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Abstract

The research presented in this thesis is a cross-cultural study of the speech
act of complaining in Macedonian and in American English. Our aim was to
determine the differences and similarities of formulating complaints in the two
languages with respect to complaint strategies, perspective and modification. We
based our analysis on the work of Trosborg (1995), Olshtain and Weinbach (1993),
Haverkate (1998) and Wahyumi (2010).

Data for the research were collected through an online Discourse Completion
Task (DCT) consisting of eight hypothetical situations that elicit complaints. The used
situations had different social and power distance between the interlocutors and
different severity of offence. The participants were 29 students at the Public
Secondary School “Kole Nehtenin” located in Shtip, Macedonian, and 29 students at

the John Burroughs High School located in Burbank, California, USA.

The research has indicated that there are some differences between the two
languages in the strategy use, the perspective and the use of internal modifiers,
which may cause miscommunication. In general, the research has implied that the
similarities outnumber the differences. In this study we have also identified the most

common forms of complaining preferred by the speakers of both communities.

The findings of the research can help us understand the social values and
relationships in the two languages, and they can also help us overcome the possible
language barriers between the speakers of the Macedonian and the American

community.

Key words: speech acts, complaints, strategies, perspective, modification,

intercultural communication
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Introduction

Pragmatics studies communication among people in various contexts and speech
acts are an important part of it. The field of pragmatics that studies and compares
aspects of communication in different cultures is called cross-cultural pragmatics. |
believe that speech acts are the core element in every language and communication
among people in any culture. | chose the topic of my study because there is lack of
research on speech acts in general, and on complaints in particular, in Macedonian.
Macedonian research papers are usually concerned with grammatical and lexical
characteristics of languages. Research in pragmatics is scarce and the speech act of
complaining is rarely the subject of study. In this study | focus on the speech act of
complaining in order to fully understand its underlying foundations and compare its

form and application in both languages.

The speech act of complaining is an expressive act and | believe it will help us
understand and contrast the American and the Macedonian culture. In this study |
will analyse how this speech act is formed and the contexts in which it is used in the
two languages. The aims of the research are twofold: 1. to define the form of the
speech act of complaining; and 2. to determine its characteristics and uses in both
languages. These aims will be realized by analyzing empirical data and comparing

the similarities and differences in the two languages.

The results of the research will help speakers understand the social values in the
two cultures and will contribute to overcoming the language barriers between
Macedonian and American speakers. The results will especially be beneficial for
Macedonian teachers and learners of English as a foreign language as well as for all
those who at some stage of their life, business or career need to communicate in the

other language.

My thesis is organized in five parts. The first part describes the theoretical basis
of the research, in which we explain the basic terms of politeness, speech acts and
the elements of the speech act of complaining (perspectives, strategies, modifiers
etc.). It is followed by the second part, which is a literary review of relevant

researches on the speech act of complaining in Macedonian and in English.

In the third part the methodology of the research is presented. In it we refer to the

subject, the aims and the tasks of the research. We also give more information on



the participants and the instruments used for collecting the data as well as on the
methods applied in our data analysis. The third part presents the results of the data
analysis and sheds light on some of the similarities and differences between
American English and Macedonian.

In the final part of our study we discuss and interpret the results. We wrap up our
discussion with conclusions that will be useful for all stakeholders interested in the

subject: communicators, educators and learners.



1. Theoretical foundations of the research
1.1. Speech acts

In order to fully understand the speech act of complaining, we must first
understand the concept of the speech act itself. In this part of the study | will review
the work of some of the most distinguished linguists and philosophers that have
contributed to the development of the theory of speech acts in pragmatics.

The theory of speech acts was introduced by the British philosopher J. L.
Austin (1962). In his lectures that were later published in the book “How to do things
with words”, he explores different ways of how language is used. An important
differentiation that he makes is the difference between constatives and
performatives. The main difference between constatives and performatives is that
the first can be true or false, while the latter do not depend on truth values.
Performatives are used to do or perform different type of acts. This led Austin to
conclude that in order for a speech act to be meaningful, the following felicity

conditions are to be fulfilled:
Condition A.
- there must be a conventional procedure having conventional effect;
- the circumstances must be appropriate.
Condition B.
- the procedure must be executed completely and correctly.
Condition C.
- the person/s must have the requested thoughts, feelings, intentions.

All of the above mentioned felicity conditions need to be fulfiled so that the

performative is correctly used.

Another important contribution of Austin was his description of speech acts as
consisting of three levels: locutionary, illocutionary and perlocutionary act. The
locutionary act is the literal meaning of the speech act which determines the sense
and the reference. The illocutionary act, or usually named as the illocutionary force,
is the contextual function of the act. The perlocutionary act are the effects or the

results that a certain utterance has on the hearer.



Linguists usually refer to the illocutionary force, when they use the term
speech act. Many linguists continued and improved Austin’s work, and one of them

was the American philosopher John Searle.

J. Searle (1969) had similar views with Austin, and he used Austin’s
framework for a further research. Firstly he suggested a slightly different
classification of speech acts. The main criterion for this classification was the
communicative intention of the speaker that is manifested in the illocutionary

purpose. He classified the speech acts into the following sub-types:
e Representatives

- if the speaker’s purpose is to commit him/herself to the belief that the

propositional content of the utterance is true.
e Directives

- if the speaker tries to get the hearer to commit himself to some future course

of action either verbally or non-verbally.
e Comissives

- the speaker commits himself in varying degrees to some future course of

action.
e EXxpressives

- if the purpose is to express the speaker’s psychological state of mind or

attitude about a prior action or state of affairs.
e Declarations
- the actual expression brings about a change in reality.

In addition, Searle made some changes in the felicity conditions, which are
also called conditions of appropriateness. He classified these conditions into:
preparatory, propositional, sincerity and essential. The propositional condition
focuses on the textual content and it requires the participants to understand the
language. The preparatory condition focuses on the background circumstances or
the context. The sincerity condition focuses on the speaker’s psychological state and
requires that he is truthful, while the essential condition focuses on the illocutionary

point or speaker’s intention.



Another important concept that Serle and Vanderveken (1985) spoke about
were the IFIDs i.e. the illocutionary force indicating devices. As we have mentioned,
the illocutionary force is the communicative intent of a speaker and its devices are
elements that indicate or characterize that illocutionary force. Some of those devices
are stress, intonation, word order, performatives etc. All of these will be later
described in more detail.

1.2. Theories of politeness

Politeness has been studied for a long time in many cultures. However the
most influential theory of politeness was the theory developed by Penelope
Brown and Stephen Levinson ([1978] 1987). They believed that politeness is
universal and that it is based on the concept of face. The concept of “face” has been
introduced by Goffman (1967). According to Goffman, every individual has a public
self-image or a face and the social interaction is always with the aim to maintain that
face. Also he differentiated between a positive face, or the desire to be liked and

appreciated, and a negative face or the desire not to be imposed by others.

Brown and Levinson (1987) explain politeness as the act of being aware of a
person’s face and respect it. The face represents the public self-image of each
person. It consists of the emotional and social side of a person’s self that is expected
to be recognised by others. We may have a positive or a negative face. The positive
face requires maintenance of the positive image, which means appreciating the
wishes and desires of a person in the social context and showing that the person is
liked, respected and accepted. On the other hand, the negative face requires
respecting the individual’s needs for freedom of action, freedom from imposition and
the right to make one’s own decisions. According to the different faces, we also have
different acts of politeness. If the speaker addresses the positive needs of the hearer
and enhances hearer’s positive face, then we have positive politeness. If the speaker
addresses the above mentioned needs of the hearer for freedom, then we have
negative politeness. In each society, people generally behave in such a way that
their self-image will be respected, and usually other people follow this pattern.
However, sometimes people say things that pose a threat to the hearer’s public

image, producing a face threatening act. This act might be followed by a face saving
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act, which is the case when the speaker says something to lessen the possible
threat and save his/her own face or the face of the hearer.

The face threatening acts are determined by three major factors:
1. The power of the speaker and the hearer;
2. The social distance between the speaker and the hearer; and

3. The cultural perception of the situation with respect to the degree of
imposition and severity of offence. According to these variables, we distinguish two

large groups of face threatening acts that further divide into smaller subgroups.

The first group consists of negative face threatening acts. These acts take place
when an individual obstructs the interlocutor’s freedom, and does not avoid or even
tend to avoid that obstruction. This kind of an act makes one of the interlocutors to
submit their will to the other, and causes damage either to the speaker’s or the

hearer’s face. The type of acts that damage the hearer’s face are acts that:

o Affirm or deny a future act and consequently put pressure on the hearer to
perform or not to perform an act.
o Expresses some positive future act of the speaker towards the hearer.

o Expresses the speaker’s feeling about the hearer.
The types of acts that damage the speaker’s face are the following:

o An act that shows that the speaker succumbs to the power of the hearer.
o An act in which the speaker commits to do something that he doesn’t want to
do.

The second group includes the positive face threatening acts. This face
threatening act is an act when the speaker or the hearer does not care about the
interlocutor’s feelings and wants. The positive face is threatened if individuals are
forced to be separated from the others and their will is treated as less important.
These acts can cause damage to the hearer or the speaker. The damage is to the
speaker if it is an act that shows that the speaker is somehow wrong and unable to

control himself. The damage is to the hearer if it is one of the following acts:

e An act that expresses the speaker’s indifference toward the positive face of

the hearer.

e The speaker indicated that he does not share the values of the hearer.
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e The hearer is embarrassed from or fears the speaker.
e The speaker misidentifies the hearer in an offensive or embarrassing way.

e An act that expresses the speaker’s negative face or shows disapproval.

The last act that causes damage to the hearer is actually the speech act of
complaint. It shows disapproval by directly or indirectly expressing the dislike toward
a certain part of the hearer’s face, or by implying or stating that the hearer is wrong.

This is the face threatening act that is the subject of our analysis.

However, it is also worth mentioning the work of Geoffrey Leech (1983), who
has used a maxim based approach to politeness. Leech introduced the politeness
principle, which was used to maintain social equality and friendly relations in order to
enable us to assume that the interlocutor is being cooperative. He defined six
maxims with variable importance and these are the following: tact, generosity,
approbation, modesty, agreement and sympathy maxim. The use of the maxims
allow minimization of the impolite and the maximization of the polite beliefs. This
approach helps us understand why people convey indirect meanings. It is interesting
to note that unlike Brown and Levinson who believed in universality, Leech
emphasizes that his maxims vary in different cultures and further cross-cultural

studies are needed in order to describe the politeness principle in different contexts.

Although the works of Goffman, Brown and Levinson have been greatly
influential, these classical works started receiving critiques. New studies showed
different understandings of politeness and many different concepts emerged. The
classical theories of politeness were replaced with post-modern studies that opposed
the universality of the theories. The post-modern claims were that politeness couldn’t
be explained through one definition, the emphasis was shifted on the context and the
participants and it strived toward more narrow research by the application of

gualitative analysis.

Another approach that emerged was the relational approach, which was led
by the work of Richard Watts (2003), who explained politeness with the concept of
“‘relational work”. This new approach meant that the focus was no longer on the
individual, but on the interpersonal relations in the interaction process. Opposing the
politeness theory of Brown and Levinson (1987), this relational approach

incorporates numerous aspects of social interaction and it studies not only the polite,



appropriate and direct behaviour, but also the impolite, inappropriate and indirect
behaviour of the interlocutors. Consequently, Watts distinguishes between first order
politeness that is the way politeness is manifested in the social interaction, and
second order politeness that is the scientific concept of politeness and studies the
universal principles governing human interaction. In summary this new way of
looking into politeness or the relational approach is based on the idea that the social
and contextual variables shape the polite and impolite behaviour which varies from

culture to culture.

1.3. Cross-cultural pragmatics

Cross-cultural pragmatics is a field that studies how people of different cultural
backgrounds communicate and how culture affects communication itself. Nowadays,
in the age when cross-cultural communication is an inevitable part of our daily lives,
cross-cultural pragmatics has become very popular in numerous studies that analyse
the relation between language and cultural conceptualisations from various aspects.
All individuals have their own pragmatic norms based on their cultural background
and those norms influence their communication with people from other cultures. The
main supposition is that each cultural group conveys their cultural and pragmatic
norms through communication and at the same time perceives their interlocutors
through the same norms and beliefs, and this often results in misconceptions and
miscommunication. This is the main reason for the great number of cross-cultural
studies which aim is to determine and explain the similarities and the differences
among various languages and cultures, and consequently to raise speakers’
awareness of those differences and similarities and thus improve and help

communication in the future.

The most notable cross-cultural studies on complaints have been done by
Boxer (1996), Murphy and Neu (1996), Olshtain and Weinbach (1993) etc. There are
also others studies including some less studied languages that have enriched the

field of cross-cultural pragmatics.

Firstly, | would like to mention the paper “Complaint Speech acts in American
English: An ESL curricular unit “(Majam-Finch, 2003), which was a project aimed at

the second language learners in North America. In this paper the speech act of



complaining was analysed by defining the indirect and direct complains and the
components of this speech act. It is even more important that it was a cross-cultural
project that contrasted the speech act of complaining in American English,
Japanese, Chinese and Spanish. The comparison of the speech of native and non-
native speakers resulted in a specifically designed curriculum for teaching the non-
native speakers to successfully use the speech act of complaining.

Another important study was “The speech act of complaining: a cross-cultural
comparative study of Chinese and American English speakers” (De Zhang, 2001).
This is again a study of the structure of the speech act of complaint used by
American and Chinese speakers. The analysis of the components and the
characteristics of the speech act of complaining have shown differences between the
two cultures in the components, the level of directness and the strategies of
complaining. Furthermore, it was concluded that the Chinese language and culture
influences the communication of Chinese ESL learners, and the social variables and

the context influences the interaction of both Chinese and American speakers.

Another study worth mentioning is “A study on the use of complaints in the
Interlanguage of Turkish EFL learners” (Deveci, 2003) that explores the complaint
speech act of Turkish EFL learners of commiserating and contradicting a teacher.
The data were used to analyse pragmatic transfer and its relations to the target
language, the first language of the speakers and the interlanguage. It was concluded
that if this relations showed significant differences then negative language transfer
occurred, while if there wasn’'t a statistically important difference then positive
language transfer occurred. It was concluded that the awareness of the EFL

learners of the preferred sociolinguistic forms can help improve their interaction.



2. Literature review
2.1. Studies of the speech act of complaining

Research on complaints started in the 1980s and was inspired by the highly
influential work of the CCSARP - Cross-Cultural Speech Act Realization Project
(Blum-Kulka et al. 1989). Most often it has been studied from intercultural and
interlanguage perspective. Olshtain and Weinbach (1987; 1993) investigated the
speech act of complaining among native and non-native speakers of Hebrew with
the aim of providing a description of the main semantic formulas used in the act of
complaining and comparing these formulas as used by native and non-native
speakers of Hebrew. Trosborg (1995) conducted an extensive study comparing the
strategies used by native and non-native speakers: Danish native speakers, English

native speakers and Danish learners of English at various levels of competence.

Clyne, Ball and Neil (1991) studied the realisation of English complaints between
immigrants from different non-English speaking backgrounds from Europe and Asia
in the work situation in Australia. Their conclusion was that most speech acts were
realized not through single utterances, but in a complex way, through a serious
schemata and embedded in culture-specific discourse with multiple speech acts. In
their study of complaints, Murphy and Neu (1996) also adopted the approach that
complaints are multiple speech acts. They studied complaints made by American

native speakers of English and Korean non-native speakers of English.

Further research in recent years has compared Western and non-Western
speech act behaviors. Rinnert, Nogami, and Iwai (2006) studied English complaint
strategies applied by Japanese university EFL learners. Farnia, Buchheit, and Salim
(2010) conducted a contrastive study of the speech act of complaining produced by
American native speakers of English and Malaysian native speakers of Malay who
were studying English language. Chen, Chen, and Chang (2011) studied the
complaint performances of American and Chinese native speakers. A number of
studies have also compared Persian and American complaints (Eslamirasekh, Jafari

Seresht and Mehregan 2012; Abdolrezapour, Dabaghi and Kassaian 2012).

