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Abstract

The current piece of research reports the findings of a study on complaint
strategies used by Algerian Arabic and American English female speakers. The
present study included 50 female native speakers:«25 Algerianscand 25
Americans<enrolled at the University of Science and Technology in
Oranc<Algeriacand Harvard University in MassachusettscUSA. To achieve the
objective of the study:the researchers employed an Oral Discourse Completion
Task (ODCT)«including eight hypothetical scenarios representing four social
distance dimensions (Friends<Relatives<Acquaintances<and Strangers). The
findings revealed that female speakers of Algerian Arabic used more strategies
of complaint than their American counterparts. It was also found that social
distance had no significant differences in the choice of complaint strategies
amongst Algerian and American female speakers. The overall data displayed
that both speaking groups recorded a preference for the use of the direct
strategy of explicit complaint.

Keywords: Algerian ArabiccAmerican English«complaint strategies<social
distance«speech act.
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Introduction

As Austin (1962) and Searle (1969) put forward:<the fundamental concept of
speech act is that language is used for performing actions. Austin (1962)
argues that the use of necessary words under appropriate circumstances is
required to perform communicative actions in everyday life. According to
him«we routinely perform a speech act when we use words to say something. It
is considered as the gist of all communications where the speaker and hearer
are involved in an utterance exchange resulting in many diverse speech acts.
Austin and Searle state that speech acts such as complaints<refusals<and
agreements among othersc<are produced similarly in different languages
i.e.«their realization is universally ruled. Other researchers<however<see that the
speech acts’ linguistic realization varies regarding culture-specific social
factors«given that each language and culture has its distinct way of speech act
performance (Blum-Kulka«1987; Wierzbicka:1991).

Complaint as a speech act denotes the expression of dissatisfaction or
disagreement about something or someone in an unsatisfactory situation.
Olshtain & Weinbach (1987) describe complaining as the speaker’s expression
of annoyance or displeasure as a reaction to an ongoing or past action whose
consequences unfavorably affect the speaker. The hearer is addressed with the
complaint by the speaker«who holds him responsible for the offensive act. They
maintain that in choosing a specific realization of the complaining speech
actithe speaker has two main considerations: the first is about the situational
contextcand the second has to do with FACE<«both the speaker's and the
hearer's face. As Brown and Levinson (1987) positc<such speech acts are
inherently Face Threatening Acts (FTA)«in that they have the potential of
threatening the hearer's face. The latter can be defined as “the public self-
image that every member wants to claim for himself...” (Brown and Levinson
1987Yule and Widdowson 1996). Face consists of two specific desires: “the
desire to be approved (positive face)«and the desire to be unimpeded in one’s
actions (negative face)” Brown and Levinson (1978:p. 13).

In 1987:Olshtain and Weinbach made a scale of the severity of the act<ranging
from the most sever to the least severe case. The former leads to the speaker’s
sanctions against the hearer<cand the latter results in not performing the
complaint altogether. Interestingly<FACE consideration might be affected by the
social parameters related to the interlocutors and/or situational factors<namely
the level of frustration or annoyance of the speaker with respect to the
perceived obligation of the hearer not to have done the offensive act. FTA is not
restricted to speakers of the same language:in that learners of a second or
foreign language may unwillingly threaten the interlocutor’s face in the target
language. Thusc<speakers of any language need not only to familiarize
themselves with the language’s grammatical knowledge but also with the
underlying pragmatic knowledge and the socio-cultural norms of the language
of interaction«in order to avoid threatening the hearer’s face. As such«politeness
is essentially required whenever the complaint is made for the caused offense
to be minimized. Politeness defined by Yule and Widdowson (1996¢«p. 60):is
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‘the means employed to show awareness of another person’s face. In this
sense«politeness can be accomplished in situations of social distance or
closeness”. Brown & Levinson (1987) assert the strategy choice in the
realization of a threatening act —here<complaints- may be determined by the
social variables of the interlocutors’ speech community i.e.<social status<social
distance<and severity of the act among others«which determine the strategies’
selection in performing the FTA.

The purpose of the study is to investigate how the speech act of complaint is
realized in Algerian Arabic (AA) and American English (AE)«along with the
similarities and differences between these two culturally distinct speaking
groups. It also seeks to explore the impact of social distance (SD)
(relatives«friends<acquaintances<and strangers) on the choice and use of
complaint strategies (CS). The present research addresses specifically two
research questions: 1) What are the similarities and differences in strategies of
complaint employed by Algerian Arabic and American English female
speakers? And 2) How are CS distributed by social distance among AA and AE
female speakers?

Literature Review

Introduction

Previous research on complaints has long been conducted in social interaction
and everyday conversations; however:contrastive studies on complaint
strategies (CS) in Algerian Arabic (AA) and American English (AE) are lacking.
Several studies have fallen under three main headings: cross-cultural studies
investigating complaints across more than one language or cultural group;
interlanguage studies focusing on language learners’ complaints’ realizations;
and intralanguage studies examining the complaint behavior within a single
language or cultural group.

Complaint Strategies as Used by Speakers of Languages Other than
Arabic

Amongst the earliest and most influential studies on complaints is Olshtain and
Weinbach (1987)«who investigated the complaint speech act behavior amongst
non-native and native speakers of Hebrew. The subjects included 35 natives
and 35 non-natives. For data collection«the researchers designed a written
DCT:consisting of 20 situations presenting detailed context descriptions
between interlocutors«identifying social status<social distance«contractcand level
of the speaker’s frustration/expectation. Data analysis was based on a scale of
‘the severity of the complaint’ evaluation<developed by the researchers. The
findings reveal that both participant groups use all the available strategies<with
a significance of 45% for ‘explicit complaints’ and 3% for immediate threats. In
addition to a difference between the native speakers whose complaints are
severe«while nonnatives’ ones are softer. As for ‘warnings’ and ‘explicit
complaints’<the results are almost identical. The scholars observed that ‘explicit
complaint’ as a central strategy is preferred for all types of interaction«for
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speakers with lower status hearers and vice versa. Moreover«a lower status
speaker has the preference to use ‘disapproval’ and then ‘below the level of
reproach’«<which are softer. As for higher status speakers<warning’ was
present. Additionally<social distance in the data of native speakers of Hebrew is
seen in the interlocutors’ degree of formality«yet it did not make a significant
difference in CS selection.

