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ABSTRACT

THE SPEECH ACT OF COMPLAINING ON ARABIC TWITTER: A PRAGMATIC AND

CORPUS ANALYSIS

WAEL YAHYA ALGHAMDI, Ph.D.

The University of Texas at Arlington, 2023

Supervising Professor: Laurel Stvan

There is little research on Arabic speech acts of complaint in computer-mediated
communication (CMC), and specifically on Twitter. This study examined Saudi Arabic
complaints on Twitter, employing a pragmatic approach and an automated corpus approach.

Data were collected from responses to the customer care accounts of Noon, an online
retailer on Twitter. A total of 12,200 tweets were used to conduct the corpus analysis, and
another 1,000 tweets were used to conduct the pragmatics analysis.

The keywords corpus analysis revealed eight complaint categories that included both
direct and indirect complaints, the majority of which were relatively direct and confrontational.
In addition, a corpus analysis examined earlier published definitions of speech acts of complaint,

one of which was contributed by Olshtain and Cohen (1983) and supported by the present study.

il



The pragmatics analysis showed that Arabic complaints tended to use more direct
strategies, while indirect complaint strategies were rarely employed. The analysis also revealed
five directive acts, the most common of which was the request for repair.

The perspective of the complainant analysis revealed that focalizing references were
more prevalent than defocalizing references. In addition, the analysis found that complainers
utilized more intensifying than diminishing modifiers, and that they most frequently sought
solution seeking as an external modifier to justify complaints.

Further analysis indicated that complaints were generally impolite in nature. Also, both
polite and neutral complaints were observed when the Relational Work Model by Locher &
Watts (2005) was employed.

The implications of the findings include the importance of combining corpus and
pragmatic methods. Also, the finding shows the significance of employing naturally occurring
data. The study shows the importance of differentiating between defining complaints in CMC
and complaints in face-to-face communication. The results demonstrate that the theoretical
distinction between politeness and impoliteness was insufficient to account for the complaint in

CMC.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

Language is a medium of communication. However, the manner in which we
communicate is not always effective and the message is not always straightforward. The most
common question people ask during a conversation is, "What do you mean?" What we utter is
often different from our intention. Semantics is concerned with the literal meaning of words in a
language, while pragmatics is "the study of language use in context—as compared with semantics,
which is the study of literal meaning independent of context" (Birner, 2012).

This distinction leads us to the question: How do we differentiate between complaints
and sarcasm, or requests and questions? For example, one may utter the phrase, "I hate you."
How one interprets this phrase can vary, depending on the speaker's intended meaning. If the
speaker utters the phrase while laughing, it can be assumed that the speaker does not really hate
the addressee. Thus, numerous factors play essential roles in the interpretation of utterance. In
this case, the pragmatic meaning differs from the semantic meaning (Birner, 2012).

This study examines speech acts of complaint among Saudi Arabic Twitter users who
express complaints to Noon, an online retailer, by directing their displeasure to the company's
customer service account in Twitter. This analysis will ultimately help formalize a more precise
definition of speech acts of complaint, as well as identify the strategies and pragmatic tools that
Arabic speakers use when complaining in computer-mediated communication (CMC) on

Twitter.



1.1 Preview of the study

In this section, I explain the significance of the study and the justification for choosing
speech acts of complaint as the topic for analysis, and Twitter as the data source. Subsequently,
the framework will be explained, and the research questions will be presented.

The remainder of the study is structured accordingly: Chapter 2 provides an overview of
the speech acts of complaint literature, related theories such as the Speech Act Theory and the
Politeness Theory, the study’s framework, and definitions of complaint.

Chapter 3 summarizes the pilot study and then discusses the methodology used in this
investigation as well as its benefits and drawbacks. Additionally, an overview of data collection
and coding procedures is presented. Chapter 4 follows and summarizes the pilot study.

Chapter 4 reviews the pragmatics and corpus results. Finally, Chapter 5 discusses the

findings, the implications for further study, and the conclusion.
1.2 The significance of the study

The results of the study are projected to impact three areas, the first one being the field of
pragmatics and Twitter linguistics by demonstrating politeness behaviors among Saudi speakers
of Arabic. Future cross-cultural studies can benefit from this study by helping the researchers
avoid the ethnocentric problem wherein the majority of philosophers base their theories on
English alone (Wierzbicka, 2003). The results are anticipated to help formalize a more precise
definition of complaints in CMC.

Second, the study is expected to contribute to language aggression research since
aggression and complaints are hard to distinguish. Aggression is "anger directed at the addressee

or another person" (Vladimirou et al., 2021), whereas complaint means "to express feelings of



discontent about some situation, for which responsibility can be attributed to ‘someone’ (to some
person, organization or the like)" (Heinemann & Traverso, 2009). Additionally, the analysis will
examine speakers’ complaints in CMC, where aggression is often relatively intense (Vasquez,
2011; Vasquez, 2014).

Finally, the result can benefit the company under analysis, as well as other companies by
discovering the reasons for customers' complaints, knowing that customer satisfaction is the

central goal of any company.
1.3 Why study speech acts of complaint?

Many studies have investigated speech acts of complaint in other languages in CMC such
as Meinl (2013). However, to the researcher's knowledge at the time of this writing, no study has
examined Arabic speech acts of complaint incorporating data from Twitter, despite the growing
number of people who communicate on social media and demonstrate contempt for its social,
economic, and political implications (Sloan & Quan-Haase, 2017). Also, no study in the Arabic
language has combined both corpus methods and pragmatics analysis to examine speech acts of
complaints.

Moreover, in the previous speech acts of complaint literature, the focus has been on spoken
complaints (Boxer, 1993; Deveci, 2015; House & Kasper, 2011; Migdadi et al., 2012; Salam EI-
Dakhs & Ahmed, 2021; Trosborg, 1995) or on written complaints (al Hammuri, 2011; Al-
khawaldeh, 2016; Al-Omari, 2008; Al-Shorman, 2016; Farnia et al., 2010; Geluykens & Kraft,
2003; Olshtain & Weinbach, 1987a, 1993; Rashidi, 2017); the methodologies employed in these

studies have either used role play to elicit spoken complaints or discourse completion tasks



(DCTs) for written complaints. Neither of these methods generate natural and authentic
complaints.

This study aims to fill the gap by examining speech acts of complaint in writing (CMC)
on Twitter. Although the data are regarded as written complaints, Twitter complaints differ from
those collected by DCTs, or those which have been sent to editors or appear in business settings
in that they are generally more natural in nature—as opposed to lengthy composed letters. Also,
the addressivity in Twitter is more complex and complainers do not expect the same answers to
their complaints.

In addition, CMC complaints lack face-to-face interactions, intonation, and facial
expressions, which may lead to the development of new pragmatics tools.

Furthermore, the absence of a clear and agreed upon definition of complaint in the
literature creates a challenge (Edmondson & House, 1981; Edwards, 2005; Heinemann &
Traverso, 2009; Olshtain & Weinbach, 1987; Sacks, 1995; Trosborg, 1995; Wierzbicka, 1991).
The result of the study will either strengthen one or more of the definitions found in the

literature, or formalize new definitions based on the findings.
1.4 Why Twitter?

According to Zappavigna (2012), the media and internet have been studied from various
perspectives since 1996. Twitter and other social media have been investigated from a
communication point of view under the umbrella of CMC. CMC is defined as “communication
that takes place between human beings via the instrumentality of computers “(Herring, 1996: 1).

According to Beilwenger and Liingen (2020), CMC discourse consists of conversation

and structured exchanges among individuals utilizing communication technology programs,



social media platforms, collaborative projects, and 3D environments such as Second Life and
various gaming environments. The present study concentrated on discourse surrounding speech
acts of complaint on social media, specifically Twitter. Discourse in CMC is distinctively
different from that found in newspapers and scientific articles, and also differs from the language
and structure of spoken conversation (BeiBwenger & Liingen, 2020).

Twitter offers public and private data which is appropriate to analyze quantitively and
qualitatively using various technological tools (Sloan, et al., 2017). It is a "short-form social
media technology" that involves small, typically episodic, posted messages aimed at internet-
mediated audiences. Texts appear on social media services such as Twitter and Weibo “as
chronologically unfolding streams of posts associated with a user's social profile" (Zappavigna,
2012).

Twitter users may post up to 240 characters in each tweet (Vladimirou et al., 2021) and
can include "micro media, small-scale multimedia, and shortened aliases of longer hyperlinks
(Tiny URLs)." Tweets are visible to users who follow other users and can be helpful to those
searching for specific topics--unless the privacy setting is set to block access. Via these tweets or
short messages, user interactions become a valuable source for investigations due to their
constrained environments. They are also an invaluable source of opinions (Pak & Paroubek,
2010; Zappavigna, 2011, 2012).

Most recent politeness research has used naturally occurring data (Haugh, 2010). Twitter
has been a valuable source of research in the main field of linguistics due to its wide and broad
variety of information. The majority of studies that have investigated speech acts of complaint

have used discourse completion task DCT to collect data for analysis, leading to unnatural



language samples and ultimately inaccurate conclusions. However, Twitter is considered one of

the most valuable sources of naturally occurring discourse (Sifianou, 2015; Zappavigna, 2012,

2017).

For the present study, it was advantageous to use Twitter to collect Arabic data for speech

act analysis since the vast number of Saudi Arabic speakers use Twitter. Saudi Arabia was

classified among the top eight nations by “Statista,” with over 14.1 million Twitter users as of

July 2021, as illustrated in Figure 1.
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Figure 1. Leading countries of Twitter users

Because the existing literature is focused on spoken data, Twitter satisfies the goal of

filling the information gap and contributing to studies on written speech acts in CMC. Moreover,



since the purpose of the study is to investigate speech acts of complaint, social media has been
shown to be a good source of data, particularly since complaints are found to be more aggressive

on social platforms (Vladimirou et al., 2021).
1.5 Why Noon?

This study is primarily interested in natural interactions between users because they
provide insight into speech acts of complaint. Such speech acts in Arabic were examined by
analyzing Arabic tweets from Arabic customers who wrote about their shopping experiences

with Noon as in the Following tweet:

“The worst company ever, they do not have any professionalism in dealing. A company
that does not have employees who are able to resolve complaints”

@sSEl da e 5 5al8 (il ge Laicle 4S 55 Jaladill 8 40l yis) gl agual (ud (3UaY) e 4S 30 sl

Noon is a digital marketplace like Amazon that delivers merchandise to customers in the
Kingdom of Saudi Arabia, United Arab Emirates. Noon is based in Riyadh in Saudi Arabia and
operates initially from UAE (Parasie, 2016).
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Figure 2. Screenshot of Noon's main website




1.6 Why corpus analysis?

Collecting an abundance of data and utilizing automated corpus analysis was necessary
for the following reasons: First, using API methods to download the Tweets increased their
number from 1,000 to 5,000. Second, corpus analysis was used to count the frequency of lexical
words related to complaints (i.e., lexical search method) to help the researcher answer the
research questions listed in the second part (b).

Using corpus method with AntConc software reduced the number of human counting
errors and aided in navigating specific complaint structures in the corpus. The corpus analysis
was less time-consuming compared to line-by-line reading, especially for big data. Furthermore,
the automated analysis increased the accuracy of frequency counting compared to human-based
counting. Also, the contextual information was analyzed using the collocation search method in
AntConc. Finally, automated corpus tools provided units used for discourse analysis.

The corpus analysis of speech acts was beneficial and provided a representative sample
when vast amounts of data were employed in the current study. Nevertheless, computerized
analysis alone would have been incapable of providing a comprehensive picture. Thus, discourse
analysis and line-by-line examination of the data were necessary. The inclusion of corpus
linguistics and discourse linguistics approaches were necessary and complementary. According
to Renouf and Kehoe (2015), even if the outcomes of each approach are in opposition,
pragmatics analysis researchers should use both methodologies.

By altering data collection and analysis techniques, it was possible to compare both ways
(pragmatics vs. corpus) and obtain maximum accuracy in evaluating speech acts of complaint by

adjusting for each method’s shortcomings.



1.7 Research questions

This study examined speech acts of complaint on Twitter among Saudi Arabic speakers
to uncover and examine the complaint strategies utilized. Additionally, the study examined the
directness level of complaint by comparing the complainer's and complainee's referential
categories. Moreover, the study analyzed the politeness of Saudi complaints by examining the
internal modifications of complaints as well as identified other speech acts that accompanied the
complaints. Finally, the research analyzed how Saudis avoid social conflict and justify their
complaints by using external modifiers.

The written speech acts of complaint in Arabic were analyzed by employing Brown and
Levinson’s Politeness Theory (1987) as a framework. The model is discussed in section 2.4.
Furthermore, the data was coded using Trosborg’s (1995) taxonomy; corpus analysis will also be
incorporated in the next phase of the study. The methods of data analysis are explained in the
methodology section.

The study will ultimately answer the following questions:

a- (Questions related to the definition of speech acts of complaint--corpus analysis)

RQI1. How often do complainants refer their complaints to their expectations? (Olshtain and
Weinbach, 1987).

RQ2. To what extent do Arabic complaints juxtapose positive observation? And in what order
(Sacks, 1992)?