Boxer (1993a; 1993b) approached the act of complaining from another point —
when it is not directly addressed to the person responsible for the disposition. She

refers to this act as indirect complaining (IC), which she defines as “the expression of
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dissatisfaction to an interlocutor about a speaker herself/himself or
someone/something that is not present” (Boxer 1993b: 24). Her research has led to

a number of studies of this kind (Heinemann 2009; Traverso 2009).

Complaints are most often studied in everyday conversation. The research of
business environments is limited to a small number of studies. One such example is
the Geluykens and Kraft (2008) who studied complaining in intercultural service
encounters. The article offers discussion both on complaining in intercultural services
and on the instruments for collecting speech act data. In 2009, issue 41 of the
Journal of Pragmatics was devoted to complaints. It included articles on complaints
as they occur in a variety of social contexts, including ordinary conversation (Laforest
2009; Drew and Walker 2009; Traverso 2009) as well as institutional settings
(Heinemann 2009; Monzoni 2009; Ruusuvuori and Lindfors 2009). The languages
represented in the articles widened the usual scope of languages including Danish,
English, Finnish, French and Italian. All papers looked at complaints as sequences
and stressed the importance of who complains to whom about what/whom. Another
issue that they all address is whether and how recipients affiliate or disaffiliate with

complaints.

In our study we look at complaints from cross-cultural perspective. We
compare how American native speakers and Macedonian native speakers formulate
the speech act of complaining in their native languages. We hope that our research
will shed light on some of the important linguistic, social and cultural characteristics
of English and Macedonian that could further be implemented for research and

practical purposes.

2.2. Studies of complaints in Macedonian

In spite of the numerous studies that include various different languages that
have been contrasted to English in the past 20 years, it is surprising to note that
speech acts haven’t been analysed much in the Macedonian language. We have
only come across a study on requests (Trajkova, 2014), apologies (Smichkovska,
2014), expressing gratitude (Neshkovska, 2014) and on complaints (Kusevska,
2014). The first three studies and cross-cultural studies, comparing the respective

speech acts as they are formulated in English and in Macedonian. Kusevska’s study
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of complaints is an interlanguage study in which she compares how Macedonian
learners of English and American speakers formulate their complaints. She also
pinpoints some differences between the two groups.

Undoubtedly, there is a need for further analysis and understanding of the
speech act of complaining. As we have mentioned very little research has been done
on the structure of this speech act in Macedonian. Our study is a cross-cultural study
in which we compare how native speakers of Macedonian and native speakers of
English formulate complaints in their native languages. Our analysis is conducted on
data collected in the two groups separately. The coding of the speech act is done on
the basis of strategies applied in previous research.

We have seen that the speech act of complaint has a certain structure that
needs to be followed in order to maintain successful communication. Moreover it has
to be used in the right context. This means that it is essential for the speaker to know
the cultural values and the socially acceptable responses in a particular language,
and to be aware of the social variables. Linguists agree that these requirements are

the conditions for a successful communication.

In our research we will pay special attention to those social variables, in order
to see how they influence the structure of complaints in the two languages. We will
also see how cultural values and differences are reflected in the structure of

complaints.

2.3. Studies of complaints in American English

Our research analyses complaining in American English, so the work of Chen,
Chen, and Chang (2011) which served as foundation in our analysis needs to be
mentioned. In their article “American and Chinese complaints: Strategy use from a
cross-cultural perspective” the authors have defined the following five complaint

strategies:
1. Opting out.

- In this strategy the complainer chooses not to say anything. It is a social decision

and the speaker opts out usually bearing in mind the social consequences.

2. Dissatisfaction.

12



- The complainer asserts the complainable, but doesn’t explicitly mention the

complainee.
3. Interrogation.

- It is usually used when the complainer presupposes that the complainee is guilty of
the offence and questions him/her about it.

4. Request for repair.

- It consist of two functions: a compensation in which the speaker expects that the
hearer will make up for the offence, and behaviour change in which it is expected
that the hearer will stop the offence or prevent its repetition.

5. Accusation.
- In this strategy the speaker accuses the hearer of committing an offence.
6. Threat.

- It occurs when the speaker attempts to attack the hearer openly by stating potential

consequences caused by the offence

We would also like to mention here Murphy and Neu’s study. In their research
of complaints by Korean and American English speakers (Murphy & Neu, 1996),
they have identified the major features and strategies of this speech act. The defined

major features of complaints by American English speakers were the following:

o The usage of the pronoun “we” for indicating that both parties share the blame
or as a way of negotiating a problem.

o The use of questioning in order to ask for advice or permission to explain
oneself, or to get the listener to reconsider the problem and discuss it.

o The depersonalization of a problem as a way of transferring the blame from
the interlocutor to the problem.

o The use of mitigating devices to soften the complaint.

o The acceptance of partial responsibilities for the problem.

Murphy and Neu (1996) studied complaints as speech act sets. They start
from the point that complaints are not realized in one turn, that they are complex and

usually spread over several turns. In their study, Murphy and Neu isolated the
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following components of the complaint speech act set as performed by American
native speakers of English:

o Explanation of purpose.
o Complaint.
o Justification.

o Candidate solution: request or demand.

Another article that studies complaints as speech act sets is “The Speech act
of complaining: a cross-cultural comparative study of Chinese — American English
speakers” by De Zhang (2001, p.43). In the research, De Zhang identified six
components of complaints based on American speakers’ speech production. They

are the following:
o Opener.

This is an utterance used to initiate the speech act. It alerts the hearer and it

might be combined with small talk that is unrelated to the complaint.
o Orientation.

This is an utterance that prepares the hearer for the speech act. It can be an
utterance which introduces the speaker’s identity and/or the intent in initiating the
complaint; a reminder to the hearer about a problem or a situation; or an

utterance to check the availability or the willingness of the hearer.
o Act Statement.

The act of statement is an utterance to state the problem or trouble source, or to

state any negative feelings about the hearer or the offensive act.
o Justification.

The justification is an utterance that mitigates the force of speech. It can be a
justification of: the speaker (an utterance to explain why the speaker personally
makes the complaint), the hearer (an utterance to give a reason for the hearer
having committed the wrong), or both the speaker and the hearer (an utterance to

declare the common ground that the hearer and the speaker share).

o Remedy.
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The remedy can be a demand, a request in question form or a threat. It is an
utterance that requests a certain action to rectify the wrong.

o Closing.

The final component is an utterance that concludes the speaker’s turn at

speaking.

All of the above mentioned components were used during the analysis of our
data.

In our study, we look at complaints as single turns. We analyze the
organization of the turns in which the head act of complaining is included. We

discuss complaint strategies, perspective and internal and external modification.

2.4. Description of the speech act of complaining

The speech act of complaining is a face threatening act that belongs to the
group of expressive speech acts. As previously explained, it means that it is a
speech act used to express how a person feels. It expresses the speaker’s approval
or disapproval of the hearer’s behaviour. Also we claim that it is a face threatening
act because it threatens both the positive and the negative face of the hearer. The
speech act of complaining has been studied by many linguists, and some of them

have made notable findings concerning this act.

Trosborg (1995) has defined the speech act of complaint as “an illocutionary
act in which the speaker expresses disapproval or negative feelings toward the state
of affairs described in the proposition and for which the hearer is hold responsible
either directly or indirectly ” (Trosborg, 1995, p. 311). Also Trosborg (1995) has
noted that the events described in the proposition took place in the past. It was then
concluded that this speech act is “retrospective in its essence, because the speaker
passes a moral judgment onto something, which he/she believes the complainer has
already done, failed to do or is in the process of doing” (p. 311). Another definition
that emphasizes this aspect of this speech act is the one of Leech (1983), who
defines it as “a representative of the conflictive function, which includes acts of

threatening, accusing, cursing and reprimanding” (p.105).
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On the other hand, Olshtain and Weinbach (1993) noted that a complaint
occurs when a speaker reacts with displeasure or annoyance to an action that has
affected the speaker unfavourably. They also determined the necessary
preconditions for the speech act of complaining and its functions. We have already
mentioned that in addition to grammatical conditions any speech act needs to fulfil
certain preconditions concerning the context, in order to be correctly formed. Those
preconditions for the speech act of complaining are the following (Olshtain and
Weinbach, 1993, p. 108):

1. The hearer performs a socially unacceptable act (later referred as SUA) that is
contrary to a social code of behavioural norms shared by both the speaker and the

hearer.

2. The speaker receives the SUA as having unfavourable consequences for

him/herself, and/or for the general public.

3. The verbal expression of the speaker relates post facto directly or indirectly to the

SUA, thus having the illocutionary force of censure.
4. The speaker perceives SUA as:

- freeing the speaker (at least partially) from the implicit understanding of a social
commiserating relationship with the hearer; the speaker therefore chooses to

express his/her frustration, annoyance or disapproval.

- by giving the speaker the legitimate right to ask for repair in order to undo the SUA,
for her or public benefit; the latter conception leads to instrumental complaint aimed
at “changing thing” that do not meet with our standards or expectations. The main
goal of such instrumental complaint is to ensure that the hearer performs some

action or repair as a result of the complaint.

If all of these preconditions are met, the speech act of complaining can be

successfully formed.

The other notable finding in the study of complaining by Olshtain and
Weinbach (1985) was the function of this speech act. They determined that the

functions of complaining are to:

16



e Express displeasure, disapproval, annoyance, censure, threats or
reprimand as a reaction to a perceived offence or violation of the social
rules.

e Hold the hearer accountable for the offensive action and possibly

suggest or request a repair.
This list was later broadened by other linguists with the following functions:

e Confront a problem with an intention to improve the situation. (Brown &
Levinson, 1978)

e Share a specific negative evaluation, obtain agreement and establish a
common bond between the speaker and the hearer. (Boxer, 1996).

e Allow ourselves to let off steam. (Boxer, 1996).

e Open and sustain conversations. (Boxer, 1996).

2.4.1. Complaint strategies

It is inevitable to mention the classification of complaint strategies made by

Trosborg (1995), who categorized these strategies into eight sub-groups.

The first group is the category of no explicit reproach. In this group the
complaining is not directly stated by the speaker, and consequently the hearer is
unaware whether a complaint is being referred to or not. The only subgroup in this
category are the hints. These elements are used by the speakers to imply that they

know about the offence and holds the hearer indirectly responsible.

The second group embraces expressions of annoyance and disapproval. In
the second group the speaker expresses his annoyance or disapproval and implies
that he/she holds the complainee responsible; though the hearer is not directly
described as the guilty person. The subgroups are the strategy of annoyance and

the strategy of consequences.

The third group is the category of accusations. The subgroups are actually the
types of accusations that can be either direct or indirect. In these strategies, the
speaker either asserts the accusations indirectly toward the hearer or it makes a firm

direct accusation.
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The final group is the category of blaming. Through these strategies it is
presupposed that the accused is guilty of the offence. The subgroups are: the
modified blame (if the expressed disapproval is modified) and the explicit

condemnation of the accused person (if the blame is explicitly stated).

2.4.2. Level of directness

The directness level of complaints is closely related to the politeness
strategies and the face threatening acts. The level of directness shows the tone of
the speech act, and it is actually the degree of how severe is the face threatening act
in a certain utterance. The directness scale is formulated according to the
propositional content, the complainer and the accused. The factors that determine
the directness are as follows (Trosborg, 1995, p.313-314):

1. The complainable is or is not expressed directly in the propositional content.

2. The complainer's negative evaluation of the propositional content is implicitly or

explicitly expressed.

3. The agentive involvement of the complainee is implicitly or explicitly expressed.
4. The complainer's negative evaluation of the complainee's behavior

is implicitly or explicitly expressed.

5. The complainer's negative evaluation of the complainee as a person is implicitly or

explicitly expressed.

This scale of directness is used to classify the complaint strategies from least

direct to most direct, which will be explained later in more detail.

2.4.3. Complaint perspective

When forming a speech act of complaint, the expression may be vocalizing or
devocalizing (Haverkate, 1984, p.56). If the speaker chooses a vocalizing
expression, it means that the intent is to bring into prominence the role of the

referent in the state of affairs that are described. On the other hand, if the intent is
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the opposite, then the speaker chooses a devocalizing expression. According to the
expression that is being used and the speaker or the hearer, we differentiate among
four types of complaint perspectives.

“I”

e Speaker Perspective:

This is the perspective when the speaker identifies himself/herself directly as the
complainer, expresses disapproval or annoyance and takes personal responsibility
for the accusation.

e Speaker Perspective: “We”.

This is the perspective when the speaker involves other people in order to share
the issuing of the blame. It may be class inclusive (the point of view is attributed to a
specific class), all inclusive (the reference is being generalized so the speaker not
only involves other people, but the hearer as well) or pseudo-inclusive reference

(usually used by people with superior social status).
e Hearer Perspective: “You”.

This perspective is usually present when the intent of the speaker is to humiliate

the hearer, so he explicitly establishes the hearer as the agent of the complaint.
e Hearer Perspective: “It".

This perspective occurs when the speaker suppresses the identity of the agent so

that a direct accusation is avoided, and anyone can be the intended referent.

2.4.4. Modifiers in speech acts

The modifiers are words or statements that are used to modify or change the
speech act. The internal modifiers usually appear in the head act or the actual
complaint, while the external modifiers precede or follow the speech act. We will
explain some of the most common modifiers concerning speech acts, which will be

later used in the analysis of the data.
e Internal modifiers

Internal modifiers are classified into two large groups: downgraders and

upgraders. The downgraders serve to mitigate the circumstances under which an
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offence was committed and consequently reduce the blame that is put on the

complainee. The subgroups of downgraders are the following (Wahyuni, 2010, p.54):

o

©)

Downtoners which are adverbial sentence modifiers or adverbials that
express tentativeness.

Understaters that underrepresent the state of affairs denoted in the complaint.
Hedges which are adverbials used by the complainer to avoid precise
propositional specification.

Subjectiviers that characterize the proposition as the speaker’s personal
opinion or indicate the speaker’s attitude towards the proposition.

Appealers are elements used to elicit a response from the complainer by
appealing to complainer’s understanding.

Cajole or elements used to restore harmony between the interlocutors.

The second group were the upgraders which increase the impact that the

complaint is likely to have on the complainee by aggravating the complainable. We

also have a few subgroups and those are the following:

©)

©)

©)

©)

Intensifiers are adjectives that intensify part of the proposition.
Commitment upgraders express special commitment toward the proposition.
Expletives are intensifiers which explicitly express speaker’s negative attitude.

Overstaters are words that exaggerated the expressed complaint.

External Modifiers

The external modifiers are supporting or additional statements used to carry out

the desired action that in this case is the complaint. There are a few external
modifiers (Wahyuni, 2010, p.55):

o

o

o

Alerters that are used to get the interlocutor’s attention.

Preparators are short utterances used to break the ground or warn the
complainee that a complaint follows.

Grounders are supportive elements that provide explanation or justification for
the speaker’s complaint.

Disarmers serve to indicate the speaker’s awareness of a potential offense.

The main aim of all the external modifiers is to justify the speaker and provide face-

saving arguments.
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3. Methodology of the research
3.1. Subject of the research

The subject of this study is the speech act of complaint in Macedonian and
American English. We analyse how this speech act is formulated in both American
English and Macedonian, referring to strategy use, perspective application and
mitigation. We believe that there are differences between the two languages and by
contrasting them we believe to expand the knowledge about this particular speech
act in pragmatics. The findings of the research can help us understand the social
values and relationships in the two languages, and they can also help us overcome
the possible language barriers between the speakers of the Macedonian and the
American community. We also hope that this research will contribute to how English
is taught in Macedonia and will raise the awareness of its use among learners of
English as a foreign language in the process of developing their pragmatic

competence.

