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This study investigates the speech act set of direct complaints performed by American speakers
and Russian native speakers. This article explores the semantic categories that speakers in each language
group used to structure their complaints and the order of occurrences of the categories from the point of view
of face-saving strategies, as defined by Brown and Levinson (1978 [1987]). The data was obtained through
a combination of oral responses to a discourse completion questionnaire and an assessment questionnaire.

The findings demonstrate that speakers in each language group used the same range of semantic cate-
gories to structure their complaints. However, the frequency and the order of the categories greatly differed,
which revealed differences in politeness norms and cultural values in American and Russian cultures.
The results of the study indicate some language- and culture- specific features of complaints, which can have
a significant effect on problem negotiations across cultures.
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Introduction

While there is a growing body of research on speech acts across cultures, the em-
pirical data on direct complaints remains scant (Schaefer 1982; Piotrowska 1987; Olsh-
tain and Weinbach 1987, 1993; Trosborg 1995; Arent 1996; Murphy and Neu 1996;
Kraft and Geluykens 2002, 2007; Tanck 2002; Tran 2002; Gershenson 1994, 2003; Umar
2006; Prykarpatska 2008). The research on complaints is important for investigating
politeness in problem negotiations and exploring the effect of cultural values on social
interactions both within and across cultures.

Given the limited research on complaints, this study investigates the speech act
of direct complaints (DCs) that occurs when a speaker addresses a complaint toward
a hearer and holds him or her accountable for their dissatisfaction, as defined by Boxer
(1993) (1). Larina (2009: 287—295) refers to such complaints as admonition, rebuke, and
reprimand in English and reooobpenue, ocyscoenue, nopuyanue, and ynpex in Russian.

The primary goal of this research is to establish semantic strategies that American
and Russian native speakers use to structure their complaints. The present study explores
the strategies from the point of view of politeness theory, as defined by Brown and Le-
vinson (1978 [1987]). Based on empirical data, this study will provide valuable insights
into linguistic politeness and cultural values in American and Russian cultures.

Politeness and the notion of face
in Brown and Levinson’s (1987) politeness theory
Scholars commonly have conceptualized linguistic politeness as strategies that
speakers employ to avoid conflicts in communication (Lakoff 1973; Leech 1983; Brown
and Levinson 1987; Fraser 1990). To carry out a complaint, speakers need to consider
what linguistic or non-linguistic choices to make in order to achieve their communica-
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tive goals, and, at the same time, to avoid damaging relationships with the interlocutors.
Leech (1983: 105) described complaints as a conflictive act because their “illocutionary
goal conflicts with the social goal”. According to Leech, conflictive acts are by nature
impolite because their performance causes offense; therefore, complaints are intrinsically
threatening for social interactions.

Brown and Levinson (1987) identified complaints as intrinsically face-threatening
acts (F'TA) because their realization can damage the speaker’s and the hearer’s positive
and negative face. According to their theory of politeness, interlocutors mutually respect
each other’s face in a social interaction in order to communicate successfully. In order
to avoid a FTA, or at least to minimize the threat, the speakers may use a certain strategy,
which depends on their estimation of risk of face loss. In the case of DCs, the speakers
may decide to opt out of the FTA and not to complain, or they may choose off-record
strategies, which are indirect and do not attribute clear communicative intention to the
speakers (Brown and Levinson 1987: 69). For example, The dishes haven’t been washed
again. In contrast, the speakers may clearly express their intentions using on-record
strategies, performing an act without redress, baldly (1987: 69). For example, You ha-
ven't washed the dishes again. However, the on-record strategies may lead to open
confrontations between the interlocutors, particularly in formal settings.

Since the publication of Brown and Levinson’s politeness theory, scholars have
challenged the universality of politeness strategies and the notion of face that Brown
and Levinson proposed. Despite this criticism, the present study has adopted Brown and
Levinson’s face-saving concept of politeness because, as research has shown, their notion
of face provides valid parameters for a cross-cultural analysis (cf. Ogiermann 2009a).
Their theory offers an appropriate framework for this study because they focus on the
speaker’s linguistic strategies, which constitute the core of the present investigation.