RQ3. Do complainers make it apparent that they're complaining? How often do complainers
expressly state that they are complaining (Edwards, 2005)?

RQ4. Does the complaint occur as a speech act set (Cohen and Olshtain, 1993) (Olshtain and
Weinbach, 1987)?



RQ5.

RQ6.

RQ7.

RQ8.

(Questions related to the pragmatic analysis of the speech acts of complaint)

How do Saudis realize speech acts of complaint in CMC on Twitter? What are the
complaint strategies Saudis use on Twitter?

What is the level of directness in Saudi complaints on Twitter? What are the referential
categories of both the complainer and the complainee?

What is the level of politeness of Saudis’ complaints? What are the internal modifications
Saudis use when they complain on Twitter?

How do Saudis avoid social conflict and justify their complaints? What are the external
modifications of the complaint?
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Chapter 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

A speech act is a dominant topic in the field of pragmatics, and In Speech Act Theory,
speaking is an action, not only a proposition (Austin, 1962). However, how the addressee infers
the speaker's intended meaning, and whether the speakers' intention plays a role are disputed
issues among linguistic scholars. For instance, if someone says, "This is a great company," the
phrase can be interpreted in more than one way. If the speaker likes the company, he truly
believes this company is great. However, if he does not like the company, he is performing a
speech act of complaint by being sarcastic. The question becomes: how do we distinguish the
phrase's literal meaning from the speaker's intended meaning? Does social convention help us
determine meaning (Austin,1962; Searle & Searle, 1969), or is it the speakers' intention (H. P.
Grice, 1957)? Other scholars argue that function determines the meaning of a speech act (R.
Millikan, 1984; R. G. Millikan, 1984, 1998; Montgomery, 2014), arguing that speech acts are
better explained as normative phenomena.

The following section discusses five varying theories of speech acts. Also, since one of
the present study’s objectives was to investigate politeness and directness in Arabic complaints,
the politeness theories of Brown and Levinson (1987) and Leech (1993, 2008) were selected.
According to the findings, however, most Arabic complaints are more direct than indirect,
necessitating the addition of other theories such as those addressing rudeness (Culpeper, 2011).

In addition, the data revealed that complaints cannot be classified as either polite or

impolite; thus, politic complaints have also been identified. To account for all types of complaint

11



politeness, Locher and Watts (2005) introduce the Relational Work Modal which accounts for all

possible levels of complaint politeness.
2.1 Five speech act theories

The first and most influential theory was established by Austin (1962) in his famous
lecture, “How to do the thing with words,” and proposed that a speech act is a conventional
action. He argued that a speech act is a convention between speakers who follow what he called
“felicity conditions,” which are primarily socially forced. However, this conventionalist
approach has faced many challenges; for instance, other speech acts such as questions and
assertions can sometimes be uttered out of the convention. In response, conventionalists argue
that these types of speech acts remain linguistic conventions--not social conventions. Austin's
theory is further discussed in section 2.3.

The second popular Speech Act Theory is the cooperative principle (CP) (H. P. Grice,
1957; P. Grice, 1989). Grice has argued that a speech act or illocutionary act is a matter of the
speaker's intention, and the role of the addressee is very minimal. The act is intended to be
communicative; and when cooperative principles are followed, the specific intended meaning is
expected by the addressee. A challenge to this view is that intention alone is not enough to
perform a successful illusionary act. For example, during a marriage ceremony, certain words
must be said for the marriage to be valid, and other contextual factors need to be satisfied as
well. Thus, intentionalism is problematic when it is not constrained enough; intention alone is
not enough to perform an illocutionary act. If true, anything can be said in order to perform
various speech acts if a particular intention is involved. Another issue is that Grice claims these

communication acts are not linguistically exclusive. They can be achieved through other means
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such as drawing a picture to deliver an intended meaning and when the convention is not
necessary to convey an intended meaning.

Functionalism is a third speech act theory that attempts to explain speech acts. The
opposite of intentionalism wherein the speaker's intention is the primary source that determines a
speech act’s meaning, functionalism proposes that speech acts can be explained using secondary
sources. Speech acts differ according to proper functions obtained via natural selection (R.
Millikan, 1984). Millikan's theory suggests that intention or convention can be a source of
speech act function, or that both of them can engage simultaneously (R. Millikan, 1984; R. G.
Millikan, 1984; Ruth G. Millikan, 1998; Ruth Garrett Millikan, 2005).

The fourth speech act theory is Expressionism Theory which argues that different speech
acts represent various states of mind. Since conditions of the mind center this theory, it relates
closely to intentionalism wherein the speaker is the primary source of meaning in a speech act.
However, expressionism differs from intentionalism: in expressionism a speaker does not need to
expect a specific response from an addressee--the speech act’s meaning is determined by the
speaker's beliefs and state of mind. Advantageous of expressionism explains the continuity of
speech act communication that becomes obscured in intentionalism (Bar-on, 2013; Green, 2010).

A fifth speech act theory views speech acts as normative phenomenon; and assertion, for
example, is governed by the epistemic norm. Normative Theory has been discussed by Dummett
(1981) and Unger (1978), and more recently by Williamson (2002). According to Williamson
(2000), knowledge is the primary norm of assertion. To assert something means the speaker
knows what is being claimed and will be believed. Williamson (2002) asserts that for "the

knowledge norm: one must assert P only if one knows that p."
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However, it is debatable whether we should take knowledge as the only norm of assertion
since others argue for belief, justification, and other norms that affect assertion. The idea that
assertion has an epistemic norm seems to be true in all five theories discussed above. However,
each theory employs it to support its primary goal. For instance, a conventionalist would agree
that the knowledge norm is the principal norm of assertion due to social conventions, whereas
intentionalists like Grice, would agree that the knowledge norm is also the primary norm for
assertion, but only due to the cooperative principles in his theory--and so on (Harris et al., 2018).

The normative approach seems to make sense when explaining speech acts such as
assertions; however, when asking questions, for example, knowledge norms cannot explain the
act. Thus, the normative approach does not adequately explain other speech act types.

Another approach in the normative account explains speech acts from two perspectives:
entailments and commitments. Brandom (1983, 1994, 2000) uses entitlement and commitments
to explain assertions: “To assert p is to do something that entitles participants in the conversation
to make a characteristic range of-related inferences and responses, and that commits the speaker

to justify p and related claims going forward" (Harris et al., 2018).
2.2 Austin and Searls' account of speech acts

Austin argues in his famous work, How to do thing with words (1962), that speech acts
are actions, and to understand the meaning we need to focus on the speaker's intention and how
the listener inferences this intention. He contends that this process is constrained by social
convention which helps speakers understand each other. The topic of speech acts has been an
object of research in both semantics and pragmatics. However, Austin argues that speech acts are

more pragmatic since some utterances such as commands and questions do not have truth values.
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Austin argues in his theory that some speech acts cannot be explained by truth-
conditional semantics. For instance, questions, commands, thanking, and requests cannot be
tested for their truth-value since they are neither true nor false. This truth-conditional problem
led Austin to distinguish between constative and performative utterances. A constative utterance
is a declarative sentence such as:

(1) He went to school.

In (1), we can determine the truth value. Performative utterances, however, do not have truth
values--they perform actions, as in Example (2):

(2) Tapologize to Wael.

The speaker in (2) is performing an act of apologizing, and this performative action does not
express a state of affairs to be evaluated for truth conditions. Austin found that performative
sentences tend to have specific characteristics such as the verb occurring as first-person pronouns
and in the present tense. A “herby test” is usually used to determine whether the sentence is
performative or not. This performative distinction is also divided into explicit acts where all
conditions are met (i.e., first-person pronoun, present tense, and herby test), and implicit acts.

In Austin's Speech Act Theory, speech acts must follow specific rules, or as he states--
they are “felicity conditions” that perform intended actions correctly. These conditions are a mix
of contextual factors and intentional ones.

Austin (1962) felicity conditions are as follows (Birner, 2012, 184-185):

(A.1) There must exist an accepted conventional procedure having a certain
conventional effect, that procedure to include the uttering of certain words by
certain persons in certain circumstances, and further,

(A.2) the particular persons and circumstances in a given case must be
appropriate for the invocation of the particular procedure invoked.

15



(B.1) The procedure must be executed by all participants both correctly and
(B.2) completely

(I'.1) Where, as often, the procedure is designed for use by persons having
certain thoughts or feelings, or for the inauguration of certain consequential
conduct on the part of any participant, then a person participating in and so
invoking the procedure must in fact have those thoughts or feelings, and the
participants must intend so to conduct themselves, and further

(I".2) must actually so conduct themselves subsequently.

The felicity conditions were expanded by Searls (1965) as follows (Birner, 2012) :

1. The utterance must predicate some future act A of the speaker.
2. Hwould like S to do A, and S knows this.

3. It should not be obvious to both of them that S will do A in the normal
course of events.

4. S must intend to do A.

5. The utterance of P counts as S's taking on an obligation to do A.

The felicity conditions proposed by Searle are ordered, so for the act to occur successfully,
propositional content (i.e., number 1) must occur first. The preparty rules (i.e., rules number 2

and 3) must occur second, before the essential role (i.e., role number 5) (Birner, 2012).

2.2.1 Locutionary acts

Austin (1962) defines speech acts by introducing three levels of meaning. First,
locutionary meaning, the act of using words. Second, illocutionary meaning, this
can be either direct or indirect, and the act is intended to be performed. For example,
when a speaker says, "It is cold in here," it could be understood as an indirect request from the
speaker to the addressee to close the window. Third, perlocutionary meaning is the effect

of the speaker's words on the addressee. For instance, the phrase, "It's cold in here," might make
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the addressee close the window.
(Searle, 1976) divided the illocutionary act into five categories: representative, directives,
commissive, expressive, and declarative. The speaker expresses feelings and attitudes in the

expressive acts, which would constitute a speech act of complaint in this study.
2.2.2 Directness

A further division of the speech act involves its directness, whether direct (i.e., explicit)
or indirect (i.e., implicit). Figure 3 indicates that speech acts are performatives and can be
divided into two types that pertain to directness (Briner, 2012). There is a match between the
illocutionary force and the linguistics form as imperatives, commands, and questions in direct
speech acts. On the other hand, when the linguistics form mismatches the illocutionary force, the
result is an indirect illocutionary act. For example, if someone says, "It is cold in here," the
speaker is uttering a declarative statement, but he may intend to perform a speech act of request
such as, “Close the window!” Explicit performative acts are less common in direct and indirect

acts, but the opposite is true for implicit performative acts.

speech acts

/\

direct indirect
/\ /\
explicit performative implicit performative explicit performative implicit performative
(I tell you, I'm (Go home!) (1 tell you, I’d really  (I'd really like
going home!) like a cold drink.) a cold drink.)

Figure 3, Speech act directness
To analyze indirect speech acts, Searle believes that the Gricean cooperative principle (i.e.,

shared knowledge and general power of rationality) is needed so the hearer can understand the
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indirect act, which makes the indirect speech act analyzable via Gricean conversational

implicature (Birner, 2012).
2.3 Politeness theory

Generally, politeness describes the appropriateness of social behaviors and speech (Huang,
2017). Kasper (1994: 3206) defines politeness as, "proper social conduct and tactful
consideration of others." As discussed above during mention of the indirect illocution act,
scholars question why speakers use indirect speech acts. This inquiry has led to research on
politeness as cited in Asher and Simpson (1993).

Several scholars have studied politeness since the 1970s, but Lakoff (1973) is considered
the pioneer scholar. She built her work on the Gricean view on politeness and proposed the
importance of three rules: "Don't impose, Give options, and Make A feel good—be friendly"
(Leech & Geoffrey, 2014). Lakoff (1990) revised these rules to include the following:
"Distance," "Deference," and "Camaraderie," arguing for its importance and variation according
to each culture (Leech & Geoffrey, 2014).

This communication distinction led Lakoff to define politeness as “a system of
interpersonal relations designed to facilitate interaction by minimizing the potential for conflict
and confrontation inherent in all human interchange” (Lakoff & Lakoff, 1990).

Other scholars (Goffman 1967a, b; Gumperz 1982b; Goody 1995; Carrithers 1992;
Enfield and Levinson 2006; Tomasello 2008, 2009) view politeness as a medium to maintain and
build good social relationships which lead to human cooperation during interaction, and in turn,

ultimately lead to universality roles that govern politeness (Huang, 2017).
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This shift in politeness research from a focus on the speaker and the addressee to
psychological and social factors has led scholars representing various fields to investigate
politeness such as Lakoff and Leech in linguistics, Brown and Levinson in anthropology, and
scholars in other areas associated with the social sciences, social psychology, sociology, and
communication.

Politeness studies can be divided into three approaches or phases. The first one views
politeness as a culturally related social norm (Ide, 1989; Watts, 1992). In this approach, Ide
criticizes Brown and Levinson, and Leech for their Western bias when explaining politeness. She
introduced the terms volition and discernment, where discernment plays a role in the Japanese
culture’s version of politeness, as opposed to volition in Western cultures.

Leech (2014) argues that each society has conventionally known the linguistic terms
associated with various speech acts. However, collectivistic cultures such as the Japanese culture
differ from individualistic cultures in politeness form (Huang, 2017; Leech, 2014).