3.2. Aims of the research

The research aims to gather information about the formulation and the
magnitude of the speech act of complaints among Macedonian and American High

school students.
The aims of the research are the following:

o To determine the pragmatic structure of complaints in American English and
Macedonian.

o To identify the differences in forming a complaint in both English and
Macedonian languages.

o To raise the awareness of how cultural differences may influence
communication and the consequences this may inflict in intercultural

communication.
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3.3. Research questions

According to the topic and the aims of the research, we defined the following
research questions:

1. What are the most common forms of complaints in Macedonian and American
English and how they are used?

2. What are the differences and the similarities in the formulation of the speech act of
complaint in Macedonian and American English?

3. How can the differences between English and Macedonian complaints affect the

communication between American and Macedonian speakers?

3.4. Hypotheses
The general hypothesis of our research is the following:

There are differences in the pragmatic structure of the speech act of complaining in

Macedonian and American English.
Sub-hypotheses:

e The speaker’s perspective used in the speech act of complaint in Macedonian
and American English is different.

e There are differences in the strategies used for complaining in Macedonian
and American English concerning their function and the context in which they
are used.

e There are differences in the type and the degree of mitigation in Macedonian
and American English complaints.

e The differences between Macedonian and American complaints may
negatively affect communication when Macedonian and American speakers

interact.

3.4.1. Variables of the research.

In the research the independent variable is the native language of the speakers,
while the dependent variables are the perspectives, the strategies and the mitigating

devices of the speech act of complaining of the students.
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3.5. Participants

The population category in the research were students in the third and fourth
year of high school. The total number of participants was 58, and the age range was
from 16 to 19. All the respondents had the same level of education. Half of the
participants (29) were students at John Burroughs High School, a public high school
located in Burbank, California, United States. The other half were students at the
Secondary School “Kole Nehtenin”, a public high school located in Shtip, Republic of
Macedonia. The native language of the Burbank High School students was English,
while the native language of the Kole Nehtenin students was Macedonian.

3.6. Methods of research

The first stage of the research concisted of preparatory activities, including
study of relevant literature, choice of data collection methods and DCT creation.
This was followed by a period of conducting the poll. The online questionnaire was
made available for all of the participants at the same time and the time for filling it in
was also the same. Then the gathered data were analysed both quantitively and
gualitatively, and the results were presented in graphs, pies and charts. We used the
descriptive and the contrastive method to analyze the results and draw the

conclusions from the data analysis.

3.7. Instruments

Data were collected by means of a Discourse Completion Task (DCT) created
for the needs of the research in accordance with the set tasks and hypothesis. The

DCT was made available online on www.esurveycreator.com from 15t of April to 30"

of April 2016 for both Macedonian and American students. All of the students in the
third and the fourth year in both high schools were informed about the questionnaire
and were asked to participate. The DCT was available through a direct link without
any registration or personal information. The participants only entered their native
language and their age. The created questions were clear, unambiguous and
precisely formulated. All of the situations in the questionnaire contained a certain

conflict and posed a threat for the face of one or both of the interlocutors. The tasks
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were supposed to initiate communication between people of different social status

and power.

The DCT used in the two languages consisted of eight complaint scenarios.

The characteristics of the complaints regarding the social status of the interlocutors

(power), as well as the horizontal (social) distance between them and the severity of

the offence are presented in the table below (see the full version of the DCTs in

Appendix I and ) .

Table 1: Type of used complaints

: _ _ Severity of
Power (vertical | Social distance
- . . _ offence
£ | Contextual setting | distance) (horizontal distance)
3 (high/  medium/
c (+/-) (+/')
o low)
@)
1. Late pick-up - - low
2. Borrowed notes - - medium
3. Unfair grade + - medium
4, Wrong medicine + - high
5. Noisy party - + medium
6. Cutin line - + low
7. Cold pizza + + medium
8. Noisy parents + - low

In the Late pick-up the interlocutors are close friends. The friend that was

supposed to pick up the other and is late is the hearer in the complaint. The severity

of the offence is low. The Borrowed notes scenario includes classmates, and one of

the classmates forgets to return the borrowed notes which creates additional
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problems for the speaker and that marks this complaint as medium offence. In both

situations there is neither a vertical nor horizontal distance between the interlocutors.

The offence in the Unfair grade situation is also medium, but there is vertical
distance between the interlocutors, because the hearer is a professor and the
speaker is a student. In the Wrong medicine situation there is high severity offence,
and also vertical distance. The hearer is the doctor who has prescribed to the
speaker a wrong medicine that caused him a rash.

The Noisy party situation is between neighbours that caused medium offence
and has only horizontal distance. The Cut in line situation also has only horizontal
distance but with low severity of offence. The Cold pizza situation has horizontal and
vertical distance and a medium severity of offence, while the Noisy parents situation

has only vertical distance with low severity of offence.

The complete entries from the Macedonian and the American participants are
presented in Appendix Il and IV.

For the purpose of our analysis we adopted the coding of complaints as
proposed by Trosborg (1995). For the complaint strategies analysis, we classified
the head acts for both groups while in the analysis of internal and external
modification we looked at both head acts and supportive acts. In the analysis of the
modifiers we followed the categorization of the modifiers into subgroups made by
Wahyuni (2010).
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4. Findings

In this section we present the results of our research in relation to the analysed
strategies, perspectives and modifiers.

4.1. Complaint strategies

As we want to point out the dominating strategies in the two cultures, we first
give overall review of the strategies. However, we are aware of the fact that each
situation is marked by certain specific characteristics and the overall result may not
apply equally to all of the scenarios. We, therefore, present the distribution of

strategies by scenario as well.

4.1.1. Overall complaint strategies

Figure 1 shows that the most used strategy among American native speakers
is the strategy of annoyance, 51.7%. The strategies of blame and accusation are
also in the 3 top strategies that are present in all situations, with 18.5% and 15.5%,

respectively.

opting out ®hints ®annoyance accusation mblame mthreat

Figure 1. Complaint strategies used by American native speakers
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mopting out ®hints mannoyance & accusation mblame ®mthreat

Figure 2: Complaint strategies used by Macedonian native speakers

Figure 2 shows that the dominating complaint strategy for Macedonian native
speakers is also the strategy of annoyance. It has 128 occurrences, i.e. 55% of all
strategies. The second most often used is the strategy of blame with 16%, and the
third one is the strategy of threat with 8%.

4.1.2. Complaint strategies by scenario

The graphs for the individual scenarios show some slight differences in the
language behaviour between American and Macedonian native speakers.
e Situation 1 — Late pick-up

The two pie charts below show that the two top choices of both groups of
speakers are different. The American speakers preferred the strategy of blame while
the Macedonian speakers preferred the strategy of annoyance. Most commonly

American speakers say:

27



(1)  “You are late” (blame)
The most typical answer for Macedonian speakers would be:

(2) “Kape 6ewe go cera?” (annoyance)

Strategies

m opting out

® hints

B annnoyance

m accusation

® blame

Figure 3 Late pick-up: Complaint strategies used by American native speakers

Strategies

® hints

= annnoyance

= accusation

® blame

= threat
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Figure 4 Late pick-up: Complaint strategies used by Macedonian native speakers

e Situation 2 - Borrowed notes

In this situation, which is marked by absence of vertical or horizontal distance
between the interlocutors and low severity of offence, both American and
Macedonian speakers predominantly used the strategy of annoyance.

Strategies

® anhnoyance

accusation

= plame

Figure 5 Borrowed notes: Complaint strategies used by American native

speakers

Strategies

= opting out

= annnoyance

accusation

= blame

m threat
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Figure 6 Borrowed notes: Complaint strategies used by Macedonian native
speakers

The most common form of the complaint was the following:
(3) “(Hey) Can | have my notes back?” (annoyance)

(4) “Ke moxelu nu aa mu rv spatuw 6enewkute?”  (annoyance)

e Situation 3 - Unfair grade

In this situation American speakers used mostly the strategy of annoyance, but
the other strategies were also used by smaller number of the participants (Figure 7).

Most of the Macedonian speakers also chose the strategy of annoyance, and
only two of the other strategies showed a limited number of occurrences, as can be
seen in Figure 8.

Strategies

opting out

= hints

= annnoyance
accusation

= plame

Figure 7 Unfair grade: Complaint strategies used by American native speakers
Examples:
(5) “I don’t understand why | got this grade, can you explain?” (annoyance)
(6) “Why is my grade so low?” (annoyance)

(7) “Cakam ga ogroBapam 3a NoOBMCOKa OLEHKa.” (annoyance)
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(8) “Moxe nun pa ogroBapam?” (annoyance)

Strategies

= opting out
= hints
= annnoyance

accusation

Figure 8 Unfair grade: Complaint strategies used by Macedonian native speakers

e Situation 4 - Wrong medicine

In this situation with a high severity of offence, the participants of the two
cultures have shown different behaviours. Figure 9 shows that the preferred strategy
for American native speakers of English is annoyance, and it is followed by the

strategies of accusation and blame.

Strategies

= hints
® annnoyance
accusation

= blame
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Figure 9 Wrong medicine: Complaint strategies used by American native speakers
Examples:
(9) “I been getting rashes from this medicine, what the heck?” (annoyance)

(10) “I'm getting a rash, maybe | should change this medication?”

(annoyance)

On the other hand, the Macedonian speakers mostly chose the strategies of
blame and accusation, while the strategy of annoyance appears as the third most

often used.

Strategies

opting out
= annnoyance
accusation
= blame

m threat

Figure 10 Wrong medicine: Complaint strategies used by Macedonian native

speakers
Examples:
(11) “Ha wTo nnum oBa, kakoB gokTop cn Tn?” (blame)

(12) “OokTope cTe My Npenuwane norpellHa Tepanuja.“ (accusation)

e Situation 5 - Noisy party

It is clear from the following two pie charts that the most frequently used strategy

by both American and Macedonian speakers is the strategy of annoyance.
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Strategies

= opting out

® annhnoyance

‘ = accusation
= plame
m threat

Figure 11 Noisy party: Complaint strategies used by American native speakers

Strategies
= opting out
= hints
® annnoyance
\ = accusation
= plame
= threat

Figure 12 Noisy party: Complaint strategies used by Macedonian native speakers
Examples:
(13) “Could you keep it down please?” (annoyance)

(14) “Manky nOTMBKO akO MOXe, y4aMm 3a TecT.” (annoyance)



e Sjtuation 6 - Cut-in line

In this situation with a low severity of offence both American and Macedonian
participants showed that the most common is the strategy of annoyance. The
percentage of this and the other strategies that also appear are shown in the

following two figures.

Strategies

= opting out

= hints

/ = annnoyance
accusation

= blame

m threat

Figure 13 Cut-in line: Complaint strategies used by American native speakers

Strategies

® annnoyance

accusation

® blame

m threat

Figure 14 Cut-in line: Complaint strategies used by Macedonian native speakers
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Examples:
(15) “Excuse me, | was here first.” (annoyance)

(16) “Manu ajgoe BpaTtu ce Bo pegoT.” (annoyance)

e Situation 7- Cold pizza

The seventh situation is a complaint with a medium severity of offence and the two
most used strategies by both groups of participants is the strategy of annoyance,
followed by the strategy of accusation.

Strategies

= opting out

= hints

= annnoyance
accusation

= plame

Figure 15 Cold pizza: Complaint strategies used by American native speakers

Examples:

(17) “My pizza is cold, can you please heat it up?” (annoyance)

(18) “Ako cakaw goHecu My Tonna nuua.” (annoyance)
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Strategies

= opting out

= hints
A = annnoyance

= accusation

= blame

= threat

Figure 16 Cold pizza: Complaint strategies used by Macedonian native speakers

e Situation 8 - Noisy parents

The most common strategy in this situation used by American and Macedonian
speakers is also the strategy of annoyance, while the second most used strategy is

the strategy of blame.

Strategies

= opting out

= annnoyance
= accusation
= blame

= threat

Figure 17 Noisy parents: Complaint strategies used by American native speakers
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Strategies

opting out

= annnoyance

= blame

Figure 18 Noisy parents: Complaint strategies used by Macedonian native speakers
Examples:
(19) “Shh. I'm trying to watch a movie.” (annoyance)

(20) “Moxe nun na npeknHeTe, rmegam punm.” (annoyance)

4.2. Complaint perspective
On the first graph we have shown the use of complaint perspective by
American English (AE) speakers while the second graph presents the usage of

complaint perspective by Macedonian speakers.

It is visible from the first graph that AE speakers use the “You” and the “I”
perspective in all situations regardless of the context or the other parameters.
However the “You” perspective is clearly the top choice with usage of 112 times or

i.e. it was chosen by 48% of the speakers.

On the other hand we can see from the second graph that Macedonian
speakers clearly have one main perspective which is the “You” perspective. It is
present in all situations and it has been used 175 times or i.e. it was chosen by 75%
of the speakers. Although the “It” perspective appears in all situations as well, it is
the choice of only 8% of the speakers so it can’t be noted as the second most used

perspective.
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Figure 19 Complaint perspective applied by American native speakers
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Figure 20 Complaint perspective applied by Macedonian native speakers

4.3. Modification of complaints

4.3.1. Internal modification

In order to make their complaints more effective, complainers often mitigate or

intensify them. The aim of mitigation is to make complaints milder and show that the

aim of the speaker is to make the hearer change his/her behavior, but wants to avoid

threatening the face of the hearer and prevent escalation of the conflict. For this

purpose, speakers use a number of downgraders, e.g. maybe, perhaps, | think, you
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know, etc. For the same purpose, speakers may grammatically modify utterances

using questions, past forms and embedded questions. However, sometimes

speakers feel that they need to intensify their complaints, so that they would make

hearers change their behavior. To achieve this, they may use upgraders like:

absolutely, really

Some of the most common downgraders and upgraders that

appeared in the questionnaires are shown in the table below.

Table 2: The most common types of downgraders and upgraders used by

American and Macedonian native speakers.

American native speakers

Macedonian native speakers

downtoners maybe, just, camo
appealers right Henu
understaters (a) little, a bit Marsky
hedges kind of HeKako

subjectivisers

| think, | believe

Jac  pasbupam  Oeka, Jac

mucnam...
cajolers you know 3Haeme, sudeme
Sowmo nu  eemysaw/30Wmo
guestions What took you so long? OouyHuUW, Ke Moxe nu, 0anu Ke
cakame,
embedded Can you please explain why | | Janu MoXxe muexko Oa
questions got this wrong, | was | pa3zosapame budejku Mu
wondering cMemame
past tense Could you/could I ... /
intensifiers so, really, absolutely HasucmuHa, MHoay

lexical choice

It was a damn time, shut up

Kakoe dokmop cu mu, Ha wmo
Jluqu osa, 0asiu cme HopMarsiHu...

expletive Damn, damn it Mpuw, mpw 6e,
overstater More, what the hell /
commitment .
obviously /
upgrader
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The overall value of the internal modifiers that American and Macedonian
native speakers used to mitigate or intensify their complaints is shown below in
Figure 21. However, we may note that American speakers have a higher usage of all
types of internal modification. Consequently, the overall data results show that
American speakers (268 modifiers) use more internal modification than the

Macedonian speakers (169 modifiers).

250

200 -

150 -
m downgraders

100 - ® upgraders

50 -

American English speakers Macedonian native speakers

Figure 21: Use of downgraders and upgraders by American and

Macedonian native speakers

e Downgraders.

Macedonian speakers American speakers

cajolers
subjectivisers
hedges

past tense

embedded..

guestions

understaters
apealers

downtoners

Figure 22 Distribution of downgraders in Macedonian and American complaints
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The further analysis on the different subtypes of internal modifiers (see Figure
22) shows that questions are the most used internal modifiers by both groups of
speakers.