Participant profile and methodology

The data was elicited from a homogenous population for each language group
among university students of college age. ASs were recruited at Bryn Mawr and Haver-
ford Colleges in 2010, and male participants were recruited at Swarthmore College
in 2011. The Russian data was collected at Moscow State University in Moscow and
Herzen State Pedagogical University in Saint Petersburg in 2010.

The data from 30 American speakers (ASs) and 30 Russian native speakers (RSs)
was included in the final analysis. Participants were excluded from the study if they
came from a mixed heritage background, failed to complete the assessment question-
naires, skipped situations in their oral responses without giving reasons for doing so,
or described their reactions by saying, / would say, or A 6wv1 ckazan(a) instead of using
direct strategies.

Study design

Participants in the present study responded in oral to an open-ended discourse
completion questionnaire (DCQ) and provided written responses to an assessment ques-
tionnaire (see Appendix 1 and Appendix 2). They were instructed on how to record
their responses and left alone to complete the oral and written tasks. The present study
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employed this method because it allows participants to react to the scenarios orally,
which is closer to their natural language than written responses to DCQ. The greatest
weakness of this methodology was a lack of interaction with another speaker. However,
the methodology used in the present study can provide more authentic data than the
alternative method requiring an interaction with a tester, which would involve acting
out various identities by the tester and the participant during the same setting. As other
studies have shown, the power relationship between participant and tester is difficult
for the participant to ignore in a role-play (Owen 2001; Shardakova 2009).

The DCQ in the present study consisted of 15 scenarios, 12 of which featured com-
plaints. The scenarios were carefully designed by considering social distance (an interac-
tion with a friend or a stranger), social status (an interaction with a professor or a person
whom the speaker hired), and different degrees of severity of offense (severe, moderate,
or not severe at all). The scenarios presented complaint situations that are typical and
frequent in everyday life in both cultures. In this way, the participants could base their
responses on similar prior experiences rather than attempting to imagine an unfamiliar
complaint situation.

Coding

In their study on apologies, Olshtain and Cohen (1983: 20) identified semantic
patterns of the realization of a given speech act as a speech act set. They defined a speech
act set as an internal composition of semantic formulas, which are universal for a cer-
tain speech act, but their realization may be language-specific (Olshtain and Cohen
1983:20—21).

Scholars have proposed a various number of the major semantic realization patterns
of the speech act of DCs, and they have sometimes employed different terminology
(Schaefer 1982; Piotrowska 1987; Olshtain and Weinbach 1987; Trosborg 1995; Murthy
and Neu 1996; Prykarpatska 2008). Most of the studies relate to the realization of
complaints in English. This study adopted Schaefer’s and Piotrowska’s realization pat-
terns of DCs, as well as Murthy and Neu’s speech act set of DCs. The present study
utilized these classifications because they allow for the capturing of differences in struc-
tural patterns of complains between the two language groups, whereas other speech
act sets such as those developed by Olshtain and Weinbach (1993) or Trosborg (1995)
were too broad to reveal the cross-cultural differences between ASs and RSs.

The lack of consensus among scholars on the semantic components that consti-
tute the speech act set of DCs reflects the complexity of this speech act. It also sug-
gests possible difficulties that speakers in one culture may encounter when negotiating
a problem in a complaint situation in another culture.

Results and discussion of the findings

The speech act set of DCs of ASs and RSs

To properly interpret the utterances in a complaint, the present study considered
the utterances’ sequential, situational, and functional criteria, which the authors in
the Cross-Cultural Speech Act Realization Project (CCSARP) have identified (Blum-
Kulka and Olshtain 1984: 200).
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Based on the overall performance of the speakers in each language group in all
complaint situations, this study established the following semantic categories that ASs
and RSs used to structure their complaints:

1) Opener (2) (IIpusem!)

2) Explanation of Purpose, which explains why the speaker initiates a conversa-
tion (Can you talk to me about the library book that you- that you borrowed from me?)

3) Act Statement (3), which directly or indirectly refers to the wrongdoing, the
hearer, or both (Ymo-orc mot mne knucy panvuwe-mo ne omoana? Tenepv mHe 3a mebs
Haoo naamums wmpag.)

