies Used in Responding to Complaints

about Cockroachesin the Wastebasket by All Groups
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Pragmatic Strategies NE NT EFLH EFLL Pattern of Variation
1. Offering repair 38 30 30 30 p<.000; NE > NT, NEEtH,
NE >EFLL
2. Expression of apology 24 20 21 23 N.S.
3. Acknowledgement of responsibility 8 15 6 1 (g8Q; NT>EFLH, NT>EFLL
4. Giving the time frame for action 0 5 6 0 p<.8E<.EFLH, EFLH>EFLL
Pragmatic Strategies NE NT EFLH EFLL Pattern of Variation
5. Promise of forbearance 6 2 2 0 N.S.
6. Gratitude 2 1 5 0 N.S.
7. Asking for information 0 6 1 0 p<.000; NE<NTTNEFLH,
NT> EFLL
8. Explanation 3 2 1 0 N.S.
9. Making a suggestion 2 0 0 0 N.S.
10. Promise of follow-up action 1 0 0 0 N.S.
11. Empathy 1 0 0 0 N.S.
12. Repetition of complaints 0 1 0 0 N.S.
All Strategies Combined 85 82 72 54

Note: N.S. = no significant difference

Table 4.12 presents the overall frequency of thmasgic formulas used in
responding to complaints in Situation 10 for tharfdifferent groups: NE, NT, EFLH
and EFLL through written DCTs. The findings revélaht the strategies were most
frequently employed by the NE group (f=85), follalvby the NT group (f=82), the
EFLH group (f=72), and the EFLL group (f=54), resipeely.

In terms of strategies used in responding to comiglathe NE and NT groups
employed 9 strategies; whereas, the EFLH employatra8egies and EFLL groups
used 3 strategies, respectively. However, whatteresting is that all 12 strategies

were found in this situation.
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The results of the one-way ANOVA indicate that fostrategies showed
significant differences, i.e. “Giving the time franfor action”, F(3,116) = 4.420; p<.01,
“Asking for information”, F(3,116) = 6.916; p<.000Qffering repair’, F(3,116) =
7.864; p<.000, and “Acknowledgement of respongipiliF(3,116) = 8.878; p<.000.
However, the remaining strategies were not founchawe significant differences
among the four different groups.

The details of the significant differences in theagmatic strategies used in
responding to complaints in this situation are enésd below:

1) Offering Repair

This strategy was used the most frequently by the tifferent groups in
responding to complaints. The “Offering repairtufa in this situation can be divided
into two subcategories: “Repair” and “CompensatioriThe findings show that the
“Repair” was used 117 times by all four groups whihe “Compensation” was
employed 11 times by the NE, NT and EFLL groupshe Thotel staff employed
“Repair” when they wanted to ameliorate the unéatisry situation regarding the
discovery of cockroaches in the wastebasket inhibil room as reported in the
instances (171) to (175).

(171) I'll send someone to your room to get ridtleé cockroaches and also

remove the bad smell with spray. (NE15)

(172) Il put some insect spray in your roomHE®)

(173) I'll send the maid up to get rid of it noEFLH4)

(174) Il tell the maid to clean yoroom up right away. (EFLL3)

@ 1 dy Y 3 A 1
(175)151929aM NI UIMaIoon1INed Iagii1ngany

[raw ca cat kaan madn-sdap law nii 7?20k céaak bn dooy
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rewrit sut ka ]
“We will get rid of the cockroachesyiour room right now.” (NT19)

By contrast, “Compensation” was used when theyndidthink the repair is possible,
so they tried to improve the situation in other wiayhe dominant example of the
“Compensation” found in this situation was to make clients to an upgraded room as
seen in the instances (176) and (177).

(176) May | change you to a new room while we askvisg this problem?

(NE2)

(177)‘vmmfnzL‘]Jﬁauﬁ’m”lﬁlﬁammazmwmvimuzﬂ%u

[taag raw ca plian Iy hdy pe a kwaam sa-duak "kon

trdan na 'kap ]

“For your convenience stay, we will charige room for you.” (NT3)
Interestingly, both “Repair’ and “Compensation” weused together in the same
situation. This combined strategy was found onlyhi@ NE group. As shown in the
instances (178) to (180), the hotel staff woule ltke guest who made a complaint to
choose whether to wait for the cockroaches to be rgb of or to wait for the
wastebasket to be emptied or to change to anaten.r

(178) I'll send someone to your room to cleanrymom again. If you still
feel uncomfortable, | will m®you to the new room. (NES8)
(179) I'll have housekeeping take care of it imnagely. In the meantime,

would you like us to arrange another room for yombve to? (NE11)
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(180) We will send the H/K staff to apryour room for you against the
cockroaches. If you are not satisfied, we will wgug you to a different
room. (NE14)

In terms of the comparison of strategies used,ahe-way ANOVA results
shown in Table 4.12 reveal that this strategy wasd to be significantly different
among the four groups, F(3,116) = 7.864; p < .080 analysis of the post hoc test
reveals three pairs of significant differences: NE- NE-EFLH and NE-EFLL. This
means that the NE group employed this strategy rmegeiently than the three groups
in responding to complaints.

2) Acknowledgement of Responsibility

This strategy was employed when the guests infdrthe hotel staff about an
unsatisfactory situation. It was found 30 time=(3able 4.12) by all four groups. The
followings are the instances of this strategy:

(181) I understand, Miss. Thomson. (NE25)

(182) lansy

[ dday kéap ]
“Yes, Miss.” (NT28)

(183) Of course, Miss. (EFLH26)

(184) Oh, yes, ma’am. (EFLL12)

As shown in the instances (181) to (184), the heteff used this strategy at the
beginning of the utterances. The hotel staff aekedged the complaints by using
these utterances when the guests complained atlemihgs cockroaches in the

wastebasket in their room.
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According to the analysis of one-way ANOVA, thisasegy is found to have
been significantly different among the four groupé3,116) = 7.878; p < .000. The
post hoc Tukey-KrameHSD test reveals two pairs of significant differenc®st-
EFLH and NT-EFLL. This shows that the NT group éogypd this strategy more
frequently than the EFL groups.

3) Giving the Time Framefor Action

This strategy was used 11 times by the two grobpgsnes by NT and 6 times
by EFLH. The hotel staff employed this strategyewlhey asked the guests to wait for
the complaints to be remedied or compensated forwas found at the end of the
utterances. The instances of this strategy argtifited below:

(185)amuayrsonglunosdnajuznz

[ khun Nongnuch 7> yuu nay bn sak-kriu na ka]
“Khun Nongnuch, wait a moment, pkagNT1)

(186) Just a few minutes, please. (EFLH20)

From the instances (185) and (186), the hotel p@ftely requested the guests to wait
for a repair or a compensatory response to theat&itu in which there were
cockroaches in the wastebasket. This strategy reauce the offense of the
unsatisfactory situation of having cockroachedhswastebasket in the hotel room.

With regard to the one-way ANOVA analysis, thisagtgy was found to be
significantly different among the four groups, A(B5) = 4.420; p < .01. The post hoc
test indicates two pairs of significant differenc&~LH-NE and EFLH-EFLL (see
Table 4.12). This means that the NT and EFLH eggaathis strategy while the NE
and EFLL groups did not employ this strategy inpoesling to complaints in this

situation.
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4) Asking for Information
This strategy was reported 7 times by the NT andHEgroups. The hotel staff
required more information concerning the complainhe instances of this strategy

are shown below:

(187) linswiegies lnunz
[ may sdap waadan yuu bn nay ka]
“What's your room number, gde?” (NT21)

v ) ¢ g 4
(188)usenniiouuosoz lsaz venswdnaTInil

[€en caak bn bss ?a-ray ka ko> saaprik krdn ng n]
“Pardon, your room number, pleag®irs)

(189) What is your room number? (EFLH24)
As shown in the instances (187) to (189), whenghests complained about having
cockroaches in their wastebaskets, the hotel ptaitely requested the guests’ room
numbers. This was to make sure that the problemisl e solved satisfactorily.

Similar to the “Acknowledgement of responsibilitghd “Giving the Time
Frame for Action” strategies used, the one-way AMOVesults demonstrate
significant differences among the four groups, E{8) = 6.916); p <.000. Analysis of
variance of the post hoc test shows three paisgpfificant differences, i.e. NT-NE,
NT-EFLH and NT-EFLL. This means that the NT grampployed this strategy more

frequently than the NE, EFLH and EFLL groups inpasding to complaints.

4.3 The Occurrences of Pragmatic Transfer
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As mentioned in Chapter Three section 3.3.4.3,vanadl picture of pragmatic
transfer is displayed in terms of frequency of tefgyaes used for each complaint
provoking situation.

This section, therefore, presents evidence of thgrpatic transfer revealed in
the analysis of the total number of uses of theaseim formulas employed by NE, NT,
EFLH and EFLL groups in each of the 10 DCT situatio Across all 10 situations,
there were a total of 25 cases where NE and NErédf in the frequency of semantic
formulas used in their responses to complaintsnd@ions for pragmatic transfer were
considered present when differences in frequencstezk between NE and NT groups
which provided a cross-cultural baseline. Thisebas compared the pragmatic
strategies in responding to complaints of the matanguage groups to those of the
target language group in order to examine how aatpeakers of Thai and English
perform the speech act of responses to complairiteei hotel business with different or
similar sociolinguistic norms. The frequency ofretic formulas used in responding
to complaints by the Thai EFL learners were colldand then compared to the cross-
cultural baseline data in order to identify the wecences of pragmatic transfer
guantitatively. When tallying actual instancespodgmatic transfer among the groups
of EFLH and EFLL, there were 13 instances of pragsansfer in the EFLH data,
and 10 in the EFLL data. Therefore, EFLH showegtemter number of instances of
pragmatic transfer in the frequency of semantimidas used than did the EFLL group.