Questions are a means through which speakers do not solely seek
information but can also be used to engender other kinds of social activities, some of
which are closely linked to argumentative and complaint sequences (Koshik, 2003;
Kotthoff, 1993). Sometimes they apply assertions. The analysis of our data shows
that the questions are not only the most used internal modifiers, but also that their
role in the sentence is not to ask for information, but rather to complain. The
guestions were used to express the speakers’ annoyance with the hearer or the
hearer’s act (21, 22, 28, 29), to express blame (23, 27), accusation (24, 25, 26) or to
pose a threat (30). Usually the questions were followed by a further complaining or
an explanation (see examples 23-25, 29-30).

Sample responses from American English speakers:
(21) Am | supposed to be getting a rash?
(22) Is this pizza supposed to be cold?
(23) What took you so long? Let's go!
(24) Where were you? We are going to be late!

(25) Hey, do you still have my notes? | really need them.

Sample responses from Macedonian speakers:
(26) 3owWwTO HE CcM OArOBOPEH?
(27) Koj Tv mage gunnoma?
(28) 3ap oBa e ybaBa nuua?
(29) Kage cu oo cera? Ajae Bo3n nobpry!

(30) Ke My rv moHecell nun GeneLuknTe,ako cakall HapeaeH naT Aa Te ycrnyxam.

It is clear from Figure 22 that the top three most frequently used internal

modifiers by American speakers are questions (80 occurrences), subjectivizers (36
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occurrences) and past tense forms (30 occurrences). It is interesting that the two top
modifiers (questions & subjectivizers) are present in all eight situations without any

exception.

The usage of subjectivizers shows the high tendency of American English
speakers to express their attitude or their opinion toward the proposition. Although
most subjectivizers were used to downtone the following complaint (see example
31), there were also instances in which it is hard to decide if the speakers tries to
downtone or to intensify the complaint by using subjectivizers (see examples 32 &
33).

Examples:

(31) “After | started taking this medicine | got a rash, | think I might be allergic
or something.”

(32) “Um, sorry, but, uh, | think that this answer was more accurate than you
put.”

(33) “I believe there has been a mistake on my exam.”

The third modifier characteristic only for American speakers are the past forms. The
most common type of past forms present in the American speech were the past

modals.
Examples:

(34) “Could you be quite please?”

(35) “Hey, I lent you my notes a while ago. Could | have them back please?”

Although questions are the top modifiers (81 occurrences) for Macedonian
speakers as well, the other most used modifiers are downtoners (26 occurrences),
embedded questions and appealers (both with 10 occurrences). It is important to

note that the questions and the downtoners are present in all eight situations.
Examples:
(36) “Manky notnBko ako moxe.” (downtoner)

(37) “INvuaBa e nagHa, ke cakaTe Nu ga ja 3amexHute?” (embedded question)
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e Upgraders.

® Macedonian speakers ™ American speakers

overstater

commitment
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lexical
intensification

intensfier

expletive

Figure 23 Distribution of upgraders in Macedonian and American complaints

The results from the data analysis presented in Figure 23 have shown that
Macedonian and American native speakers employ the same upgraders in their
speech. The American speakers have used mostly intensifiers, followed by lexical

intensification and expletives.
Examples:
(38) What took you so long? (intensifier)
(39) Shut up! I'm trying to watch a movie please. (lexical intensification)
(40) It's about damn time. Now I'm late so you owe me lunch later. (expletive)

On the other hand Macedonian speakers have used mostly expletives, then
lexical intensification and intensifiers. It is important to note that the Macedonian
complaints do not contain any overstaters or commitment upgraders, which are

present in American English.
Examples:
(41) Abe ja Tebe nu ke Te YekaM. MpLu fa He Te rnegam. (expletive)

(42) Ha wto nnyun Boa, kakoB AOKTOp cu Tn? (lexical intensification)
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(43) MHory HeofloroBpHO of, Bawla ctpaHa. (intensifier)
4.3.2. External modification

Our data analysis shows that the American speakers use external modifiers

more often (169 modifiers) than the Macedonian speakers (131).

American English speakers and Macedonian speakers share the two most frequently
used external modifiers, which are the grounders and the alerters.

Examples:

(44) Can you please lower the music? | am trying to study. (grounder)

(45) Mn cmeta ranamata MopamMm [a y4aMm 3a YTpewHuoT TecT Unu Ke ja

HamanuTe ranamata unun Ke nosmkam nonvumja ! (grounder)

(46)_Um, sorry, but, uh, I think that this answer was more accurate than you

put. (alerter)

(47)_Oeyko, oBae uma peg. (alerter)

The other external modifiers that are used by American English speakers are
preparators and disarmers, while Macedonian speakers have used a little more

disarmers and then preparators.
Examples:
(48) Well, we’re going to be late. (preparator)
(49) N3BuHKM, a aa ro 3anasuw pegoT. (preparator)

(50) Hi, sorry to bother you, but my pizza is rather cold. (disarmers)

(51) Ce n3BmHyBam, HO nuuaTta e nagHa. (disarmers)

Some of the most common supportive moves for external modification are

shown in the table below.
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Table 3: Use of external modification by American and Macedonian native speakers

American native speakers Macedonian native speakers

preparators well, look, u3guHeme Ho...

hey, hi, um, sorry, excuse )
alerters lMpogpecope, deyko, ej
me

sorry to bother you but, it's | Ce u3guHysam, HO, ako

disarmers _
not huge issue but... MoXe 0a...

grounders I'm trying to study Budejku cmemame, Mopam
| have a rash Oa yyam,

If we look at the results for each situation, it can be noted that there are two
exceptions: the Wrong medicine situation, in which both groups of speakers have
very close value of modifiers with only one more modifier used by Macedonian
speakers; and the Unfair grade situation which is the only situation where
Macedonian speakers have a higher usage of external modifiers. In all of the other
(six) situations the American speakers of English have used more external modifiers,

which can be seen in the two figures below.

The detailed data from the analysis for each situation is presented in the two

figures below.
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Figure 24: External modifiers applied by American native speakers
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Figure 25: External modifiers applied by Macedonian native speakers
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5. Discussion

The present study investigates the similarities and differences in the
pragmatic structure of the speech act of complaining used by American and
Macedonian high school students. The aim of this thesis was to determine the
pragmatic structure and to compare it in the two languages by identifying the
similarities and the differences. The study was carried out on an American English
and a Macedonian corpus compiled through an online Discourse completion task
consisting of eight situations with different severity of offence (low, medium, high)
and different vertical and horizontal distance between the interlocutors. The results
helped us define the most common types of complaints used in both languages.

Our research is based on the hypothesis that there are differences in how the
speech act of complaining is formulated in American English and in Macedonian.
The analysis of the results for each particular situation revealed that there are some
differences which are characteristic for the American English speakers and for the
Macedonian speakers. The low severity complaints showed differences in the
strategy use and modification, the medium severity complaints showed differences in
the complaint perspective and modification, while the high severity complaint showed

differences in the strategy use and the perspective use.

5.1. Discrepancies in communication
e Differences in the most frequently applied strategies

The group of strategies that emerged in our research were in relation to the
classification made by Trosborg (1995). The respondents in our research have
generally showed similar tendencies in the usage of strategies. The two exceptions

appear in the Late pick-up situation and the Wrong medicine situation.

In the Late pick-up situation the American speakers tend to express blame,
while Macedonian speakers prefer expressing annoyance. This is the only situation
in which the strategy of blame appears as the top strategy for American speakers.
This findings show that in a situation with no power or social distance between the
interlocutors the respondents from the two cultures would choose a different

complaining strategy.
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Example:
(52) “You are late man.” (blame)
(53) “Kapge 6ewe o cera?” (annoyance)

The different strategies applied by the speakers show the different
approaches the speakers have toward this situation. The closeness between the
interlocutors and the low severity of the offence cause only annoyance for the
Macedonian speakers. It is very common to be late for Macedonians regardless of
the situation, and it is rarely seen as offensive especially between close friends.
However American culture shows a great appreciation for being on time and great
criticism for being late. Consequently the offence in this situation is not regarded low
by the Americans, and in spite of the closeness between the interlocutors the act of
blame is applied. Actually, the lack of social power or distance between the
interlocutors seems to be the cause for choosing the strategy of blame by American
speakers. This is the only instance in which they distance from their first choice,
which is showing annoyance and it is the only situation where there is a lack of

vertical and horizontal distance.

The Wrong medicine situation is the only high severity complaint that we have
tested with vertical (power) distance between the interlocutors. Unlike in the previous
exception, here we have completely opposite usage by the speakers. The American
speakers most frequently applied the strategy of annoyance, while the Macedonian
speakers most frequently applied the strategy of blame. Interestingly, this is the only

instance in which the blame appears as the top strategy for Macedonian speakers.
Example:
(54) “I have a rash because of this cream so | stopped using it.” (annoyance)

(55) “Kako e MOXHO ga HanpaBuTe BakBa rpeLlka, BegHal ga Mu npenuwieTte

HewTo npoTue ocunoT.” (blame)

It may be concluded that we have a different tendency of expression in a
situation with a high severity of offence. This means that Macedonian and American
speakers have a different approach when we have an interlocutor with more social
power, but also when the offence is with high severity. Americans tend to respect

people that are higher on the social scale and in spite of the offence, only showed
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annoyance. On the other hand, Macedonians behave differently from any of the
other situations that were analysed due to the severity of the offence. The high
severity of the offence is the main cause for expressing blame. It is natural for the
Macedonians to clearly express their opinion and pose a direct blame on the hearer,
when they find themselves not only offended, but hurt directly as well.

Although there isn’t a distinction in any particular situation, we feel obliged to
note that the strategy of threat appears as a cultural marker for Macedonian
language. It is the third most often used strategy by Macedonian native speakers,
and it occurs almost five times more often than in the speech of American speakers.

Example:

(56) MNMuuaTta e nagHa. inn goHeceTe My Tomna WMNW Hema Aa ja nnatam.

(threat)
(57) BpaTu ce Ha3ag BO pefoT Aa He Te BpaTaM jac. (threat)

This tendency of Macedonian speakers of choosing to complain by
expressing threats, can be very ambiguous for American speakers and it may
consequently be the cause for miscommunication or complete communication

failure.

e Differences in the complaint perspective

Our study indisputably shows that the most frequently applied perspective in
both languages is the “you” perspective. This means that both Macedonian and
American English speakers show preference for vocalizing perspective that brings
into prominence the role of the referent or the hearer, as explained by Haverkate
(1984). In contrast to the overall analysis, there are a few exceptions that appear in
the following complaints: Borrowed notes, Unfair grade, Cold pizza (a medium

severity of offences), and in Wrong medicine” (high severity offence).

In the Borrowed notes situation that has no vertical or horizontal distance
between the interlocutors, the American speakers have chosen the “I” perspective as
the leading perspective, while the Macedonian speakers have mostly chosen the

“you” perspective.

Example:

49



(58) “Hey, can | have my notes back?”
(59) “Mopaw ga mu rn BpaTuw 6enelwkuTe, Mu TpebaaT 3a BUKEHOOT.”

The Unfair grade situation with a vertical distance between the interlocutors
shows a similar difference. Here the American speakers show the same preference

“I”

for the “you” and perspectives, but the Macedonian speakers have surprisingly

“I”

used mostly the perspective. This is the only instance in which Macedonian

speakers use a different perspective from the leading “you” perspective.
Example:

(60) “Can you please explain me how | got this wrong?”

(61) “Is there anything I could do to lift my grade?”

(62) “Cakam pa ogrosapam.”

(63) “Oanun moxe fa cu ja nonpasam oueHata?”

In the Cold pizza situation, marked with power and social distance between
the interlocutors, Macedonian speakers again applied the “you” perspective, but the

American speakers chose the “it” perspective.
Example:

(64) “My pizza is cold.”

(65) “Ako cakalu goHecu mu Tonna nuua.”

The Wrong medicine situation is marked with high severity offence. Although
the “You” perspective prevailed in both languages, it was particularly interesting that
in the speech of Americans the two most often used perspectives (you and 1) have
almost equal frequency. Therefore we must acknowledge the “I” perspective and
consequently note that there is difference in expression between speakers of English
and speakers of Macedonian in a situation with a high severity of offence. This
means that complaining that includes a patient and a doctor with different cultural
background will definitely result in poor or unsatisfactory communication, which will

consequently lead to greater problems in the doctor-patient relation itself.
Example:

(66) “I'm getting a rash. Is this a side effect of the medication?”
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(67) “You gave me the wrong type of medicine.”

(68) “Tu He BHMMaBaw kora gaBaw peuentn? PaboTtuw co nyre He co

npegmeTn.”

The above explained differences in relation to perspective usage are
indicators for the different behaviour of Americans and Macedonians caused by the
severity of the offence and the distance between the interlocutors. The Macedonians
are culturally very direct and the only exception of their direct “you” perspective in the
situation which includes a student-teacher relation. On the other hand, Americans
change their (you) perspective only in those situations that involve medium or higher
severity of offence or high vertical power between the interlocutors.

e Differences in distribution of internal modifiers

The overall analysis of the internal modifiers has shown that both American and
Macedonian speakers have the tendency to use more downgraders than upgraders,
which means that they tend to downtone the circumstances under which an offence
was committed and consequently reduce the blame that is put on the complainee.
The only difference between the speakers of the two language communities is the
high tendency of Americans to use internal modifiers. Our further analysis has also
shown that the most frequent internal modifiers in both languages are questions,
which were often followed by further complaining or an explanation, as in (68) and
(69).

Example:

(68) "What took you so long, you were supposed to be here 25 minutes

ago?!"

(69) “3owTO AOLHML TONKY MHOrYy? 3HaeLl Aeka Mopame aa CTUrHeme Bo 9.”

The two other markers of the American speech were the subijectivizers (70),
which rarely appeared in Macedonian speech, and the past forms (71) that American
speakers used in all situations, while Macedonian speakers, on the other hand, did

not use them.
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Example:
(70) “Lthink | deserve more.”
(71) “Could you please explain where my method went wrong”.

This use of subjectivisers shows that, besides downtoning their speech,
American speakers are also tend to indicate their personal opinion or their attitude,
which was rarely seen in the speech of Macedonians. | believe that this slight
difference is caused by the cultural characteristic of Americans as being direct and
explicit when complaining. These characteristics are developed from childhood, by
encouraging the child to speak up, be independent, and talk freely, openly and

directly.

On the other hand, Macedonian children are usually taught to behave, listen and
follow the teachers or parents’ directions etc. This has caused a speech
characterised solely with discourse elements that downtone their speech and appeal

to the hearer’s understanding.
Example:

(72) Ce nsBmHyBamM ako MoXe Masiky NOTUBKO.

Although we have mentioned that the use of upgraders was very low in both
languages, it should be noted that again we have a slight difference in how the two
groups use them. It is clear that Americans have a higher tendency for intensifying
the complaint with intensifiers, while the speech of Macedonian speakers is rich with

swear words/phrases and directness.
Example:
(73) Hey I really need those notes back.
(74) AGe jac Tebe nn ke Te yekam. MpLl fa He Te rnegam.

In conclusion, the overall analysis of the internal modifiers shows that both
American and Macedonian speakers share the preference for the positive politeness.
This means that both American English and Macedonian speech is considerate and

courteous and it employs solidarity, approval, warmth and friendliness.
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e Differences in distribution of external modifiers

In the analysis we have noted that the usage of modifiers is the same in both
languages and is in the following order: grounders, alertertrs, preparators and
disarmers. The grounders are the leading external modifiers for Macedonian
speakers in all situations (75, 76, 77), while the Americans show differentiation by
using more alerters than grounders in the situations of Borrowed notes (78), Unfair
grade (79) and Cut in line (80).

Example:
(75) Ke moxelu nvn aa Mu rv BpaTul 6enewknte My TpebaaT 3a ecej?