4) Justification of the Speaker, which explains why the speaker is making the
complaint and the effects of the wrongdoing on the speaker (I really don’t — I really
cannot afford to be late to my job.)

5) Justification of the Hearer, which gives a reason or excuse for the hearer
who committed the wrongdoing or expresses the effect on the hearer (4 norumaro y meos
OvLIU dena.)

6) Societal Justification, which appeals to socially accepted values and norms
of behavior (V nac xaxue-mo 3axonvl ecmv mo ymo nocie 0OUHHAOYAMU Helb3sl YmooOvl
8bl MAM MEUAIU COCEOSIM.)

7) Request for Explanation, which calls for an explanation of the hearer’s beha-
vior (So um- is this how you usually charge?)

8) Apology (I'm really really sorry to be the stereotypical annoying neighbor.)

9) Blame (A u3-3a mebs menepvb ono3zoaro Ha NOOPaAbOMKY.)

10) Threat (If this ever happens again I have to let you go.)

11) Valuation, which expresses the feelings of the speaker such as dislike, dis-
appointment, or dissatisfaction about the hearer, the problem, or both (/t’s disgusting
and.: making me regret living here.)

12) Conciliation, which expresses the speaker’s attempt to restore harmony
(/Iaono Huueeo cmpawinoeo HU4e20 CMpauHoz2o.)

13) Remedy, which proposes some action to solve the problem expressed in a com-
plaint (I was just wondering if we could reschedule um- our conversation about my
master’s thesis.)

14) An Expression of Gratitude (Crnacu6o umo svicnywana mens.)

15) Closing (4) (Thanks.)

Graphic representation
of the semantic categories

The graphic representations below demonstrate the distribution of the semantic
categories in all situations for both language groups. The distribution is based on means
and standard deviations (SDs) for each category. As Figure 1 and Table 1 exhibit, ASs
and RSs most frequently employed Justification of the Speaker, Remedy, Opener, and
Act Statement. Like ASs, RSs most frequently stated their complaint and followed it
with Remedy, but they justified their reactions less frequently than ASs.
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Figure 1. Distribution of the semantic categories
in all situations for each language group
Table 1
Means and SDs for the most frequent semantic categories
for ASs and RSs based on all situations
Semantic Category AS RS
Means and SDs Means and SDs
Justification of the Speaker 1.27 0.67
(1.25) (0.83)
Remedy 1.21 0.90
(0.94) (0.74)
Act Statement 0.94 0.91
(0.24) (0.30)
Opener 0.88 0.88
(0.67) (0.67)

Figure 2 demonstrates the semantic categories that ASs and RSs employed less fre-
quently. As the figure exhibits, ASs mostly differed from RSs in their expression of
Gratitude, Conciliation, Closing, Justification of the Hearer, and Apology. These results
demonstrate that ASs expressed their gratitude toward the hearer, justified the hearer’s
wrongdoing, used apologies, and tried to restore the harmony with the hearer more
frequently than RSs. ASs utilized these categories to minimize the offense, which was
attributed to face-saving strategies. In a complaint situation, they employed semantic
categories to save their own face and the hearer’s face. In this regard, RSs did not try
to minimize the imposition upon the hearer, but they openly showed their disappointment
toward the hearer who let them down. Their strategy selection showed that RSs were
less concerned with saving their face and the hearer’s face in their interactions with
friends, strangers, and persons whom they hired.
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Figure 2. Distribution of less frequent categories

The role of order of semantic categories
in complaints

The order of occurrences of semantic categories used by ASs and RSs in their com-
plaints differed, which affected the features of their complaints. According to the most
frequent structural patterns of complaints in the Russian data, after getting the hearer’s
attention, RSs used Valuation or Blame. They then justified their complaints, and, at
the end, they proposed Remedy to the situation. It appears that RSs structured their
complaints in this way to intensify their complaints. They used Valuation immediately
before or after stating their complaint, which intensified their dissatisfaction, as in the
following example:

(1) RS (Late for Project): Cnywai Bopuc! (Opener) Mue smo nadoeno (Valuation) umo

nocmosiHHo onazovieaews. (Act Statement) [losmomy a He xouy boavue pabomams
¢ moboii. (Remedy)