Table 4.13 shows the results of the analysis ofamae performed by the
Tukey-KramerHSD which indicates the negative transfer of the sgigts used by each
group in each situation. In the table, the cooditior pragmatic transfer in a given

formula was marked by * while the occurrence ofgpnatic transfer was marked by **.
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Pragmatic Transfer in the Frequency of Semantic Formulasin All Situations
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Semantic Formulas Groups

NE EFLH EFLL NT
Situation 1 Dirty or Unclean Rooms
1.1 Explanation 3 0 0 6
1.2 *Giving the time frame for action 0 0 1 8
1.3 *Promise of follow-up action 4 **0 **0 0
Situation 2 Broken Air Conditioner and TV
2.1 Expression of apology 14 22 24 12
2.2 Acknowledgement of responsibility 16 6 4 15
2.3 *Offering repair 34 **31 **30 27
2.4 *Giving the time frame for action 0 2 1 17
2.5 *Asking for information 0 0 0 5
2.6 *Gratitude 5 **Q **Q 2
Situation 3 Disgusting Bathroom
3.1 *Offering repair 43 **32 **33 32
3.2 *Giving the time frame for action 1 0 1 7
3.3 *Asking for information 0 1 0 7
Situation 4 Disturbance from a Loud Noise
4.1 Expression of apology 18 27 21 15
4.2 Acknowledgement of responsibility 10 6 3 15
4.3 *Promise of forbearance 5 *x] **Q 1
4.4 *Promise of follow-up action 5 **1 **0 1
Situation 5 Slow Delivery Service for Food Ordered
5.1 Acknowledgement of responsibility 1 0 2 9
5.2 * Promise of forbearance 7 **2 **Q 0
5.3 *Giving the time frame for action 0 2 0 15
5.4 *Asking for information 0 **2 0 7

Situation 6 Broken Showers
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6.1 Expression of apology 12 24 22 11
6.2 Acknowledgement of responsibility 16 6 3 16
6.3 *Giving the time frame for action 3 3 2 16
6.4 *Asking for information 1 **3 0 7

Situation 7 Awful Food Ordered from the Restaurant

7.1 *Acknowledgement of responsibility 1 0 1 11
7.2 *Offering repair 36 **33 **31 26
7.3 *Giving the time frame for action 1 **5 0 11
Situation 8 Dirty Bed Linen

8.1 Acknowledgement of responsibility 33 30 31 30
8.2 *Giving the time frame for action 0 3 1 9

8.3 *Asking for information 0 0 0 4

Situation 9 Interrupted Water Supply in the Bathroom

9.1 Expression of apology 15 25 25 14
9.2 Acknowledgement of responsibility 15 3 1 16
9.3 *Offering repair 35 **30 **30 30
9.4 *Giving the time frame for action 1 7 1 16
Situation 10 Cockroaches in the Wastebasket

10.1 Acknowledgement of responsibility 8 6 1 15
10.2 *Offering repair 38 **30 **30 30
10.3 Giving the time frame for action 0 6 0 5

10.4 *Asking for information 0 1 0 6

* indicates the condition for pragmatic transfer
** jndicates the occurrence of pragmatic transfer

The condition and evidence of pragmatic transfehenfrequency of pragmatic
strategies are presented in each situation below:
4.3.1 Situation 1: Dirty or Unclean Rooms
Table 4.13 shows the statistically significantfeténces of the pragmatic
strategies used by all four groups. The conditifmmspragmatic transfer reveal two
strategies: “Giving the time frame for action” atidromise of follow-up action”.
However, only the “Promise of follow-up action” doms the occurrence of negative
pragmatic transfer. That is, both EFLH and EFLbups’ responses resembled each
other in the frequency of use of this formula te T (did not report using it) which
were less than did the NE.
4.3.2 Situation 2: Broken Air Conditioner and Television
From Table 4.13, the conditions for pragmatic ¢fan reveal four strategies.
However, there are two strategies indicating thdexnce of pragmatic transfer, namely,

“Offering repair” and “Gratitude”. From these s&gies, two cases each from the two
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groups give examples of the occurrence of negataresfer. This means the EFLH and
EFLL used both strategies similar to the NT bus ligequently than did the NE.
4.3.3 Situation 3: Disgusting Bathroom
As seen in Table 4.13, all the three strategiesvghe conditions for pragmatic
transfer. However, only the “Offering repair” dt¥gy confirms the occurrence of
negative pragmatic transfer. This means that BéthH and EFLL groups’ responses
resembled each other in the frequency of use o thimula to the NT but less

frequently than did the NE.

4.3.4 Situation 4: Disturbance from a Loud Noise
Shown in Table 4.13 indicates the condition foagmnatic transfer in the
“Promise of forbearance” and “Promise of follow-aption” strategies. From these
strategies, two cases each from the two groups sh@mples of the occurrence of
negative transfer. This indicates that both theHERnd EFLL groups used “Promise
of forbearance” and “Promise of follow-up actiomtinulas similar to the NT but less
frequently than did the NE.
4.3.5 Situation 5: Slow Delivery Service for Food Ordered
Table 4.13 shows the three conditions of pragntedicsfer, namely, “Promise
of forbearance”, “Giving the time frame for actioaid “Asking for information”. In
terms of the evidence of negative pragmatic transfere were a total of three cases,
two from the EFLH and one from the EFLL. This med&oth EFL groups employed
the “Promise of forbearance” similar to the NT hegs frequently than the NE. In the
frequency of use of the “Asking for information’tategy, only the EFLH group used

this formula similar to the NT group.
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4.3.6 Situation 6: Broken Showers
Cross-cultural differences between NE and NT amend in two strategies,
including, “Giving the time frame for action” andsking for information” (see Table
4.13). In those two conditions for pragmatic tfansthere is found only one case from
the EFLH in “Asking for information” which showsetoccurrence of negative transfer.
This means that the EFLH group used that strategyesly to the NT group, but more

frequently than did the NE and EFLL groups.

4.3.7 Situation 7: Awful Food Ordered from the Restaurant
Following the native norms, all of the given seti@aformulas in Table 4.13
indicate the conditions for pragmatic transfer. widwer, two cases from the EFLH
group and one case from the EFLL group in two sgias, hamely, “Offering repair”
and “Giving the time frame for action” show evidenof pragmatic transfer. This
shows that both EFL groups employed the “Offeregfair” similar to the NT but less
frequently than did the NE. In the frequent usett@ “Giving the time frame for
action”, only the EFLH used this formula similartte NT group.
4.3.8 Situation 8: Dirty Bed Linen
Conditions for pragmatic transfer indicate twoastgies, “Giving the time
frame for action” and “Asking for information” inable 4.13. However, there are no
cases of the EFL learners groups showing occursenteragmatic transfer. This
suggests that both groups of EFL used the twoesfieg similarly to the NE but less
frequently than did the NT group.

4.3.9 Situation 9: Interrupted Water Supply in the Bathroom
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Table 4.13 indicates two possible conditions fagmatic transfer (“Offering
repair” and “Giving the time frame for action”). oever, the evidence of pragmatic
transfer is found in two cases (one each from tRe goups) in the “Offering repair”
strategy. This means that both groups of Thai ER&ltners employed this formula as
much as in the NT group. On the contrary, thedesq use of “Giving the time frame

for action” strategy in the EFLH and EFLL groupsswsmilar to the NE group.

4.3.10 Situation 10: Cockroachesin the Wastebasket
From Table 4.13, there are two strategies used igigotihe conditions for
pragmatic transfer, namely, “Offering repair” andisking for information”. Only the
use of the former shows the occurrence of neggiragmatic transfer in the EFL
groups. This means that the two groups of EFLnkex@ employed the “Offering
repair” strategy as much as in the NT group. Gndther hand, both the EFLH and

EFLL groups used “Asking for information” as muchia the NE group.

4.4 Summary

To summarize, this chapter presented the findimgm fthe analyses of the
pragmatic strategies used by the four differenugsoas well as the occurrences of
pragmatic transfer in the strategies used by the ERL learners in each situation. In

the next chapter, the findings presented in Chdgtar will be discussed.



CHAPTER S

DISCUSSION

This chapter discusses the findings of the stuggnted in Chapter Four with
reference to the research questions presentedapt@hOne. First, we will discuss
the semantic formulas used by all four groups etén situations of the written DCT.
Next, the similarities and differences concernihg tfrequency of the pragmatic
strategies employed in responding to complaintsthi@ hotel business will be

examined. Then the pragmatic transfer of EFL leamill be considered.

5.1 Pragmatic Strategies Employed in Responding to Complaints

Since apologizing is directed toward addressirg likarer's negative face
needs and in so doing addresses the speaker's/spdsite needs (Brown & Levinson,
1987) which requires an action or an utterance lwtgdntended to “set things right”
(Olshtain, 1983), we can logically expect a ranfepwlogy strategies, depending on
the type of offence committed.

Although linguists have established different stgadés of verbal redress in
their own studies on apologies ( see Section ZhW@p€r Two for more information),
the present study follows the apology taxonomy &bim the second phase of this
study which consists of nine strategies ( see &e@&i3.4.2, Chapter Three for more
information). However, the findings presented iha@ter Four revealed that 12

strategies were employed by all four groups in @asing to complaints in the hotel
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business. This means that the three new strategesfound. The first nine
strategies were found in the second phase whiléagtehree strategies were found in
the third phase (main study). These strategistediin a descending order from the
most frequently used to the least frequently usesk8 on the combined frequency of
use by the four groups, were: 1) “Offering repal); “Expression of apology”; 3)
Acknowledgement of responsibility”; 4) “Giving theéme frame for action”; 5)
“Gratitude”; 6) “Explanation”; 7) “Asking for infanation”, 8) “Promise of
forbearance”; 9) “Making a suggestion”; 10) “Proenisf follow-up action”; 11)
“Empathy”; and 12) “Repetition of complaints”. Tdeeresults are consistent with the
findings reported by all linguists who conductedds¢s on apology ( e.g. Cohen &
Olshtain, 1981; Olshtain, 1983; Olshtain & CoheB83; Trosborg, 1987, 1995;
Holmes, 1989, 1990; Vollmer & Olshtain, 1989; Fras; 1993; Suszczynska, 1999;
Reiter, 2000; Intachakra, 2001; Tamanaha, 2003jhat Ts, five major semantic
formulas (“Expression of apology”, “Explanation account”, “Acknowledgement of
responsibility”, “Offering repair” and “Promise dbrbearance”) were found by all
linguists in their studies. These five major styse were reported daniversal” by
Olshtain and Cohen (1983). This means that alidlere strategies were normally
used by both native and non-native speakers ohaikties of English.