Boxer (1992) examined indirect complaints (IC) in social distance and speech
behavior. The subjects were 426 spontaneous conversational
sequences:containing 533 exchanges«recorded through participant observation
around and in a university in the USA. The collected data were analyzed and
transcribed according to the themes of indirect complaints (self<other<«and
situation)<social functions and distribution<and types of responses. As for the
sampling of ‘strangers’ and ‘intimates’«it was in conversations taking place in
public places such as airports«stores... etc.<and spouses’ dinner conversations.
Findings revealed that in the social distance variable«both intimates and
strangers display quite distinct behavior for both the IC theme and response.
The theme Situation was the most frequent of the total; then<other<and Self ICs
with the least frequency of the total. Boxer (1992:p. 124) highlights that “we
tend to behave differently with intimates than we do with
friends<acquaintances<and strangers. We are more likely to be agreeable with
the latter than with those people close to us”.

As part of a larger-scale project on complaints in French<German:«and
English«Geluykens and Kraft (2002) conducted a contrastive study on
complaints between native and non-native speakers (NS and NNS) of French
(German learners) discourseto determine the similarities and differences
between L1 and L2 CS<gender differences:as well as L1 transfer. A total of 252
questionnaires were given out to university students aged 19-35 years old in
Munster and Paris; 87 were filled out by German NS with French L2:81 by
French natives<and 84 by German speakers of L1. To elicit data<a DCT with six
hypothetical scenarios evoking contexts to which the reaction is a complaint
was used. The researchers used a modified classification of CS established by
Blum-Kulka & Olshtain (1984). Results revealed no direct evidence of L1
pragmatic transfer«yet significant differences between the two groups were
found. L2 complaints were longer and more direct than their L1
counterparts<with more solidarity and supportive moves compared to those of
L1<along with downgrades«which are more likely to be used by natives. As for
gender differencessmen use less direct strategies than women«with no
significant differences in the level of directness.

Laforest (2002)<in turn«conducted a study on complaints and complaint
responses between intimate people in everyday conversations. For collecting
data:the study was based on the Montréal 1995 Corpus<where 50 hours of
family conversation at home were recorded by four French-speaking Montréal
Families. Only speaker-peer complaints were taken into consideration (a
couple:siblings)<resulting in a total of 50 occurrences. The researcher analyzed
her data according to Olshtain and Weinbach (1987:1993) and Hartley (1996)
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in complaints and Newell & Stutman (1989/1990) in complaint responses. Her
analysis of the recorded corpus revealed preferential realization patterns. The
latter can be linked to intimacy in relationships between interactants«.e.cno
special precautions associated with FTAs are found in utterances:<and often
complainees reject the blame. Certain employed strategies to express
dissatisfaction<along with avoidance; of a true verbal confrontation. Interactants
also succeed in using various strategies for argument avoidance; the strategies
used are seen as a form of verbal confrontation indicators in the Quebec
community.

Complaint Strategies as Used by Speakers of Arabic

The review of the literature also displays a number of complaint studies
amongst speakers of Arabic«yet research on Algerian Arabic remains markedly
scarce.

Migdadi et al. (2012) examined public complaining and its responses in call
interactions in a Jordanian radio phone-in program between 120 callers and
hosts. Their study tends to explore complaint patterns and functions<and the
response types they elicited. The findings reveal that Jordanian complainers
promote solidarity«give praising remarks<and use informal address forms; while
the respondents tend to exchange solidaritycemploy empathic
remarks<encourage the callers to speak freelyc<and promise to transfer their
complaints to the authorities.

Al-Khawaldeh (2016) conducted a cross-cultural study on complaints between
Jordan and England«with special reference to politeness strategies in
expressing complaints. The researcher uses a DCT<«and her results revealed 11
strategies by both speakers: direct complaintcopting out:irony<exclamation...
etc. The strategies are manifested to save the hearer's face when performing
the complaint<which is intrinsically an FTA. Frequencies were overall closer«yet
statistical differences appeared in the type of linguistic expressions like prayer
and opting out<hence results were discussed in terms of culture-specificity and
universality.

Al-Shorman (2016) compared and explored CS between Saudi and Jordanian
Undergraduates. His data were collected via a DCT administered to 150
randomly selected male participants from Irbid and Riyadh universities. The
results revealed the use of a wide range of CS between the two groups:«falling
into four main categories: direct complaintscopting outccalmness and
rationality<and offensive acts. The study also revealed statistically significant
differences and similarities depending on many variables: region«financial
status«values and beliefs of the society<and educational levelcamong others.
El-Dakhs and Ahmed (2021) investigated complaints in a variational pragmatic
analysis in Najdi and Alexandrian Arabic. Data were collected through role-
plays adopted version of Trosborg’s (1995) complaints coding scheme«rom
120 undergraduates. Findings revealed that the two groups had a preference to
use directive acts followed by blame and disapproval expressions in their
complaints<as for accusations and hints use was minimized. In addition<the two
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groups are found to show concern for the negative face of the complainee in
varying degrees. The research shows that Najdis employ less direct CS and
exhibit more influence on gender<social dominance«and distance than
Alexandrians.

Remache and Altakhaineh (2021) conducted their research on CS as used by
Algerian Arabic speakers<examining male and female AA speakers’ complaint
pattern preferences. Subjects for this study were 50 Algerian undergraduate
students in their final study year (25 males and 25 females). The data collection
tool was a semi-structured individual phone interview DCT«and the
determination of the complaint patterns’ occurrence frequency was adopted
from Murphy and Neu’s taxonomy (1996). Their findings reveal that:in
hypothetical situations<female and male AA speakers show dissimilar complaint
pattern combinations’ preferences (initiatorccomplaintcand request). Female
AASs«for instance«did not make an attempt to get the hearer to redress the
situation; males did. Results displayed that gender status influenced the
complaints patterns’ choice of the respondents.

All in all<plenty of research on the speech act of complaint has been conducted
in several languages in generalc<and in various dialects of Arabic in
specificcsuch as Jordanian<Egyptian<Saudicamong others. As a matter of fact«o
the best knowledge of the researcher<complaints have not been explored in
Algerian Arabic as compared to another language:specifically American
English. It is worth mentioning that AA is altogether distinct from other dialects
of Arabic dealt with in previous studies<due to the above-mentioned broad
influence of the French language. Thus«the current study aims to fill this gap in
the literature by examining the use of CS by AA and AE female speakers:<as
well as the effect of social distance (friends<relatives<acquaintances:and
strangers) on this speech act of complaint realization.