ASs also used Valuation before or after stating their complaints in order to inten-
sify them, in particular in their interactions with friends, but not as often as RSs. Exam-
ple 2 shows Valuation in the data of ASs:

(2) AS (Late for Project): You can- you can’t come to me Boris like this late all the
time. (Act Statement) It’s disrespectful. (Valuation following Act Statement)

In interactions with strangers, ASs hardly ever used Valuation because they avoided
confrontations in public, while RSs openly showed their disappointment toward stran-
gers, as in the following example:

(3) RS (Subway): Kenwuna! Bol ¢ yma counu!? Bol mosceme akKypamuo co c60UM Mo-
pooicenvim? Kax s meneps noiidy 6 maxom guoe?
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Such behavior in public can appear impolite and even rude by American standards,
but it occurs often in Russian culture. As Larina (2009: 148) stated, “/lo omnowenuro
K «YYHCUMY... DYCCKUE YACMO OONYCKAIOM Hesexcaueocms u epybocms.” In the present
study, the strategy selection of RSs indicates that they were emotional and confrontational
in public, and they showed fewer concerns about face-saving strategies than ASs.

As the data has demonstrated, ASs preferred not to start their complaints by first
stating the problem. Rather, they started their complaints by giving reasons for their
dissatisfaction that often justified the hearer’s wrongdoing. ASs used Gratitude, Justifi-
cation of the Speaker, and Justification of the Hearer, Request, or Apology before stating
their dissatisfaction in order to reduce the imposition upon the hearer, as in the fol-
lowing examples:

(4) AS (Tutor): Um- so I really appreciate you helping me (Gratitude) and I feel like I like
you know the material and that I can learn a lot from you (Justification of the Hearer)
but I would really appreciate if you could go slower for me (Remedy / Request) I'm not
really able to keep up with you when you go at that pace (Act Statement).

ASs often apologized or showed their gratitude in order to mitigate the imposi-
tion upon the hearer, while RSs rarely used Apology or Gratitude. In a complaint situa-
tion, they showed their gratitude only when they negotiated a problem with a professor,
which indicates the effect of social status on social interactions in Russian culture (cf.
Larina 2009).

In sum, the order of occurrences of semantic categories in complaints of ASs and
RSs differed, which served the speakers to intensify or mitigate their complaints. Speak-
ers in American culture structured their complaints differently than RSs in order to save
their own face and the hearer’s face. Overall, ASs were more careful and hesitant in stat-
ing the problem, more apologetic, and more reluctant in proposing a solution to the
problem than RSs. They also excused the hearer’s behavior, which rarely occurred
in the Russian data. ASs used these strategies to avoid conflicts and to minimize impo-
sition upon the hearer. In contrast, RSs openly showed their emotions that threatened their
own face and the hearer’s face except for situations in which they interacted with a per-
son of a higher social status.

Conclusions

This study has demonstrated that the speech act set of DCs can be perceived as
universal because in a complaint the speakers express their dissatisfaction about the
wrongdoer or the wrongdoing; however, its realization is language- and culture-specific
(Olshtain & Cohen 1983: 20—21).

The findings show that speakers in each language group made use of the same
range of semantic categories in the speech act set of DCs, but the frequency and order
of these categories differed, which revealed differences in both the concept of politeness
and the cultural values underlying politeness in American and Russian cultures. Speakers
in both cultures differently structured their complaints because they assigned different
values to politeness: Speakers in American culture tried to minimize the degree of im-
position upon interlocutors in a complaint situation, while RSs preferred straightfor-
wardness over the utilization of face-saving strategies.
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The strategy selection of the speakers in American culture revels a desire to avoid
confrontation because of respect for the hearer’s autonomy and private space, whereas
speakers in Russian culture demonstrated a preference for directness. Similar to other
studies, the present study showed that Russian speakers value directness in social interac-
tions because they associate it with sincerity and solidarity, while speakers from Anglo-
Saxon cultures can perceive directness as rude or an imposition upon the interlocutor’s
independence and individualism (Wierzbicka 1985, 1991; Hoffman 1989; Rathmayr
1994; Bergelson 2003, Larina 2009; Ogiermann 2009b). The results indicate that speak-
ers across cultures need to be aware of politeness rules and cultural values in a specific
culture in order to successfully negotiate a problem and avoid cross-cultural mis-
communication.