Although the five major strategies are routinelgdign all studies on apology
or responses to complaints, the findings of thesgme study are different from
previous studies in two important ways. Firsthere were differences in the ranking
of the frequently used apology strategies. Inghevious studies mentioned earlier,
“Expression of apology” is the most frequently ussttategy, followed by

“Explanation or account”; whereas, “Offering repas the most frequently employed
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in this study, followed by “Expression of apologyThis could be explained by the
fact that the situations employed in the previaduslies reflected in the daily lives of
the participants so the ranking of the strategmedun all the previous studies was
similar. These current findings parallel the cosan of Olshtain (1989, p.170) that
“it seems to be possible to identify universal niestations of strategy selection”. In
addition, the “Expression of apology” strategy weported by Suszcynska (1999) as
being commonly called for in most of the situatiangestigated. In contrast, the
hotel business situations reflected a “situatioeesfir feature which would be
relevant if physical injury or damage has result@@dishtain, 1983, p.23). Therefore,
“Offering repair” suggested that the complaineel wdrry out either an action or
provide some kind of compensation for the damageltwhesulted from his/ her
infraction.

Secondly, there is a difference in the quantitytlod strategies reported.
Besides the five main strategies found in all prasi studies, the present study
established seven more semantic formulas. Thes¢egies are: 1) “Making a
suggestion”; 2) “Giving the time frame for actior8) “Asking for information”; 4)
“Gratitude”; and 5) “Promise of follow-up action8) “Empathy”; and 7) “Repetition
of complaints”. This can be explained by the taett the situations employed in this
study, which were in the hotel business, are netstime as those in other studies.
Hence, the strategies found are different fromeffosind in previous studies.

It should be noted that the three new strategiesothise of follow-up action”,
“Empathy” and “Repetition of complaints”) were falim the main study (Phase III).
As shown in Table 4.1, Section 4.1 in Chapter Fdle, “Promise of follow-up

action” was found in all four groups. The instamoéthis strategy are as follows:
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- ...l will investigate how the incident occurretlE7)

4 1 3 o ' v v q9 y
- l@EJ'J1/]’]\1Li’mgﬂi’lfﬂﬁ@ﬂ?'ﬁgutllu'wnllmllllul.cﬁa !la'l!i’]"l]gTﬂﬁlmﬂiﬁ‘ﬂﬁ’]ﬂugﬂiu

[ diaw"aa) raw ca triat 3 waa ra bop ndarflem may nay lay
raw c&en hay saap na"tap]

“We will investigate why the water is intepted, then we will inform
you.” (NT9)
- ... I will call you tomorrow to ask if the probleoan be solved [has been
solved]. (EFLH12)

- ... then I am going to tell you. (EFLL21)

As shown in the instances above, the hotel sth# omplainees) employed this
strategy when they wanted to make sure that thblgmmowas solved satisfactorily
and the hotel guests (complainers) were satisfidu tive results.

With regard to the “Empathy” strategy, this wasdusaly by the NE group
and occasionally by the EFLH group. This strateggalled for when the hotel staff
want to express their empathy when the hotel guefism them of an unsatisfactory
situation. The following are the utterances o$ temantic formula:

- ... If I were you, | will be the same as your fegli (NE8)

- ... lunderstand how you feel about that. (EFLH2)

From the instances above, both NE and EFLH groumsiayed these utterances to
show their fellow feeling when the guests told thefrtheir problems in the hotels.
This could be explained by the fact that the hetaff wanted to share their feelings
with the complainant about an unsatisfactory situatis for example was found in
situation 3: Disgusting bathroom.

In the last strategy “Repetition of complaints”tibaative groups (NE and NT)

employed this strategy when they wanted to be thakethe causes of the complaints
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were properly understood. The instances of th&tegy are as follows: - Really?

(NE12)

- UNAIANUNT AL

[ maden-saap raa k4]
“Cockroaches?” (NT5)
As shown in the above instances, the hotel staiated the complaints made by the
hotel guests. This strategy was found only inagitun 10: Cockroaches in the
wastebasket. It could be inferred from this thathotel staff do not believe that there
were insects in the room since they expected kigahotel rooms to be very clean and
ready for occupation.

Since the “Offering repair”, “Expression of apold@nd “Acknowledgement
of responsibility” strategies were the three masig@iently used responses which
hotel staff employed in responding to complaintshie hotel business, we will now
proceed to look at each of the three formulas imemietail before presenting a
comparison of apology strategies as used by thedifferent groups.

5.1.1 Offering Repair

Generally, this formula is only appropriate whemdge occurs and needs to
be repaired or compensated for to the person wikoeRperienced some infraction
(Olshtain, 1983; Trosborg, 1995; Reiter, 2000).this study, “Offering repair” was
classified into two subcategories, “Repair’ and figmnsation”. “Repair” was
employed when the hotel staff needed to remedy uhsatisfactory situation
experienced by the complainer; whereas, “Compeamsatvas used when the hotel
staff tried to ameliorate the unsatisfactory situat As mentioned earlier, the

situations employed in this study include variousbfems experienced by hotel
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guests in their rooms; therefore, “Offering repasrievealed in the first ranking in all
situations by all four groups. In addition to pisiig satisfactory service in the hotel
business, the appropriate language of hospitaityeieded (as discussed in Chapter
One and Two), thus this strategy is obviously ewgibto satisfy the hotel guests. It
can be seen that the hotel staff try to satisfygiests as soon as possible when they
receive complaints about the hotel facilities andrviees (Barlow, 2002;
Prasertpakdee, 2001) by using the appropriate &yeyof hospitality (Blue & Harun,
2003). Also, it can be safely assumed that theendamaging the offence, the more
likely the speaker is to make an offer of repaiei{&, 2000). In addition, Olshtain
(1983) states that “Offering repair” was employetdew the situation is serious.
According to the follow-up interviews asking abalie seriousness of each situation
by ranking them from the most serious to the Isasious, it was revealed that the
most offensive situation was “situation 3: Disgogtibathroom” and the least
offensive situation was “situation 6: Broken shastier The assumption reported by
Reiter and Olshtain is supported by this findinghat is, in the case of a more
offensive situation such as, the disgusting batm;oevidence was found regarding
this strategy in 140 instances. In contrast, thekdn shower which was a less
offensive situation, only 120 instances of thisnfata were found in response to
complaints. The following shows the instances athbthe least offensive and the
most offensive situations:

Situation 6: Broken Showers

- ... l will send our engineer to check and fix ght now. (NE16)

(%

a ' DR Y 1 Y o Y
- ... A u%]%L‘i\TﬁQGI)'NVhJLLﬂUl"UﬂﬂﬂﬂWiﬂ\iﬂJ@\‘leJ\?Wﬂﬁl'ﬁugﬂg

[... di-chin ca r@ say chaa pay ke-kray cut bok-proon
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"gon hon pdk hay na "a]
“... I will send the technicianfig your room immediately.” (NT2)

- ... I will send the maintenance to fix it immedigt (EFLH6)
- ... I will send someone to fix it now. (EFLL2)

Situation 3: Disgusting Bathroom
- ...I'INimmediately call the housekeeping departmand they will
send the plumber and the housekeeper to fix thielgmo If for some
reasons that it cannot be repaired, I'll be happyeplace your room

with a better one. (NE29)

[

a v a 4 g ' A b Y
- ﬂm HAFTINS mmmingﬂaauwaﬂwﬂwmz L@EJ’J“I/INL?W%ZWWWENGI,W

Tniay a1 ldnlasu e megdadaminau liianuazoialiuzas
[...Khun Janjira kh&obn kaan i ca plian bnp may may kha

diaw"am raw ca Ba b hay may % faa may plian
haay raw ca cat sp pha-nakgaan pay "am Kwaam sa-?aat
hay na"aq]
“...Khun Janjira, would you like to mote@a new room? If you
don’t want to, we wskknd our maid to clean your room.” (NT29)
- ... I will send a maid to clean and freshen it. &e pleased to
change you a new robyou require. (EFLH10)
- ... I will send the maid up to clean it. Would ylke to change to a
new room? (EFLH14)
As shown in the instances above, “Repair” was eyga in responding to the
least serious situation (i.e. situation 6: Broké&ovgers). On the other hand, both
“Repair” and “Compensation” strategies were usetegponding to the most serious

situation (i.e. situation 3: Disgusting bathroonT)herefore, it could be inferred that

the more offensive situations tended to provokehbsibcategories of “Offering



160

repair’; whereas, the less offensive situationsrsgeto use only “Repair”. From this
we can assume that the complainee (hotel staffdtio save the face of the
complainer (hotel guest). That is, if there is enatamage to the “face” of the
complainer as shown in the most severe situatiog.,(situation 3: Disgusting
bathroom), both “Repair” and “Compensation” werepwyed. On the other hand,
only one subcategory (e.g. “Repair”) was calledvithen there was less damage to
the “face” of the hotel guests. However, whatether degree of damage to the hotel
guest’s face, the hotel staff would normally tregithbest to satisfy them in order to
make their stay in the hotel enjoyable.