Methodology

Subjects

The sample of the present study consists of a total of 50 participants«25 female
AA speakers aged 18-29 years<and 25 female AE speakers aged 18-30 years
old. The former are university students at the University of Science and
Technology in Oran:Algeria. The latter are students at Harvard University in
Massachusetts<USA. It is worth noting that besides their native language<AA
speakers are characterized by using French«due to French colonialism (1830-
1962). Precisely«the latter was not merely political domination or economic
exploitation<but more exactly a straightforward elimination of the Algerian
culture. For 132 years<Algeria’s real identity had been denied:in that France’s
colonial system manipulated business<government:education<and intellectual
life as a wholedimposing punitive acculturation by exiling the local
languages<Berber and Arabic and positioning French as the dominant language
in its colonies. French settlement went beyond to pass laws considering Arabic
a foreign language«and its use was prohibited in schools and official
documents. Herculean efforts were made to make room for Arabic<the prestige
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and status of which were weakened<hitherto French remained the dominant
language for decades (Maamri<2009).

Data Collection and Procedures

For the aim of the study to be achieved:carrying out this study used an Oral
Discourse Completion Test (ODCT) for collecting data. The ODCT is a
questionnaire consisting of hypothetical scenarios reflecting naturally occurring
situations that respondents are asked to orally and naturally react to. ODCTs’
main function is to present a sociolinguistic description of a given situation
tracked by a discourse part meant to elicit a precise speech act. The elicited
responses can be examined as realizations of speech acts of the type desired
(Richards and Schmidt<2010:p. 175). DCTs are believed to be a reliable data
collection method in pragmatic research. The ODCT was chosen as the main
data collection tool for more spontaneous and natural data elicitation. The
questionnaire consisted of eight situations classified according to the social
distance between interlocutors i.e. relatives«riends<acquaintances<«and
strangers (two for each). For research purposes<the researcher —being a native
speaker of AA- formulated<adopted<and audiotaped the scripts of the scenarios.
The English version’s validity was tested by three professors of English at The
University of Jordan<and the Arabic version by three native speakers of AA.
Their feedback was taken into consideration<and modifications were made
accordingly. The data collection was through audiotaping each subject’s
responses to the scenarios individually by the researcher:after getting their
consent and explaining the aim of the study.

Data Analysis

The data were analyzed through a mixed approach of quantitative and
qualitative analysis using frequency tables«percentagesthe Chi? test for
correspondence«and observation and content analysiscaccording to the CS
used by the two groups in each situation with regard to the social distance
variable. The study uses Chi? tests to show the results. This test is selected for
data analysis since it is the appropriate statistical test for measuring
quantitative data. The replies in each item were classified according to the
semantic formulas categorized in the taxonomy of the speech act of complaint
by Olshtain and Weinbach (1987).

Results and Discussion

This section presents the results of the study that targets comparing AAFS and
AEFS’ complaints. It also seeks to identify and discuss the similarities and
differences in their use of CS with relatives«friends<acquaintances<and
strangers:illustrated with examples from the data. As already
mentioned«besides ArabiccAlgerians use the French language; hence«the AA
responses are translated into English by the researcher to ensure the
understanding and clarity of the utterances. As both AA and AE female



...Complaint Strategies Al il yall g gl oy )
Ned @l ae fansa o ala 2025 gl 1 aaad) ((27) sl

speakers employed an array of strategies in each scenario«the findings are
directed by the study’s two research questions.

The First Research Question

1) What are the similarities and differences in the strategies of complaint
employed by Algerian Arabic and American English female speakers?

To answer this question<the findings are displayed in the tables<and the
analysis is made accordingly. Table 1 below shows the results of the Chi? test
related to the frequency and percentages of CS use between AA and AE
female speakers. Respondents in both groups tend to make use of several
strategies to express their complaints.

Table 1. Results of Chi? Test Showing the Frequency of CS between AAFS and

AEFS (N=50).
Frequency (%) Chi? Df Sig.
Algerian 668 52.8
American 598 47.2 3.870 1 0.049*
Total 1266 100.0

*: significant at the level of (0.05).

As the table exhibitscboth AA and AE females make use of various CS«with
statistically significant differences in rates; making AAFS’ frequency (668
instances) (52.8%)«and AEFS’ (598 instances) (47.2%); resulting in a Chi?
value =3.870 that is significant at the level of (0.05).

Thus«the variance is in favor of the Algerian females<who had an overall higher
frequency of complaint usage. This implies thatnotwithstanding language
differences<both Algerians and Americans made use of a variety of complaints
in their speech«and cultural diversity and background generate an elevated use
by Algerians. This could possibly be due to the obvious directness in
expressing their dissatisfactioncand from the overall observation<they spoke
more. An example from (Scenario 1: complaining to a relative employee who
usually comes late): AAFS: ‘b (s glad Lo Alall 34l € jlay ) Cun odlecdadd e (g2
(This is not a deed«why did you come late? Next time«do not do it again) AEFS:
‘Why are you late?’

As can be seen in the examples<the Algerian respondent employed three
strategies: a direct complaintcasking for justification<and accusation and
warning«while the American settled for asking for justification. The complaint is
then not a merely speech actcbut a communicative onec<especially in the
Algerian society with its cultural diversity.

Results of the Chi? Test Regarding the Similarities and Differences in the
Use of CS between AAFS and AEFS

The comparison of AAFS and AEFS resulted in utilizing complaint strategies in
response to daily situations in both speaking groups; this use comprises
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resemblances and dissimilarities. Table 2 below demonstrates the detailed
results of CS frequency as used by AAFS and AEFS.

Table 2. The Similarities and Differences in the Use of CS between AAFS and

AEFS (N=50)
No. Complaint Strategies Algr(]arla Am(ra]rlca Chi¢ | Df Sig.
Direct Strategies
- , 15.34 N
1 Explicit Complaint 122 68 7 1 0.00
2 Expression of 30 40 | 1429 | 1| 0232
Disapproval
3 Accusation and 20 30 | 200 | 1| 0157
Warning
4 Immediate Threat 21 17 0421 | 1 0.516
5 Criticism and Blame 133 75 16:'317 1 0.00*
6 Demand 55 57 0.036 | 1 0.850
7 Asking for Justification 56 34 5378 | 1 0.020*
Indirect Strategies
8 No Explicit Reproach 51 75 4571 | 1 0.033*
Excusing Self for 3 8 |2273| 1| 0132
Imposition
10 Request 54 84 6.522 | 1 0.011*
11 Explanation of Purpose 90 90 0.000 | 1 1.000
12 Opting Out 8 11 0.474 | 1 0.491
13 Irony 25 9 7.529 | 1 0.006*
Total 668 598 3.870 | 1 0.049*

*: significant at the level of (0.05).

