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LI YANG : A CROSS-CULTURAL PRAGMATIC STUDY OF THE
SPEECH ACT OF COMPLAINT BY NATIVE SPEAKERS OF THAI AND
CHINESE USING ENGLISH AS A LINGUA FRANCA. THESIS ADVISOR :

ASSOC. PROF. ANCHALEE WANNARUK, Ph.D., 350 PP.

COMPLAINING/ THAI/CHINESE/CROSS-CULTURAL PRAGMATICS/ELF

The present study primarily compared the complaining realization patterns
performed by native Thai speakers speaking Thai (TTs), native Chinese speakers
speaking Chinese (CCs), Thai £LF speakers speaking English (TEs), and Chinese ELF
speakers speaking English (CEs). One hundred eighty Thai and 180 Chinese
participants responded to a twelve-scenario Discourse Completion Task (DCT)
questionnaire. The complaining samples elicited were coded into 12 semantic formulae
and 13 illocutionary force rﬁodiﬁcation devices (IFMDs). The results are as follows:

First, in terms of the total of semantic formulae, downgraders and upgraders, TTs
and CCs did not differ in a significant way. However, TTs chose to remain silent about
the offence, apologized for the potential imposition on the hearer, and established the
context for the utterance significantly more than CCs did, while CCs criticized the
hearer significantly more than TTs did. The results suggest that TTs found complaining
more face threatening than CCs did. When they had to, they apologized for the potential
imposition and referred to the context for the utterance more than CCs did.

Second, TEs chose to remain silent about the offence significantly more than CEs
did. On the other hand, CEs criticized the hearer significantly more than TEs did.
Besides, they addressed the hearer and showed appreciation for the hearer’s potential
cooperation to mitigate the illocutionary force of complaining. However, TEs and CEs

did not differ in IFMDs of complaining.



IV

Third, lower intermediate TEs made the pragmatic transfer in semantic formulae
of complaining more than upper intermediate TEs did. However, lower intermediate
TEs wamned the hearer significantly less than TTs did, but threatened the hearer
significantly more than TTs did. Moreover, lower intermediate TEs used more
upgraders to aggravate the illocutionary force of complaining than TTs did. On the
contrary, upper intermediate TEs explicitly mentioned the offence, threatened the
hearer, apologized for the potential imposition, justified the utterance and employed
upgraders significantly more than TTs did, but TTs warned the hearer and kept silent
about the offence significantly more than upper intermediate TEs did.

Finally, lower intermediate CEs made the pragmatic transfer in semantic formulae and
IFMDs of complaining more than upper intermediate CEs did. However, lower
intermediate CEs threatened the hearer, apologized for the potential imposition, and
expressed their gratitude for the potential cooperation significantly more than CCs did. In
contrast, upper intermediate CEs explicitly mentioned the offence, addressed the hearer,
apologized for the potential imposition, established the context, justified their utterance,
expressed their gratitude and employed upgraders significantly more than CCs did.

Based on the above comparisons, it can be concluded that the speaker’s gender
and English proficiency, and social distance and relative power between interlocutors
were found to influence TTs, CCs, TEs and CEs in their semantic formulae and [IFMDs
of complaining. The findings of the study might facilitate language teaching and Thai-

Chinese ELF intercultural communication.
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