5.1.2 Expression of Apology

Apologies generally consist of a small repertoifefined expressions or
utterances. These utterances were used when tiy@ainees (hotel staff) expressed
regret or apology to the complainers (hotel guesis)the English language, we can
produce utterances showing both “Regret” and “Agglo On the other hand, we
cannot express both “Regret” and “Apology” in thieal language. That is, the Thai
utterances for this strategy cannot be classifieid strategy as “Regret” and

“Apology”. In Thai culture, Thai people never ugen sorry”, literally in Thai “su
iela chin sii-cay” when they want to apologize. Instead, thély employ “suvelns

chin k"> t"6ot” which is equivalent to “I'm sorry”.  Since ehutterances of this
strategy indicated both “Regret” and “Apology”,dtsection is presented in two parts:
the use of “Regret” and “Apology”.

In my corpus, “Regret” was found in all four grougshe utterances which

show regret arébe sorry’ (in English),‘velny k™>> 0ot *, ‘versemuIny k">
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pra-faan ot, ‘veesis K'>> ?a-pay’ and‘nsiwvesss kraap Koo ?a-Pay (in

Thai). Owen (1983) and Intachakra (2001) mentiaihedl the use of these utterances
conveys that the speaker does not want to takemssgplity for the offence, since the
offence is now in the past. HowevéRegret” is employed in this study when the
complainee (speaker) intends to express his/ hgretreabout an unsatisfactory
situation and then he/ she tries to offer to repdiand compensate for the problems.
This reflected the arguments reported by Owen atathakra from their observation.
The utterances showing “Regret” are as follows:

- I'm sorry for your inconvenience stay. (NE8)

- dosva Inyd S UANUAANAIAUEAL
[ bon Koo t6ot sam rap 'waam Pit plat na Ka]
“Sorry for the mistake.” (NT14)

- JosvatszmuInudrouzaiufionnsain

[ bon Koo pra-faan ot diay na %ap fii ?aa-lian 1a chaa]

“Sorry for the delay food.” (NT22)

= sua@ﬁﬂiumm”hjﬁzmmmzmmﬁﬂwmﬂiumsmnﬁauuzﬁu

[K'>> ?a-faynay Kwaam may sa-duak IK'waam it pllat nay kaan
truat sbhna Krap]

“ Sorryfor the inconvenience and mistake in the invesitga’ (NT4)
Y v 9
- ADINIILVDBANYAIYUSAL

[ bon  kraap koo ?a-fay dauy na 'a]

“Sorry, sir.” (NT17)

- I'm sorry to hear that, sir. (EFLH14)



162

- I'm sorry about that, sir. (EFLL2)

From the instances above, it can be noted thatfdbe types of strategy
expressing regret include: 1)’'m/ we're) sorry’; 2 ‘('m/ we’re) sorry about his/
that’; 3) ‘I'm/ we're sorry to + verb phrase’and4) ‘I'm/ we're sorry for + subject’

The first three types which were noted in all fguoups are used in general as
mentioned above. In contrast, the last type waadoonly in the native groups (NE
and NT). The last type found is similar to Regdrhdings (2000). He states that the
native groups employed this type of strategy whemvas offered as a territory
invasion signal and as a way of alerting the he@amnplainer) of the problem.

Specifically, it should be pointed out that in emphg this strategy to show
regret, intensifiers are used, dsm/ we’re (intensifier) sorry’ or ‘I'm/ we're
(intensifier) sorry + to/ for ..."in which the speaker (complainee) may feel unhappy
about the complaints. Although the potential nundfentensifiers is very large, the
four most common English intensifiers used in tbhgpas were, based on decreasing
order of frequency: lyery’; 2) ‘terribly’; 3)'really’; and 4)so’; whereas, the Thai

intensifiers from the most to the least found wénesen yaay maak’; 2) ‘o549 Ciy-
cig’; 3) ‘ednde yaay yiy'; and 4)‘eduge yaay sooy’. These intensifiers were more

frequently used when the situation was a more serar heavy offence as found in
situation 1: Dirty or unclean rooms; situation 3is@usting bathroom; situation 5:
Slow delivery service for food ordered; and sitoiatv: Awful food ordered from the
restaurant. The use of intensifiers in the heaffgnge situations is proposed by
Fraser (1981), Reiter (2000) and Intachakra (200Which the expressions using
intensifiers called for the remedial moves. Th&tances of the use of the intensifiers

are as follows:
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Situation 1: Dirty or Unclean Rooms

- I'm so sorry for your inconvenience stay. (NE8)

[

- avudesve Invnmuiluediann
[di-clin bon Ko 6ot f'aan pen_yapmaak]
“I'm very sorry, sir.”(NT20)
- Rosnsrwvoesiuilusdigauzasy
[ on kraap bo> ?a-fay pen_yaasson na Krap]
“I'm really sorry.” (NT14)
- I'm really sorry, sir. (EFLH11)
- I'm terribly sorry, sir. (EFLL1)
Situation 3: Disgusting Bathroom

- I'm terribly sorry, madam. (NE24)
- YOONPITINUTAY
[R>> ?a-Pay cih-cipna Ka]
“I'm terribly sorry.” (NT9)
- Foaverlsznin Tnuiuediebs
[ pon Koo pra-faan 6ot pen yagyin]
“I'msosorry.” (NT15)
- dosveInynuilusdrann
[on Koo toot faan pen yapméaak]
“I'm very sorry, sir.” (NT20)
- voosuilusegs

[R>> ?a-Pay pen yamssoy ]



164

“I'm_reallysorry.” (NT29)
- I'm very sorry to learn that. (EFLH10)
- I'm sosorry. (EFLL19)
Situation 5: Slow Delivery Service for Food Ordered
- I'm very sorry for the inconvenience. (NE27)
- Josvensuilundretansuitemsdidn
[ bon Koo ?a-Pay pen_yam yinp k'rap tii ?aa-ian 1a chaa]

“ Sosorry for the delay food, sir.” (NT15)

[

a 9 ' I ] v 9
- AR uA09ve Inymuiluedrannluaiuain

[di-cin bon Koo t'6ot faan pen_yapmaaknay Kwaam la
chaa]

“I'm very sorry for this delay.” (NT20)
- I'm terribly sorry, sir. (EFLH11)
- I'm really sorry. (EFLL28)
Situation 7: Awful Food Ordered from the Restaurant

- I'm really sorry, ma’am. (NE20)
Y v J oA
- 403U N I UDY1NBY
[ o K95 ?a-fay pen_vaayiy]

“ Sesorry.” (NT15)

[

- avudove Inynuiuediunn
[di-cin ©on K> t"6ot faan pen_ yapmaak]
“I'm_vensorry, sir.” (NT20)
- I'm sosorry, Miss (EFLH1)

- I'm very sorry, sir. (EFLL2)
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From the utterances shown in the four situatiorsvapit can be explained
that since the hotel business is one kind of habfyitbusiness in which the hotel are
aware that they must be polite and be sincere lipirfte guests who are unsatisfied
with the hotel services and facilities. Therefosbpowing a sufficient degree of
politeness and sincerity required that intensif@rsuld be used.

In terms of “Apology” the English utterance is ligatl by the performative
verb “to apologize (or the noun “apology”). Theeusf this utterance has been
previously pointed out in formal contexts by BluniKa, House and Kasper (1989).
This expression was often used in the NE group,notitin the other groups. The
following are the instances of strategies showipgj@gy.

- | apologize. (NE4)

- | apologize for this, Mr. Smith. (NE10)

- | apologize for your inconvenience. (NE14)

- My apologies, ma’am. (NE21)

- Please accept my apology for the condition etamditioner and also the

TV. (NE26)

- We apologize for the inconvenience. (NE28)

As shown above, it can be seen that five typesAgiofogy” were used to
apologize for the unsatisfactory situations. Thigpes are: 1)I/ We apologize’; 2)
‘Il We apologize for this/ that’; 3) ‘I/ We apolagg for the/ your inconvenience’; 4)
‘My apologies; and 5)‘Please accept my apology for + nounthis is similar to the
findings reported by Owen (1983) and Reiter (200®\rprisingly, “Apology” did not
occur in the EFL groups. It might be assumed ftbis that the five patterns of

“Apology” are rarely taught. In addition, thesettpens are formal so they might be
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difficult for the EFL learners to recognize whereyhwant to apologize for an
unsatisfactory situations. Therefore, the EFL geouend to employ simpler
utterances (i.e.“I'm sorry”). A possible explamaticould be EFL learners thiflkm
sorry” can be used for every unsatisfactory situatiohis s argued by Mir (1992)
who notes thatl’'m sorry” is a simple routinized expression that seems tmbee
easily internationalized and preferred. Addititpathe EFL learners may be using
“I'm sorry” because it was taught in the English for hotel sesir This pattern was
evoked and emulated when responding to complaifterefore, it could be assumed
that EFL learners may recall the patterrtloh (intensifier) sorry” from their prior
instructions in responding to complaints in serisiisations in the hotel business.

Again, it should be noted that the utterances fpol@gizing were also
intensified by means of adjectives (sincere), dowvdtruly), auxiliary emphatics (do)
and exclamations (please). These intensifiers wesee frequently used when the
situations were more serious as shown in the sigbelow. The intensifiers found
in this study are similar to those reported in &&st(2000) study. The utterances are
as follows:

Situation 1: Dirty or Unclean Rooms

- Mr. Smith, please accept my sincamology. (NE1)

- Mr. Smith, | trulyapologize for the condition of your room. (NE29)

- | do apologize for this matter. (NE24)

Situation 3: Disgusting Bathroom

- | do apologize. (NE4)

- | do apologize for this inconvenience. (NE7)

- Pleaseaccept our sincerapologies. (NE21)
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- | do apologize for the condition of your bathroom. (M2
Situation 5: Slow Delivery Service for Food Ordered

- Pleaseaccept our sincerapology. (NE7)

- | do apologize for the delay, Mrs. Johnson. (NE11)

- | do apologize for that. (NE18)

Situation 7: Awful Food Ordered from the Restaurant

- | do apologize, Miss Clinton. (NE5)

- | do apologize for that, ma’am. (NE7)

- | do apologize for mistake ordering. (NE8)

- | do apologize for our mistake. (NE13)

- | do apologize from my heart. (NE14)

As noted in the above instances, “Apology” expm@ssican be used in two
different ways: 1)I/ We (intensifier) apologize (for S/ Vingland 2)‘Please accept
my/ our (intensifier, i.e. sincere, truly) apologySimilar to the intensifiers employed
for expressing regret, it can be inferred thatehegensifiers show the politeness and
sincerity of the speakers (hotel staff) when thgytd satisfy the complainers (hotel
guests).