As appears in Table 2:the data reveal similarities and differences between AA
and AE female speakers in terms of their CS frequency. The Chi? test displays
a number of statistically significant differences between the two
groups:«depending on the CS being used and by whom. Respondents in both
groups have a tendency to make use of more than one strategy in their
responses-along with the recurrence of most strategies. Differences in direct
strategies include the most distinctive findings<which are the highest frequency
of criticism and blame«explicit complaint<and asking for justification semantic
formulas. The Algerians with (133¢<122:and 56 instances respectively) and
Americans with (75:68<and 34 instances respectively). Resulting in statistically
significant differences and making the Chi? value significant at the level of
(0.05)«with the variance in favor of Algerians with the highest frequency. This
denotes that Algerians are more straightforward in expressing their complaints
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compared to their American counterparts. For example:«Criticism and blame
(scenario 7: the kid spoiling the surprise)<AAs: ‘ g« ilala Ly dlLdle daly fiila L odle
slalid) Jasd ol 5 43l (Why didn't you catch your son? You know | am busy with
work<he spoiled the surprise)<and in AEs: (scenario 8: the notes being messed
up) ‘you’re not borrowing my notes anymore; you were not respectful enough to
take care of them’. Explicit complaint as in AAs’ (Scenario 1) &l ol (i) 5 dasa
losra glaial asll Laie il o (What's this man?! You took so long«don’t we
have a necessary meeting!?) As for the AEs’ (scenario 7): ‘Teach your kid to
respect others’ stuff’. Asking for justification is seen in AAs in (Scenario 3
asking the professor about the low grade): “f©s¥ da Jihs (iBle Jiegh (¥
(Please explain to me why you gave me this mark?)<AEs: ‘| would like to know
what specifically | did wrong?’ AAFS and AEFS openly performed FTA towards
their hearers«where they neglected the maintenance of the positive face of the
interlocutor<as they used an offensive act instead. AAFS recorded a higher
frequency with overt offensive strategies«due to a more sensitive interaction
between several contextual and social factors.

As for the rest of the direct strategies<expression of disapproval AAFS: ‘ <l
lfinley a5 ool sk 1 (ihai Lo i pmic imans lpudls Jhsdd s S o oy’
AEFS: ‘hey | didn’t give you the permission to take a picture of me and post
it'caccusation and warning ‘Algerians: ‘1Jas) Wb s J 3581 54l 2’ (This is the
last time you come late!). Americans<You can’t keep being late! This is your
last warning! immediate threat:AA ‘1)1l 75 5 5 <l 2 5 4l 5 (I swear to God that
you will take your suitcase and go home!)<AE: ‘| need you to come in earlier or
you’re fired!”” and Demand (Scenario 2: a smoker in a non-smoking area) by
AAs: ‘0a 5 a5 ) (Go away and smoke)<and by AEs: ‘Put it down and get out!’
Demand implied a more direct and insistent requestcwhereby both speakers
made use of orders to express their complaints. A demand can be considered
as an FTA in the data. These CS overtly attack the hearer’s face:in that the
subjects convey a frank way of expressing their complaints. Both groups used a
similar number of strategies:<concluding non-significance in the Chi? value«and
presenting no statistically significant differences between AAFS and AEFS.

As for Indirect strategies<they mark statistically significant differences between
AAFS and AEFS. Interestingly<Americans scored a higher use of IS than their
Algerian counterparts. The highest frequency in IS includes requests as in
(situation 2) AAs: ‘sl ik Giiles e ) Cwa¥ LA (Brother:if you want:please turn
off the cigarette) and (situation 6 a neighbor listening to loud music) AEs: ‘Can
you please turn it down because I'm studying’. By employing this
strategy<respondents express their complaints in an indirect way-attempting to
reduce the severity of the illocutionary force of the speech act. AEFS are more
susceptible to using politeness and caring for their interlocutors. Then<no
explicit reproach whereby the subjects minimize the hearer's FTA by avoiding
explicitly mentioning the offensive event. For example<AE in (Scenarios 1): ‘You
need to be a better employee and get yourself done on time’ and AAs in
(Scenario 5 posting pictures on social media without permission) ‘ Fs a3 a3¥ oS
osbadll shat W J# (you should have informed me before posting the
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pictures)<implementing that even with the FTA of the complaint<subjects are still
courteous and tactful. /frony«on the other hand:«scored high in the Algerian
participants (25 instances) rather than the Americans (9 instances)e.g.<AAFS
(Situation 6) o) )¢ sium se Ly uye (S (Is there a wedding and you did not invite
me?)<AEFS in (Scenario 1) ‘Welcome!” Both groups tend to complain by
making a joke or providing the opposite response to the offensive
event«Algerians mostly«in an attempt to soothe:avoid offense and display
empathy. The next less severe CS equally distributed in the data is explanation
of purpose«where it scored identical frequencies in both groups (90 instances
each)making the Chi? value insignificant level of (0.05) e.g.<AAFS (situation 6)
pee Sl (el saie 35227 (I have a very important exam tomorrow) AEFS (situation
2) ‘The smoke bothers me and | have an allergy’. This implies that be it a
FTAboth groups are more likely to justify their complaints by giving reason and
justifying the act«along with maintaining a positive face when they deliver their
complaint performance.

The strategies that scored the lowest frequency in the responses of both
Algerian and American speakers with«a non-significant value difference«are
excusing self for imposition as in AEs: (Scenario 3:the low exam grades)
‘Excuse me Professor:’'d like to discuss my gradescum! Do you have time?’
and AAs: ‘el 48 5l ol o gl (iSaad s 3 L B 3L (Professorcif | do not bother
you«could you recheck my paper please?). As observed:its use is restricted to
addressing the professor for a grade re-check to mitigate and soften the
illocutionary force and show more forms of respect and politeness due to the
hierarchical situation. Opting outcas a CS is used here to as a polite way to
avoid complaining about the offensive event:to save the interlocutor’s face and
avoid confrontation altogether in the situational events such as the smoking
stranger (Situation 2) AEs: ‘| don’t say anything«l don’t confront’ and AAs ‘ 1
a3 Jui sy >0 (I move and go change the place)<respondents preferred to
remain silent and leave without threatening the hearer's face.
Categoricallyc<comparing the total recurrence of CS as used by AAFS and
AEFS resulted in statistically significant differences«with a frequency of
AA=668:and AE=598:making Chi? value =0.049 significant at the level of
(0.05)«with a variance in favor of AAFS with the highest frequency.