(76) [HageTe MM liaHca Oa cU ja nonpaBaM oOLieHKaTa 3Ham MoBeke of

AobureHnoB pesynrar.
(77) Tyka cu uma pepn, BPHU Ce U YekKa;.
(78) Hey, I need my notes!

(79) Excuse me sir/miss, | don't believe | deserve the grade | got on this

exam.
(80) Hello! What do you think you're doing?

However this differentiation does not seem to be related to the type of
situation or any of its aspects, but we believe it appears solely because of the
preference of the respondents. Also it should be noted that the situation of Unfair
grade is the only instance in which Macedonian speakers have applied more
external modifiers than the American speakers. The results are very close in
number, so further analysis is needed to determine the cause for this differentiation,
if there is one. However, it is interesting that another research that analysed the
same situation of an Unfair grade, which was “The speech of Macedonian learners of
English and the speech of native speakers” (M. Kusevska, B. Ivanovska, N.
Daskalovska, 2016), has also showed that Macedonian learners of English use more

external modifiers than the native English speakers in this context.

Generally speaking the only notable difference in relation to the external
modifiers is the higher tendency of American speakers for using twice more alerters
in their complaints than Macedonian speakers, regardless of the other aspects of the

complaint.
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5.2. Final comments

Although both cultures value individuality and independence, and emphasize
the freedom to express one’s individual thoughts, opinions and emotions, the above
mentioned differences that we have encountered in relation to the most frequent
strategies, perspectives and modifiers have helped us determine the key differences
in the overall speech of Macedonian native speakers and English native speakers.

5.2.1. Features of Macedonian speech

The most notable difference in complaining that emerged from our research
concerns complaining in situations marked with high severity offence (“Wrong
medicine”) and power distance between the interlocutors. When Macedonian
speakers are faced with high offence situations, they restrain from the natural and
frequent complaining by showing annoyance and resort to directly blaming the
hearer, often using swear words. On the other hand, American speakers follow their
tendency of showing only annoyance by either identifying themselves as the

complainers or by establishing the hearer as the agent of the complaint.
Example:

(81) Kako e MOXHO Oa HanpaBuTe BakBa rpeluka, BegHal npenvuete mMu

HELLTO NPOTUB OCMKNOT.
(82) I got a rash right after | started taking this medicine.

This means that in a situation of a high severity offence, the Macedonian
speech is completely expected and natural to other Macedonian speakers, while it
will sound too direct, inappropriate, impolite and threatening to an American English
speaker. Consequently, the interlocutors will find themselves in a face threatening

act that challenges the positive face of the (American English) hearer.

The awareness of the different communication styles in both languages for
high severity offences can prepare the American speakers and change their view on
the possible future complaining situations, and it can also help Macedonian speakers
and especially Macedonian EFL learners to be careful in intercultural communication

and to adapt their speech in order not to be misunderstood.
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In summary, the distinct features of the Macedonian complaints are the following:

o In situations with high severity offence and power distance between the
interlocutors, the speaker directly blame the hearer/s;

o the speaker often presupposes that the accused is guilty of the offence and
threatens the hearer;

o the usage of devocalizing perspective (I) appears only in the student-teacher
relation;

o high use of elements to downtone the speech and to appeal to the hearer’s
understanding;

o use of adverbial sentences or modifiers that express tentativeness;

o high use of swear words and phrases.

5.2.2. Features of American speech

One of the distinctive features of the American speech that emerged from our
research is the correlation between the power distance and the internal modifiers
used by American native speakers. We have already mentioned that usage of
subjectivisers seems to be cultural marker of American English speech as it was
proposed by Kusevska (2012). However, the further analysis also showed that the
presence of subjectivisers is closely related to the vertical or the power distance
between the interlocutors. The usage of this modifier is most frequent and with
highest values only in the situations that include power distance between the
interlocutors. This means that American speakers are especially direct, assertive and
openly state their opinions or complain toward hearers with different social power.
On the other hand, the lack of this modifier in the Macedonian speech leads us to the
conclusion that this cultural marker can also cause an intercultural

misunderstanding.
Example:
(83) I think I should have a higher grade.
(84) | believe you gave me the wrong medication.

The other distinction that emerged in the American English speech is the

correlation among the severity of an offence, the power distance and the perspective
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of American speakers. We have determined that the usage of “you” as the most
frequently applied perspective for American speakers changes to “I” or “it” only if the
situation includes high or medium severity of offence and has a power distance
between the interlocutors. In these circumstances the American speakers are less
direct in their complaining and choose to identify themselves as the complainers and
show certain responsibility or to completely suppress the identity of the agent.

It is also very interesting that this avoidance or the use of the “It” perspective has the
higher value in a medium offence situation that includes both power and social

distance.
Example:
(85) Excuse me, but the pizza is cold.

However, these distinctions do not appear in Macedonian speech which again
leads us to the conclusion that the misunderstandings in the intercultural

communication are highly probable.
In summary, the distinct features of the American complaints are the following:

o use of direct blame only in situations that lack social and power distance
between the interlocutors;

o higher tendency (than Macedonian complaints) for employing internal
modifiers;

o use of devocalizing perspective in situations with power distance and high or
medium severity offence;

o high and frequent use of subjectivisers, past forms and intensifiers;

5.2.3. The relation between culture and speech

The distinct features of Macedonian and the distinct features of American
speech are due to the different culture membership of these speakers. It is part of
the Macedonian culture to be affective or i.e. to readily show your emotions
regardless of the circumstances, and at the same time it is natural to be non-specific
in your speech and leave much to the context. Macedonian speakers feel free to
take risks and value uncertainty and ambiguity that is expressed in their speech.

They value the sense for belonging and employ more polite language to members of
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their group (close friends, parents...) and to people with high status, than to people
outside of their group. On the other hand, American culture is more neutral, which
means that they keep their emotions controlled and are more careful in the emotions
that they display, and their speech is specific, logical and explicit. They tend to avoid
being critical, even if they do not agree with a certain idea. Also they do not
differentiate between groups and apply the same language with the previously

mentioned features to all interlocutors.

These cultural differences do not mean that there is one correct way of
speech, and the other is incorrect, but it means that we all have different cultural
biases and it is necessary to be aware of them in order to have a successful
intercultural communication. However, we also must be aware that the cultural
markers are only generalizations of people’s speech and show the most usual or
probable speech that we can encounter for that particular culture, but it doesn’t
guarantee any particular speech patterns due to the personal features of the speech
of each person. In order to overcome the difficulties in communication caused by
those characteristic features of the language in each culture, it is of vital importance
to understand those exact stylistic differences. If we are aware of our own
communication style and of our interlocutor's communication style as well, then we
can accommodate our language and avoid uncertainty and possible
misunderstandings. Macedonian speakers can try to be more sensitive and explicit
about their intended meaning. On the other hand, American English speakers can try
to pay more attention to contextual cues of their Macedonian interlocutors.
Therefore, by being aware and by understanding the cross-cultural differences,

interlocutors can diminish cultural misunderstandings.

5.2.4. The most common form of complaint

Our work has demonstrated the differences in relation to the strategies,
perspective and use of mitigation devices between American English and
Macedonian speakers. Our findings show that these differences do not outnumber
the similarities between the speech of American and Macedonian high school
students. Despite our initial beliefs, the general results have shown that American

English and Macedonian complaints share the same pragmatic structure.
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These findings have helped us determine the most common form of the
speech act of complaining in both American English and Macedonian.

The most common form of a complaint in both languages is a complaint in which the
speaker:

- explicitly establishes the hearer as the agent of the complaint;

- expresses annoyance or disapproval and implies that he/she holds the complainee
responsible for the offence;

- uses questions to mitigate the circumstances under which the offence is committed:;
- uses supportive elements that provide explanation or justification for the complaint;
- uses modifiers to get the interlocutor’s attention;

- uses adjectives that intensify part of the proposition

- uses intensifiers which explicitly express speaker’s negative attitude.

The similar pragmatic structure of American and Macedonian complaints
means that the possibility for discrepancies in the communication among these
speakers is not very high. However, the complaining of both speakers is still
enriched with non-significant differences that act as markers of their cultural and

social identities.

5.3. Limitations and recommendations for further research

Although this research has achieved its aims, we are aware that it has a few
limitations. Firstly, the lack of prior research on the speech act of complaining in
Macedonian has made it difficult to establish the framework for our research and to
make any correlations to previous findings. An additional source of uncertainty was
the small number of participants who did the discourse completion task, which
restricted our ability to generalise the results or to provide strong statistical
deductions. Another limitation might be the Discourse completion task. The DCT is

the most frequently used instrument for measuring pragmatic competence and
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eliciting responses to speech acts. The DCT is a one sided role play with
background information regarding the setting, the situation and the interlocutors. It is
a scripted dialogue that is considered to elicit data most similar to natural speech
and it is believed to initiate productive answers. On the other hand, the responses in
the DCT are not the same as the language in real-life communication, because there
are some aspects that cannot be measured with this instrument. This instrument
describes a hypothetical situation and people may not behave and give the same
response as in a real life situation. It would be better if this instrument is

accompanied by another one, in order to ensure most authentic responses.

The limitations of our study can also serve as points for further research in the field
of complaining. Hopefully this study can serve as a source for future Macedonian

researchers for better understanding of this speech act.

Also the possibility to analyse the speech act of complaining on a larger and
more diverse number of respondents can help widen the scope and perhaps reveal
more significant findings, which will consequently help broaden and validate the

defined characteristics of the American and Macedonian speech.

5.4. Implication of the study

The findings of our research for the pragmatic structure of complaints can be
used to improve the teaching of this speech act to Macedonian EFL learners. The
speech act of complaining is particularly difficult to achieve for non-native speakers
because of its pressure for social interaction and facework. This means that the data
should be used as a rich source for the EFL teachers to improve and change their
teaching techniques in order to raise learners’ awareness of the differences in
complaining between EFL learners in Macedonia and native speakers. These
students should be taught the cultural and social characteristics of American English
speakers that are portrayed by the differences in expressing complaints. This will
help them express themselves better in English and it will eliminate any

discrepancies in communication.
We suggest that the EFL teachers conduct this process in the following steps:

- talk about the realization of complaints in Macedonian with their students,
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- present examples of American complaints and discuss them,

- teach students about the different severity of offence through short examples,
- talk about the different types of interlocutors,

- compare the usage of linguistic means in both languages,

- use listening exercises and discourse completion tasks (DCT) to ensure their
understanding of complaints,

- use model dialogues, role-plays etc. to improve their ability to express themselves
in English.

The application of all the above mentioned activities in the classroom will help
students to better understand the specific structure of complaints and their
appropriate features. Consequently it will enable them to produce a correct speech
act, to transmit the intended meaning and avoid possible misunderstandings. The
minimal changes and addition in the teaching curriculum related to speech acts and
especially the speech act of complaining will enormously ease the process of
teaching and understanding the pragmatic functions in English and it will definitely

help the EFL students to achieve higher pragmatic competence.
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Conclusion

As most of the cross-cultural research done on speech acts, our work was
also inspired by the influential CCSARP - Cross-Cultural Speech Act Realization
Project (Blum-Kulka et al. 1989). The initial hypothesis which guided our work was
that there are differences in the pragmatic structure of the speech act of complaining
in Macedonian and American English. Using the work of Trosborg (1995), Olshtain
and Weinbach (1993), Haverkate (1998) and Wahyumi (2010) we have analysed,
classified and compared the Macedonian and the American English complaints in
relation to the used strategies, perspective and modifiers. In this process we have
identified the similarities and the differences of complaints in both languages.

In general, our research implies that the similarities outnumber the differences
between Macedonian and American complaints. Based on the similarities and the
overall results, we have identified a common form of complaint preferred and shared
by both speakers. This complaint is characterized with: a hearer as a direct agent of
the complaint, expressions of annoyance or disapproval, questions used to mitigate
the circumstances under which the offence is committed, supportive elements that
provide explanation or justification for the complaint, modifiers to get the
interlocutor’'s attention, adjectives that intensify part of the proposition and

intensifiers which explicitly express speaker’s negative attitude.

Our research indicates that there are no-significant differences in the strategy
use, the perspective and the use of internal modifiers. We have found that American
speakers directly blame the hearer only if there is a lack of both social and power
distance between the interlocutors. They have also shown usage of devocalizing
perspective (1) in medium or high severity offences and power distance between the
interlocutors. We have determined that the American speakers are prone to indicate
their personal opinions and attitudes, have a higher tendency for intensifying their
complaints and employ much more internal modifiers unlike the Macedonian
speakers. On the other hand, we have found that Macedonian speakers directly
blame the hearer only in situations of high severity offence and power distance
between the interlocutors. The complaints are characterized with frequent usage of
adverbials that express tentativeness and other elements for downtoning their

speech and appealing to the hearer's understanding. The high use of swear
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words/phrases and the frequent use of threats also appear as a distinctive cultural

markers.

These findings suggest that there is a direct link between the speakers’
communication styles and their culture. The American English complaints illustrate
the neutral culture of American speakers, which is characterized with specific,
explicit, direct and logical speech, controlled emotions and lack of differentiation
between groups. It is a culture that values independence and openness. On the
other hand, the Macedonian complaints describe the Macedonian affective culture. It
is a culture that values the sense of belonging, solidarity and it is characterized with
non-specific and emotional speech that leaves much to the context.

These cultural differences are transmitted in the communication styles of the
speakers and can negatively affect the intercultural communication between the
members of the two cultures. However, the small number of differences and the
specific situations in which they appear have led us to conclude that the
discrepancies in communication can be easily surpassed by being aware of the

different communication styles and accommodating our speech to the interlocutor.

We believe that our work will help both American and Macedonian speakers
to enhance the understanding of complaints and help them surpass and avoid future
misunderstandings. Also it is especially useful for Macedonian teachers and students

of EFL in the process of learning and developing pragmatic competence.
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KOHTPACTUBHA AHAJIUSA HA TOBOPHUOT YUH HA TMPUTOBAPAHE
BO MAKEOOHCKUOT U BO AHITIMCKUOT JASUK

EneH og OCHOBHUTE eNeMeHTU Kou LWITO MM obpasyBaaT KapakTePUCTUKUTE Ha
CeKoj ja3nk ce roBopHUTE YMHOBMW. KynTypaTa Ha efeH Hapon ce OTCIUKyBa Npeky
ja3MKoT, na Taka rpamMaTUYKUTE M NEKCUMYKUTE KapaKTePUCTUKM Ha TOBOPHUTE
YMHOBM, BCYLUHOCT Ce KYNTYpHU OCOOWHM Ha edeH Hapod. TOKMy nopaau BakHoCTa
Ha rOBOPHWUTE YMHOBM BO MHTEPKYNTypHaTa M MeryKynTypHaTa KoMyHuKauumja, HO U
nopagu mManuoT 6poj Ha UCTpaxyBara 3arno4vHaB CO UCTpaXkyBarwe Ha FOBOPHUTE

YNHOBMW.

OBaa wmarucTtepcka Tes3a nMpeTcTaByBa MeEryKynTypHO WUCTpaxyBawe U
KOHTpacTMBHA aHanmM3a Ha rOBOPHMOT YMH Ha MpuroBapawe BO MaKeOOHCKMOT Wt
aHrnucknoT jasuk. OcCHOBHaTa XxunoTes3a Of KOojalWwTo Ce pakoBoelle HalweTo
UCTpaxKyBak-€ € Aeka NnoctojaT pasnukn BO nparMaTtuykaTa CTPyKTypa Ha roBOPHUOT
YMH Ha npuroBapawe BO MaKEOOHCKMOT W aHrUCKMOT jasuk. [loToyHO ce
aHanuaupalle nepcnekTMeata BO npurosopute, ynotpebeHute cTpaTernm Ha
npuroBapawe BO 0OQHOC Ha HMBHAaTa (PyHKLUMja U KOHTEKCTOT BO KOj ce ynotpebeHn,
Kako M BWOOBUTE Ha BHATPELWHM UM HaOBOPELHUW MoauuKaTopu LWTO Cce

ynoTpebyBaat npu npuroBapameTo.

