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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.
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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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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

This chapter describes the background of the study, the problems that inspired the
present study, the rationale behind the study, the research objectives and questions, the
significance of the study, the key terms used in this study, the scope of the study, the

limitations of the study, and finally, the thesis outline.

1.1 Background of the study

With economic development and advancement in transportation and
telecommunications, intercultural communication between Thailand and China is
intensifying. In 2013, Thailand and China even agreed to a Five-Year Development Plan
on Trade and Economic Cooperation, in which the two countries agreed to expand their
cooperation in the fields of politics, trade, investment, finance, tourism, and cultural
exchanges and education, etc. (The Long-Term Planning for Sino-Thai Relations
Development (full text), 2013). Therefore, increased Thai and Chinese intercultural
communication is anticipated.

To communicate, the Thai and the Chinese mainly employ the English language.
The use of English as a medium of communication between speakers of different first
languages (L1s) is defined as English as a lingua franca (ELF) (Seidlhofer, 2005). In this
sense, the English language used by the Thai and Chinese peoples can be considered as

ELF.



1.2 Statement of the problems

Seidlhofer (2005) distinguishes English as a lingua franca (ELF) from English as an
international language (EIL) in that EIL is a general cover term for use of English
spanning Kachru’s (1992) Inner Circle (such as the USA, the UK, Canada, Australia and
New Zealand where English acts as a first language), Outer Circle (such as Malaysia,
Singapore, India, Ghana, Kenya and others which are former colonies of the UK or the
USA), and Expanding Circle (such as China, Japan, Greece and Poland where English is
learnt as a foreign language), while ELF refers to the communication within Kachru’s
(1992) Expanding Circle.

EIL usually upholds British English and Received Pronunciation as norms, while
ELF used to adopt native English speakers’ pragmatic knowledge as the sole goal and the
norm of teaching and learning. The native English speakers for ELF refer to people from
Australia, Britain, Canada, Ireland, New Zealand, and the United States. However, more
and more scholars censure the practice for its strong bias towards Anglo-Saxon pragmatic
norms right from the start in research into ELF intercultural communication (Wierzbicka,
1985; DeCapua, 1989; Knapp, 2011). They argue that non-native speakers are also
judging their interlocutors, be they native speakers of the target language or not,
according to their own norms of interaction, rather than the target language norms
(DeCapua, 1989; Wierzbicka, 2003). Therefore, when the Thai and the Chinese
communicate in English, they are also judging each other according to their L1 pragmatic
appropriateness. As a result, those scholars advocate accepting educated local form of
English as a means of communication (Knapp, 2011; Schneider, 2011).

Despite increasing attention to local educated forms of English, to the best

knowledge of the researcher, no studies have been conducted to compare and contrast the



educated Thai and Chinese forms of English to enhance understanding of the intercultural

communication between the Thai people and Chinese people.

1.3 Rationale behind the study

Increasing Thai and Chinese ELF intercultural communication necessitates a
systematic study of both Thai and Chinese ELF varieties in ELF intercultural
communication, with reference to ELF speakers’ variables, such as gender and English
proficiency, and the contextual factors, such as social distance and relative power
between the interlocutors and the ranking of imposition. Moreover, it is also essential to
study their L1 speech behavior, since Thai and Chinese ELF speakers may be influenced
by their L1 pragmatic norms.

The present pragmatic study aims at enhancing the understanding of the speech act
of complaining performed by the Thai and Chinese peoples. This speech act is chosen
because of its frequent occurrence. As we know, 