2) How are CS distributed by social distance among AA and AE female
speakers?

As mentioned earlier<Algerian females are found to use more CS than their
American counterparts. Table 3 exhibits details on the frequency of CS as used
by AAFS and their distribution with regard to social distance
(relatives«<friends<acquaintances<and strangers).

Table 3. The Distribution of AAFS’ CS use in social distance (n=25)



...Complaint Strategies Al il yall g gl oy )
Ned @l ae fansa o ala 2025 gl 1 aaad) ((27) sl

Relatives | Friends Acquai- Strangers | Chi? Df Sig.
. . ntances
Complaint Strategies Freq Freq
Freq (%) (%) Freq (%) (%)
Direct Strategies ‘
- . 36 41 35 10 "
1 Explicit Complaint (29.5) (33.6) (28.7) (8.2) 19.049 | 3 | 0.00
Expression of | 7 10 8 5
2 Disapproval (23.3) (33.3) (26.7) (16.7) 1.733 3 | 0630
3 C\v"aﬁ‘é??;“’” and |14 5 1 0 13.300 | 2 | 0.00*
(70.0) (25.0) (5.0) (0.0) ’ )
Immediate Threat 15 6 0 0 .
4 (71.4) 286) | (0.0) (0.0) 3857 |1 1000
o 46 40 38 9 "
5 Criticism and Blame (34.6) (30.1) (28.6) (6.8) 24624 | 3 | 0.00
15 12 18 10
6 Demand (27.3) (21.8) (32.7) (18.2) 2.673 3 | 0445
7 Asking for Justification (2??5 7) (2329 3) ?14 3) ?10 7) 14286 | 3 | 0.00*
Indirect Strategies ‘
8 No Explicit Reproach ?7.8) (61 18) ?1 5.7) ?54_7) 43.510 | 3 | 0.00*
9 Excusing Self for | O 0 0 3 )
Imposition (0.0) (0.0) (0.0) (100.0)
1 6 14 33 "
10 Request (1.9) (11.1) (25.9) (61.1) 43,926 | 3 | 0.00
Explanation of | 15 19 22 34 *
| Purpose (16.7) 211) | @44) | @378 8933 |3 1000
. 5 2 0 1
12 | Opting Out (62.5) (25.0) (0.0) 12.5) 3.250 2 |0.197
7 7 9 2
13 | Irony (28.0) (28.0) (36.0) (8.0) 4.280 3 |0.233

*: significant at the level of (0.05).

The most noticeable feature of Table 3 is that the most frequently used
strategies of complaint by AAFS are direct strategies<where they recorded
statistically significant differences in employing a number of semantic formulas
rather than others<regarding the four social distance classifications. Initially<the
strategies of explicit complaint and criticism and blame recorded the highest
frequencies in the data. The former appears mainly on the close distance side
with the highest frequency in friends (33.6%) and the least one in strangers
(9.9%)<making the Chi? value=19.684 significant at the level of (0.05) with the
variance in favor of friends e.g. an Algerian female complaining to a friend
about her destroyed notes (Scenario 8): * Ll e elline gl sa e s Lo cllldle
s ddadl ale i g3 S 5P (you know that | am careful about my stuff<l gave it to
you based on trust:this is a bad act). The latter scored a higher frequency in
relatives (34%) as well«with a lesser frequency in strangers (6.8%):yet with no
significant statistical differences e.g. ‘lele cuxi J @y Jaudy a3 &g (your
son is reckless and he destroyed the cake that | was tired to make). Algerian
females are then straightforward with in-group addressees like friends and
family<this is attributed to the impact of social ties between the Algerian society
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members; the closer the distance the fewer boundaries. Asking for justification
is the next frequent strategy with a higher frequency in friends (39.3%) and
lesser in strangers (10.7%)<making Chi? value= 14.286 significant at the level of
(0.05) as in the friends’ (situations 8 and 6) ““S i, o3’ (Why did you do this?)
fgle (imdain Loode’ (Why didn’t you take care of it?):dby using this
strategy<AAFS reduce the complaints’ illocutionary force and provide a context
for the act mostly with intimates.

Another statistically significant difference in the Algerian data includes the use
of accusation and warning and immediate threat which appear mainly on the
close side of the continuum in relatives and friends (70%) and (71%)
respectivelycand they are clearly avoided in the distant end in strangers
e.g." Jai b daludly Sl o Lo dala o0l age glaial Laie OlS ol g s JS a1 clle il
Al U qalasi |y ¢a sy (Every day late is too much<today we had an important
meeting:this is not going to go unnoticed easily:either you get yourself together
or | will hold you accountable)<’ dexille ela a5 Al Adall 4l (I swear to God that |
will kick you out of work) implying that AAFS are more susceptible to using
direct strategies (DS) when complaining to an addressee closer to them namely
a relative or friend«including expressing frustration and overtly threatening the
hearer's face and avoiding them with distant interlocutors such as
acquaintances and strangers since they recorded the lowest frequency.

As the table displays<expression of disapproval and demand recorded no
statistically significant differences between the social distance categories in
AAFS complaints:i.e. the distribution of these CS is similarly distributed in both
ends of the continuumcrelatives and strangers. Implying that when faced with
an offensive act«Algerian females made these direct strategies rather than
otherscand they are less concerned about the interlocutor's distance.
Expression of disapprovalfor instance« _t=ilt gl s (k' (I don’t want to
appear in pictures):it is openly expresses that the speaker is against the
unpleasant act as shown in the utterance. As for demand«for example:‘ glaall ik
z A Y (turn off the cigarette or go out!) AAFS points out inappropriate act and
overtly asks for compensation by the illocutionary act.