Llenta Ha nctpaxyBaweTo belle ga ce gedumHupa nparmMatmykara cTpykTypa
Ha OBOj rOBOPEH YMH BO ABaTa ja3uka Mpeky WaeHTUUKyBaHke Ha CIIMYHOCTUTE U
pasnuknTe, a Co camoTO Toa Aa ce OTKpujaT KynTYpHUTE pasnunku Ha OBOj rOBOPEH
YMH W NOTeHUMjanHuTe nocneguun kKou wWTo 6wu rm npegusBukane UCTUTE BO

MeryKynTypHaTa KOMyHUKaLluja.

Bo ucTpaxyBaweTo ydecTByBaa 58 cpedHOLUIKONMUM Ha Bo3pacT og 16 no
19roa. Oa HuB 29 ce makedoHcKkKU yyeHmum Bo CCY |, Kone HexteHunn” Bo LUTun, a 29
ce aMepuKaHckum ydeHuum Bo ,, John Burroughs High School” Bo Bbyp6aHk,
KanundopHuja. Cute y4yecHuMuM wnmaa npuctan [o oHnajH [MpawanHuk  3a
NMonosfiHyBawe Ha OUCKYPC Ha HUBHUOT MajuuH jasunk (MakegOHCKWU/AHTIIMCKU) KOjLUTO
Cce COCToelle of OCYyM CuUTyauuu KOu npeausBrKyBaaT npuroBapake CO pasfnnyHu
KapakTepUCTUKN Ha MOK M OMLUTECTBEHO pacTojaHne Mery roBopuTennTe U pasnmyeH

cteneH Ha Cepuo3HOCT Ha NPEKPLUOKOT. Mcnutanuumnte m BHECyBaa CBOUTE
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04roBOpU, MOTOYHO ro hopMynmMpaa HWBHUOT MPUIOBOP 3a Cekoja oA AadeHuTe

cutTyauunn.

[dobueHute pesyntaTu rm aHanuanpaBMe W KOHTpacTMpaBMe BO Norneq Ha
ynotpebeHute ctpaternmn (cnopen koaupaweTo Ha Tposbopr (Trosborg, 1995)),
nepcnekTMBMTe Ha nNpuroBapawe, Kako W BHATPELHUTE W HaOBOPELUHUTE
moaudukaTopn  (cnopen nopgenbata Ha  Bajxynu).  KBaHTMTaTMBHata MU
KBanuTaTMBHaTa aHanuaa nokaxa geka nocrojat Manu pasfnuku BO nparmaTudkaTa
CTPYKTYpa Ha OBOj rOBOpeH 4YMH BO ABaTa jasuka. OBue pasnuks MM rv gasaat
nocebHUTe KapakTepucTMka Ha MakedOCHKMOT W aHrmucknot jasuk. OTTyka
YTBpAVBME [eKa KapakKTepuCTMKM KOW LWTO Ce jaByBaaT WCKIYy4YMBO BO
npuroBapawkeTo Ha MaKeJOHCKUTe rOBOPUTENW Ce  ChnegHuBe:  OUPEKTHO
0OBUHYBatke Ha COrOBOPHWKOT BO CUTyauunm CO BWUCOKO HMBO Ha MNPEKPLUOK,
COrOBOPHUKOT YECTO Ce CMeTa BUMHOBEH 3a HaBpedaTta v roBoputenot ynotpebysa
ANPEKTHA 3aKkaHa KOH UCTUOT, MMame 3rorieMeHa yrnoTtpeba Ha ybnaxysayu, NuoBKU
utH. Of pgpyra cTtpaHa BO MpuroBapakeTo Ha amepuKkaHCKUTe roBOpuUTENn I
3abenexaBme cnegHvBe pasnuku: OWPEKTHO OOBMHYBake Ha COrOBOPHUKOT BO
cuTyaumm co rosoputeny 6e3 pasnuMyHo OMNWTECTBEHO pacTojaHue Unn Mok, OBOJHO
nororiema ynotpeba Ha BHaTpeLlHn MOANMMKaTOPKU, KOPUCTEHE HA MUHATK dOpMU,

NTH.

YTBpOeHUTE pasnukym nocodvyBaaT Ha [OUMPEeKTHa BpCka Mery HavuvHOT Ha
KOMyHMKauuja u Kyntypata Ha rosoputenute. MakegoOHCKUTE npurosopu ja
nokaxyBaaT MakeJoHcKaTa KynTypa KojallTo ja LeHu convaapHocTa U npunagHocTa
KOH efHa rpyna u ce OANMKyBa CO HeoApedeH W eMouuoHaneH roeop, gogeka
aMepuKaHCKUTE MPUroBOPM ja MOKaXKyBaaT HeyTpanHata aMepukaHcka KynTypa Koja
WTO Ce OoAnvKyBa CO MNpeuu3eH U OUPEKTEH rOBOP, KOHTPONUPAHW emMouun U

BO3PXXaHOCT.

Bo rmaBHO HaweTo uCTpayBake MOKaKa geKka CrMYHOCTMTE Mery aBaTta
jasMka cenak ce noBekebpojHM opf pasnukuTe. Bp3 ocHoBa Ha CNMYHOCTUTE ja
yTBpAMBME HajKopucTeHaTa dopmMa Ha npuroBapawe Koja ja Kopuctat wu
MaKkeJOHCKUTE W amepukaHckuTe rosoputenu. OBOj NpUroBop ce OANWKyBa CO:
crnywarten KojWTo € AWPEeKTeH npeav3BuKyBay Ha MpUroBOpOT, cTpaTernn 3a
UCKaxyBakwe Ha HaogobpyBawe W HerogyBawe, ynotpeba Ha npawamwa 3a

ybnaxyBarwe Ha HaBpedata, MmoaudukaTopu 3a onpasayBake, MoaudukaTopu 3a
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npueriekyBawke Ha BHUMMaHUETO, MNpUAOaBKU 3a 3acullyBaHh€ Ha MNpuroBopoT U

ONPEKTHO n3pasyBal-€ Ha HeraTMBHNOT CTaB.

KynTypHUTE CNMYHOCTM M pasnuku Npu MNpuroBapaweTo ce Mnokasaten 3a
PasNMYHMOT Ha4YMH Ha u3pasyBake Mery KynTypute. 3a ga ce uma ycnelwHa
MeryKynTypHa KOMyHMKauMja M [Oa ce chnpedyaT MOXHUTE MOTELKOTUN U
Hegopa3bupara, HEONXOAHO € [la ce 3HaaT KapakKTepUCTMKUTE U Ha ABaTa jasuka.
AKO CMe CBEeCHV 3a MeFyKynTypHUTE pasnuky BO KOMyHUKaLMjaTa U jasukoT, Kako U
Ha OHOj Ha HaLUMOT COrOBOPHMK Ke MOXeMe Aa ro npucnocobrme nspasyBaH-eTo U
Aa rm nsberHeme MOXHWUTE Hefopasbupara. 3aTtoa of ocobeHa BaXHOCT e aa ce

3HaaT MelyKynTypHUTE pasnuku Mery jasnyute.

OBa Hay4HO UCTpaXKyBak€e AaBa OAroBOP BO MOrNes Ha KapakTepucTukuTe Ha
FOBOPHMOT YMH Ha npuropapame LITO K& MM MOMOFHE UM Ha MakeOoHCKUTE U Ha
amepuvKaHCKUTe roBOPUTENM BO MAHaTa KOMyHuKauuja. CMeTam Jeka pesyntaTuTe U
3aKny4youuTe o UCTPaXKyBaHE€TO Ce HAjKOPUCHM 3a HACTaBHMLUTE MO aHITINCKM Kako
CTPaHCKW ja3uk, a BOegHO U caMuTe ydeHuun. [JoKonKy HacTaBHULMTE BHECAT Manu
NPOMEHN BO HacTaBaTa W M 3ano3HaaT YYeHULMTE CO: PasfMYHUTE HauMHM Ha
npuroBapawe, HanpaeaT crnopegba Mery MpuroBopuTe BO  @HIIUCKMOT U
MaKeJOHCKMT jas3uk MNpeky npuMepu, pasroBapaaT 3a pasfMyHUTe BUAOBM Ha
COTOBOPHMUM M CIn. K& MM MOMOrHaT Ha ydeHuuute nogobpo ga ro pasbepat
NpUroBapakeTo Ha aHrfuCcKM jasuk u aa 6uaat noycnewHn Bo opMupareTo Ha
npuroBopu. [lpeky Manu npoMeHM BO HacTaBata ke [obueme MnoycneLiHo
coBnagyBare Ha nparMaTuykuTe YHKLUM Ha aHTNIMCKMOT ja3nk, a Co camoTo Toa U

MOBMCOKa NparmMaTuyka KomneTeHLMja Kaj caMUTe yYeHULM.
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Appendix |

Discourse Completition Task - Complaints

Page 1

Thank you for agreeing to take partin this survey analysing the discourse of High School students. Itis part of the following master
thesis: "A Contrastive Analysis of the speech act of complaints in English and Macedoninan”. The acquired data will be used to
help the Macedonian students of ESL in their learning process.

Page 2

What is your native language? *

How old are you? *

Age: years old

You have class at 9:00. A friend was supposed to pick you up for school at 8:30, but she/he doesn’t show up
until 8:55. When she/he pulls over, you say: *

You allow a new student in your class to borrow your notes. She/he promises to give them back to you by the
next class, as you need them to write a paper over the weekend. She/he forgets. You approach her/him and say:

*
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You get the results from a final exam and you are not happy. You believe you deserve a higher grade. You go up
to your professor and say: *

You have been prescribed the wrong dose of medicine. As soon as you start taking it, you get a rash. You go to
the doctor and say: *

You are studying for a test you have tomorrow. Throughout the evening, you are being disrupted by noise
coming from the upstairs apartment belonging to a new neighbor who is having a party. Not being able to work
anymore, you go upstairs to complain about the noise. You say: *

You are standing in line for food at your school cafeteria, when a younger student cuts in line in front of you.
You say: *
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You go to an Italian restaurant that is well-known for its pizza. When your pizza comes, it's cold. You call the
waiter/waitress and say: *

Your parents are constantly talking as you're trying to watch a movie. You turn back and say: *

» Redirection to final page of eSurvey Creator
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Appendix Il

Auckypc aHanmsa - lMpurosopu
Page 1

Bu 6naronapam Wro ce CornacveTe Aa y4ecTsyBaTa BO 0Baa aHKeTa Koja ro aHannaupa auckypcoT Mefy CpeaHOWKOoNuMTE.
AHKeTaTa e nen o4 cnegHarta marncrepeka Tesa: "KoHTpacTuBHa aHanusa Ha roBOPHUOT YWH HA NPUroBaparbe BO aHrINCKNOT
1 MakeJOoHCKMOT jasuk”. [lobrneHuTte nogatoum ke 61aat UCKOPUCTeHU 3a NoaobpyBabe Ha NPOLECOT Ha N3ydyBare Ha
AHTNNCKUOT ja3MK KaKO CTPAHCKM ja3nk O CTPaHA HA MaKeROHCKNTE yYeHNUN.

Page 2

MajuuH jasuk: *

Boaspacr: *

roanHun

Wmaww yac Bo 9h. Mpujarenor Tpe6ano pa Te 3eme Bo 8:30, HO TOj/Taa Aoara aypwm Bo 8:55. Kora 3acraHysa co
asTomo6unor, Benuw: *

"'v no3ajmysalu GenewknUTe oA, 4acoT Ha HOBUOT yueHUK. Toj/Taa BeTyBa Aeka Ke TU rM BpaTu Ha HapeaHWoT Jac,
6uaejku Tm ce noTpe6HM Aa NULLYBaLL ecej 3a BpeMe Ha BUKeHAoT. Toj/Taa 3abopaea. U/My npucranyeaw n
Benuw: *
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v po6uBall pe3yntarure oA, NOCAEOHUOT TECT U He CU CpeKeH. BepyBall aeka 3acnyxyBall MOBMCOKa OLEHKA.
Ha npodpecopot My Benmiu: *

MpenuwaHa T1 e NorpaiwlHa 4,03a o4, NeKapcTeoTo. CaMo WTO Cy NoYHan/noYyHana aa ro 3email, no6usall ocun.
Opvw Kaj MOKTOPOT M Benuw : *

Yumnw 3a yTpewHUoT TecT. 3a Bpeme Ha BeuepTa Te NPeKuHyBa ranama LTo poara of, ropHUoT CTaH BO KOj
HOBMOT cocep, npaeu 3abasa. Bugejku He moxew aa pa6oTuw, ogull aa ce Xxanuw 3a ranamara. Ha cocegot my
BenuL: *

Croviu BO peauuia BO yYWIMLLHOTO Gudpe, Kora moMnag, y4eHUK HaefHall Brieryea Bo pefioT U 3acTaHyBa npej,
Te6e. My Benuw: *
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Oavw BO UTanMjaHCKM PecTopaHT Koj € no3Har no nuuara. Tu ja aoHecysaat nuuara nagHa. Ha kenHepot my
Benuw: *

TBOMUTE poAuTENU He NpeKMHyBaar aa 36opysaar aogeka ™M ce obuaysall aa rneaawl cownmM. Ce BPTULL U UM
Benuw: *

» Redirection to final page of eSurvey Creator
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Appendix Il

1. Wha is your | 2. How
native old are | 3. You have class at 9:00. A friend was supposed to pick you up for school at 8:30,
language? you? but she/he doesn’t show up until 8:55. When she/he pulls over, you say:
English 18 I'm driving myself to school from now on.
English 18 Do you think we will make it in time
English 17 What took you so long? Let's go!
English 19 Why were you late? | thought you were suppose to pick me up at 8:30.
English 18 We're going to be late. You know that, right?
English 16 You better have a present for me...
English 18 I'm going to be late!!
English 18 Nothing. I'm grateful for the ride.
English 17 Well, we're going to be late. That's life.
English 17 We are going to be late. Where have you been?
"Hey, next time you're late, would you mind giving me a call so | can see if | can hitch
English 16 another ride. My teacher really doesn't tolerate me being late. Now let's go!"
English 16 Where were you? We are going to be late!
English 17 Thanks, but you couldn't get here earlier?
English 17 I next time I'm telling you class starts at 8:30
Dude what the hell, I'm going to be late, you were supposed to pick me up at eight
thirty, | can't afford to be late to first period again, oh my god Mister Madooglu is so
English 18 nice and I'm going to show up late to his class ect ect.
English 16 You're late.
English 17 hey man, why you late? wtf i have class
English 17 What the fuck? You got better things to do than pick me up? Bitch, drive.
English 17 Where were you?
English 18 WHAT THE HELL MAN CLASS IS AT 9 IM GOING TO BE LATE
english 18 screw it let's bail and go see a movie.
English 17 It's about damn time. Now I'm late so you owe me lunch later.
| told you what time we needed to be there, it would be nice if you could show up on
english 18 time.
English 17 What took you so long? You said you'd be here by 8:30
English 18 I'm gonna be late!
English 17 "What took you so long, you were supposed to be here 25 minutes ago?!"
English 16 oh come on man. We're late
English 18 You are late man
English 18 Where were you ?
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4. You allow a new student in your class to borrow
your notes. She/he promises to give them back to you
by the next class, as you need them to write a paper
over the weekend. She/he forgets. You approach
her/him and say:

5. You get the results from a final exam and you are
not happy. You believe you deserve a higher grade.
You go up to your professor and say:

(I'm assuming the weekend came and went) could | get
my notes back?

Could you please explain where my method went
wrong?

Hey can | have my notes back

Hey are you sure this is graded correctly

Can | have my notes back?

Why was my grade so low?