The second one used to explain politeness is the Gricean approach (CP) and is socially
derived (i.e., quality, quantity, relevance, and manner). The basic idea being that speakers are
cooperative during conversation and share a common goal. Speakers may follow or flout these
principles during conversation, but their contributions should be appropriate (Birner, 2012).
Thus, the message is transmitted efficiently: "Make your contribution such as required by the

purposes of the conversation at the moment" (Huang, 2017).
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2.4 The framework of the study

2.4.1 Politeness Theory: (Leech 1993, 2008)

Leech (1983) proposed the politeness principles (PP), building on Grecian work.
Interactors tend to show or imply politeness rather than impoliteness. According to Leech
(1983), PP consists of six maxims: modesty, agreement, sympathy, tact, generosity, and
approbation. Although these maxims are in imperative form, they describe the actual
communication. Like Grecian's maxims, a violation of one of these maxims leads to an
unsuccessful transmission of an intended message. Additionally, the cross-culture differences in
these maxims are attributed to the encoded differences in each maxim according to each culture
(Leech, 2014).

The maxim of approbation is relevant to the speech act of complaint. Leech uses Searle’s
(1975) taxonomy and categorizes speech acts such as complement and apologies as expressive.
Thus, complaints can be appropriately examined employing the maxim of approbation. The

maxim is summarized below (Leech, 2014).

APPROBATION MAXIM: minimize dispraise of O, [and maximize praise of O]

Leech (2014) proposed ten maxims in the revised version of PP by adding four maxims to the
previous six: the obligation of S to O, the obligation of O to S, opinion reticence, and feeling
reticence). Leech (2014, P:90) summarizes all the maxims in the general strategy of politeness

(GSP):

General Strategy of Politeness:
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In order to be polite, S expresses or implies meanings that associate a
favorable value with what pertains to O or associates an unfavorable value

with what pertains to S (S = self, speaker).

The revised approbation maxim (Leech, 2014)

Give a high value to O's qualities (approbation Maxim)

In the approbation maxim, the speaker is expected to give value to others. Leech argues that
speakers often observe this maxim except when the speaker has a more dominant social role or O
was a third party (i.e., not the hearer).

Leech argues that two scales can be used to measure politeness: the pragmalinguistics
scale and the sociopragmatics scale. The pragmalinguistics politeness scale (formerly "absolute™)
is derived from linguistics choices independent of context. Thus, “Thank you so much,” is more
polite than “Thanks.” The sociopragmatics politeness scale quantifies politeness with respect to
social norms and context. Thus, depending on the context, a complaint may be accepted or
rejected--for example, a complaint to a stranger vs. a complaint to a close friend.

Leech argues that various speech act interactors such as complaints, compliments, advice,
etc., have both social and illocutionary goals. Social goals reside within individuals who want to
maintain good relationships. Thus, different speech acts support social goals or compete for
social purpose--as with speech acts of complaint.

Leech divided the illocutionary function into four types of speech events--competitive,
convivial, collaborative, and conflictive--and believed that speech acts of complaint should be
included in a subcategory of conflictive illocutionary functions. Leech (2014:89) defined it as

follows:
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CONFLICTIVE: The illocutionary goal conflicts with the social goal, e.g., threatening, accusing,
cursing, reprimanding.

Leech further argued that in conflictive situations such as those that are threatening or
accusing--and complaining in the present study--politeness is not relevant. "Conflictive speech
events do not normally involve politeness (except perhaps ironically), as there is no reason to be
polite when the nature of the speech event is to cause deliberate offense" (Leech, 2014, 90).

If Leech’s maxims are applied to the current study, complaining is not what individuals
want to do since it conflicts with their social goals. However, complaining continues and it is
beneficial to know how and why. If we apply the Leech maxim of approbation, no complaint
should occur. However, two forms of the politeness scale may be used to examine complaints,
directness, and the usage of mitigations. It should follow that the more indirect complaints are,
the more interactors follow the approbation maxim.

The third approach to politeness was established by Goffman (1967 b) who associates the
concept of “face” with politeness. Brown and Levinson (1987, p. 61) define face as “the public
self-image that every member (of a society) wants to claim for himself.” Goffman argues that
speakers have two types of face: a positive one during which an individual wants to be loved by
others, and a negative one used when an individual feels more independent. A face violation is

considered a face-threatening act (FTA).
2.4.2 Politeness Theory: Brown and Levinson (1987)

Building on Goffman's work, Brown & Levinson (1987) place face and rationality at the

center of the Politeness Theory, and these concepts are incorporated into the present study. Face
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can be either negative, "the desire to be unimposed upon, unimpeded in one's actions,” or
positive, "the desire to be approved of, admired, liked, validated" (Huang, 2017).

Brown and Levinson (1987) contend that speakers are rational and have a common goal
when they communicate during conversations. Moreover, drawing on data analysis from
different languages and cultures, they argue for universal roles that govern politeness such as
being polite to superiors and strangers. Social norms and values vary from one culture to another,
and to different degrees (Huang, 2017). In Politeness Theory (Brown & Levinson, 1987),
universality can be illustrated in the “face want” that most people want to preserve, whether
positive or negative.

Brown & Levinson (1987) also consider the speech act of complaint as a FTA to the H
since it affects the H's face want of solidarity with others (positive face) and the need to be
autonomous and respected (negative face). How the S and the H interact determines the face type
and politeness strategies. Since a complaint is a FTA, there may be more use of indirect
complaints and internal and external modifications to lessen the complaint’s effect.

Building on face and rational concepts, Brown and Levinson (1987) argue for other
contextual factors such as social power, social distance, degree of imposition, and psychological
factors to impact speech act choices. They have proposed five strategies that individuals can

employ to either perform a face-threatening act or avoid one entirely, as shown in Figure 4.
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Estimated risk of

face 1.Baldly (without
loss redress)
A On record 2. Positive
politeness
Do the FTA With
redress 3..Negative
4. Off record politeness

5. Don’t do the FTA

Figure 4 Brown and Levinson's FTA strategies
Based on the Pragmatic of Politeness by Leech: Oxford University Press, 2014, P.30.

As shown in Figure 4, the strategies are ordered in ascending order according to the
estimated risk of face loss (i.e., politeness and indirectness). Strategy 1 shows the highest amount
of directness and face-threatening act by using a "bald-on-record.” However, the speaker may
use strategy number 5 to avoid a face-threatening act.

The speaker may use strategy number 2 (i.e., positive politeness) when the hearer's
positive face is taken into account, showing solidarity or endearment. Additionally, if the speaker
wants to attend to the hearer's negative face, mitigation is used to lessen the face threat act (i.e.,
negative politeness). Hints and metaphors can illustrate “off-recorded” politeness when the
speaker chooses indirect speech acts to express the FTA. Finally, the speaker may not choose to
completely perform the FTA.

To determine the politeness level of a complaint, the "weightiness" of the face-threatening
act is calculated using three variables: social distance between speakers and hearers (D), Power
(P), and ranking of imposition (R). As a result of these variables’ impact on speech acts of

complaint, the definition of complaint become more complex, particularly when applied to
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Twitter. Even though politeness is necessary for analysis and answering specific research
questions, the majority of complaints encountered in the present study were more impolite than
polite, thereby increasing the need to employ Culpeper's Impoliteness Theory (2011), which if

discussed below.

2.4.3 Impoliteness Theory: Culpeper's (2011)

Earlier discussions of Politeness Theory by Leech (2014), and Brown and Levinson
(1987), demonstrate that the theory appears to be relatively optimistic in terms of human
interaction, whereas social harmony is always present and unpleasant communication is ignored.
Also, the concept of face is disputed by Culpeper (2011) who contends that Brown and Levinson
(1987) disregard the impact an individual's face has on a group surrounding an individual
(collectivistic culture).

Culpeper (2011) states that impoliteness is a challenging concept to describe because it is
dependent on the surrounding context and offers the following definition: "Impoliteness comes
about when: (1) the speaker communicates face-attack intentionally, or (2) the hearer perceives
and/or constructs behavior as intentionally face-attacking, or a combination of (1) and (2)"
(Culpeper, 2011, p. 23).

Another important impoliteness concept involves face. Culpeper (2011) showed that the
concept of face in Brown and Levison’s (1987) Theory of Politeness was influenced by the
West’s individualistic culture--it ignores the role of face in relation to society and the group
surrounding an individual. This criticism led Culpeper (2011) to incorporate the “Rapport

Management" paradigm (Spencer-Oatey, 2000, 2002, 2004, 2005, 2007).
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The Rapport Management Modal divides face into three levels: (1) individual, (2)
interpersonal, and (3) group. Furthermore, the modal consists of five categories, three of which
describe face type: quality, relational identity, and social identity. The remaining two categories
are equity and association (cf. Culpeper 2011: 27-41).

Quality face refers to individuals’ desire to be liked and positively evaluated for their
personal qualities. Social identity face relates to individuals’ desire to be liked for their social
roles in society. Social face, or identity face, differs from the quality face in that it is more related
to the group of people surrounding an individual (i.e., collective). Relational face relates to social
face in that any social role entails social relationships.

Equity relates to individual rights such as being respected and not being forced to partake
in unwanted actions. Similarly, association is about how compatibly people interact with each
other and build relationships. In addition to the five categories, Culpeper includes taboo. It is a
subcategory of sociality rights and a physical self-category to account for intimidation in the
data.

Culpeper (2011) lists nine impoliteness strategies: insults, criticisms, challenging
questions, condescensions, message enforcers, dismissals, silencers, threats, and negative
expressions. The insults strategy is comprised of four subgroups: personalized negative
vocatives, personalized negative assertions, personalized negative references, and personalized

third-person negative references.
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Table I Culpeper’s Impoliteness strategies, 2011. pp.135-136

Impoliteness strategies

Examples

Insults / Personalized negative vocatives

[you] [fucking/rotten/dirty/fat/little/etc.]
[moron/fuck/plonker/dickhead/berk/pig/shit/bastard/loser/liar/minx/b
rat/slut/squirt/sod/bugger/etc.] [you]

Insults / Personalized negative assertions

[you] [are] [so/such a]
[shit/stink/thick/stupid/bitchy/bitch/hypocrite/disappointment/gay/nu
ts/nuttier than a fruit
cake/hopeless/pathetic/fussy/terrible/fat/ugly/etc.]- [you] [can’t do]
[anything right/basic arithmetic/etc.]— [you] [disgust me] / [make
me] [sick/etc.]

Insults / Personalized negative references

[your] [stinking/little]
[mouth/act/arse/body/corpse/hands/guts/trap/breath/etc.]

Personalized third-person negative
references

(in the hearing of the target)— [the] [daft] [bimbo]- [she][’s] [nutzo]

Pointed criticisms/complaints

[that/this/it] [is/was] [absolutely/extraordinarily/unspeakably/etc.]
[bad/rubbish/crap/horrible/terrible/etc.]

Unpalatable questions and/or
presuppositions

why do you make my life impossible? — which lie are you telling me?
— what’s gone wrong now? — you want to argue with me or you
want to go to jail?— I am not going to exploit for political purposes
my opponent’s youth and inexperience.

Condescensions

(See also the use of ‘little’ in Insults)— [that] [’s/ is being]
[babyish/childish/etc.] Message enforcers— listen here (preface)— you
got [it/that]? (tag)— do you understand [me]? (tag)Dismissals— [go]
[away]— [get] [lost/out]— [fuck/piss/shove] [off]

Silencers

[shut] [it] / [your] [stinking/fucking/etc.] [mouth/face/trap/etc.]—
shut [the fuck] up

Threats

[L’ll/I'm/we’re] [gonna] [smash your face in/beat the shit out of
you/box your ears/bust your fucking head off/straighten you out/etc.]
[if you don’t] [X]— [you’d better be ready Friday the 20th to meet
with me/do it] [or] [else] [T'll][X]— [X] [before I] [hit you/strangle

you]

Negative expressives

(e.g. curses, ill-wishes)— [go] [to hell/hang yourself/fuck yourself]—
[damn/fuck] [you]

The conclusion is based on various evidence types, including video recordings, informant

reports, and corpus data. The author also combined data from different languages such as

Turkish, Chinese, Finnish, and German. Although no Arabic data was examined, the variety of

cultures included in the data make it suitable to satisfy the current study’s goal.
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Even if the Impoliteness Theory fills the gap left by politeness when focusing on one
aspect of social communication (i.e., politeness), each theory appears to regard politeness and
impoliteness as two distinct ideas. This constraint prompted Locher and Watts to develop the
Relational Work Theory in which both politeness and impoliteness are elements on a spectrum.

The framework is described in the following section.

2.4.4 Relational Work: Locher and Watts (2005)

Despite recognizing the significance of Brown and Levison's (1987) Politeness Theory,
Locher and Watts (2005) criticize it, arguing that it is a theory of face work and mitigation rather
than one that explains politeness. Furthermore, the theory fails to account for more negative and
impolite forms of communication such as rudeness and abuse. Locher and Watts also criticize
the Politeness Theory for disregarding social factors that influence communication.