APPENDICES

Appendix 1. Scenarios for the Discourse Completion Questionnaire
(two examples in English and Russian)

Please read aloud each scenario and respond spontaneously to the following situ-
ations (voice your responses into the tape recorder). Please do your best to react as you
would do in real life. You may say nothing if in a real life situation you would not re-
spond.

Do not describe what you would say, instead speak as if the person is next to you.

1. You have already talked a few times to Andrew, your friend and roommate, about
taking care of the kitchen that you share with him in the dormitory apartment. To-
day, he again left a pile of dirty dishes in the sink although it was his turn to take
care of the kitchen. You see Andrew and say:

(If you decided not to say anything, please explain why)

Vaxke HecKoabKO pa3 Bel pasroBapusaiu ¢ AnapeeM, BamuMm qpyrom u cocerom
110 KOMHATe, Ha TeMY MO/JIep’KaHusl YUCTOThI Ha 0o01elt KyxHe. CeroHs oH oIsiTh
OCTaBHJI Maccy I'psI3HOM MOCY/Ibl B paKOBHHE, XOTs ObUIa €ro ouepesib yOOpKH KyX-
HU. Bl Bunure Anapes u rosopure

(Ecnu Bl pemmnm HUYEero He TOBOPUTH, OOBSICHUTE, TTOXKATYCTa, IIOYEMY.)

2. You have a new neighbor next door in the dormitory. You don’t know him yet.
Since he moved in five days ago, he has been listening to loud music every night.
You already overslept once, and you were late for work. Today, you cannot sleep
because the music is loud again. It is already midnight, and you have a terrible
headache. You go to your neighbor and say:

(If you decided not to say anything, please explain why)

YV Bac HOBBII1 cocelt, KOTOPBIH JKUBET B cocetHel ¢ Baiel komHaTe B 00IIEXUTHH.
Bbl ¢ HuM eme He 3HakoMbl. C Tex MOp Kak OH Iepeexan CroJa IATh JHEW Haszal,
OH CJIyIIaeT IPOMKYIO0 MY3bIKy KaKIyro HOub. OnuH pa3 Bel yxe npocnanu us-
3a Hero u ono3aanu Ha paboty. CeroaHst Bbl onsiTh He MOXKeTe 3aCHYThb, IOTOMY
YTO OISITh TPOMKO UIPAET My3bIKa. YK€ MOJIHOYb, U Y Bac crpariHo 60muT rososa.
Bel uzere k Bamemy coceny 1 roBopute emy:

(Ecnu Bl pemminm HUYEro He TOBOPUTH, OOBSICHUTE, TTOKATYCTa, IOYeMY.)
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II.

()

)

€)
(4)
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(3]
(4]
(3]
(6]

Appendix 2. Assessment Questionnaire
for Russian Speakers

Iloouepxnume, noxcanyiicma, omgeem, Komopbwiti Bvl evlopanu.

Vaxke HecKoabKO pa3 Bel pasrosapusaiu ¢ AxapeeM, BamuMm qpyrom u cocerom
10 KOMHATE, Ha TEMY INOAACPKAHNA YMCTOThI Ha O6HICI>1 KyXHE. CCFOI[HH OH OIIATH
OCTaBHJI Maccy IpsI3HOM MOCYZAbl B PAKOBUHE, XOTs ObLIa €ro ouepeab yOOpKU
KYXHH.

1. Kak BbI OLIEeHUBAETE CEPbE3HOCTD ATON CUTYaLUU?
a) OYCHb Cepbe3Hass  b) OTHOCHUTEIBHO CEpbE3Hast C) COBCEM Hecepbe3Hast

2. Hano nu Bbl BbIpa3uTh HEAOBOJIBCTBO B 3TOW CUTYa[MU?
a) 6e3ycI0BHO b) na C) COMHEBAIOCh

Ckaxure, noxanyicra, kak Bbl olieHuBaeTe onvcaHue cUTyaluid 1 TEXHUYECKU I
METO/I 3aITMCH OTBETOB Ha MarHUTO(OH?