In conclusion, the English and Thai groups used ¢iiategy to show regret
and apology in all situations, except the EFLH &#kd L groups who employed the
utterances only to show regret. In this circumstait can be explained that since the
expression of apology is viewed as language-spe@dishtain, 1983; Suszczynska,
1999) and it shows the politeness of the speakengtainer) as well as trying to save
the face of the hearer (complainee) (Brown & Lesms1987) so this formula

appears to be universal as mentioned previously.could be said that polite
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utterances (e.g. expression of apology) are shaceass cultures. In other words,
Thai and English native speakers (i.e. U.S.A, BEmgjlaAustralia) similarly employ
this strategy for the same purposes. This meatisdroups employ this strategy to
express regret and/ or apology. However, the lagguwsed for running a hotel
business in Thailand could have been assimilatesn fthe western cultures.
Therefore, the language used in the hotel busirsess) as “Expression of apology”
which is a commonplace usage in western countrigghtrbecome commonplace
likewise in hotels throughout Thailand.

5.1.3 Acknowledgement of Responsibility

This strategy is implied whenever the offenderoggizes his/ her fault in
causing a problem. In my corpus, “Acknowledgen@ntesponsibility” is called for
when the hotel staff want to acknowledge or acdkptcomplaints made by their
hotel guests. The findings presented in Chapter Feveal that this strategy was
employed in the third ranking of the most frequgntsed strategies. This formula
has a direct link to the speaker’s cost and logaa# that results from performing the
speech act of apology (Brown & Levinson, 1987; BlKmka, House & Kasper,
1989). The frequency of use of this strategy milar to Reiter's (2000) and
Tamanaha'’s (2003) findings. The instances ofdtistegy are as follows:

- Yes, Mr. Lee. (NE5S)

- Right away, sir. (NE2)

- Of course, Mrs. Morgan. (NE27)

- Certainly, Mrs. Benson. (NES8)

- All right, ma’am. (NE16)

- | understand, Miss Dorman. (NE25)
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- | see, Mr. Smith. (NE25)
- Yes, madam. (EFLH15)
- Okay, ma’am. (EFLH11)
- Of course, sir. (EFLH4)
- | understand, madam. (EFLH18)
- Very good, madam. (EFLH25)
- Yes, sir. (EFLL3)
- | understand. (EFLL6)
- Certainly, madam. (EFLL26)
- Az lang
[Ka daay Ra]
“Yes, sir/f madam.” (NT1)
- a7y ldasy
[K'rap daay 'ap]
“Yes, sir/ madam.” (NT4)
As shown in the instances above, it can be ndtat the utterances of this
strategy as found in the NE, EFLH and EFLL grougyv On the other hand, the NT

group employed just only two utterances:(lds k™ daay Ra' and‘nasu Idnsu K'rap

daay Krap’) to acknowledge or accept the complaints. Tt fitterance was used

by females (indicated with the particle: k"a’) while the second one was employed
by males (indicated with the particle k'rap’). However, these two utterances are

frequently used by the NT group.
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5.2 A Comparison of the Pragmatic Strategies Used Among the Four

Groups

This section draws a comparison among the respdnsesmplaints by the
NE, NT, EFLH and EFLL groups in terms of frequenied strategies. As shown in
Table 4.1 of Section 4.1 in Chapter Four, the figdi reveal that the NE group
employed 12 different strategies; whereas, the Nd@ BFLH groups employed 11
such strategies, and the EFL group used just &gtes in responding to complaints.
In terms of the quantity of frequently used stregegthe NT group employed the
highest instances of strategies (f=807), followgdthe NE (f=769), EFLH (f=685)
and EFLL groups (f=588), respectively. Howeveke fiist three strategies, namely,
“Offering repair” (f=1,256), “Expression of apology (f=891), and
“Acknowledgement of responsibility” (f=269), areusd in rank. As mentioned in
Section 5.1, Chapter 5, the first strategy was uskdn the hotel staff needed to
repair or compensate for an unsatisfactory sitnatim addition, the second strategy
was needed when the hotel staff wanted to expeggetror to apologize to the hotel
guest who made a complaint; whereas, the last aseemployed when the hotel staff
needed to acknowledge or accept a complaint.

Regarding the differences in the use of strategmeng the four groups, the
findings reveal 38 cases out of 120 cases (12 aassfsategies from each situation)
in all situations which had significant difference®f these 38 cases, the significant
differences in the use of “Giving the time franoe &ction” were found in nine cases,
followed by eight cases of “Acknowledgement of m@swbility”, six cases of

“Asking for information”, five cases of “Offeringepair”, four cases of “Expression
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of apology”, two cases of “Promise of follow-up tiao” and “Promise of
forbearance”, and one case from “Explanation” a@datitude”, respectively. To be
specific, “Promise of forbearance” and “Gratitugee found to be frequently used in
the NE group while “Giving the time frame for acticand “Asking for information”
are found to be frequently used in the NT grouper€&fore, these four strategies will
be presented in more detail as follows:

5.2.1 Promise of Forbearance

This strategy was used when the NE group (hot#) stanted to inform the
guests that the complaints would be seen to. Allse, hotel staff promised or
committed themselves to do their best to repacanpensate for the unsatisfactory
situations occurring in the hotels. This strategs found at the end of the utterance.

The instances of this strategy used by the NE gesafas follows:

... We will make sure it will not happen again. (NE

... I assure you it will not happen again. (NE9)

- ... We want to make sure that you feel comfortafg=11)

- ... ensure that you will not be disturbed for the agmder of your stay.

(NE21)
- ... I will make sure that at this hour both of thosituations will be run.
(NE26)

As shown in the instances above, the NE group eyepithis strategy to make sure
that the complaints would be repaired and they edh the guests that the

unsatisfactory situations would not happen again.
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5.2.2 Gratitude

This strategy was found both at the beginningatrtie end of the utterances.
It was used at the beginning when the NE (hotéf)stanted to thank the guests who
had made complaints. In addition, it was emplogethe end of the utterances when
the NE (hotel staff) wanted to end the conversatibhe instances of this strategy are
as follows:

- Thank you for informing me ... (NE4)

- Thank you for telling us ... (NE16)

Thank you for calling us ... (NE23)

... Thank you for calling. (NE25)

... Thank you for your patience. (NE25)

... Thank you very much for your call. (NE30)
From the instances above, the NE (hotel staff) eygal this strategy to thank the
guests for informing them of the complaints (asvaman the first three utterances),
and to inform the guests that the conversation Ishibe ended (as shown in the last
three utterances).

5.2.3 Giving the Time Framefor Action

This strategy was employed when the hotel stafftedito make sure that the
unsatisfactory situation which occurred in the oteill be repaired or compensated
for within the time mentioned. “Giving the timeame for action” was found only in
my corpus which is predominantly used in the foudhk by the NT group. This

strategy was found to co-occur with another stgated hat is, it was not used alone
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in responding to complaints. The instances of gtiategy employed by the NT

group are as follows:

- Léﬂﬁﬂmiﬂﬂéiuﬁjﬂﬁﬂizn1m D miugay
[diaw Kun p> ylu nay bn pra-maan 5 nadiit naA Ka]
“Wait about 5 minutes, please”. (NT1)
- SUNIUTRANAYAL
[r6p 'an p> sak-Kriu na Raj]
“Wait a minute, sir/ madam.” (NT5)
- 59ANAIULATY
[p> sak-Kriu na Rap]
“Walit a minute, sir/ madam.” (NT8)
- jANTOANAIULAL
[ ka-rd-naa >p sak-Kriu na Ra]
“Wait a minute, please”. (NT22)
- Tilsasednajusny
[froot P> sak-Krou na Ra]
“Wait a minute, please”. (NT25)
From the instances above, the NT group (hotel)stafed this strategy to
request the hotel guest to wait for repair or camspéon. The reason for employing
this strategy is that the NT group (hotel staffnvesl to inform the complainer (hotel

guest) how long it would take to repair or compéa$ar the unsatisfactory situation.

5.2.4 Asking for Information
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This strategy was employed when the NT group (rstédf) needed to acquire
more information about the guests’ complaints st their problems could be seen to
or repaired in an appropriate way. Similar to 1G&ving the time frame for action”,
this strategy was found only in my study. Alsdjid not occur alone in the responses
to complaints. This means that it co-occurred waitiother strategy. The following

examples show the instances of this strategy:

- liinswnewinueses lsny
[ may saap waan-p"ak ko ?a-ray %]
“What's your room number?” (NT5)
- o3 204 Auiaussuzay
[bn o0 son sii Kun Smsit nd Ka]
“Room 204, Khun Somsri, right?” (NT7)
- NFAUBNNIIBIAUR BIVBITUAAL
[ ka-rd-naa bk maay Bk hon K'son t'aan doay Q]
“Could you tell me your room number, please?” (M2
- linswimuinegies nung
[ may saap walaan Pak you hn nay K'a]
“What is your room number, sir?” (RH)
- SUMUNTVHINYAVT B3
[r6p tuan saap way Bk hon K'a]
“Your room number, please?” (NT30)

As shown in the instances above, the hotel sskfée for the room number of

the guests who made a complaint. To make surethlaproblem would be solved
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appropriately, more information concerning the ctanms was elicited. Responding
with strategy of asking for information and alsangs“Giving the time frame for
action” strategy illustrates how Thai people arfpptut and eager to know the nature
of the complaints, especially, as in the seriotisaions which occurred in the present
study.