Hey you forgot to give me my notes back can | have
them?

Why did | get this grade and what can | do to bring it
up? Because | feel like | deserve a better grade.

Hey. Can | get my notes back?

éPor qué tengo esta calificacion?

Hey, do you still have my notes? | really need them.

Look, I'm not trying to be greedy or anything but |
really feel that | deserve a better grade.

| need my notes back!

| wouldn't go up to my professor.

Hey | need my notes back | have to write a very
important.

Why did is my grade so low? | thought | did well.

Hey, could | have my notes back? | need them to write a
paper.

I would never pester my professor to try and get a
higher grade.

| really need the notes for the homework this weekend.
Can you send me a picture of my notes tonight?

Can | please see the questions that | got wrong on the
test and can you explain the answers to me?

"Hey, do you still have my notes? | really need them for
the essay | have to write this weekend, so | kind of need
them back now. Sorry, you can borrow them again
afterwards if you still need some more time to copy. |
can even send pictures if you want."

"Hi, | was wondering if you would mind going over my
final exam with me. | feel that my grade that | got
doesn't reflect how much I've learned and improved in
this class and | was just wondering if there was
anything | missed, or could do to improve upon it."

Hey, | lent you my notes a while ago. Could | have them
back please?

| believe there has been a mistake on my exam.

Hey can | have my notes back?

Excuse me sir/miss, | don't believe | deserve the grade
| got on this exam.

I'm sorry if you didn't finish but I'm going to need the
notes back to write a paper

| don't understand why | got this grade, can you
explain?
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Hey, | need my notes!

Um, sorry, but, uh, | think that this answer was more
accurate than you put.; ; (more realistically, either
"nothing" or "please raise my grade, | did X, Y, and Z)

Where's my notes.

Could you re-evaluate my paper.

Hey, you forgot my notes, give them back. I'm not
letting you borrow my notes anymore. Trust gone.

"hi professor, i got a low score on my test and i was
wondering why, i feel like i should have gotten a
better score. Can we go over it?"

You got my notes? | need them, so make with em.

| want to talk about my results.

Hey, | need my notes back now.

Can we go over the exam together to see what exactly
I'm doing wrong?

WHAT THE HELL MAN | NEEDED THOSE NOTES FOR MY
PAPER | DIDN'T WRITE

WHAT THE HELL IS THE F ON MY PAPER MAN YOU
OBVI MADE A MISTAKE ON MY TEST .

Hey are you still using my notes?

Can you show me how the answers are wrong?

| need my notes back. | couldn't write my paper this
weekend.

Can you please explain to me how | got this score
because | don't understand how | got it.

It's not a huge issue but next time i let you borrow my
notes and i let you know that i need them the next day
then i really do need them the next day.

| studied really hard for this and i believe that i did
better than the grade that you gave me could you
please look it over it.

| needed those papers and now my papers late because
of you

Is there anything i can do to lift my grade

Um, | kind of really needed those, but whatever.

Can you please explain why | got this one wrong?

"Dude | need my notes"

"I felt | deserved a better grade"

hey | really need those notes back

| think | should have a higher grade.

| need my notes back

Can you please explain to me why | got this score. |
think | deserve more.

| need my notes back

Soory prof, but can you tell me why | didn't get a
higher grade.

78




6. You have been prescribed the wrong dose
of medicine. As soon as you start taking it,
you get a rash. You go to the doctor and say:

7. You are studying for a test you have tomorrow.
Throughout the evening, you are being disrupted by
noise coming from the upstairs apartment belonging to a
new neighbor who is having a party. Not being able to
work anymore, you go upstairs to complain about the
noise. You say:

Someone messed up, could | please get the
proper dosage.

Wouldnt go up, would call the police.

| been getting rashes from this medicine, what
the heck.

Hey can you turn it down.

| have a rash from the medicine. | think you
prescribed me the wrong dose.

Can you keep the noise down please

You prescribed me the wrong medicine can |
be compensated for this?

Can you keep it down? I'm trying to study for an
important test | have tomorrow

Hello Doctor, could you please check my
dosage because | started to get a rash.

This is too loud for me.

Am | supposed to be getting a rash?

Hey, I'm your downstairs neighbor and | have a big test
tomorrow. Do you think you could possibly turn down the
volume a bit?

Is there something wrong? | have a rash.

I wouldn't complain. It's not my business.

| have a rash because of this cream so |
stopped using it.

It's too late for this ruckus. Please turn down the music.

I'm getting a rash, maybe | should change this
medication.

| would never about that, it's called

headphones.

complain

I'm getting a rash. Is this a side affect of the
medication?

Hey can you please keep it down a little I'm really trying
to study for a test tomorrow.

"So, | understand this is supposed to be helping
me, but | have had a nasty rash ever since |
have started taking this medicine. Is there any
alternatives | could take instead that would
relieve me from this?"

"Hey, excuse me, I'm your downstairs neighbor. | have a
HUGE test tomorrow and I'm really trying to study, but all
the banging and noise is making it very hard. Would you
mind keeping it down a little, just until I'm done studying
at least please. Thank you."

Could you please fix this? | don't like this.

SHUT UP! Do you know how hard it is to study with all this
noise? Please keep it down.

Doctor, you gave me the wrong prescription,
and now | have a rash.

Hi, | live downstairs and I'm trying to get some work done.
Can you please keep down the noise?

After | started taking this medicine | got a rash,
| think | might be allergic or something

(I probably wouldn't say anything at all in all honesty but
for the purpose) Hey I'm you downstairs neighbor. | was
wondering if you can try to keep it down, because it's
getting late and | need to cram for a test.

| got a rash right after | started taking this
medicine?

Hey, shut the fuck up, I'm trying to study, jesus fucking
christ.

You gave me the wrong type of medicine.

Could you turn it down?

"i need new medication i have a rash so can i
also get anti itch cream please?"

please keep the noise down I'm trying to study, also next
time you're having a party please invite me.
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What the fuck? Make this shit better. Needs to
happen.

Can i get lit with y'all?

You gave me the wrong prescription and now |
have a rash. Can you do something about it?

Hi, I'm from downstairs. I'm trying to study for a
test tomorrow so | was wondering if you could tone it
down a little. It's hard for me to concentrate.

WHAT THE HELL MAN , WHAT IS THIS NON
SENSE | COULD HAVE DIED MAN.

WHAT THE HELL MAN WHERE IS MY INVITE TO THIS
PARTY?

hey doc i think | got the wrong medication, |
have rashes now so what do | do?

Dude what the fuck? does the noise have to be that loud?
I'm trying to study and | would appreciate it if you durned
it down so | can focus

What kind of doctor doesn't describe the right
medicine. | better get my money back for this.

Can you please lower the music? | am trying to study.

You need to pay more attention next time, it is
your job.

Please turn it down because i'm busy and trying to get
things done and you're being extremely disrespectful.

What type of doctor are you

Im gonna call the cops if you don't quiet down

Yeah, | think this wrong dosage.

Shut the f*** up!!!

"I think you gave me the wrong prescription."

"Hey | have this huge test tomorrow I'm trying to study
for, could you maybe keep it down?"

Hey doc. You were probably wrong with
the prescription

Could you please turn the music down?

| believe you gave me the wrong
medication

Can you please keep down the noise?

hello Doctor, could you
prescription. | have a rash

check my

Do you think you could possibly turn down the
volume a bit?

8. You are standing in line for food at your
school cafeteria, when a younger student

9. You go to an Italian restaurant that is well-known for its
pizza. When your pizza comes, it’s cold. You call the

cuts in line in front of you. You say:

waiter/waitress and say:

It's not fair to the rest of us who have been
waiting, go to the back.

My pizza is cold, send it back please.

Get in back of the line.

Hey this pizza is cold.

Hey! No cutting!

My pizza is cold, can you please heat it up

I'd threaten him to move if he doesn't
comply then I'll move in front of him

| need to get my money back and a free pizza

Hey, go back in line.

Hey, my pizza is cold. Could you please reheat it?

Hey buddy, no cutting.

My pizza is cold...
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Nothing. It doesn't matter.

Nothing. It's rude to send food back.

Nothing. | wouldn't care

My pizza's cold can you warm it up?

Nothing, | don't care and the cafeteria food
sucks anyway.

Cold pizza is just as good. | would eat it without complaints.

Hey, back of the line.

My pizza is cold. Can you heat it up please?

"Excuse me, but you can't cut. I've been
waiting in this line for much longer so
please, do the same and go to your rightful
spot. Thank you."

"Hi, sorry to bother you, but my pizza is rather cold. Is there
any way to warm it up a bit. Thank you."

Hey, | was here first. What do you think
you're doing?

Is this pizza supposed to be cold?

Hey, can you not cut in front of me please?

Excuse me, but my pizza is cold. Can | get another?

Hey kid, get to the back

Can you reheat the pasta it has gotten cold

Absolutely nothing. | don't care.

I'm so sorry, but this pizza is a little cold. Could you please
reheat it?

I'm going to report you for skipping in front
of me.

| thought this was a fabulous restaurant, | guess | was wrong.

hey bud, i don't care if you cut but its gotta
be behind me...move

hi my pizza is cold, please make me a new one (if the
waiter/waitress is sassy tho i make a scene and demand a
free pizza)

Cut behind me, | need my food.

Why isn't this warm.

Excuse me, | was here first.

Excuse me, my pizza is kinda cold. Do you think you could
heat it up for me again?

WHAT THE HELL MAN THERE'S A THING
CALLED A LINE AND THE LINE STARTS BACK
THERE

WHAT KIND OF RESTAURANT SERVES COLD PIZZA?

Hell no kid, you go to the back!

Hey ,y pizza is cold, can you heat it up more?

Back of the line buddy boy.

Can you warm this up please? My pizza is cold.

Excuse me but i was in line first. You can
take the spot anywhere else.

Please take this back and warm it up, i came for hot pizza not
cold.

back of the line mister

it's cold

Nothing.

I'm not going to eat my food unless it's warm and fresh.
Please take it back.

"Excuse you?"

"Why is this cold"

Helloo! What do you think you're
doing?

Excuse me, but the pizza is cold.

get back in the line kid

Sorry, but | didin't order a cold pizza.

Excuse me, | was here first.

Can you warm this up please?
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10. Your parents are constantly talking as you’re trying to watch a movie. You turn back and say:

Can you guys argue in another room please?

Be quiet

Shhhhhh

Shut up I'm trying to watch a movie please

¢Esta bien si podemos hablar mas tarde por favor?

Oh my god shut the fuck up

Can you stop talking please.

Shut up!!!!

I'm trying to watch this movie, please quiet down.

Shhhhh! I'm trying to watch the movie.

"Hello! I'm watching a movie in here, would you please be a little quieter so | can hear it. Thank you. Maybe
could you move into another room? Thank you. Sorry, | just couldn't hear a thing."

Please be quiet, I'm trying to watch the movie.

Mom. Dad. | can't hear the movie I'm watching. Could you keep it down, please?

Mom, dad | love you but I'm trying to watch this movie and you guys are being really loud so | can hear. So
don't get mad at me for highering the volume

Shh. I'm trying to watch a movie.

Could you be quiet please?

stop talking! if you wanna talk during the movie watch it another time when I'm not watching it. Thanks

Can you stop please?

Can you please go talk somewhere else? I'm trying to watch a movie.

WHAT THE HELL MAN IM WATCHING A GOD DAM MOVIE

Shut up i'm trying to watch a movie! damn!

| am trying to watch a movie here.

Shh. I'm trying to pay attention to the movie.

shutup mom

Shut up | can't hear anything.

"hush."

| am trying to watch a movie here!

Would you be quiet. I'm trying to watch

Let me watch the movie, will ya?
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Appendix IV

2.
1. Koj e | Konky
TBOjOT roa. 3. Umaw yac o 9:00. TeojoT npujaten Tpeba ga Te 3eme Bo 8:30HO Toj/Taa Aoara
MajumH ja3? | umaw? | Bo 8:55. Kora Ke 3actaHe co aBTOMO6MNOT my/u BenuLu:
MakegoHcku | 16 KakBo e oBa AouHere? Tpebano Aa MU 3aSBOHULI Ha MOBUAHNOT U Aa MW KaKell.
MakenoHckm | 16 Te monam Apyr naT He AOUHU
MakenoHckm | 16 Te monam aa nobpsame Ke 3ag0UHNME
MakegnoHckm | 16 Ajpe 6e 6pat WTO Hanpasnu?
CpPNCKK1 15 Ce 13BYyHyBaM, HO 30LUTO AOLHULL, 3HAEL AeKa CYM Ha Yacosu o4, 9
MakenoHckn | 17 30WTO Te HemMalle TOJIKy AO0/IT0, ajae Aa OANME, KaCHUME.
MakeaoHcku | 17 3owTo AouHMLW Yekam 20 MUH
MakenoHckn | 17 [ekKa cn go cea
MakenoHcku | 16 Kage 6ewe po cera
MaKegoHckm | 16 Abe ja Tebe nn ke Te yeKam. Mpu Aa He Te rnegam
MakegoHckn | 17 Lo KacHew 6e
MakefoHcku | 17 AKO yLITe efHLLIKa 3aKacHeL Ke TW ce HanyTam
MakegoHckn | 17 [eka cn go cera
MaKegoHckm | 18 30LWTO KacHeww
MakefnoHcku | 16 Konky e caaTo Ke 3akacHeme
MaKenoHckm | 18 LWo e paboTtaTta co Tebe, ceKorall KacHeLw
MakenoHcku | 15 Mobp3aj
MaKegoHckm | 16 HapeaeH naT He ce goroBapam co Tebe
MaKenoHckm | 16 30LWTO 3aKacHa
MaKegoHckm | 16 Te monam HapeaeH nat 6uam ToueH/TouHa.
MakegoHckn | 17 Kage 6ewe po cera?
MakegoHcku | 16 Mobp3aj, ke 3ag0UHUME
MakefnoHcku | 17 3owTo TV Tpeballe TosKy Bpeme? Ajae ga nobpsame, Ke 3ag0UHMME.
MakenoHcku | 16 30WTO Cce 3a4prKa TONKY AONr0?
MakefnoHcku | 17 Kage cu o cera? Ajae Bo3u nobpry
MakefnoHcku | 17 30WTO AOUHULI TONKY MHOry?3Haelw AeKka MmopamMe Aa CTurHeme Bo 9.
MakenoHcku | 17 Ke 3agouHam Ha yac Kage 6elue o cera ?
MakefnoHcku | 17 JouHam 3a yac, Kage belue no cera, mopame ga nobpsame !
MakenoHckm | 9 Ne e ubavo da se docni
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4. ' no3ajmysall 6enewwKUTe HA HOBMOT YYEHUK BO
Knacot. Toj/Taa TM BeTyBa AeKa Ke ruM Bpatm Ao
HapeAHWOT yac, 6uaejkn mopa ga nuULyBaLl ecej, HO
3abopasa. My/v senun:

5. 'm po6usaw pesyntatute 3a NOCNEAHMOT TECT U HE CU
3a40B0J1eH. BepyBaw aeka 3acny>KyBalu NOBUCOKa OLeHa.
Ha npod. my/n Beanw:

HapegneH nat Kora ke My nobapall HeWwTo Hema ga T
JajaM 3aluTO OBa € MHOry HeoAroBOpPHO Of TBOja
CTpaHa.

Mpodecope ganu ke Moxe Aa C1 ja monpasam oLeHaTa.

Te monam majka TM UAK TaTKO TW Aa M NpaT MO TaKcK
MU TpebaT 3a BUKEHA0

Moxe nu ga ogrosapam

Te monam yTpe gOHECU MU TN

LLTo pa Hayyam 3a ga oArosopam

Kora ke mu rv BpHew benelkute

Mpodecope cakam Aa c1 nornpasam

Ce u3BMHyBam Kora Ke MW v BpatUwWw benewkuTe
buaejkn mu Tpebat

Mpodecope Mnciam AeKa 3HaM MHOTY MOBeKe 4a/in MOXKe
[a oarosapam 3a nogobpa oueHa.