NOTES

Boxer (1993) distinguished two categories of complaint: direct and indirect, which have their
origin in D’Amico-Reisner’s (1985) study on disapproval. Indirect complaint occurs when the
speaker does not hold the hearer responsible for the offense but conveys dissatisfaction about
himself/herself or someone/something that is absent (1993: 106—107). For example, He is such
a bad driver.

The names of the categories and most of the descriptions were adopted from Schaefer’s work
(1982: 14—15) and Piotrowska’s analysis (1987: 44—46) on complaints. The category, Expla-
nation of Purpose, comes from Murthy and Neu’s (1996) classification.

A detailed analysis of the strategies within the Act Statement can be found in Moskala-Gallaher
2012, chapter 4.

This study identified the expression of thanking that the speakers uttered to finish their complaints
as Closing and not as the category of Gratitude.

REFERENCES

Arent, Russel (1996). Sociopragmatic decisions regarding complaints by Chinese learners and
NSs of American English. Hong Kong Journal of Applied Linguistics 1: 125—147.
Bergelson, Mira (2003). Russian cultural values and workplace communication styles. Com-
munication studies 2003: Modern anthology 97—112. http://www.ffl.msu.ru/staff/ mbergel-
son/7.doc (accessed 12 July 2008).

Blum-Kulka, Shoshana and Elite Olshtain (1984). Requests and apologies: A cross-cultural study
of speech act realization patterns (CCSARP). Applied Linguistics 5(3): 196—213.

Boxer, Diana (1993). Social distance and speech behavior: The case of indirect complaints.
Journal of Pragmatics 19(2): 103—125.

Brown, Penelope and Stephen C. Levinson (1978 [1987]). Politeness: Some Universals in Lan-
guage Usage. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Cohen, Andrew D. and Elite Olshtain (1994). Researching the production of second-language
speech acts. In Research Methodology in Second Language Acquisition, Elaine E. Tarone, Susan
M. Gass, and Andrew D. Cohen (eds.), 143—156. Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.

175



Bectuuk PYIH, cepust Jlunesucmuxa, 2014, Ne 4

(7]
(8]

(9]

[10]

[11]
[12]
[13]

[14]

[15]

[16]

[17]

[18]
[19]

[20]

(21]

[22]

(23]

[24]

[25]

[26]

(27]

176

Fraser, Bruce. (1990). Perspectives on politeness. Journal of Pragmatics, 14, 219—236.
Gershenson, Olga (1994). Mezhkul’turnoe neponimanie: Izrail’tiane i repatrianty iz Rossii.
Slavianovedenie 53—58.

Gershenson, Olga (2003). Misunderstanding between Israelis and Soviet immigrants: Linguistic
and cultural factors. Multilingua 22: 275—290.

Hoffman, Ewa (1990). Lost in Translation: A Life in a New Language. New York: Penguin
Books.

Kraft, Bettina and Ronald Geluykens (2002). Complaining in French L1 and L2: A cross-lin-
guistic investigation. EUROSLA Yearbook 2: 227—242.

Kraft, Bettina and Ronald Geluykens (2007). Cross-cultural pragmatics and interlanguage Eng-
lish.

Lakoff, Robin. (1973). The logic of politeness; or, minding your p’s and q’s. In Claudia Corum,
T. Cedric Smith-Stark and Ann Weiser (eds.), Papers from the Ninth Regional Meeting of the
Chicago Linguistic Society, 292—305. Chicago: Chicago Linguistic Society.

Leech, Geoffrey N. (1983). Principles of pragmatics. London and New York: Longman.
Larina, Tatiana, V (2009). Kategoria vezhlivosti i stil” kommunikatsii. Sopostavlenie angliiskikh
i russkikh lingvokul’turnykh traditsii. Moskva: Rukopisnye pamiatniki Drevnei Rusi.
Moskala-Gallaher, Beata (2012). The Speech Act of Complaint in English and in Russian and
its Emergence in the Pragmatic Competence of Adult American Learners of Russian. Disser-
tation. Ann Arbor, MI: UMI ProQuest Dissertations & Theses.