Although the four groups (reflecting the usagesboth English and Thai
cultures) employed the apology strategies with iBgant differences in 38 cases, it
can be said that the four groups or two speech agmiies used these strategies in a
similar way (82 cases were similar). This findipgrallels Mir (1992) as the
similarity of apologies used among the four grogsswell as between the two
cultures would support the assumption that suclpexiic situation phenomenon
represents a universal speech act (Olshtain, 1983).

In conclusion, both English and Thai cultures apelogies when responding
to complaints for similar communicative goals thmaking indebtedness. The hotel
staff and the guests in this situation are intwas in a situation where they seek to
maintain each other’s negative face wants of tledrg.complainee) and the speaker
(complainer) (Brown & Levinson, 1987). A signifrdadifference, however, can be
found in the availability of some of the strategiesiployed in both groups as
mentioned earlier. This could suggest that sonpegyof apology strategies are
suitable for responding to complaints in the hdiesiness in one culture, but are
deemed inappropriate in another culture as illtestian this study where some

strategies are found in Thai, but not found in gl

5.3 The Occurrences of Pragmatic Transfer
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The main objective of this study is to examine phe&gmatic strategies in used
in responding to complaints performed by Thai lessrof English at two levels, low
and high levels, respectively, in a comparison g same speech acts as produced
by native speakers of both English and Thai. Qunpgse is to shed light on the
effects of different levels of proficiency among&arners of English on the
occurrence of pragmatic transfer. As mentionedSection 1.5, Chapter One,
pragmatic transfer in this section refers to negattiansfer.

As shown in Table 4.13, Section 4.3 in Chapter F28rinstances indicate the
occurrence of negative transfer from 25 conditioasof 120. From this finding, the
EFLH group’s traces of negative transfer were nadreious than those of the EFLL
group’s (13 instances in the EFLH group and 10amses in the EFLL group). From
those instances, negative transfer was found ih B8 groups in 4 strategies, i.e.
“Offering repair” (found in situations 2: Brokenraconditioner and television,
situation 3: Disgusting bathroom, situation 7: AlMuod ordered from the restaurant,
situation 9: Interrupted water supply in the batimg and situation 10: Cockroaches
in the wastebasket), “Gratitude” (found in sitoati2: Broken air conditioner and
television), “Promise of forbearance” (found inusition 4: Disturbance from a loud
noise and situation 5: Slow delivery service foodoordered), and “Promise of
follow-up action” (found in situation 1: Dirty ounclean rooms, and situation 4:
Disturbance from a loud noise). Moreover, in tHeLH group, negative transfer of
“Asking for information” was found in situations Slow delivery service for food
ordered and situation 6: Broken showers, while f@vthe time frame for action”
was found in situation 7: Awful food ordered frohetrestaurant. Therefore, it can be

seen that the EFLH group resembled to a certaienéxthe NT group in their
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responses to complaints. It can, thus, be cdeduhat the L1 culture may have an
influence on the use of the strategies used b¥Eegroups.

The finding of occurrences of negative transfemiy study is supported by
the work of Takahashi and Beebe (1987), and Kw@032 They state that advanced
learners display more negative pragmatic transkecabse they have sufficient
linguistic means to transfer their native langusméhe target language. In contrast,
my finding does not lend support to Maeshinaga, pgasand Rose (1996) and
Tamanaha (2003) who claim that advanced learndribieless negative transfer than
intermediate (low) learners. They also argue thlaén advanced learners provide
responses to exceptional situations, for which thaye little experience to rely on,
they are not inclined to transfer first languageatsgies that they suspect to be
insufficient for the context. As discussed in titerature review in Section 2.5
Chapter Two, there has been a debate over whethierdrs with a higher proficiency
use more pragmatic transfer than lower proficienegrners (e.g. Ellis, 1994;
Takahashi & Beebe, 1993). The conclusion of mg\steveals that the EFLH group
performed much closer to native speakers’ perfoomatiman the EFLL group, in
terms of the pragmatic transfer used in their rasps to complaints. This study, thus,
presents counter-evidence to “the higher the pesfoy, the higher the pragmatic
transfer” (Tamanaha, 2003, p. 299). However, @sults support Ellis’ (1994)
statement that “learners may need to reach a thickétvel of linguistic proficiency
before pragmatic transfer can take place” (p. 181).

As mentioned earlier, the results of my study shbat the EFLH group’s
tendency to use negative transfer is stronger tthanof the EFLL group, in terms of

frequency. Although, the two learners’ groups eithib negative transfer of their L1
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pragmatics in different categories, it could beuassd that there are two factors
which may have affected the pragmatic transferath lgroups. These factors are as
follows:

5.3.1 L2 Proficiency

Since Tamanaha (2003) states that levels of largymagficiency play a
crucial role in pragmatic transfer, the presentlgtwas, therefore, conducted with
two groups of Thai EFL learners, of low and higlghsh proficiency. Its purpose is
to investigate the occurrence of negative transfeich may lead to a breakdown in
communication. Although both groups show evideoteragmatic transfer, they
differ in the utterances or expressions in whidgpnatic transfer was used.

In the EFLL group, it can be noted that the utteesnproduced seem to be
abrupt and short. It can be assumed from thisttiegt lack linguistic knowledge in
the second language. As Mir (1992), and Olshtath @ohen (1983) noted a lack of
L2 linguistic knowledge may influence the EFL learsito deviate from the standard
usage which is shared by L1 and L2.

With regard to the EFLH group, the utterances s&sin to be verbose. This
could be explained by the fact that they try to tsar prior linguistic knowledge to
make matters clearer. This finding is similar tewdf’s (2003) study that shows that
advanced EFL learners tend to use language vegbosthe following show the
instances of use of “Offering repair” by all fouogps indicating pragmatic transfer:

Situation 10: Cockroachesin the Wastebasket

- ... I'l send someone to your room to clean yousrmoagain. If you still feel

uncomfortable, | will move you to the new room. @JE

@ 1 Y 3 A J
. “I/]NL‘EW$ﬁ]ﬂﬂﬁm\lﬁﬂﬁ1ﬂl1’i‘€ﬂﬁ@@ﬂ%Wﬂﬁ@QIﬂﬂLi’Jﬂ’Qfﬂﬂ%
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[traang raw ca cat kaan madn-saap law niiook caak bn dooy
rew tii sut ka.]

“... We will get rid of the cockroaches in yawom right now.” (NT19)

- ... I will send the maid to your room right nowtttke it out from your room

immediately. (EFLH7)

- ... I'll kill it now. (EFLL21)

From the instances above, it can be noted thatiteeances produced by the
NE group seem to be appropriate. In the EFLL grdhp instance used when the
guests make a complaint about the cockroacheiw#éistebasket is short and abrupt.
Moreover, the word “kill”, for example, should beptaced by the words “get rid of”.
This shows that the EFLL group cannot produce ttterances since they do not
know or understand how to respond to the complaotsirately and appropriately. It
could be said, therefore, that the EFLL group’«klatlinguistic knowledge in the L2
prevents them from achieving an appropriate utt&aapology in responding to
complaints. In other words, they seem to be unaborit the sociolinguistic rules of
speaking that guide the production of apologie€nglish. Therefore, it can be
concluded that the EFLL group lack sufficient knedge of vocabulary so they try to
translate the word they need from their native tenignto English.

With regard to the EFLH group, the instance empliogleove is quite long and
the language used is verbose. This means th&RhEl group try to explain or make
clear their complaint as in situation 10: Cockrazehn the Wastebasket. So, it can be
seen that they have sufficient language to be tabpeoduce appropriate responses to
complaints.

However, both EFL groups resemble the NT grouphm utterances used.

That is, the Thai groups (NT, EFLH and EFLL) use same pattern in responding to
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complaints in this situation. This means that Bt groups transfer their mother
tongue when responding to complaints occurrindgénttotel business.

5.3.2 L1Culture

Many scholars (i.e. Kasper & Rose, 2002; Schumafgg; Graham, 1996)
point out that the culture of native language leesnhas been the main factor
affecting their production of a second languagewelver, it is very difficult to define
the concept of culture in any consistent way. Amplologists and sociologists have
been arguing over a precise definition for manyrgeaPerhaps the most widely
accepted definition proposed by Linton (1945 citedGraham, 1996) is that “A
culture is a configuration of learned behaviors aedults of behavior whose
component parts are shared and transmitted by memobba particular society” (pp.
319-320). In my corpus, although the L1 cultur@as clear-cut, it could be inferred
based on the interpretation of the written DCT daltéch represent the respondent’s
culture. This refers to the cultures of both Esigland Thai native speakers.

As presented in Section 4.3 Chapter 4, the evidehcegative transfer was
primarily revealed by strategies used in “Offerirgpair” (10 cases in situations 2:
Broken air conditioner and television, situationC8sgusting bathroom, situation 7:
Awful food ordered from the restaurant, situatianir@errupted water supply in the
bathroom and situation 10: Cockroaches in the wastest). The following are the
instances of negative transfer in which this sthate@as used by all four groups.