As can be noticed«Algerian respondents are more likely to use indirect
strategies (IS) and avoid direct ones when complaining to distant individuals as
strangers or acquaintances<resulting in significant statistical differences in the
CS distribution within social distance. The IS the most frequently used by
Algerian females with strangers are no explicit reproach (64.7%) as in (I doubt
that this is the grade of my work) ‘el 4l gl gl e gola 5 4SE 1) and
request (61.1%) as in ‘Gl ¢ siae b Sal Lo (palS aal ) dga 5ol dllmi (0’ (Please:it
is already written that it is forbidden to smoke in this side). These CS are
overtly avoided by AAFS with closely distant interlocutors such as relatives or
friends«where the frequency is relatively low:as revealed by the Chi? value
being significant at the level (0.05). Inferring that AAFS are more polite to the
people they do not know and less direct in complaining«<being tactful and
courteous to strangers is an Algerian mentality that binds social interactions.
Furthermore:«unlike the previous IS which are least used on the right side of the
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social distance scale<explanation of purpose has registered a variant frequency
ranging from the highest with strangers (37.8%) to the lowest with relatives
(16.7%) for example ‘““xlus e’ (I have an allergy) or © 2l mle ayy & pan Ul
e 4 Al b JWSle 5 glai¥Y (1 prepared myself very well for this exam and |
know that | made an effort in it) AAFS<then<provide explanations for their
complaint and try to compensate the FTA by giving a valid reason for their
reaction. Regarding excusing self for imposition:it is used by AAFS as a soft CS
merely in strangers<as it is non-existent in the rest of the social distance
categories«i.e. when complaining to the teacher about the mark or to the
stranger about smoking«for instancecAAFS start their complaint with this
strategy to mitigate and reduce its FTAentailing that the farther the
distance<the lesser the direct offensive strategy. Additionally«<IS with no marked
statistically significant frequency is opting out and irony. AAFS use opting out to
avoid confrontation altogether by ignoring the interlocutor and remaining
silent«<indicating that the social distance does not affect the use of this CS by
AAFS:in that their responses ranged from ‘s Js& W (I don’t say anything) to
‘a3l Juw’ (I change the place). As fordrony:it is the least severe strategy
regardless of the interlocutors’ social distance<Algerian respondents made
jokes or gave a contrasting interaction to soothe the FTA and reduce its threat
maintaining a positive attitude even by complaining e.g. ‘4=l 5,2 (I look ugly)
‘el s i) (What is this DJ?).

Results of the Chi? Test Regarding AEFS Complaint Strategies

As aforementioned<American females utilize a variety of complaint strategies in
their responses to the situations<Table 4. Below displays details on the
frequency of CS as used by American English female Speakers and their
distribution with regard to social distance.

Table 4. The Distribution of AEFS’ CS use in social distance (N=25)
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. Relatives Friends Acquai- Strangers Chi? Df Sig.
Complaint ntances
Strategies Freq Freq Freq Freq
(%) (%) (%) (%)
Direct Strategies
Explicit 30 18 15 5 *
! Complaint (44.1) 265) | (21) | (4 | 18706 3 | 000
Expression of 5 21 8 6 .
2 Disapproval (12.5) (52.5) (20.0) (15.0) 16.600 3 0.001
Accusation and
X 17 10 3 0 *
3 Warning (56.7) (33.3) (10.0) (0.0) 9.800 2 0.007
Immediate 8 3 6 0
4 Threat (47.1) (176) | (35.3) | (o) | %235 | 2 | 0327
Criticism and 33 18 19 5 *
5 Blame (44.0) 240) | (253) | @©7) | 2097 | 3 | 000
7 19 14 17
6 Demand (12.3) (33.3) (24.6) (29.8) 5.807 3 0.121
Asking for 12 10 8 4
/ Justification (35.3) 294) | (35) | (118 | #1M8 | 3 | 0249
Indirect Strategies
No Explicit 6 11 25 33 "
8 Reproach (8.0) (147) | (333) | (a0 | 24787 | 3 | 000
9 Excusing Self for 0 0 0 8 )
Imposition (0.0) (0.0) (0.0) (100.0)
8 17 22 37 .
10 Request (9.5) (20.2) (26.2) (44.0) 21.048 3 0.00
Explanation of 18 13 28 31 "
" Purpose (20.0) (144) | 31.1) | (za4)y | 9467 | 3 | 0024
. 3 5 1 2
12 Opting Out (27.3) (45.5) (9.1) (18.2) 3.182 3 0.364
4 3 1 1
13 Irony (44.4) 333) | 11y | @1y | 3000 | 3 ) 0392

*: significant at the level of (0.05).

The most significant result of Table 4 is that AEFS are more likely to use
indirect CS than direct ones in the four groupings of social distance:recording
the highest frequency in the distant end of the social distance continuum
strangers and acquaintances with a statistically significant distribution. As
tabulated above:the indirect strategies of complaint recording a higher
frequency among AEFS are request and no explicit reproach with (44%) each
in strangers as in ‘can you please move to another seat?’ and ‘this is a non-
smoking area’ followed by (26.2%) and (33.3%) in acquaintances respectively.
These strategies scored a lower recurrence in relatives and friends<making the
Chi? value significant at the level of (0.05)«with the variance in favor of strangers
with the highest frequencies. Inferring that American females employ severe
strategies with intimates compared to the rest of the addressees and
areithensmore susceptible to using softer strategies with interlocutors of a
distant relation<in that IS are perceived as less aggressive and more
appropriatecresulting in a face-keeping interaction. The next most used
complaint by AEFS is Explanation of purpose<marking a statistically significant
difference in social distance classifications<making Chi? value=9.467 significant
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at the level of (0.05)«with the variance in favor of strangers with the highest
frequency e.g. ‘This is a family spot<you saw the sign<you should respect that
and the people around you’. This indicates that American subjects have a
preference to express their complaints to interlocutors they are not close to by
providing a valid reason for the situation without threatening their face and
prevailing a mitigated ground for the complaint interaction. Moreover<excusing
self for imposition is nonexistent in friends<relatives<and acquaintances with null
frequency:in that American females are found to use this strategy as an indirect
way to reduce the FTA nature of the complaint simply with strangers (8
instances)-especially when complaining to the professor about a low mark:they
tend to show the highest forms for respectfulness and watch their language
being more polite e.g. ‘excuse me«professor do you mind just like going over
my exam paper? and ‘excuse messir can you go somewhere else?’.
Moreover<Opting out and irony as the least frequent IS are merely used by
AEFS to avoid confronting others and reducing the illocutionary force of the
complaintithey recorded no statistically significant recurrence at the level of
(0.05) regarding their distribution in social distance. Having a preference to be
non-confrontational<AEFS make use of opting out ‘nothingd don’t like
confrontation’ and irony ‘I look ugly (laughing) as a soft and indirect way to
express their complaints with both close and distant interlocutors<as they have
closely related frequencies in the datacthey can be seen in respondents
remaining silent and not reacting or making jokes and soothing the act.
Considering direct strategies in AEFS complaints<their distribution varies with
regard to the interlocutors’ social distance«in that the highest frequencies are
scored on the closest side of the continuum. The highly utilized DS are
criticizing and blaming as in ‘at least have the respect to ask me or take my
permission to post anything about me’ and explicit complaints as in ‘you’re 30
minutes late<you have to show up after the meeting to discuss things further
their distribution along the social distance continuum had a descending
tendency. This implies that these strategies are realized by AEFS when faced
with an offensive act based on distance:«in that the frequency is gradually overt
from relatives to strangers<where they feel free to directly express the FTA to
close interlocutors and are more moderate at the distant side.