When Locher and Watts (2005) perceived the shortcomings of the Politeness Theory and
developed the Relational Work Theory, they defined relational work as "the effort individuals
make to negotiate connections with others" (Locher & Watts, 2005, p. 10). As demonstrated in
Figure 5, the key aspect of the Relational Work Theory is that it encompasses all types of

politeness on the continuum, from unpleasant behavior to overly polite behavior.
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R ELATTIONATL W O R K

< >
negatively unmarked positively negatively
marked marked marked

< >
impolite non-polite polite over-polite

< >
non-politic / politic / politic / non-politic /
inappropriate appropriate appropriate inappropriate

Figure 5 Relational Work by Locher and Watts., 2005, P.12

Importantly, the Relational Work Modal covers both polite and impolite communication,
unlike the politeness theories of Leech (2008), Brown and Levison (1987), and the Impoliteness
Theory of Culpeper (2011). In addition, relational work explains the social differences between
polite and impolite behavior. The modal includes four categories: impolite and negatively
marked behavior (column 1), non-polite but appropriate behavior (column 2), polite and
appropriate behavior (column 3), and overpolite and inappropriate behavior (column 4). Despite
the advantages of including all types of possible polite and impolite social communication, the

distinction between each category is still subjective and differs from one culture to another.

Mindful of the various ideas posited by politeness, impoliteness, and relational work, the
present study incorporated PP with Politeness Theory and Face Work (Brown & Levinson, 1987)
to explain the finding. However, as the analysis will show below in the Results section, most of

the complaints collected included impoliteness behavior which necessitated the use of
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Culpeper’s (2011) Impoliteness Theory. Additionally, the finding show that some complaints
cannot be clearly categorized as either polite or impolite, making the use of Locher and Watts’

(2005) Relational Work even more essential.
2.5 Complaints

Many scholars have studied speech acts of complaint in an effort to develop a precise
definition of the behaviors. As the following discussion shows, defining a complaint in precise,
formal language is not a simple feat. Section 2.7 contains an overview of the proposed
definitions of speech act and complaint (Edmondson & House, 1981; Edwards, 2005;
Heinemann & Traverso, 2009; Olshtain & Weinbach, 1987, 1987a; Sacks, 1995; Trosborg,
1995). Section 2.7.1 summarizes prior research on speech acts of complaint. The following
section, 2.6, provides an overview of various definitions of complaints, and the one used in the

present study (Trosborg, 1995).
2.6 Definition of complaint

Complaint is one of the most difficult types of speech to define formally due to the difficulty of
distinguishing between other related speech actions such as insult, threat, criticism, accusation,
and warning (Edwards, 2005; Laforest, 2002) . However, there are several proposed definitions
of complaint in the literature. The present study will utilize Trosborg’s (1995) definition of
complaint: “an illocutionary act in which the speaker (the complainer) expresses his/her
disapproval, negative feelings, etc. towards the state of affairs described in the proposition (the
complainable) and for which he/she holds the hearer (the complainee) responsible, either directly

or indirectly” (Trosborg, 1995, pp. 311-312).
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Edmondson and House (1981) define a complaint as “a verbal communication whereby a
speaker expresses his negative view of a past action by the hearer (i.e., for which he holds the
hearer responsible), in view of the negative effects of consequences of that action vis a vis
himself ” (Vladimirou et al., 2021). Thus, a prior offense is the source of complaint. In the
present study, prior offense is associated with the company’s poor service. However, complaints
on Twitter can be complex due to addressivity issues in which complaints are not always sent or
addressed directly to the hearer who causes the complaints. Secondary and other recipients are
possible due to the nature of Twitter (Vladimirou et al., 2021). The data is devoid of spoken
communication; it exclusively focuses on written Tweets.

A general definition of complaint has been proposed by Heinemann and Traverso (2009).
They argue that complaining is a cooperative speech act depending on both the complainant and
complainee, and to complain, the complainant holds “someone (to some person, organization or
the like)” responsible for the act (Heinemann & Traverso, 2009). Additionally, complaint is
generally defined as, “the slightest negative valence” that can be accounted as a complaint
(Heinemann & Traverso, 2009).

Edwards (2005) has noted that complainers do not consider their complaints as
“complaints”; they prefer to use more gentle negative terms such as “criticizing” or “trouble
telling” (Edwards, 2005:24). Thus, the present study addressed whether complainers who
complain on Twitter explicitly indicate they are complaining, or refrain from characterizing their
speech acts as complaints.

Complaining is a sequenced activity that, like other long sequences such as troubles-

jokes-and-storytelling, deviates from the conventional turn-by-turn allocation in interactions.
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Complaint sequences come in two orders: (1) Begin with a praise and followed it with the
contrastive "but." For example, “I like you, but you talk a lot.” (2) The opposite—begin with a
complaint, add but, then add something else. For example, “He is not smart, but I like him”
(Sacks, 1992, pp. 360-361).

The present study investigated whether Saudi participants used the above sequences to
complain; and if so, what sequence did they use most often? Did their Saudi complaints contain
praise for Noon or just negative complaints? What contrastive words did they use?

According to Olshtain and Weinbach (1987), the speaker holds the hearer accountable for
past or continuing activity and conveys "displeasure or aggravation as a response" to the action.
Furthermore, for speech acts of complaint to occur, the speaker must meet the following

preconditions (Olshtain & Weinbach, 1987):

a) S expected a favorable event to occur (an appointment, the return of a debt,
the fulfillment of a promise, etc.) or an unfavorable event to be pre? vented
from occurring (a cancellation, damage, insult, etc.). The ACT (A) results,
therefore, in the violation of S's expectations by either having enabled or failed
to prevent the offensive event.

b) S views A as having unfavorable consequences for S. A is therefore the
offensive act.

¢) S views H as responsible for A

d) S chooses to express his/her frustration and disappointment verbally.

In the present study, the preconditions associated with a complaint may be true in (a), (b)
and (c), but not (d) since written Tweets constituted the data. Furthermore, it was worth
investigating whether the complainers on Twitter mentioned that their expectations were
violated, as argued in (a). This determination was crucial in the present study since complaints

were about poor service that did not meet customer expectations.

32



Speaker must consider two criteria while determining whether to engage in an act of
complaint (Olshtain & Weinbach, 1987). First, the speaker must evaluate the context to
determine whether there is a possible reverse or repairer to soften the complaint. Second, the
speaker must consider the face of both the speaker and the hearer since complaining is a FTA
(Brown & Levinson, 1987). The speaker’s complaint may range in its severity, where
punishment against the H is the most severe complaint strategy and opting out is the least severe.

The present study utilized the general definition of complaint provided by Trosborg
(1995)--that overlapping speech acts such as criticism, disapproval, accusation, warning, insult,
and threat will be included in complaints, since they are hard to distinguish and are face-
threatening. “In Leech terminology, the complaint is a representative of the conflictive function,
which includes the act of threatening, accusing, cursing, and reprimanding” (Trosborg, 1995). In
his taxonomy, Trosborg (1995) considered various FTAs as different complaint strategies or
directive acts, proposing that requests and threats be considered directive acts that can be added
to the complaint. The taxonomy is presented in 3.1.1.2.

This distinction has been made in other studies that have examined speech acts of
complaint (Cohen & Olshtain, 1993; Edmondson & House, 1981; Edwards, 2005; Heinemann &
Traverso, 2009; Laforest, 2002; Olshtain & Weinbach, 1987). However, some have considered
these different complaint act strategies, while others such as Trosborg (1995) have considered
them directive acts that can be added to complaints.

Brown and Levinson (1987) distinguish between complaint, disapproval accusation,
criticism, and other FTAs. Also, Ishihara and Cohen (2014) differentiate between threatening

and complaint, leading to the term, speech act set--a speaker may use one type of speech act in
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combination with another distinct act. “In complaining, you could include a threat, which
constitutes a speech act distinct from complaining (e.g., ‘OK, then. If you won’t turn your music
down, I1l call the police’!)” (Ishihara & Cohen, 2014).

In this current study, FTAs refer to threats as directed actions, and accusations as
complaint methods. It was critical to determine if complainants used these FTAs or not, and if
they did, how they used them.

Although the study focused on the definition of speech acts of complaint provided by
Trosborg (1995) in identifying complaints, the study examined other definitions of complaint
(Cohen & Olshtain, 1993; Edmondson & House, 1981; Edwards, 2005; Heinemann & Traverso,
2009; Olshtain & Weinbach, 1987; Sacks, 1995) to determine what aspects of these definitions

occurred in CMC Twitter complaints.

2.6.1 Previous complaint studies

Speech acts of complaint have been researched from various perspectives, but largely
from a pragmatists point of view. Most have focused on either interlanguage pragmatics
(Abdolrezapour et al., 2012; El-Dakhs et al., 2019; Ezzaoua, 2020; Kakolaki & Shahrokhi, 2016;
Kreishan, 2018; Laabidi & Bousfiha, 2020; Li & Suleiman, 2017; Luki¢ & Halupka-Resetar,
2020; Mofidi & Shoushtari, 2012; Sukyadi, 2011; Yuan & Zhang, 2018) or cross-linguistics
studies (Al-khawaldeh, 2016; de Leon & Parina, 2016; Farnia et al., 2010; Olshtain & Weinbach,
1993; Spees, 1994) (Farnia et al., 2010) (Kozlova, 2004) (Chen et al., 2011). The general goal
has been to examine speech acts of complaint using semantic formulas and complaint strategies.

Since the present investigation aimed to examine speech acts of complaint in Arabic in

CMC on Twitter, the focus of the literature review was on studies that examined complaints in
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speaker’s first (native) language (i.e., monolingual). The investigators examined written
complaints in general, and written CMC complaints on Twitter.

Section 2.6.2 below provides an overview of studies that have examined complaints in
languages other than Arabic, and Section 2.6.3 provides an overview of studies that have
examined complaints in Arabic as well as relevant studies that have researched complaints in
CMC.

2.6.2 Complaints in other languages

Bonikowska (1988) conducted a study examining speech acts of complaint among
undergraduate British English speakers, and provided four reasons why students opt out when
facing an action (A), leading him to conclude that opting out should be considered a speech act
within the realm of pragmatics. The four reasons relate to conditions that prompt acts of
complaining, or the act’s relationship to the speaker’s goal or other relevant contextual factors.

In the interest of logical progression, it is important to discuss studies that have
investigated complaints in non-Arabic languages prior to examining complaints in Arabic. One
of the most cited works in speech acts of complaint was done by Olshtain and Weinbach (1987)
who examined how advanced Hebrew learners and native Hebrew speakers differ in complaint
behavior. They developed a severity of complaint perception scale and had 70 participants
complete a discourse completion questionnaire that included 20 situations. They subsequently
categorized complaints into five strategies: (1) Below the level of reproach. A speaker chooses to
not complain explicitly. For example, if the hearer spills a cup of coffee, the speaker will say,
"Don't worry about it"; (2) Expression of annoyance or disapproval. The speaker complains

indirectly. For example, a speaker might say, "This is unacceptable behavior"; (3) Explicit
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complaint. This is a direct complaint made by the speaker. For example, "You are inconsiderate";
(4) Accusation and warning. A speaker accuses and warns a hearer during a face-threatening act.
For example, "Next time, I'll let you wait for hours"; (5) An immediate threat. A speaker verbally
attacks the hearer. For example, "I'm not moving one inch before you change my appointment."
The findings show that most complaints center around the middle of the scale.

Olshtain and Weinbach (1993) examined the differences in speech acts of complaint
between intermediate and advanced learners of Hebrew as a second language. What is relevant to
the present study is that in their initial analysis they used three native speaking groups:
American, British, and Hebrew. The study employed a DCT composed of twenty-five situations;
and in written responses, the participants evaluated the severity of each situation. The results
showed that one third of the participants opted out, and that all three groups were very direct in
their responses--almost 70% were direct unmitigated complaints. Click or tap here to enter text.

Another well-known speech acts of complaint study was House and Kasper's (1981)
investigation of English and German complaints. They used role play to examine verbal
complaints via speaker pairs in each language. The study analyzed complaints based on an eight-
level scale, with eight being the most direct way to complain. The results showed that the
German group was more direct than the British group, numbering seven and eight on the scale;
the British group did not come close to this level. Overall, the finding showed that both groups’
complaints centered around level six of directness.

Boxer (1993) examined both indirect complaints and commiseration. The study aimed to
examine the role of social distance on both complaint and commiseration conditions by

comparing the results with Wolfson’s Theory of Social Distance. The data contained 426
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conversations that took place in northeastern US university communities which were recorded
and transcribed. Boxer differentiates between direct and indirect complaints. In direct
complaints, the addressee is held accountable for the offensive act; whereas in indirect
complaints, the addressee engages in “griping” and “grumbling.” The focus of the study was on
indirect complaints defined as: “The expression of dissatisfaction to an interlocutor about a
speaker himself/herself or someone/something that is not present" (Boxer, 1993). The results
showed that indirect complaint patterns differ from Wolfson’s finding--that indirectness
increases when interactors are of different statutes. The results showed that indirect complaints to
strangers and intimate addressees have dissimilar patterns.

A review of speech acts of complaint studies suggest that investigators have either
employed discourse completion tasks or role play as research methods. These techniques are
useful for controlling contextual factors that influence complaints; however, they result in
unnatural language production. In addition, the small number of participants in some of the
studies makes it difficult to generalize results. For instance, House and Kasper's (1981) study
only included four participants. The purpose of the present study was to investigate complaints
made by Saudi speakers. Henceforth, the following section will examine pertinent literature on
Arabic complaints.