Mopaan Tebe ke aobujam cnaba oueHKka. [loHecu rn
benewkuTe.

MNMpodecope Ke oaroBopam HapeaeH 4Yac, Ye Hay4am ce.

Cpam patne

Mose v aBojKa

He e nowo aa mu rv BpaTew benewkuTe

MNa pobpo e

Kage mu ce benewknte

HapezeH yac ke oarosapam

Jac MOKNOHU M TM TK 32 AOMa benewknte

LLIto e oBa

He ke bupge nowo fa rv BpHew benewkuTe

Hema ga ce Kapam

HapegaeH nat He T AaBam

OBa He e ¢ep, 3acnyKyBam noseke. 3a L1abe m yum jac

Jeka ce 6enewknTe cMoTaH

Cakam Aa oarosapam HapeaeH 4ac

Moxke n1 ga mu rm BpateLl benewknte

Mpod moxe /M Ja oaroBapam 3a Aa CM ja nonpasam
oueHata

Re MU TU OOoHecewWw nun 6eneLwKnTe ako cakauw HapeaeH
naTt ga 1e nocny4am

Mpod, oBa WTO ro NnpaBuTe He e pep

Henun Hemauwe aa 3abpasell be. Negam goHece ru

Mpod Boa He e ypepn, 04 Bala CTpaHa

30WTO He cn 0AroBOpPEH

Cakam aa oarosapam

MoBeKe HeMa Aa TM AaBam HULLITO

Moxe v Aa oarosapam

3owTo /M BeTyBaL

Cakam ga ogrosapam HapeHamo Yac

F(e MmoXxew 11 aa M1 rm Bpatuil benewkute?

Ke mose M Aa cv ja nonpaBam OLEHKaTa?

Hema npobnem, ke rm goHecell HapeaAHWOT nar.

CnepgHuoT nat Ke buae nogobpo.

[Jeka nocne WKono Ke oanme A0 HerosaTa KyKa 3a Aa
MW 1 gage

[anv moxKe aa npaBam nonpaBeH TecT MW A4a OAroBapam
Ha MCTMOT maTepujan

M3BUHM, Ke MOXKel M 4a MU 1 BpaTUW Benelkute
aKo He T TpebaaT noseke buaejkn mu ce NoTpebHU
MeHe.

Mpodecope, MUCNam f[eKa OLEHKaTa Ha TecToT He ro
MOKa)KyBa MOETO BMCTMHCKO 3Haekbe, JaAn MOXKe Ja
oAroBapam NoBTOPHO 3a Aa ce nonpasam?

Moske 1M fia MU T BpaTULW benelukute?

Mpodecope, AannM moxe Ja ja nonpaBam OLEHKaTa oA,
TecToT?

Mu BeTM aeKa Ke mu rv Bpatv. Kako 3Haell BpaTtu v

Cakam fa ogrosapam 3a NOBMCOKA OLEHKa

AKo cu pasrnegan/a 6enewknTe 4anmn Ke MoxKe ga Mu
rv BpaTuLL, MM TpebaaT 3a ecejoT.

[danu ke moXam Aa oaroBapam 3a 0BOj maTepujan buaejku
cmMeTam fJeka ro aobpo cosnagaHo u Tpeba ga umam
NOBMCOKA OLeHa 04 0Baa Ha TecToT.
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Ke Moxew AM Aa MW M BpaTUl GenelkuTe Mu
Tpebaart 3a ecej?

Ke moxaMm nn aa oarosapam 3a NOBMCOKa OLleHa CMeTam
[AEKa 3acny)KyBam noseke

Mopaw ga mu rv Bpatuw benewkuTe mu Tpebaart 3a
BUKEHAOT

lagete mMu wWwaHca fa CM ja nonpaBam OLeHKaTa 3Ham
noseke og, fo6MeHNOB pesyaTaT

Te molam ne gi zaboravaj utre navistina mi trebaat

Moze |li da mi objasnite kade zgresiv. Mislam deka sum
odgovoril za povisoka ocena

6. Tv npenuwane norpewHa p[o3a o4 JIeKoT.
OTKaKo Ke nouyHew Aa ro 3emawu gobusaw ocun. Ha
DOKTOPOT MY Be/INLL:

7. Yumw 3a yTpewHuoT TecT. Beuepta Te npeKkuHyBa
6yyaBa 0f, rOpHMOT CTaH Kaje LITO HOBUOT coces MpaBu
3a6aBa. He moyew aa pa6oTuil, na oaun Aa ce NoXKaauil
M My BeAuLu:

MHory HeoZ,0roBpHO 0J, Balla CTpaHa...

HWKoj Hema fa BUW 3abpaHu pa c/aylwaTte MysuKa, HO He
KUBeeTe camo BMe BO OBaa 3rpaja. MIma nyfe wTo ofar Ha
paboTa u cakaaTt ga oamopart. Ha wro anum osa?

[oKTope cTe MM Aane MOrpeliHu NIeKOBU Ja MU U
hagete notpebHuTe

I'(e MOXXe I Oa He ra/laMnTe y4am 3a TeCT

[oKTope cTe MM Npenuwasne NorpewHa Tepanuja.

Be mosnam 3a pasbuparbe yTpe Ke MMam Tect

T HeHopManeH nu cu

HamaneTe Ke npesemam mepKu

JoKTope BawaTta go3a e norpewHa, moxete ga mu
HanuuweTte, Aan ChegHUOT NaT MOXKe Ja BHMMaBaTe.

Ce v3BMHYBaM [a/nn MOXKe TUBKO Aa pasrosapaTe buaejku
MW CMeTaTe

Abe TM rnegan Av WO NuWyBal, rnasaTa Ke TU ja
CKpWwam.

Aj MafiKy NOTMBKO 33 Aa He NPe3MMaM HEKOU MepKMU.

Ce n3BMHYBam MOXKe i1 NOTUBKO. YTpe npaBam TecT

Abe WeKHaT eaeH

Abe KoKy e caaTo

LLITo cu mu npenuwan TM Ha MeHe

KoKy e caaTo npekunHu Beke

CpamoTa e

AKO He npekuHew Ke Te ¢ppiam of TepacaTa

Koj Tv aape aunnoma be

MOXXaM Aa pa60TaM M Ha rasama

[oKTope cakaTe /M aa me ybuete

[o Kora Ke Tpae 3a6aBaTa, buaejkm Tpeba Aa ydyam

LWo cu npenuwan T TyKa

Konky e caato be

[oKTope cTe ja 3rpelwunne gosara, KaxkeTe cera WTo
[a npasam

HE MU CMEeTa

Koj Tv ja pape nuueHuata? Kosky ja nnatu?

[pyKe Ae aKo cakall Hamanu co My3unKaTta

Manky fa He norpewnTe AoKTope?

MNonpaseTe cu ja rpelkKaTa

MosKe nm fa NnpecTaHeTe 3a 04peAeHO Bpeme

Ha wTo Anum Boa, KAKOB LOKTOP CU ™?

He ce Haofal cam BO 3rpajara

30WTO Me U3narkasTe

ManKy NOTUBKO aKO MOXKe, y4am 3a TecT

[o3aTa Koja MM e npenuwiaHa e nNorpeLlHa, WTo Aa
cTopam?

Ke cakaTe /1 Aa ja HamManuUTe My3uKaTa Buaejku He MoKam
Ja yyam
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lWo c1 mn pnagen 6e?

MpeKknuHU UK ke Te cTpenam.

[a mn pape HewTo apyro

[eka mopa Aa yunw M feka HU Tpebano fa ja Hamanu
My3MKara

Mopaan Heumja rpelka, a ournegHO Balla MU ce
B/OWM cuTyaumjata. Kako moxam ga ro mcnpasam
oBa? BHMMaBajTe cnegeH nat, HeKoj Hema ga buae
TpNennms Kako meHe.

Jac pasbupam pgeka pgocafam, HO HaBUCTMUHA MM CMeTa
ranamata. AKo MOKe Aa ja HamanuTe My3uKaTa, 6u Bu buna
6narogapHa.

JlekapctBata KoM MW UM NpenuiuasTe Mu
npegmnssukaa ocun. LTo ga Hanpasam?

[anu moxe 3abaBata ga buae manky noTMBKa, UMam MHOTY
3a y4Yere a M1 CMeTa.

Tu He BHMMAaBAL Kora gaBal peuentu? PaboTtmw co
nyfe,He co npegmeTm

Te monam Hamanu ja MysmKkaTc

[lokTope/Ke oA NEKAPTCBOTO KOE MM o NpenuiiasTe
[obus ocun.Be monam nposepeTe 3a KaKoB Jek
CTaHyBa 360p?

Hanu ke mokeTe Aa ja HamanuTe My3MKaTa,3aToa LTO MU
MPeYnTE 1 HEe MOXKaMm [a y4aMm,a NpaBam MHOTY BaX<eH TecT.

[obus ocmn Aann e MOXKHO Aa € 04, 1IeKapCTBOTO

Mu cmeTa ranamata Mopam fa yd4yam 3a yTPewHWOT TecT
WK Ke ja HamasiuTe rafiamaTta Uan Ke NoBMKam nosavumja !

[Jobus ocMn mopa NOBHMMATENIHO Aa ce oaHecyBaTe,
MmoXele aa buae 1 nonowo

KaKBa e OBaa rajama mMopa Aa bugete NOTUBKM MMam 33
yyemre

Kako e mozno da napravite vakva greska vedna
prepisete mi nesto protiv osipot

Dali moze malku da ja namalite muzikata se obiduvam da
rabotam

8. CroMu BO peauua BO
yynnuwHata Kadetepuja, Kora
nomnag y4yeHuUK TU ro 3ema peaoT

n oau npea tebe. My/u senunwu: my/v Benuw:

9. Ogulu BO NO3HAT UTA/IMjaHCKU
pectopaHT. Tu
nuua. Ha KenHepot/KenHepkaTa

HocaT JnagHa | 10. TBoute popguTenn HenpecrajHO
36opyBaaTt gogeKka rnegaw ¢uam. Ce

BPTULWL N UM BENULL:

Konky HekyntypHo.. OBOj
BOCMNWUTaH... Hemam 360posu.

HE €

BpaTu ce BO pegot O/, HEeKHa

Moe nn Tonna nNuua, a He NagHa

Moske 1 fa NnpeknHeTe rnegam Guam

MountyBaj ro
ofHecyBare

KOAeKCoT Ha

Be 3amonyBam 3a TMLWMHA.

MNononeka manun nnua

AKO caKaw poHecu mMu Tonna

[e TpajTe cu rneam ¢punam uam ogete y
Apyrata coba

Jac pojooBs npep Tebe, gann moxe
Oa ce BpaTULl Haszapg 6uaejkn He e | Ce
KYATYPHO.

M3BMHYBAaM HO nuuata e
nagHa,. Janu moxe ga ja BpHeTe

Hann moxete aa 36opysBaTe NOTUBKO
6uaejku ro rnnegam mojoT Guam.

[leyKko aj BpHM ce no3agym. NagHa nun?

Abe 3atoa /M cTe MO3HATU no
nMuMTe 3a Ja MW ja JOHecel

Aj TMWIMHA ManKy UAM odeTe BO Apyra
coba.

Manu aj Haszag

[e noTMwmHA Mmanky rnagaTta me 6one

Manu geka 6e

Te monam apyra nuua

Ajae npeknHeTe BeKke efHalll
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Lo npaew 1 be

JoHecn mu Towna nuua

JocTta Buwwe npeknHuTe

BpaKkaj ce Hasag, Aa He Te BpHam
jac

Aj noTuWINHA

Aj BpHU Cce ga He Jojaam

[eyko??

Mamo aj natysajTe manue

3acTaHn cuM y peno, Hue He cme
bynanu LWTO YeKame TyKa.

PectopaH 3a nuum,
nagHa

a nuuara

[e Tpajte Hemo)am pJa ro rnegam
dunmo

[JeKa Ke ogell, 3aCTaHHN ManKy

Aj 3emn ja nuuata u goHecu mu
Tonna

TUWMHA MasIKy WTO e Toa TyKa

EJ jac cym Ha pea, nouuTyBaj ro
pepocnenot

[ocnogmnHe nuuata e nagHa, ako
MOXKe [a ja CMeHuTe

HEe MU CMeTa

Manu ajae BpaTtv ce BO pegoT

3ap oBa e y6aBa nuua

Moske pa 36opysaTe no 3aBpLuyBakbe
Ha ¢uamor

[e manky noTprHu ce Hasag,

BpaT nMuaTa e Hory XewkKa y ycTa
He ce CTaBa

[le ManKy noTMBKO aKo MOXKe rnegam
bdrnm

MpaHu ce, jac cym TyKa

Cakam Tonna nmya

Hapsop nsnesute

TyKa CM MMa pej, BPHW Ce U YeKaj

KakoB pecTopaHT e oBa?

W3nesnTe HagBop aKo By ce 36ope

BpaTtu ce Ha3ag n YeKaj

3emeTte ja nuuaBa. Cakam cBexKa
M TONNA, a He of, BYepa

Manky noTUWMHA cakam fJa riejam
dnam

MounTyBaj M OCTaHATUTE CrlefeH
nart

Muuasa e nagHa, Ke cakate M ga
ja 3ameHuTe?

Cocnywajte me

MaBsHMu ce be!

Tv oTcnaH v cn?

MpeknHute!!!

Jeka cute bp3ame un Tpeba ga ro
noynTyBa peaoT

[a mu foHece apyra

AKO He ro rnefaat ¢ouaIMOT Aa oAaT BO
Apyrata coba uau ga ro npekuHeme
dnnamot

M3BMHKU, a Oa ro 3anasuil peaoT?
Hekoj oBae Yeka o4, npeecka.

He cym 3ap0BosiHa o4 nuuaTa, bu
cakana fa ja Bpatam.

MpectaHeTe BeRe, HUWTO HE MOXKaM
Aa ChywHam.

Te monam 3acTaHM BO pejoT, jac
cym npeg Tebe.

Ce u3BMHYBaMm, NnuUaTa e nagHa.
Jann moxKe Aga MM HanpasuTe

Apyra?

Moske ga 36opyBaTe MasiKy MOTMBKO,
He MOKam fa ro rnegam Guamot

[euKko oBae nma peg

[JoHecn  mu
nnakam 3a Labe

HoBa,Tonna. He

Be monam npecraHeTte

[pyrap He ce BneryBa Baka BO
penoT,HMe OBAE CTOMME U YeKame
fonro Bpeme.Bpatu ce Hasag, Kage
wTo Tpeba.

Ce M3BMHYBam,HO 30LUTO NU3aBa
e fnagHa?He HapayaB nagHa
nuua?Cakam Aa MW HanpasuTe
HOBa.

Be mosam npectaHeTe CO PacroBopoT
WM opeTe BO Apyra npoctopuja M
36opyBajte.lnegam Gpuam 1 He MoXKam
Ja Ce CKOHUETPMpaM Ha Hero,mu
npeunTe

BpaTu ce Haszag, , NOYMTyBaj ro
peaot !

He cym 3agoBoneH, nuuaTa e
NafHa Be MoNaM AoHeceTe MM
HOBa

Ce obuaysam ga rnegam GUAM Uan He
3bopyBajTe MAM oauTe BO pApyraTa
coba

BpaTtu ce Hasapg BO penoT Aa He Te
BpaTam jac

Muuata e nagHa uaM foHeceTe
MW TOM/a UM HEMA A3 NaaTam

MpeknHeTe 3a 36opyBaTe ce obmaysam
na rnegam opunm !

Zastani i cekaj vo redot

Smenete ja i donesete mi topla
vo sprotivno ne ja plakam

Moze li malku potivko se obiduvam da
gledam
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