Murthy, Beth and Joyce Neu (1996). My grade’s too low: The speech act set of complaining. In
Speech Acts across Cultures: Challenges to Communication in a Second Language, Susan M.
Gass and Joyce Neu (eds.), 191—216. Berlin and New York: Mouton de Gruyter.

Ogiermann, Eva (2009a). Politeness and in-directness across cultures: A comparison of English,
German, Polish and Russian requests. Journal of Politeness Research 5: 189—216.
Ogiermann, Eva (2009b). On Apologizing in Negative and Positive Politeness Cultures. Ams-
terdam and Philadelphia: John Benjamins Publishing Company.

Olshtain Elite and Andrew D. Cohen (1983). Apology: A speech-act set. In Nessa Wolfson and
Elliot Judd (eds.), Sociolinguistics and Language Acquisition, 18—35. Rowley, MA: Newbury
House Publishers.

Olshtain Elite and Liora Weinbach (1987). Complaints: A study of speech act behavior among
native and nonnative speakers of Hebrew. In Jef Verschueren and Marcella Bertuccelli-Papi
(eds.), 195—208. The Pragmatic Perspective: Selected Papers from the 1985 International Prag-
matics Conference. Amsterdam and Philadelphia: John Benjamins Publishing Company.
Olshtain Elite and Liora Weinbach (1993). Interlanguage features of the speech act of com-
plaining. In Interlanguage Pragmatics, Gabriele Kasper and Shoshana Blum-Kulka (eds.), 108—
122. New York and Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Owen, Jeanette (2001). Interlanguage pragmatics in Russian: A study of the effects of study
abroad and proficiency levels of request strategies. Unpublished PhD dissertation. Bryn Mawr
College.

Piotrowska, Maria (1987). An investigation into the sociolinguistic competence of Hong Kong
University students with specific reference to making complaints. Unpublished M.A. dissertation.
Hong Kong University.

Prykarpatska, Iryna (2008). Why are you late? Cross-cultural pragmatic study of complaints
in American English and Ukrainian. Revista Alicantina de Estudios Ingleses 21: 87—102.
Rathmayr, Renate. (1994). Pragmatische and sprachlich konzeptualisierte Characteristika rus-
sicher direktiver Sprechakte. In H.R. Mehlig (ed.), Slavistische Linguistik 1993 Referate des
XIX. Konstanzer Slavistischen Arbeitstreffens, 251—278. Munchen: Verlag Otto Sagner.
Schaefer, Edward, J. (1982). An analysis of the discourse and syntax of oral complaints in Eng-
lish. Unpublished master’s thesis. University of California.



Beata Galaher. The Speech Act Set of Direct Complaints in American and Russian Cultures

(28]

[29]

[30]
[31]

[32]

[33]

[34]

Shardakova, Maria (2009). Intercultural Pragmatics of the Apology: How Americans Acquire
Sociolinguistic Competence in Russian. Saarbrucken: VDM Verlag Dr. Muller.

Tanck, Sharyl (2002). Speech act sets of refusals and complaint: A comparison of native and
non-native English speakers’ production. TESL 523 Second Language Acquisition 1—22. Wash-
ington, DC: American University.

Tran, Giao, Q. (2002). Pragmatic transfer and discourse transfer in complaining. Melbourne
Papers in Linguistics and Applied Linguistics 2(2): 71—98.

Trosborg, Anna (1995). Interlanguage pragmatics: Requests, complaints and apologies. Berlin
and New York: Mouton de Gruyter.

Umar, Al-Tayib, A.M. (2006). The speech act of complaint as realized by advanced Sudanese
learners of English. Umm Al-Qura University Journal of Educational & Social Sciences &
Humanities 18(2) — Jumada I1 1427AH.

Wierzbicka, Anna (1985). Different cultures, different languages, different speech acts. Journal
of Pragmatics 9: 145—178.

Wierzbicka, Anna (1991). Cross- Cultural Pragmatics: The Semantics of Human Interaction.
Berlin and New York: Mouton de Gruyter.