2.6.3 Complaints in Arabic

El-Dakhs, Al-Hagbani, et al. (2019) examined speech acts of complaint among Saudi
native speakers of Arabic. The data were collected via six roleplays using 120 Saudi speakers of
Najdi dialects spoken in the central region of Saudi Arabia. The data were then coded using

Trosborg's (1995) taxonomy. The study aimed to examine the role of contextual and social
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factors such as age, gender, social distance, and social dominance on Saudis' complaints. The
finding showed that Saudis use directive acts, most often blaming the addressee and
demonstrating disapproval. Also, the finding showed similar usage of initiators and internal and
external modifiers, with internal modifiers being the most often used. Social dominance and
social distance appear to play a role in the way Saudis complain. For instance, with distant
addressees, Saudis use more initiators, whereas, they use more internal modifiers with non-
distant addressees.

Furthermore, El-Dakhs, et al. (2019) found that in terms of social dominance, high-status
participants received the most indirect complaints, while lower-status participants received the
most direct complaints. Age was shown to have a more significant effect than gender. For
example, young squids used more hedges than older participants, and older participants
employed a greater variety of complaint strategies than younger participants.

A recent study on the speech acts of Saudi and Egyptian Arabic complainers was
conducted by El-Dakhs and Ahmed (2021) who used roleplay to elicit complaint strategies from
120 undergraduate students. The data were analyzed using Trosborg’s (1995) taxonomy, and the
results were similar to those found in their previous study (El-Dakhs, et al., 2019). Most often,
both groups used directive acts such as request and threats, with request used most frequently.
Also, both groups employed all complaining strategies in the taxonomy and showed a high level
of directness in their complaints. The least direct complaint strategies, such as hints and opting
out, were the least used by both groups. Additionally, both groups employed internal modifiers

more than initiators and external modifiers. Social variables such as gender, social distance, and
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social dominance were also examined, the findings indicating that social distance and dominance
played a significant role in speech acts of complaint for both groups.

In an interlanguage pragmatics study, Rashidi (2017) examined speech acts of complaint
among three groups: native Saudi speakers of Arabic, Saudi learners of English, and native
English speakers. The study used a DCT to examine 183 written complaints. The findings
showed that the three groups used request, hint, and annoyance strategies the most. The results
also showed a negative transfer in almost all strategies used by Saudi learners of English except
direct accusation.

In a cross-culture study, Al Khawaldeh (2016) determined the number and types of
politeness strategies that Jordanian Arabic and British English individuals use to complain. Al-
Khawaldeh (2016) found similar numbers of complaints were used to save hearers' face;
however, a distinguishable difference in the types of complaints used by Jordanians and
Americans was identified. Al-Khawaldeh’s (2016) study has limitations, as the author admits,
because social distance and other variables such as age and gender of the interlocutors were not
examined.

Al-Shorman (2016) compared speech acts of complaint between Jordanian Arabic
speakers and Saudi Arabic speakers using a DCT that contained 12 hypothetical situations by
analyzing 150 undergraduate students' complaints. The results showed that both groups used a
wide range of strategies that fell into four complaint categories: “direct complaint, offensive act,
calmness and rationality, and opting out” (Al-Shorman, 2016). The study also demonstrated that

the Saudi group complained more frequently than the Jordanian group, and that the two groups
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differed in offensive act strategies. Social status also came into play during complaints--higher
status addressees received complaints after those of lower status.

Migdadi et al. (2012) examined fifteen Jordanian on-air radio show episodes comprised
of 120 complaint calls in Jordanian Arabic, during which Jordanian citizens called to complain
about current issues such as a “lack of public services.” The study employed the Politeness
Theory (Brown & Levinson, 1987) as a theoretical framework. The results showed that
Jordanian callers attempted to build a relationship and solidarity with the host in order to resolve
their problems. Complainers were instructed to announce the topic, state the problem, reiterate
the problem, and request a solution (Migdadi et al., 2012). A limitation of the study was that
complainers were not allowed to address their complaints to hearers who had caused the
problem, and this may have changed the positive tone they used with the radio show host.

Al Hammuri (2011) examined how Jordanian and American college students express and
respond to indirect complaints. The study also examined the frequency, similarities, and strategy
differences used by the two groups. Other contextual variables such as gender and social distance
were also examined. The total number of student participants was 60, divided into two groups.
The data was collected via a DCT comprised of 20 hypothetical situations. The results showed
that Jordanian and American students employ similar complaint strategies. The data analysis also
found that both gender and social distance play a role in using complaint strategies. The
disparities were linked to Jordanian and American students' social and cultural differences.

Similarly, Al-Omari (2008) compared Jordanian Arabic and American English speakers’
complaints using a DCT. The results showed that overall, both groups used similar strategies.

However, joking and demands for justification were only employed by the American group; the
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Jordanian group used more strategies and was the only to employ regret. Additionally, the
American group showed more directness than the Jordanian group. There was also a statistically
significant gender difference. Based on Arabic complaint studies, it is evident that most have
relied on DCT or role play which can generate unnatural language patterns. Thus far, studies
have focused on complaints in spoken or written Arabic--none of them have examined CMC,
creating a gap in the literature. Additionally, previous studies on Saudi complaints have been
limited to spoken complaints and a single location in Saudi Arabia (Najd province). The present
study focused on Saudi Arabic complaints from across the country.

In CMC, Vésquez (2011) examined speech acts of complaint reviews from the travel
website, TripAdvisor. The study examined 100 negative reviews written in English to determine
whether spoken complaints differed from written complaints. The results showed that a sizable
number of complaints juxtaposed negative and positive statements. Employing the definition of
complaint provided by Olshtain and Weinbach (1987), a similar number of complaints contained
the expectation that the problem would not be solved. Furthermore, the study found advice and
recommendation to be the most frequent speech act set offered in response to a complaint.
Finally, the study observed both direct and indirect complaints; however, indirect complaints
occurred most frequently.

Meinl (2013) examined speech acts of complaint in both German and British English
writing on eBay. The manually collected data included German and British English feedback
forums between 2004 and 2006, and consisted of 800 complaints divided equally between the
two groups. The analysis showed that both groups demonstrated similarities and differences in

complaint realizations.
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The groups differed in complaint directness in that the members of the German group
were more direct and threatened the addressees more often than the British when they had not
received an expected item. The British used insults more often than the Germans when the items
were not returned, and the Germans preferred self-conclusion as a strategy to complain when the
item was different than expected. The two groups also differed in how they intensified their
complaints; the German group preferred to use exclamation marks, whereas the British group
preferred to use pronouns to blame complainees. Despite differences between the German and
British complaints, the groups showed similar patterns--explicit complaints were the most often
used strategies among both groups, and both groups used more intensifying than mitigation
features in their complaints.

Vladimirou, et al. (2021) examined the realization of complaints in CMC on Twitter.
They used addressivity and diachronicity to determine how complaints become aggressive on
social media, as well as how complex addressivity (multiple addressees) and related complex
participation lead to aggressive complaints. The study found that complex addressivity leads to
escalation, and that complainers do not agree with complainees--they share the same cause.

Vladimirou and House (2018) examined impoliteness of Twitter, investigating
approximately 1,000 tweets about the Greek prime minister, Alexis Tsipras. The study suggested
a new label for online impoliteness, ludic impoliteness, wherein Twitter is a productive space for
impoliteness and entertainment. Ludic behavior seems to deliver a serious message using a
comical approach. To achieve ludic behaviors in Twitter, participants use entextualization,
resemiotisation, and virality. The tweets included various semiotic resources to criticize the

Greek prime minister by using the English language, code-switching and code-mixing, as well as
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Greek culture references. The study also noted how the hashtag meaning can shift from its
original meaning. Participants also used strategies that facilitated impoliteness such as
“condescend, scorn, ridicule” (CSR), analogy and juxtaposition. The study also showed how a
meme can play an important role as a source and starting point for impoliteness.

Another study that examined impoliteness in CMC was conducted by Amir & Jakob
(2018). It described the impoliteness methods that were used on the famous soccer player
Cristiano Ronaldo’s Facebook page. The authors acquired 424 comments from Facebook and
analyzed the data using Culpeper's (2011) Impoliteness Theory. They found that Facebook users
deploy sarcasm, insults, and profanity--with insults being the most prevalent impolite strategy.
The study contended that anonymity, the absence of nonverbal clues, and emotion constitute
rudeness in the comments. A weakness of the study was the small sample size utilized, making it
impossible to generalize the results to all Facebook users. In addition, the authors failed to
provide a precise description or operationalization of what they believed to be impoliteness,
rendering the data less random.

Hammod and Abdul-Rassul (2017) conducted a study that examined Facebook
impoliteness using Culpeper’s (1996) framework to analyze Arabic and English impoliteness in
Facebook comments. Four impoliteness strategies were identified: bald on record, positive
impoliteness, negative impoliteness, and sarcasm--with positive and negative impoliteness being
the most prevalent. The study found no differences in impoliteness levels between English and
Arabic comments; however, English speakers deployed more complex strategies than Arabic

speakers. The study highlighted the effect of context on impoliteness tactics employed by both
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Arabic and English speakers. It also emphasized that anonymity is not the sole factor influencing
rudeness; Facebook users with full names also left disrespectful comments.

Harb (2021) examined Arabic comments on 19 Facebook pages in three genres: religion,
politics, and society. The study examined approximately fifty-thousand words using Locher and
Watts’s (2005) politeness framework. The study identified ten strategies that Arabic speakers use
to show disagreement. The author argues that these strategies cannot be classified as either polite
or impolite but are appropriate using Locher and Watt's (2005) Relational Work. The study
found that Arabic speakers use unmarked (politic/appropriate) strategies 45% of the time for
contradiction, challenge, supplication, elimination, mild scolding, and claimed irrelevancy. Also,
the results showed that negative-marked strategies (verbal attack and verbal irony) and positively
marked strategies (counterclaim, argument avoidance) were used similarly at 29% and 26%,
respectively.

Using Culpeper's (1996) impoliteness framework, Kadri et al. (2021) analyzed
impoliteness strategies employed by Malaysian Twitter users during 442 interactions directed at
the Malaysian royal family and found that Malaysians use five strategies: bald on record,
positive politeness, negative impoliteness, off record, and sarcasm. The off-record strategy was
used most often (31%), and positive impoliteness was used least often (13.2%). The results
suggested that the role of state power was not very effective--the researches arguing that this was
perhaps due to internet access, age of the users (the younger generation), and the political beliefs
Malaysians held against the royal family.

Angouri and Tseliga (2010) investigated impoliteness in CMC among two groups

conversing in forums: Greek students and academic professionals. Using Culpeper et al.’s (2003)
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impoliteness framework, 200 online posts were analyzed. They concluded that: (1) impoliteness
is determined by discourse context and social context; (2) there are other causes of impoliteness,
including the aim of communication, the forum's roles, and the social relationships among
interactors; (3) participants' use of various spellings and punctuation to communicate rudeness
can be influenced by the medium of the study; and (4) individuals' identity plays a substantial
role in impoliteness.

Other studies appear in the literature which have focused on written complaints that do
not involve CMC such as the Hartford and Mahboob (2004) investigation that compared model
and authentic letter complaints to editors selected from self-help books written in American
English, Urdu, and South Asian English. The study found that all letters shared the same
discourse organizations: "introduction, praise, attention-getter, background, complaint, appeal to
the editor, request for redress, suggestion, justification for request or suggestion" (Hartford &
Mahboob, 2004). The directness of complaints was found to be similar in all letters. However,
directness differed in range and distribution.

Another study that examined written complaints, but not in CMC, was conducted by
Ranosa-Madrunio (2004) who examined the discourse structure of “letters to the editor”
complaints in both Philippine and Singapore English and found that similar discourse strategies
were used, and that both request and suggestion speech acts co-occurred with a complaint. There
was a slight difference in the length of letters and use of the introduction in the samples. It was
also noted that Philippine English complaints were indirect, whereas Singaporean complaints

were more direct (Ranosa-Madrunio, 2004).
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Most of the complaint studies found in the literature review relied on DCT, which can
render unnatural data. Also, it appears that very few studies have focused on speech acts of
complaint on Twitter; and more specifically, no study has examined such speech acts in Arabic
on Twitter. Moreover, most of the earlier investigations relied on insufficient amounts of data.
The focus thus far has been on spoken complaints; little attention has been paid to written
complaints in CMC. Also, CMC differs from previous studies on written complaints in that it is
often not edited, colloquial in tone, and available to many users on a variety of devices. The
difference between spoken and written complaint, and complaint in CMC suggests the need for a
concise definition of speech acts of complaint in CMC, which is one of the goals of the present
study.

This study filled these gaps by evaluating written Arabic complaints in CMC. Hence, it
investigated public complaints on Twitter to Noon’s customer care account. Additionally, the
study addressed the directness level of complaints on Twitter. RQs 1-4 were answered using
Trosborg’s (1995) taxonomy. Furthermore, to answer research questions about complaints’ RQs
5-8 characteristics, the study used a corpus-based analysis following Vasquez’s (2011) work.