Situation 2: Broken Air Conditioner and Television

- ... We'll send our staff to fix your air conditionand TV. If you still are

unsatisfied with them, we will transfer you to avn@om. (NE22)

d+ v 1 ] dgl 1 91,; dy
= e LﬂEJ’J‘VINL‘iW3ﬁ]ﬂ’(ff\i“b’NGUuhl‘ﬂ%f)iﬂ'ﬂlﬂﬂi]utﬁﬁlu%ﬂ%
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[ ... diaw faay raw ca cat sp chaa Kwn pay som hay diaw nii

lssy na Ka.]
“... We will send our maintenance to repair your roogint now”. (NT27)
- ... I will call the maintenance department to sentheone to fix them right
now. (EFLH10)
- ... I will send someone to fix it now. (EFLL1)

Situation 3: Disgusting Bathroom

... I will put the air refresher in the toilet roomf.it’s still not fine, 1 will

move you to the upgraded room. (NE8)

+ Y
- ... anwezdasithuldvienuazealiiqenineay

[... di-chin ca s@ méc-baan pay "am Kwaam sa-?aat hay diaw nii
loay K'a]
“... I will send the maid to clean it rightwd (NT27)
- ... lwill send the maid up to clean your room rigiay. (EFLH7)
- ... I will send the maid to clean it now. (EFLL16)
Situation 7: Awful Food Ordered from the Restaurant
- We will offer you a new one for free of charge awe will investigate this

problem internally... (NE7)

C L Reseznlasue s W hiauiiudesnisas
[ ..diaw raw ca pliaPaa-lian hay may taanfit t"aan bon
kaan Ka ]
“... We will change a new food that you wairt,”"{NT18)

- ... Il will change a new one for you right now. (EFL&)2
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- ... lwill change a new one for you. (EFLL6)
Situation 9: Interrupted Water Supply in the Bathroom
- We will send the engineer to check the water flommiediately. Would

you like to change to a new room? (NE7)

- ... anwezssdenadn Tud lvgaunnsesliugas

[... di-chin ca r@ sy chaa pay lke-krdy cut bok-proon k' hay
nad ka]
“... I will send the technician to fix it imrdetely.” (NT2)
- ... I will call the maintenance department and semueone to change it
now. (EFLH14)

- ... I will send someone to repair it immediately. (ER1)

Situation 10: Cockroachesin the Wastebasket

We will send the Housekeeping staff to spray yaomm for you against
the cockroaches. If you are still unsatisfied, wi wpgrade to a different

room for you. (NE14)

y 1y & 0 o ya oy
‘Vl']\ui']ﬂZiﬂllllﬂ'lusllullﬂﬂ'lﬂfﬂﬂﬁga’lﬂllagﬂﬂﬂ’ﬁiWﬁﬂUi@ﬂugﬂg

[... tag raw cd hay me-baan Roun pay tam Kwaam sa-?aat: tut
K'aan hay riap roy na"&]
“We will send the maid to clean and attend to(iNT25)

- ... I will send the housekeeper to clear your roormadiately. (EFLH5)

... I will send the maid to clear it immediately. (HFR7)
As shown in the instances above, the NE group eyepldoth “Repair” and
“Compensation” subcategories; however, the Thaugsoused only “Repair” when

responding to complaints. This could be explaingthe fact that, in the case of Thai
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culture, one characteristic of Thai people is thesasy-going nature

(Chuenpraphanusorn, 2002) which leads them to appr¢hings in an easy way,
rather than by a more complicated means. Thisbeareflected in both the way of
life and the work of Thai people. As a result,yofRRepair” is used first to solve the
problem. If the problem cannot be fixed and thesjiwcomplains again, they will use
another strategy like “Compensation” to solve thebfem. It seems that they try to
solve the problems by a step by step approachcomtrast, the NE group tends to
employ both “Repair” and “Compensation” simultanglguthe implication being that

if the problems cannot be fixed by “Repair”, thebompensation” can be offered to
the guests. This may show that the NE group tém@pproach problems in a more
far-sighted manner which may save time in solvimg problems which occur in the

hotels.

5.4 Summary

In conclusion, the discussions in this chapter hpravided the researcher
with useful information for another perspectiveretearch into the field of cross-
cultural pragmatics. Chapter 6, which is the tdmstpter of this thesis, summarizes the
research findings in response to the research iqusstaised in Chapter 1, the
implications of the findings for the teaching aslivees the learning of pragmatics in

the EFL classroom and then finally it makes suggestfor further research.



196

CHAPTER 6

CONCLUSIONS

This chapter concludes the thesis. It summarikesmajor findings of the
present study. Then, pedagogical implications sughestions for further research

are presented.

6.1 Summary of the Study

The present study investigated and compared thar@res of pragmatic
strategies and pragmatic transfer in elicited rasps to complaints in the hotel
business. The study examined the cross-culturapetency in the responses of Thai
EFL learners at two different proficiency levelsdato compare them to baseline
responses by English and Thai native speakers.

The participants consisted of 120 hotel employ86sative English speaking
hotel employees (NE), 30 native Thai speaking hetaployees (NT), 30 Thai
English learners, of high proficiency, hotel em@eg (EFLH), and 30 Thai English
learners, of low proficiency, hotel employees (ElLIParticipants responded to the
10 complaints in a written discourse completiok f@3CT) that simulated situations
occurring in the hotel business around Thailand.

The responses from the DCTs were coded accordittgetapology taxonomy
found in the second phase of the present studye detta were then analyzed and

compared according to the frequency of the semdotimulas used by the four



185

different groups of participants. Also, to examite extent of pragmatic
transfer, the responses of the EFLH and EFLL werepared to those of the NE and
NT groups. The findings of the present study aréoHows:

6.1.1 Pragmatic Strategies Employed in Responding to Complaints

In terms of the strategies used, the findingsaktleat 12 semantic formulas
were used in responding to complaints in the hiotsiness. These strategies, listed
from the most frequently used to the least fredyemsed, based on the combined
frequency of use by the four groups, were: 1) “@ifig repair”; 2) “Expression of
apology”; 3) Acknowledgement of responsibility”; 4%iving the time frame for
action”; 5) “Gratitude”; 6) “Explanation”; 7) “Askig for information”; 8) “Promise
of forbearance”; 9) “Making a suggestion”; 10) “Rnge of follow-up action”; 11)
“Empathy”; and 12) “Repetition of complaints”. Thhree most frequently used
strategies among the four groups in each situatiene “Offering repair”, followed by
“Expression of apology”, and “Acknowledgement ofpensibility”, respectively.
Interestingly, “Offering repair” was used in thesti ranking in all situations by all
four groups since those situations were rankedrdotgly as severe so the problems
had to be repaired or compensated for in orderatsfg the complainers. The
“Expression of apology” which was used in the secoamking was employed when
the speaker (hotel staff) expressed his/ her “Régaad “Apology” about an

unsatisfactory situation (Owen, 1983; Blum-Kulkapude & Kasper, 1989). The

utterances expressing regret consist of the adscti.e.“sorry” (in English),” vo Tny

kroo toot”, “weedy koo Za-pay’, “vedsemulny ko> pra-tmaan toot” and

“psvesns kraap koo Za-pay” (in Thai); whereas, the utterances showing apology
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are performative verbs, i.¢apologize”. These utterances are modified by the

intensifiers. The'very”, “terribly” , “really”, “so” (in English), “ eenwin yaay

maak”, “2599 cig-cig’ , “ ednde yaag-yig’ and"ee19g9 yaag-soay” (in Thai) are

used with the adjectives whitsincere”, “truly” , “do” and“please” are employed
with the performative verbs. The use of “Expressaf apology” indicates the
sincerity and politeness of the speaker (hotef)st@ishtain, 1983; Suszcynska, 1999)
as well as strategies used to save the face ohdlager (hotel guest) (Brown &
Levinson, 1987). The “Acknowledgement of respoitigih which was the third
ranking of frequently used strategies, was caltadwhen the hotel staff needed to
acknowledge complaints made by the hotel guestse Utterances of this strategy

vary (e.g.‘Yes, sir/ madam.’; ‘Of course, ma’am.’; ‘Certainhsir.”; ‘All right,

ma’am.’; ‘I understand, madam.’; ‘I see.and‘az lany K'a daay Ra). This

strategy co-occurred with two other strategies which werefféfng repair’ or
“Explanation”.

6.1.2 A Comparison of the Pragmatic Strategies Used Among the Four

Groups

Comparing the similarities and differences of stgéés used among the four

different groups, the findings reveal that theregemeoth similarities and differences
in the use of the apology strategies in respontbngpmplaints in the hotel business.
In terms of the quantity of strategies used, the ¢giBup employed 12 different
strategies; whereas, the NT and EFLH groups emgldylesuch strategies, and the
EFLL group used just 6 strategies in respondingamplaints. Of these strategies,

the NT group used the highest, then the NE, EFLHEERLL groups, respectively.
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Regarding the differences in the strategies useohgnthe four groups, the
findings show significant differences in 38 casesaf 120 cases in all situations. Of
these cases, the significant differences in theais#romise of forbearance” and
“Gratitude” are frequently used in the NE group MHiGiving the time frame for
action” and “Asking for information” are obviousfgund in the NT group. “Promise
of forbearance” was used when the hotel staff mftine guests that the complaints
will be repaired, and the hotel staff promise thesis that the complaints will not
happen in the future. The instances of this gisai@e*“l assure you it will not
happen againand“We want to make sure that you feel comfortabléGratitude”
was employed when the hotel staff want to thanlgtinests (found at the beginning of
the utterances), and when the hotel staff wantezhtbthe conversation (found at the
end of the utterances). The instances of thigegtyaare“Thank you for informing
me...” and“... Thank you for calling! “Giving the time frame for action” was
employed when the hotel staff wanted to make swakethe complaints would be seen

to or compensated for within the time mentioneche Tnstance of this strategy is

njanseanaguzaz [ ka-rd-naa o> sak-Rriu na R4 ] “Wait a minute, please”.