The next direct strategy that scored a relatively high frequency in the American
data is accusation and warning<ranging from the highest percentage in relatives
(56.7%) then a lower score in friends and acquaintances<to a nonoccurrence in
strangers:making the Chi? value significant at the level of (0.05) e.g. ‘um! Early
is on time and on time is late<that’s not acceptable in a professional meeting to
show up late«this is your last warning’. Entailing the closer the distance«the
higher the direct offensive strategyc:AEFS are more susceptible to be
straightforward with their relatives than others using less respectfulness and
neglecting the face threat. As for expressing disapproval:it is utilized mainly
with friends (52.5%) and the rest is distributed similarly on the rest of the SD
classes«resulting in the Chi? value statistically significant at the level of (0.05)
e.g. ‘| don’t like to have my pictures put on social media or myself tagged
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without my permission’ denoting that American females are more likely to
express their dissatisfaction overtly to intimates with no boundaries rather than
to outsiders.

As tabulated above:direct CS employed with no noticeable variance are exists
in the AE data. Demand counted a non-statistical significance Chi? value=5.807
at the level of (0.05)deading to the absence of distinct differences in
complaining by demand when directed by social distance e.g. ‘get me a new
cake or make me one!” AEFS tend to express their complaint by ordering their
interlocutors and demanding certain redressive actions regardless of the
distance. Furthermore«asking for a justification as employed by AE speakers
had«in turn«no broad distribution variance in social distance e.g. ‘is there a
reason you didn’t have time to do them? Do | need to get someone else to do
them?’ AEFS used this CS less than others<indicating that they expect the
addressees to elaborate more on the reason behind the unsatisfactory act and
elicit more about the contextual factors before taking any further steps. As for
immediate threat e.g. ‘turn down the music or I'll call the cops’ it is not used with
strangers«and its recurrence in the data is rather low<recording no statistical
significance at the level of (0.05) in social distance<AEFS hold the complainee
responsible of their irritation and overtly threaten their face in a way that is
aggressive and lacking respectfulness. Inferring that social distance does not
impact the use of these strategies by AEFS:as the offense in these DS is
explicitly expressed in their complaints.

Results of the Chi? Test Regarding the Similarities and Differences in the
Distribution of CS in Social Distance between AAFS and AEFS

As formerly mentioned:the study displayed that the interlocutor’s social
distance does not significantly impact the choice or use of a number of
complaint strategies. Table 5. Below presents the results of the Chi? test with
regard to the similarities and differences in the use of complaints according to
SD between Algerian and American participants.

Table 5. The Similarities and Differences in the Distribution of CS in Social
Distance between AAFS and AEFS (N=50)

- = > _
Relative C.h : Friends C.h' Acquaintances C.h' Strangers C.h'

_ (sig.) (sig.) (sig.) (sig.)

pman |51 340 | 293 ko] o il oy
Total 336 ' 324 ' 311 ) 295 )

Table 5. Brings to light the comparison rate of CS distribution in social distance
amongst AAFS and AEFS. Results reveal no statistically significant differences
between the two speaking groups:in that the recurrence is closely related in the
four categories of social distance in all eight (8) situations. As can be seen from
the table<the distribution of complaints records a gradually descending
movement along the social distance continuum as Algerians and Americans
equally use more strategies on the right end of relatives with (336
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instances)next friends (324 instances)«then acquaintances (311 instances) and
finally<the lowest frequency is recorded in strangers with (295 instances); while
AAFS used more strategies in relatives«friends<and acquaintances<AEFS used
them in strangers. By and large<the results in both AA and AE recorded no
statistically significant differences between the two groups in the use of CS
based on social distance classes (relatives«friends<acquaintances<and
strangers) since the Chi? value is insignificant at the level of (0.05):vis-a-vis the
CS’ closely related distribution by both AAFS and AEFS. Convincingly«this
implies that the complaint strategy choice is not influenced by the social
distance variable i.e. when complaining; Algerian and American subjects are
more likely to behave spontaneously regardless of the interlocutor’s SD.

In light of the classification scheme of complaints set by Olshtain & Weinbach
(1987)<the present study adopted and analyzed the strategies used by AA and
AE female speakers in complaining given social distance. With regard to the
first research question 1) what are the similarities and differences in strategies
of complaint employed by Algerian Arabic and American English female
speakers? The current piece of research revealed responses that females in
both AA and AE made use of a selection of CS«rated from the most severe
immediate threat to the softest irony. All in all«it is observed that the most
frequently used of all strategies is explicit complaint<being direct and of a
relatively severe degree«it has a tendency of the respondents to threaten the
positive face of the interlocutor<by being offensivethis claim is in line with
(Olshtain & Weinbach«1987) who state that explicit complaint is a central
strategy in all types of interaction<as well as (Dakhs and Ahmed:«2021) who
recorded a preference to directive acts by speakers of Alexandrian and Najdi
Arabic. The data analysis revealed that AAFS use more CS in most
situations«with a higher statistically significant difference in their frequency than
their AE counterparts. Regarding the second research question 2) how are CS
distributed by social distance among AA and AE female speakers? Findings
revealed no statistical significance in the relationship between social distance
and the choice or use of CS:in that the complaint frequency between the two
groups is relatively similar. AAFS and AEFS both make use of various
strategies with relatives«friends<acquaintances<and strangers. To this end<the
results of the study are in line with Olshtain and Weinbach (1987)«who stated
that “social distance is a weak predictor of strategy choices...” (p. 205).

Conclusion
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Results indicate cross-cultural distinctions between speakers of the two
languages under examination<pertaining to complaint expressions’ conveying.
The dissimilarities were scrutinized vis-a-vis the interaction between
social<contextual<and cultural variables. AAFS uses more CS compared to their
AEFS counterparts. AAFS«on the one handdend to use more direct
strategies<namely explicit complaintcexpression of disapproval:criticism and
blame«and asking for justification«denoting the absence of reducing the
illocutionary force of their complaints in responding to most situations<and
resulting in the threatening of the interlocutors’ positive face and offending
them. AEFS on the other hand are found to use indirect strategies mostly: no
explicit reproach and requests«<characterized by minimizing the offense in the
FTA. Moreoverthe indirect strategy highly employed by Algerians was
irony«though it existed in the American data:its frequency in AAs was markedly
higher; irony is used as a mitigation of the complaint’s illocutionary force. It is
noteworthy that social distance did not significantly impact the distribution of
participants’ CS choice in female speakers of both languages under
investigation i.e. when complaining to relatives«friends<acquaintances<and
strangersiAA and AE respondents employed a convergent frequency of
complaint strategies; however«the recurrence is closely related. Thus<reflecting
the speakers’ ignorance of the social distance when performing the complaint in
both groups.