Finally, the study employed statistical analysis to answer the research questions; chi-
square tests were employed according to variable type. The following section will provide

additional details about the study’s methodology.
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Chapter 3

Methodology

Following a discussion of the study's underlying theoretical approach, Chapter 3 discusses
methodology. It discusses pilot data outcomes (3.1), data collection methodology (3.2), data
coding techniques (3.3), and the pros and cons of the methodology used (3.4).

3.1 Pilot Study

I was introduced to politeness theory and speech acts in the Pragmatics course taught
during the Fall 2018 semester, and to the relationship between language and gender in the
Language and Gender course taught during the Fall 2019 semester. My work on speech acts of
complaint was extended in the qualifying exam, where I conducted a study on the role of age and
gender in the speech act of complaining. I employed a Likert scale questionnaire in which 147
male and 145 female Arabic-speaking Saudis (N = 292) rated six hypothetical situations. The
findings showed that both males and females have a high and similar likelihood of complaining.
Nevertheless, further analysis shows that male participants are significantly more hesitant to
complain to a young female, and female participants are considerably more cautious about
complaining to older male interlocutors. Moreover, regardless of gender, the complainers' age
plays a significant role in complaining among Saudis, where young and old Saudis show more
politeness than a middle-aged group. When taking the addressee's age into account, there was a
lower likelihood of complaint when the addressee was young or old compared to the middle-
aged group.

The limitation of using hypothetical situations and discourse completion tasks is that
participants may not use natural language, which would lead to an inaccurate conclusion about
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the speech act under analysis. Thus, in this study, I first tried examining spoken complaints in
Arabic. However, this type of data was not available at the time of the study. This limitation led
me to examine written complaints on Twitter, where naturally occurring complaints are
expected.

I ran a pilot study consisting of 149 public tweets written in Arabic for a corpus
linguistics class in Fall 2021. The data was further analyzed in the spring of 2022. The corpus
featured complaints from Saudi online shopping customers who expressed dissatisfaction for
various reasons. The data was manually gathered to look for complaint related speech acts;
irrelevant tweets were eliminated. Although the search method was beneficial in that it focused
on complaints, a downside is that the tweets’ quantity was limited and the data acquired was
recent. Each tweet in the dataset was screenshotted and then manually coded in an Excel file.
Subsequently, R was used to count frequency and relative frequency and to visualize the results
graphically.

The findings indicated that Saudis use various complaint strategies, and that they are very
direct in their complaints, threatening their own and the addressee's faces. Over half of all
complaints included the most straightforward strategy--direct blaming. However, the hinting
strategy--the least direct strategy--was the least employed.

The pilot study had limitations. One issue was that the corpus of the study was relatively
small since the data was manually collocated. Another issue was that the tweets contained
screenshots, forcing me to examine the data solely using a pragmatic approach, not a corpus

analysis. These limitations led to an improved method of collecting tweets--using Twitter API,
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where thousands of tweets can be randomly selected and examined.! Also, corpus-automated

software, AntConc, could be used for the corpus analysis.
3.2 Data collection procedures

Two methods can be used to conduct corpus research. The first is to build the corpus from
collected data, or use already built ones (Sifianou, 2015). For those using web data, one approach
is called "Web as a corpus," and the other is "Web for corpus building" (Fletcher, 2007). The
present study followed the second approach employing Twitter as a data source.

The study aimed to analyze speech acts of complaint on Twitter. Two collection
procedures could be used to achieve this goal. First, complaints on Twitter could be accessed
using an application programming interface (API), followed by using a Twitter API account via
R codes to scrape tweets, or through third-party tools that facilitate API access such as DataSift.
Second, data could be collected manually by copying tweets’ texts onto an Excel sheet, or
screenshotting the texts and then transforming them into an Excel sheet. Collecting the data
manually might not have been a practical method for collecting many tweets to build a corpus.

Thus, I used the first approach to help gain bigger data. Initially, I created a Twitter API
account to access tweets via the R program, and different packages were used to download and
clean the corpus (R Core Team, 2017). R program search methods were chosen to scrape the
tweets. To focus speech acts of complaint toward one addressee and avoid noisy data, I collected
tweets addressed only to Noon’s customer care account by using the user mentioned timeline
(@noon_cares). This also helped avoid the inclusion of re-tweet tweets known to be misleading

when counting frequency (Harvey, 2020).

! The APA was free at the time this study was conducted. However, the tool is no longer free as of Feb. 9, 2023.
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Twitter API imposes rate limits when scraping the data; thus, data scraping took relatively
longer, and tweets appeared online from July 11, 2022, to October 11, 2022.

Various methods (corpus vs. pragmatics) were used to analyze the present study’s data,
necessitating different data sets according to each utilized method. The data was divided into two
main data sets--data for corpus analysis (target corpus and reference corpus), and a data set for
more focused pragmatics analysis. Table 2 illustrates the data sets.

Table 2. Data of the study

Data set type Original number of Clean and filtered tweets Selected tweets for
scraped tweets analysis
Target corpus data 7,536 6,099 6,099
Reference corpus 28,112 7,503 6,099
Pragmatic data 5,227 1,366 1,000

Target corpus data constitute the first data set. Tweets for the target corpus were scraped in
nine rounds; the original number of tweets was 7,536. Contrary to filtering steps in the other data
set for the pragmatics analysis, filtering and cleaning were different for the target corpus.
Cleaning the data was necessary for the corpus analysis since automated analysis requires
cleaned data.

Thus, the data were cleaned in R by first removing non-Arabic or English words or letters;
all numbers; diacritics; single letters alone; newlines; tabs; beginning and end spaces; and empty,
duplicated, and fewer than two-word rows. Unwanted spaces were reduced to one space, and
different letters were normalized to one letter.

This cleaning phase facilitated frequency counting and the analysis in AntConc by
providing greater data consistency. After cleaning the target corpus, the data was downloaded
into Microsoft excel spreadsheets and filtered to only include tweets addressed to the Noon
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customer care account (@noon_cares). After cleaning and filtering the target corpus from 7,536
tweets, the target corpus contained 6,099 tweets.

The second set of data was utilized as the corpus of reference. By comparing the frequency
of the same word across the target corpus and the reference corpus to determine which of these
words occurred more frequently, the reference corpus is utilized to identify the keywords. By
identifying the keywords that are utilized in complaints, the analysis of keywords will ultimately
aid in answering the research questions concerning the definition of complaint. In addition, by
classifying the keywords, the keyword analysis will assist us in understanding how the
complaining discourse develops in CMC.

Tweets written to the Saudi News account on Twitter were chosen (@SaudiNews50) to
build the reference corpus for several reasons: (1) the target corpus included tweets, (2) there
should be an equal number of tweets in both target and reference corpuses--which is very
important for frequency accuracy, (3) filtering and cleaning processes can be applied to both data
sets, and (4) tweets in both Twitter accounts were primarily written by Saudi speakers of Arabic.

The reference corpus was first scraped and cleaned in R using the same steps applied to the
target corpus. The scraped was done in four rounds, the process taking fewer rounds because I
was able to scrape a larger number of tweets each time. Also, the data was downloaded and
filtered into Microsoft Excel spreadsheets. Only tweets addressed to the Saudi News account on
Twitter were included in the data. After cleaning and filtering 28,112 tweets, only 7,503
remained. Since an equal reference corpus to the target corpus would increase accuracy,
especially for the frequency estimation of low-frequency words and log ratio (Harvey, 2020), I

randomly selected 6,099 tweets--the same number of tweets in the target corpus.
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The third set of data was used for a pragmatics analysis. The goal was to examine 1,000
tweets. For this analysis, 5,227 tweets were scraped in R, and the data were filtered in the Excel
sheet and cleaned in R. It was not necessary to clean the data completely as was done for the
target and reference corpus, because the pragmatic tools used in the tweets--punctuation,
emoticons, letter repetitions, and word repetitions which play a role in the pragmatics analysis--
had to be coded. However, duplicate tweets, unnecessary spaces, non-Arabic words, and empty
rows were eliminated. Also, duplicate rows were eliminated to avoid duplicate tweets.

The data was then downloaded into Microsoft Excel spreadsheets, and the tweets were
filtered. Only 100 or more characters in each tweet were included in the data set since very short
tweets would not have had enough linguistic elements for a pragmatics analysis. Also, only
tweets addressed to the Noon customer care account (@noon_cares) were included; other tweets
were eliminated. Thus, initial complaints to the Noon customer care account were the focus of
the data because other tweets may have included unrelated customer discussions. From the 5,227
tweets, the data was subset to 1,000 for pragmatics analysis.

Figure 6 depicts the data collection process, the cleaning and filtering process, and the final

complaint datasets analyzed in the study.
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Data collection

Streaming CLEANING twitter data:
Twitter API complaints using -Letter normlization
-Authentication Noon's customer -remove newlines
care Twitter -reduce spaces to one space
account -remove begin and end spaces

Y

_ -Spam Filtering
-Removing
StopWords

Figure 6. Data collection diagram showing the process of gathering and building the corpus
3.3 Data analysis

Virtanen (2009) contends that the use of corpus and pragmatics analysis is crucial to
better understanding discourse. Thus, in the present study I used both approaches to better
understand speech acts of complaint in Arabic on Twitter. First, the corpus method was used to
identify the complaint’s discourse (Baker et al., 2013; Harvey, 2020; McEnery & Baker, 2015;
(Vasquez, 2011) and answer RQs 5-8. Second, a more focused analysis was carried out
manually using Trosborg’s (1995) taxonomy to answer the pragmatics research questions RQs1-
4.

Methods of data analysis are broken down into further detail in Section 3.3.1 (corpus

method) and the pragmatic analysis method is discussed in section 3. 3.1.2. Following a
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discussion of both analysis methods, the advantages and disadvantages of both methods are
presented in section 3.4.
3.3.1 Data analysis (corpus method)

The corpus of the present study was analyzed in AntConc 4.1.2 (Anthony, 2022). Several
AntConc tools were used--keywords, a keyword in context (KWIC), wildcard tool, concordance
lines and collocations--depending on the research question of interest. Furthermore, the 100
keywords were categorized manually to explore patterns in the data. The frequency of lexical
items related to complaints were reported. Thus, search words depended on the research question
under analysis. The following section discusses how the research questions related to the corpus

were answered.

3.3.1.1 How each research question related to the corpus analysis was answered

(RQ1) How often do complainants refer their complaints to their expectations? (Olshtain
and Weinbach, 1987).

To answer the (RQ1), it was necessary to determine whether complaints included words
or phrases linked to the term expectations. Olshtain and Weinbach (1987) argued that when a
customer's expectations aren't satisfied, the phrase expectations should demonstrate that.

The keywords analysis determined whether a form of the word expectations occurred
more significantly in the target corpus compared to the reference corpus, while a KWIC analysis
provide all instances when the word appeared in different parts of speech (POT) in addition to
the context surrounding the token. Also, the wildcard tool was used to search for words
containing the root of the word consists of three characters (w,g,?). For example, the noun
/tawagu?/, “expecting, expectation”, and the verb /tawaga?a/ “ he expect”/ /tawaga?tu/ “ |

expect”.
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Since Arabic is a root-based language, a different part of speech is formed by adding
various suffixes and prefixes. The frequency was then reported, and examples were provided.

(RQ2) To what extent do Arabic complaints juxtapose positive observation? And in what
order (Sacks, 1992)?

To address RQ2 about complaints sequence. Complaints are often comprised of positive
and negative statements, and contrastive words often divide them. To answer RQ2, it was
important to know whether positive and negative words occurred significantly more often in the
target corpus, as well as whether contrastive words were used to contrast two statements. It was
also beneficial to know the surrounding context and whether negative and positive statements
had been used.

First, the 100 keywords categorized in the first step were read to determine whether
positive or negative words occurred more significantly in the corpus. Additionally, the KWIC
tool was used to search for contrastive words in Arabic such as lakin, bass (“but’’). However,
reading the context surrounding contrastive words was important in order to be certain whether a
contrast had been made, since contrastive words can be employed as discourse markers with
functions other than contrasting two statements. Thus, the collocation tool and concordance lines

were used to examine the surrounding semantic context to the right and left of a token.

(RQ3) Do complainers make it apparent that they're complaining? How often do

complainers expressly state that they are complaining (Edwards, 2005)?

Question (RQ3) is related to the corpus analysis in the study and the definition of complaint
provided by Edwards (2005). The first part of the question asked whether complainers explicitly

show they are complaining. In other words, do complainers use the word complaint in their
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complaints. To answer this question, I first reviewed the results of the 100 keywords and
determined whether any form of the word complaint occurred significantly more often in the
corpus. Also, the KWIC tool was useful in searching for different forms of complaint and the
number of times it occurred. Additionally, the wildcard tool was used to search for different POT
of complaint using the root of the word shaka, meaning to complain.
(RQ4) Does the complaint occur as a speech act set according to Cohen and Olshtain,
(1993) and Olshtain and Weinbach (1987)?

To answer (RQ4), whether other speech acts of complaint occur in conjunction with other
speech acts such as suggestion, warning, threat, recommendation, and advise, the keyword list
was reviewed to determine the presence of related terms. KWIC, concordance, and cluster

analysis was then utilized to identify items associated with each speech act.