“Asking for information” was called for when the teb staff needed to request more

information about the guests’ complaints. Theanse of this strategy i&ins1131
musinegiod lvunz [ may saap waa"aan gak you gy ngy K4] “What is your

room number, sir?”. These four strategies were found to co-occur \amother
strategy (e.g. “Offering repair”, “Expression ofadpgy”, etc.). Since the comparison
among the four groups shows more similarity thardifferences in the frequent use

of the apology strategies, it can, therefore, beckmed that both Thai and English
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speech communities use these semantic formulas gm#éar way. This finding
parallels Mir (1992) and Olshtain (1983) who pmat that the similarity of apologies
employed between the two cultures would supportitlea that such a situation-
specific phenomenon serves as a universal speéchlacther words, both cultures
use apologies to maintain the negative face walntiseohearer (Brown & Levinson,
1987).
6.1.3 The Occurrences of Pragmatic Transfer

Regarding the occurrences of pragmatic transféeateid in the frequency of
the semantic formulas used, the learners at twterdiit levels of proficiency
displayed evidence of negative transfer which difieaccording to the degree of the
learners’ proficiency. It increased for the highdl learners who showed the greatest
number of instances of negative transfer, folloviegdthe low level learners. This
finding is supported by the findings reported bykdlashi and Beebe (1987) and
Kwon (2003). In contrast, it is not supported bg work of Maeshinaga, Kasper and
Rose (1996) and Tamanaha (2003) who mention thatreed learners exhibited less
negative transfer than intermediate learners. rikf,kithe two learners’ groups in the
present study displayed negative transfer of theipragmatics in similar categories.
However, the EFLH group’s tendency to use negdtiaesfer is more obvious than
that of the EFLL group in terms of frequency. Téedence of negative transfer in
both groups might be affected by two factors: Lafisiency and L1 culture. The
former factor was revealed when the EFL learneesl to perform an act of apology
in responding to complaints. That is, the EFLLugreeemed to be short and abrupt
in using this strategy while the EFLH group tendegroduce the long and verbose

utterances. However, both EFL groups performedaity in producing this strategy.
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This means the EFL learners tend to think in thative language and translate word
by word into English. For the latter factor, altigtn the L1 culture is not clear-cut, it
could be inferred from the written DCT data whielpresent the respondents’ culture.
The results show that the Thai groups employed timdy“Repair” subcategory to

resolve the problem. If the problem cannot be ichiadely resolved to the guest’s
satisfaction, then another strategy such as “Cosgiem” is introduced to bring

about an acceptable resolution used to the probletowever, the NE group used

both “Repair” and “Compensation” simultaneouslyesponding to complaints.

6.2 Pedagogical |mplications

There were both similarities and differences in tmee of strategies in
responding to complaints between Thai and Engleive speakers. Also, the results
of the study indicate that responses to compl&ipthe Thai EFL learners at low and
high levels of proficiency contained elements tbaiild result in pragmatic failure
when the learners interact with native English kpembecause of the differences in
the ways in which responses to complaints are pedd between the two cultures.
This study, therefore, has important implications the teaching and learning of
English, especially in an EFL context concerningsskcultural pragmatics which are
as follows:

1. Teaching pragmatics is not conducted to foreenkers to act in accordance
with the norms of another culture (Thomas, 1983) touhelp learners to develop
awareness and sensitivity for their own secondifpr language use (Kasper, 1997;
Rose, 1997; Kwon, 2003). Therefore, the respolityitof language teachers who

teach the language of hospitality in English iship learners to communicate
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effectively and successfully in a second/ foreigmguage. In order to do this,
acquiring grammatical knowledge alone is not sigfit, but learners may also have
to acquire and practice a different set of socglistic rules by studying and paying
attention to what is considered to be generally@mpate in the target culture.

2. To raise pragmatic awareness of the languadmsgitality in the English
classroom, language teachers should introduceatodes the clips of feature films or
videotaped television programs such as talk shohishwillustrate various responses
to complaints in the hotel business or any otheesp act behaviors between native
speakers of English (Rose, 1997; Tanaka, 1997).ingUaudiovisual media is
especially useful in an EFL environment like Thadawhere the authentic target
language is easily available from native speakérth® target language. Teachers
should encourage the pragmatic awareness of lesaierdiscussing the status of
relationships between the interlocutors, and bymamng the differences, as well as
the similarities between the ways English speakerthe clips perform any given
speech act and the way learners would do so in. Thiis kind of activity will help
learners realize that speakers from different cetumay not always share the same
sociolinguistic rules of performing speech actthas own.

3. It has been admitted that when EFL learner®wmter a familiar social
context in the target language, they are likelyramsfer sociocultural rules from their
first language to the L2 and this practice ineuyabrings about stereotypes or
pragmatic failure (Olshtain & Cohen, 1991). If wecept the assumption that the
most commonly and frequently used patterns shoeldjiteen the first priority for
teaching, then language teachers should take dakatke highest frequency in

authentic material as an important teaching sodioceexample, the “Offering repair”,
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“Expression of apology” and “Acknowledgement of pessibility” strategies found
in the present study which are the first three nfostjuently used strategies in
responding to complaints in the hotel business.

4. Specifically, some patterns in responses to ptaimts in the obvious
strategy like “Expression of apology” which are gwoed by native speakers (i“é.
do apologize for ...”, “Please accept my apology faf') but are rarely used by the
EFL learners, should be practiced and stimulateduge in the teaching of hotel
English in the classroom. Also, language teachboald be aware of these patterns
when creating materials concerning the pragmatm@atesjies in responses to

complaints in the hotel business as well as inratpeech acts.

6.3 Suggestions for Further Research

In order to gain a better insight into the nornmsl gatterns of semantic
formulas in responses to complaints, the followimay serve as guidelines for further
research.

1. This study mainly examined the relationshipswieen target language
proficiency and pragmatic transfer in responsesamplaints in the hotel business.
To enhance our understanding of pragmatic tranafet pragmatic development,
future research should focus on identifying othactdrs (e.g. the degree of
seriousness of the complaint situations, the h®tetations, the hotels’ staff positions)
that may influence the occurrences of pragmatiostex among learners at various
developmental stages.

2. The present study concentrated on the nega#wefer of the EFL learners

which may cause the breakdown in communicationturéwstudies should investigate
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the positive transfer which may result in succdssfinmunication outcomes. This is
because the pragmatic strategies employed by thelé&dfners in positive transfer
may be used as the patterns for teaching and fegppragmatics in particular speech
communities.

3. Since the written DCTs were the sole investigatool employed in the
present study due to the time constraints, futesearch should include measures
such as role-plays, self-reports and field notegxamine the learner’'s pragmatic
knowledge. Implementation of these means in anldito DCTs has allowed some
researchers to interpret the results from multgeespectives (e.g. Tateyama, 2001,
Kwon, 2003).

4. 1t is important to keep in mind that the sulgea the present study do not,
by any means, represent Thai speakers as a whe social variables (i.e. social
distance, power dominance and imposition of theéasibns) were controlled. Future
research should replicate all aspects of sociahbbas with a great variety of subjects.
The expected results may be generalizable to tii@ge for complaints in the hotel
business around Thailand.

In conclusion, the researcher believes that tlesegmt study will help non-
native speakers of Thai understand the “sociolstgurules of speaking’ (Wolfson,
1989, p.14) for Thai or English pragmatic formuiagesponses to complaints. It is
my hope that the present study has made a smalkigatficant contribution to

research in the field of sociolinguistic analyséspeech acts in a Thai context.
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Appendix A

The Interview Guide: English Version

. How often do you stay in this hotel?

. How long do you usually stay here for?

. Are you satisfied with this hotel’s facilities cgrsices provided? Why or why
not?

. Have you ever had cause to complain about anotitef sifacilities or services
provided? If so, what were the facilities or seeggou complained about?

. Could you please tell me what you said when youar@adomplaint about the

hotel’s facilities or services?
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Appendix B

Thelnterview Guide: Thai Version
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Appendix C

DCT (English Version)

Pragmatic Transfer in Responsesto Complaints

by Thai EFL Learnersin the Hotel Business

Situation: You are a member of hotel staff taking care €fedent departments. What
would you say if you want to respond to a hotelggure each situation?

Please respond as naturally as possible.

1. Mr. Smith comes up to you and complains about thiadss of his room.
Mr. Smith: My room is very dirty. It obviously hasteen cleaned. The bed
hasn’'t been made, either.

You:

2. Mrs. Benson calls you and complains about the br@econditioner and the
television in her room.
Mrs. Benson: I'm calling from room 204. The air ditioner in my room doesn’t
work and TV can't be turned on. Could you send smmedo fix
them, please?

You:

3. Miss Dorman comes up to you and complains aboutoihet in her room.

Miss Dorman : The toilet in my room is disgustinglamells bad.....Oh, the bath
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is filthy, too. Nobody can stay in such a room.

You:

. Mr. Walker calls you and complains about a loudsaaiccurring in your hotel.
Mr. Walker: This is room 302. I've been being disied by a loud noise from
room 301. | couldn’t sleep. | must leave early toraw morning.

Could you tell them to be quiet?

You:

. Mrs. Johnson calls you and complains about the skewice in your hotel.
Mrs. Johnson: | ordered breakfast from the Roomicer.. Oh, at least one hour
ago, but my breakfast still hasn’'t come...

You:

. Mr. Lee calls you and complains about the showéiisrroom.
Mr. Lee: | want to take a bath but there is novaater in the shower. Could you

send someone to fix it, please?

You:

. Miss Clinton comes up to you and complains aboeitatful food.
Mrs. Clinton: Waiter, this fish tastes as if it waraught a year ago. Oh, this is not
a steak that | ordered. | need a medium one lgiwell done.

You:

. Mrs. Morgan comes up to you and complains aboutdben equipment.
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Mrs. Morgan: | have a complaint to make. The she®liew cases and blankets
in my room are too old and dirty. | want to havevrenes.

You:

9. Mr. Peterson calls you and complains about watdredectricity in his room.
Mr. Peterson: This is room 248. There is no wateny bathroom and the light
bulb in my bedside lamp doesn’'t work. Could youdssomeone
to look into it, please?

You:

10.Miss Thomson comes up to you and complains abonesmckroaches in her
room.
Miss Thomson: | just saw some cockroaches in theefasket in my room ...
really disgusting. Could you get rid of them now?

You:

...Than you for your cooperation...
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DCT (Thai Version)
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Appendix E

Consent Form (English Version)Demographic I nfor mation

. Age: years of age
. Gender: [ Male L1 Female

. Working position :

. Work experiences in hotel business : arsye

. Educational Background :
1 Primary level 1  Secondary level
1 Bachelor'sdegree [ Master’s degr

—] Others ( please specify):

. How would you rate your English oral proficiency?
L1 Very good L1  Good
1 Fair 1 Poor

. Do you need to speak English at work? If yes, wikom?

. For what purpose do you normally speak English?
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Consent Form (Thai Version)
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