Recommendations

Since the present study is the first to investigate CS between Algerian Arabic
and American English«researchers beyond doubt need to conduct more
investigations in future studies. It would be of marked interest for further
research to address the effect of more variables on the realization of CS in
Algerian Arabiccnamely (gender:social statusc<age:degree of formality... etc.)
Furthermore«with regard to cross-cultural studies<further contrastive research
works need to be conducted on complaints as performed by native speakers of
Algerian Arabic compared to natives of other languages and cultural
groups<such as British English/French; examining the CS’ realization in terms
of similarities and differences. To conclude«he study having exclusively
examined Algerian Arabic speakers —compared to AEs-«the results cannot be
conclusively generalized to the entire Arabic dialects or standard Arabic.
Nevertheless:distinctive conclusions could be drawn from further intralanguage
scrutiny on complaints«<without forgetting intralanguage readings that could be
resulted from future studies on pragmatic transfer in producing complaint
expressions. Eventually<in order for these findings to be generalized<this
research paper can obviously be replicated on a larger sample along with
comparatively different situations. As the data exposes<performing the
complaint speech act involves an array of semantic formulas«varying in the
severity degree on the complainee’s face:«as being an FTA is undoubtedly the
nature of a complaint.
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Limitations

The study bears four limitations. First:it is gender specific i.e. restricted to
females:«if males were included«results might be divergent. Second:the study
examined two specific groups of Algerian and American students<the findings
could be different with more heterogeneous groups of diverse backgrounds and
ages. Thirdithe sample size is limited to 100 participants<a larger sample may
generate wider findings. Fourth<since the respondents of Arabic were only
Algerian speakers<the findings cannot be generalized to all other dialects of
Arabic.
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Appendices
Transcript of the Oral English DCT

Dear participantscas part of our research on the use of complaints between
Algerian and American speakers«please complete the following questionnaire
orally«i.e. the researcher is going to record your responses to the given
situations. Being in a similar case«what would your reply be? Do not hesitate to
complain as accurately as possible. The answers are sought for research
purposes and will remain confidential. Thank you for your participation.

General Information

Age: Gender: male female
Formal Situations
1 You are the manager of a company«you have a relative employee who

usually comes late. You have an important meeting today at 9 o'clock«yet he
appears at 09:30. What would you tell him?

2 You are having a coffee in a non-smoking area of your favorite
cafecsomeone sat in front of you and lit a cigarette. You wanted to talk to
him/her and express your annoyance«what would you say?

3 The professor handed you the exam grades in the lecture<yours were
low<even though you are sure you studied hard and did well for this exam. How
would you approach the professor to express your dissatisfaction?

4 You are a team leader<you gave a team member co-worker to work on
some documents urgentlycand he/she came back after some time with the
same folder not done yet. What would you tell him/her expressing your
annoyance?

Informal Situations

5 In a Party<you took pictures with your friends and they posted them on
social media without your permission. This behavior annoyed you<how would
you express your displeasure to them?

6 You have an important exam tomorrow and you are busy revising. Your
next-door neighbor is listening to loud music that disturbed you. What would
you say expressing your irritation?

7 You prepared a cake for your friend's birthday«but your little
nephew/cousin destroyed it and spoiled the surprise. This bothered you and
you lost your temper. How would you complain to his mother?

8 A friend borrowed your previous lecture's notes since she/he was
absent; when handing it back:coffee was spilled on it and it was messed up.
This bothered you and you decided to complain about itcwhat would you say?



...Complaint Strategies Al il yall g gl oy )
Ned @l ae fansa o ala 2025 gl 1 aaad) ((27) sl

Ay i el Ay jal) Aall QUadl) JlaSiod) LA

A a5 Ay 3 ) A el 5o On Sl e el ) siSall Al ol S Ll
Ao (e san g Gl a6 dpa sl Wil ) juad 5 0l8 (il ge Ao sene s2ie S V)
Jamd gale s Al Gl e IS Seleli 250 (35S 71 Gils Vi S5 La Gulial
sl Bl ey Calld agu o gale (Lo (hla oSl dli )l clillal
pSeli gsladll Slo st

dale claglaa
il KA s Lpial) fale (o dlaie Jlad

dsan )l C28) gall

Jsb 9 9 o age Gl 3 glaial aSaic ¢ g oo Gald plad clilidd laie A 3 5 pae (A5 ] il gall
Plad g S Lellgal g 1 ATl dalal) o L felila )b dudall sa s (5L 9.30 s

Glaa ey daly oy A L g gian dga b claad Ll 6 saclE (S 2 i gal)
$ald o8 L3 el g oy o aliiad s olaa (5038 (St ¢ g )8 Jads

Giobla g Y (iSilae Loy e (i Lo (0 cauills GlateV) a8 Lalis 2Ll aSlae 3w gal)
Solaa (5 )25 S gl 58 LS ale Jlead g 4le dla gy Jaa g sl S)

aa Leliilh 5 40233 oly ale GuAl) (e Baa gl (ke ASLAN G 55 Lo A (B 4 i gal)

th@J:ﬂJS.\Lu sL@J\.@_\.\.E.c‘;MJ;.“ L}u)\ﬁud\)u}ﬂyu\)yﬁgjjﬁ_\;\) c};ﬁ\wLﬂLB
?&Uj@jﬁaésg)gd

Lpany ) ) gal)

forie 5 b pebind o el 5 L i Lo

s dlaa J il elijla daa) jall LY (S 8508 age 8l 3 ladal Gaie 6 i gal)
Ol s yal b Lol 35 L5 a5 JaS SIS Ly o ()38 T s sl

QL@J é}ﬂucw é.mj ’_ua_a’.j L?"xs.cj cE\AM\ eSj‘).\.u;}
éca.\:ﬂ.c@S&hb&u&w)ﬂ\u&uih‘fﬁcﬂ#m&m‘ﬁﬂm 8d§‘9.d\

?L@Aﬁﬁu}%)ﬁ#&hc):\ag\ Ala c)a;ﬁjc}@ﬂ\uc:\s&lac_u\_ﬂ‘ﬂl@b)