3.3.1.2 Pragmatics analysis (method)
In order to answer RQs 5-8, the second method was used to conduct a discourse analysis of
complaints. The data was coded using Trosborg’s (1995) taxonomy. It compared speech acts of
complaint used by Danish and English native speakers as well as three groups of Danish English
learners at varying proficiency levels. The study employed interactive role-play to gather data.
The learners’ performances were compared to native Danish to detect difficulties in
performing acts of complaint. The study also examined complaint strategies, perspectives, and
modifications as well as the roles of other contextual factors such as dominance and social
distance. Intercultural differences were also reported.
The results showed that native speakers of both English and Danish use more complaint

strategies than learner groups. All groups referenced both the complainer and the complainee,
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but no statistical difference was found. However, there was a significant difference between the
frequency of defocalized references to the complainer and the complainee. Furthermore, the
results showed that native speakers used more internal and external modifiers than the learner
group. The results showed that native English speakers use more hinting strategies than Danish
native speakers who were more direct during complaints. Also, the learner group seemed not to
be as affected by dominance and social distancing as the native groups.
3.3.1.2.1 Trosborg’s (1995) model
3.3.1.2.2 Complaint strategies

The present study used Trosborg’s (1995) taxonomy model to analyze the data because it

is flexible and has been proven to be effective in studying Arabic complaints (El-Dakhs &

Ahmed, 2021).
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Table 3. Trosborg’s (1995) model

Complaint strategies
(Presented at levels of increasing directness)

Situation: Damaged car
Hearer has borrowed speakers’ car and damaged it.

Categories:

Example:

Cat.I: No explicit reproach
Str.1 Hint

Cat. II: Expression of disapproval
Str.2 Annoyance

Str.3 Consequences

Cat. III: Accusation
Str.4 Indirect

Str.5 Direct
Cat. IV: Blame

Str.6 Modified blame

Str.7 Explicit blame
(behavior)

Str.8 Explicit blame
(person)

-My car was in perfect order when I last drove it.

-There was nothing wrong with my car yesterday.

-There’s a horrible dent in my car.
Oh dear, I just bought it.

-How terrible! Now I won’t be able to get to work
tomorrow.
Oh, damn it, I’1l lose my insurance bonus now.

-You borrowed my car last night, didn’t you?

-Did you happen to bump into my car.

Honestly, couldn’t you have been more careful.

-It’s really too bad, you know, going around wrecking
other peoples’ cars.
-How on earth did you manage to be so stupid?

-Oh no, not again! You thoughtless,
bloody fool! You’ve done it again.

Based on the Interlanguage Pragmatics of Trosborg: Walter de Gruyter, 1995, P.319
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As illustrated in Table 3, Trosborg’s taxonomy divides complaints into four main
categories, each with several subcategories. There are eight strategies in total. Strategy 1 (hint) is
the least direct strategy, and strategy eight (Explicit blame (person)) is the most direct one.
3.3.1.2.3 Directive acts

Directive acts are either added to complaints or implied; they help complainers make
complainees repair damages. Directive acts are usually forced by moral judgments about a
condemned action wherein a complainer attempts to prevent the complainee from repeating an
unwanted action. It can be achieved through a request for repair, a threat, or a request for

forbearance.

3.3.1.2.4 Focalized and defocalized references

Referencing the complainer and the complainee in a complaint is important. If the
addressee is not mentioned in the complaint, the complaint might be ambiguous.

Trosborg (1995) distinguishes between two types of complainer referencing: Focalizing
and defocalizing. In focalizing references, the emphasis is on the speaker. If a complaint
references the speaker, the complaint may include the first-person pronoun “I,” non-pronominal,
proper, and common nouns. In defocalizing references, complainers do not reference themselves
in the complaints in order to refrain from responsibility. However, it is also possible for the
complainer not to include the addressee by employing the first-person plural pronoun “we.”

Furthermore, Trosborg also proposed three categories: class-inclusive references, all-
inclusive references, and pseudo inclusive references. In the class inclusive category,
“complainers avoid attacking the complainee personally” (Trosborg, 1995); they defocalize the

reference by speaking on behave of a group of people using the plural pronoun “we.”
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In all-inclusive references, the complaint includes reference to the complainer, the
addressee, or others. An all-inclusive class is more general than a class-inclusive reference.
Finally, pseudo-inclusive references can be found in political and academic settings. During
complaints, higher-stake speakers often employ the plural pronoun “we.”

From the hearer's perspective, the complainer may use the pronoun “you’ or common
noun to explicitly reference the complainee. In contrast, complainers may choose not to mention
the addressee who cases the action in order to hide the addressee's identity, or the addressee is
not known, or it is not crucial to mention the addressee in the complaints, or the speaker is being
indirect, or the addressee is already known. Terms such as “one, someone, they” and “people”
are often used to devocalize the addressee (Trosborg, 1995), rendering the complaint less

offensive and creates fewer personal conflicts.

3.3.1.2.5 Internal and external modification

Trosborg (1995) proposed two types of internal modifiers or “modality markers”:
downgraders and intensifiers. Downgrading involves mitigations in which there are eight
subcategories: downtowners, understaters, hedges, subjectiviers, cajolers, and appealers.
Intensifying, on the other hand, involves complainers who direct their complaints aggressively
using intensifiers, and commitment upgraders and lexical intensification.

External modification is used by complainers who use few direct complaints and attempt
to justify their displeasure by using supportive words such as “preparators, disarmers, providing
evidence” and “substantiation” (Trosborg, 1995).

Additionally, several factors can prompt the speaker to blame the addressee for offensive

actions, including "aggravating the offense, repeated action, lack of consideration, no excuse,
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general nuisance, breach of contract or promise, deception of expectation, and appeal to the
complainee’s moral consciousness” (Trosborg, 1995). For further information on complaint
strategies, directive acts, reference focalization, defocalization, and internal and external

modification, see Trosborg (1995).

3.3.1.3 Personal Arabic pronouns

The Arabic language is rich in morphology that is distinguished by number (singular,
dual, and plural) in the first person, and by number and gender (masculine and feminine) in
second and third person pronouns.

Table 4 shows the personal pronouns used in the data. The modification I made is based
on the use of the personal pronoun since tweets were written in Arabic dialect forms showing
morphological differences. For example, in Table 4, it can be seen that the dual form is not
included since the data does not show any use of this form, nor is the second-person plural
feminine form, as it is not used in the data either. Furthermore, the second-person singular
pronoun was only coded by number since most of the tweets used plural forms, so the distinction
seemed necessary. Also, the second-person plural form was only used in masculine forms.

Table 4 shows in column one the number and gender of the pronoun. Then, the second
column shows the independent personal pronouns. The third column shows suffixes indicating
possessors or objects of a verb. The third and fourth columns show suffixes and prefixes of the

subject; these suffixes are attached to the verb to indicate the subject and the tense of the verb.
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Table 4. Personal pronouns in the Arabic dialect

Number and gender Independent Suffixes indicating Suffixes of the Suffixes and
personal possessor, or object subject “suffix prefixes of the
pronoun of a verb tense” subject, in prefix

tenses
First person ana Suffixes: i t e
singular ya
ni
First person plural Thna/nahnu -na -ta n-
Second singular inta -ka -ta t-
masculine
Second singular inti -ki -ti t.....i(na)
feminine
Second plural intum -kum -tum t---u(na)
masculine
Third singular huwa -hu -a y-
masculine
Third singular hiyah -ha -at t-
feminine
Third plural hum -hum -u y....u(na)
masculine

Based on the Personal-pronoun system of classical Arabic (Trager & Rice, 1954), Jstor, p. 225.

3.3.2 Data coding (pragmatic method)

The data was coded in a Microsoft Excel spreadsheet to identify different pragmatic

categories for analysis. The data was read line-by-line to code the following variables: complaint
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strategies, directive acts, internal and external modifications, and complaint perspectives. The
coding of categories followed that prescribed by Trosborg (1995). Also, Arabic examples (El-
Dakhs & Ahmed, 2021) were used to guide the coding of examples. An example of the coding

procedures used for complaint strategy variables is provided in Figure 7.
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@n00n_cares alviie 3 @3y sntl 5ot 1) g o) O 41 aginan oS! =
14 Aol iz a3 GAE! JS 3 Lt ale 28 1 Direct accusation
@n00n_cares iy 3% ps: 38 J! ekl el Copliall s el i Gl Glaoyl okl dualle Gtic
15 s gl il ile NSAE70026124006 «Lia) o3; 12 Direct accusation
@noon_cares )l s oy
s e Wiyl s SAR
14.25 F el §
S ghoas o e I
16 Wenals 4l dlavo.- Lo U8 13 Explicit Blame (b)
@noon_cares &>y S8 Oy gise
17 Juas o eI 4pamy SYall Flejly dpady iy gt 13 3 45 J Sl 9 Abapae i g el Canzy 14 Explicit Blame (b)
@noon_cares dush>3 S5 Uyi pdge
18 Juat o eV dpamy Vsl ey drady By g 1Ega! 3 545 J Sl 3 Agpne i g Bl Canzy 15 Modified blame

Figure 7. Sample coding for complaint strategies

Figure 7 illustrates that each tweet in column A was read more than once, and the
complaint strategies found were coded in column C. The tweets could include more than one
strategy. Thus, the number of tweets in column B could be repeated accordingly. After coding
the tweets, the R program was used to count relative frequency, visualize results, and conduct

statistical measures.
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3.4 Advantages and disadvantages of automated and manual analysis

The traditional methodology employed in corpus analysis is to search for a word or
phrase related to a targeted speech act containing a pragmatic meaning. For instance, a researcher
might investigate a speech act of complaint by searching for how the word “worst” was used
(Vasquez, 2011), or searching the speech act of apology by searching for the word “sorry”
(Aijjmer & Rithlemann, 2015) or “evgenia,”--politeness in Greek (Sifianou, 2015). This type of
search is called the lexical search approach by Aijmer and Rithlemann (2015). The advantage of
this approach is that extensive data can be investigated, providing a general perception of a
specific topic via its frequency of use, trend in usage, and surrounding co-text. Additionally,
automated corpus tools can provide grammatical structure and discourse analysis information.

Despite the advantages of using the automatic lexical search method mentioned earlier,
there are some disadvantages. For example, pre-identified words do not always have identical
meanings in all contexts, and some meanings are conventional (Aijmer & Riithlemann, 2015).

The manual analysis utilized in the present study focused on coding the data using
Trosborg’s taxonomy. The advantage that discourse analysis provides is that the complaint’s
context can be examined carefully by the researcher. However, the coding process can be
subjective. Thus, I tried to follow the examples provided in Trosborg’s (1995) taxonomy and the
keywords used in each category. Also, El-Dakhs and Ahmed (2021) analyzed Arabic complaints
and provided definitions for each category in the taxonomy, which was helpful in coding
complaints using keywords found in definitions and examples.

Researchers including House and Kasper (2011), Laforest (2002), and Olshtain and

Weinbach (1987) have proposed various taxonomies in the literature to examine complaint
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strategies. However, I chose Trosborg’s taxonomy due to its flexibility; adjustments can be made
based on the findings. Also, the taxonomy has already been used with Arabic complaints and

shown to be both efficient and flexible (El-Dakhs & Ahmed, 2021)

Chapter 4

Results

Section 4.1.1 presents the corpus analysis findings. Using the concordance tool, AntConc,
the study’s corpus addressed RQs1—4. The analysis helped answer the corpus research issue of
what definition of the speech act of complaint may be applied to online complaints. In addition,
the results revealed other speech acts in the data. Examining complaint directness also revealed
the extent of face-threatening behavior. A more focused analysis is provided in Section 4.2.
Trosborg's (1995) taxonomy was used to analyze and code the data. The pragmatics analysis in
4.2.1 and 4.2.2 presents the complaint strategies and directive acts used by Arabic speakers to
address research question RQ5.

To answer research question RQ6, 4.2.3 examines complaints from both the
complainant's and the complainee's points of view, and how direct complaints were when they
were produced. Section 4.2.4 examines complaints’ internal modifications to answer research
question RQ7 about complaints’ degree of politeness and directness. Finally, section 4.2.5
discusses the external modification of complaints to address research question RQS. It
investigates how Saudis avoid social confrontation and justify their complaints.

In the pragmatics section, examples are provided for each analyzed category, and the

researcher translated them into English. These samples are rendered in Arabic and translated into
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English. Following the examples, relative frequency, graphical representation, and statistical

tests employed are discussed.
4.1 Corpus analysis results

First, the keywords tool was used to explore the top 100 keywords (Baker et al., 2013;
Harvey, 2020; McEnery & Baker, 2015; Vasquez, 2011). A keyword is defined by McEnery and
Baker (2015) as “a word which occurs significantly frequently in a corpus when compared
against a second corpus.” After uploading both the target corpus and the reference corpus (tweets
written to the Saudi News account on Twitter @SaudiNews50) in AntConc, the results indicated
that the target corpus contained 6,099 tweets and 80,779 tokens, while the reference corpus
contained the same number of tweets, but 67,960 tokens. The keyword tool was then used to
show the top 100 keywords. The results of the keyword analysis are presented in Part 4.1.2.

Problems encountered with Arabic data are explained in the following section.

4.1.1 Arabic and twitter data issues

There were problematic result issues that had to be acknowledged and solved before the
keywords could be analyzed. For starters, there were variations in keyword rankings because
some terms with identical meaning were spelled differently due to dialectal variances or writing

convenience, as shown in example (1).

(1) a. s /rud-uy/
Respond-You.PL
“Respond”

b. s, /rud-u/
Respond-you.PL
“Respond”
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In 1a, the imperative verb in plural form, "respond,” is written with the letter “alif, /a/” at
the end of the word. However, in 1b, the letter “alif, /a/”” was not used. This difference in writing
is not due to dialectal differences, but to writing convenience since adding the letter at the end
will not cause ambiguity. Another example is the prepositional phrase, “with you,” as illustrated
in 2.

(2) a. oSz /mb-kum/

With-you.PL

“With you”

b. Sk /mSa-kum/
With you.PL

“With you”
In 2a, the preposition is written without the letter "alif," and can be transcribed phonetically as
"a." However, the letter in 2b is used in other Saudi Arabic dialects, often in the west province of
Saudi Arabia.

Lemmatization is one method for overcoming spelling variations in AntConc. For group
examples it can be helpful in counting frequency, but it does not reveal the order of tokens.

This type of data also lacks annotation boundaries, reducing the collocation tool’s efficiency and
necessitating a more careful reading. For example, one word in a tweet may collocate with

another word from a different tweet. Thus, the KWIC tool was used, and concordance line files

were referenced when necessary.
4.1.2 Top 100 keywords

In order to analyze the corpus, the methodologies of Baker et al. (2013), Harvey (2020),
and McEnery and Baker (2015) were followed. Initially, the keyword tool was used to determine

the most frequently occurring terms in the target corpus. Comparing the target corpus to the
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reference corpus yielded a list of the most prevalent keywords. The analysis, however,

concentrated on the top 100 keywords.

Target Corpus KWIC [ Plot | File | Cluster | N-Gram [ Collocate | Word Wordcloud
NT"‘63 temp Keyword Types 294/12852 Keyword Tokens 32316/80779 Page Size 1000 hits € 1 to 294 of 294 hits
Files: 1
Tokens: 80779 Type Rank Freq_Tar Freq_Ref Range_Tar Range_Ref Keyness (Likelihood) Keyness (Effect)
Noon_data.txt 1 el 1 801 22 1 1 813.090 0.020
2 us 2 643 2 1 1 763.438 0.016
3 3 519 8 1 1 564.798 0.013
4 s 4 627 32 1 1 561.617 0.015
5 Gkl 5 475 4 1 1 541.223 0.012
6 culb 6 381 2 1 1 444.120 0.009
7 el 7 511 35 1 1 419.971 0.013
8 Sk 8 616 72 1 1 405.283 0.015
9 ol 9 316 0 1 0 386.387 0.008
T —— 10 «lb 10 302 0 1 0 369.244 0.007
11 et 11 433 33 1 1 342.895 0.011
I I 12 12 540 72 1 1 329.932 0.013
s 8 13 b 13 283 9 1 1 279.697 0.007
ULEIES (TAIY 14 gl 14 229 1 1 1 268.587 0.006
Saudi_news.txt 15 &L 15 393 43 1 1 267.032 0.010
16 wull 16 218 0 1 0 266.437 0.005
17 o 17 351 33 1 1 255.749 0.009
18 sl 18 217 1 1 1 254.013 0.005
Search Query @ Words Case  Regex
o Start Adv Search

Sort by Likelihood (C ] Invert Order

Progress esss—

Figure 8. A screenshot of the keyword analysis results in AntConc

Figure 8 is a screenshot of the keyword analysis. First, the results show the #ype, which is
the list of keywords. Second, the ranking of those keywords. Then, the frequency of the
keywords in the target corpus (i.e., Feq Tar), and the frequency of the keywords in the reference
corpus (i.e., Feq Ref). Following that, the range columns show the range of the keyword across
the number of files in both the target and reference corpus. The likelihood column shows the
statistical significance of the keywords in the target corpus compared to the reference corpus.
Finally, the effect shows how unusually the keywords are occurring.

In the current analysis, I’'m only focusing on the likelihood to show the keywords that

occur statistically more in the compliant corpus (i.e., the target corpus) compared to the reference
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corpus (i.e., the Saudi news tweets).Figure 9 illustrates the top ten keywords with the addition of

a translation of those keywords.

Type |Translation Rank Freq_Tar Freq_Ref Keyness (Likelihood)
w2l The DM 1 801 22 813.09
0¢3|Noon 2 643 2 763.438
>, The response 3 519 8 564.798
©3|Were/ was/ have been 4 627 32 561.617
JLJI[The order (masculine) 5 475 4 541.223
b || order 6 381 2 444.12
el ([DM 7 511 35 419.971
oS4le [On you 8 616 72 405.283
4wkl The order (feminine) 9 316 0 386.387
dulb| An order (feminine) 10 302 0 369.244

Figure 9 Top ten most frequent keywords in the target corpus

As can be seen in the top ten keywords list inFigure 9, the phrase “the DM” was the most

frequent keyword in the target corpus. Also, the company name Noon was the second most

frequent keyword. However, we must note that some of the keywords are grammatically

distinguished in Arabic by gender, but they are semantically similar. For example, the keyword

(the order, masculine) was ranked fifth, and the feminine form was ranked ninth.

One potential solution to address this issue is to utilize the lemmatizing function available

in AntConc. Lemmatizing (the DM, the DM) and (the order (masculine, feminine), an order) are

two examples. The results will display the frequency and rankings as shown in Figure 10 and

Table 5.
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Table 5 Lemma list results with translation.

Rank | Lema in Lema in Lemma Lemma word Frequency | Total
Arabic English word forms in English Frequency
forms in (Gender)
Arabic
2 uadll | The DM uadll | The DM (801) 1312
u=x | DM (511)
3 Order aulla Order (302) 1093
allall The order (316)
(Feminine)
k) The order (475)
(Masculine)

The results show that the different forms of the word “DM ™ were the most frequent, with

a total of 1312, and the different forms of the word “order” occurred in 1093.
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Concordance Concordance Plot Flle View Clusters/N-Grams Collocates Word List

Lemma Types: 12849 Lemma Tokens: 80779 Search Hits: 0
Rank Freq Lemma Lemma Word Form(s)
1 1550 oo 1550 oo
2 1312 ol 511 ol= 801 el
3 1093 aulb 302 apllk 316 aulkll 475 Gkl
4 950 S 950 4
5 818 Je 818 ke
6 643 Ty 643 ug
7 627 po 627 @i
8 616 PRAM 616 aSule
9 612 9 612 4
10 611 ™) 611 Lo
n 585 dg 585 ¥g
12 540 J 540
13 525 ul 525 Ul
14 519 N 519 oJI
15 433 433 ALl
16 393 aleall 393 glall
17 389 3 3891
Search Term Words Case Regex Hit Location
Advanced Search Only 0 >
Lemma List Loaded
Start Stop Sort
Word List Loaded
Sort by Invert Order
Sort by Freq °

Figure 10 A screenshot of the Lemma list results in AntConc

Keyword List

Clone Results

However, since the goal is to look at the keywords results, the top 100 keywords were

selected and categorized into eight groups, following McEnery and Baker (2015) (see Table 6).

Although the process of categorizing the 100 keywords was subjective--as noted by

McEnery and Baker (2015) --I tried to categorize the keywords in a manner that would help

explain the speech acts of complaint discourse. In Appendix (a), keyword categories are written

in both Arabic and English with additional information such as the frequency and keyness.

This categorization was a first step in understanding the discourse of Arabic complaints

on Twitter. A further close reading of keywords and lexical items related to the definition of

"speech act of complaint” was examined.
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Table 6. Top 100 keywords in the Noon corpus

Category Keywords

Reference to the complainer I order, I have/ for me, my order, my order (different
writing), My money, with me, my order (different
writing), I sent, I, I want, I contacted, I have, I order,
my problem, my shipment, I received, I Waite, and I, I
contact, and I paid, I want (different writing), I order
(feminine)

Reference to the addressee: Noon, on you, the delegate/ representative, a delegate/
representative from you, with you, with you (different
writing), you have, you answer, for you/you have, your
response, that you, answer (imperative) sing, answer
(imperative)plural, answer (imperative) plural
(different writing).

Retail Trade terms The response, the order(f), an order(f), an order (m),
the order (m), the product, amount, customer/clints, the
delivery, the delivery (syn), service, return, Contact/
communication, the shipment, a product, the customer,
same, message, shipping, bank (adj), company, contact,
the delivery, trade, retrieval/return, the return, it
arrived, discount, delivery, a shipment.

Polite and positive terms the peace, please, please/I hope, please/hope, thanks,
peace,
Negative terms Not/no/never, the problem, and not, solution,

complaint, very, important, bad, any. Unfortunately.

Twitter terms dm, the dm, in the dm, on the dm

Time reference words: today, days, one hour, date, a day, a week, two weeks,
a month, now

were/was/have been, being/done/

Passive forms: take place, and being/done/take place.

Not categorized on

References to the complainer
The first category included references to the complainers. As Trosborg (1995) noted, one

way to know the directness of a complaint is to view the complainer's perspective. When
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complainants refer to themselves, they express responsibility in the complaint, increasing the
chance of a face threatening act. As shown in Table 6, complainers use different types of phrases
and pronouns to refer to themselves in their complaints. The total number of references to the
complainant was 21, and the total frequency was 3,715.

As noted, the results of the 100 keywords did not include terms to defocalize the
complainer. However, complainers referred to themselves using both independent first-person
pronouns to show their involvement in a complaint; for example, the first-person pronoun in
independent form /ana/ “I” or in enclitic forms such as /t*alab-t/ “order-1.”

When examining the target corpus, the independent first-person pronoun /ana/ appeared
525 times, with the conjunction /w-ana/ "and I" appearing 201 times. However, the
the first-person pronoun in enclitic forms such as the first-person singular pronouns (I) as in
/t'alab-t/ “my,” and /talab-i/ "order-my" was not feasible to extract due to its morphological
complexity. For example, when using the wildcard search method, the results were not
informative. In other examples, the results of the wildcard search for the suffix /t/ showed both
the suffix /t/ as in /t'alab-t/, and the noun /al-wag-t/ “the time.” A search for the suffix /i/ showed
a related example, /talab-i/ "order-my," and an unrelated one, /tani/ “second.” These results
showed the limitations of only using corpus tools, as well as the importance of a more focused
pragmatics analysis.

Reference to the addressee

When complainers referred to addressees, they used fewer references than when they
referred to themselves--by 15 times. Also, the total number of references was lower than the
number of complainer references (3,284). Most of the references to addressees used the enclitic

/kum/ “you.” Also, the keywords list did not include the independent singular and plural second
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person pronoun /anta/ and /atum/, respectively. Beside using pronouns to address the addressee,
the proper noun “Noon” was used significantly often. The token, "noon," was the second most
frequent token in the top 100 words list, with a frequency of 643.

When complainers want to hold the addressee as the complainant agent, they use the
second-person pronoun “you” (Boxer, 1993; Trosborg, 1995). The target corpus analysis showed
that Arabic complaints employed the independent form of the second-person pronoun /antum/
125 times, and /anta/ "you” 25 times. However, most of the second person pronouns were used in
the enclitic plural masculine form /kum/ (3,006 times) such as “on you, from you, you answer,
with you, you have, you answer, for you, with you, your respond, and that you.”

Retail trade terms

The retail trade category included terms related to trade and customer service
communication. The category included 30 terms that were used 5,661 times. The high number of
trade terms used was expected due to the context of the data. Also, as the results show, this
category had the highest number of different terms used. and the highest total frequency.

Polite and positive words

Complainers used only six different polite and positive terms, with a total frequency
count for positive terms at 1,191. The most frequently used polite word used in the keywords
was the initiator, /al-salam/ “the peace,” which ranked at 11 with a frequency of 433. The same
word appeared 78 times without the article /al/ "the"--for example, "peace."

Negative terms

The negative terms category contained 10 distinct terms with a total frequency of 2,052.

Complainants used a greater variety of negative terms than polite terms, some having negative

connotations such as "complaint," while others such as "solution" appeared on occasion to have a
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positive meaning. However, when the word “solution” was analyzed in 100 concordance lines,
the findings revealed that it frequently appeared in negative collocations such as "was not," "will

nn

not be," "there is none," "without," and "I do not desire." The examples in 3-9 below include the

negative terms found in the negative terms category.

3) “After two months the problem was not solved, and I did not get my money back”

2 e n il ly A8 Ja 2 (s s 2

4) “But really won’t and will not solve anything”

ERNCRTRERRS

(5) “And there is not any solution but delay”

ol e da ol 4y
In Examples 3-5, the use of the word, “solution,” showed that the word occurred after negation,
and the context showed the word’s negative context. Only two examples showed “solution” used

positively, as in Examples 6 and 7.

(6) Thank you, the problem is solved.
ACEA Ja 231 S5

(7) Thank you; the problem is solved, and the money has been refunded in full. You deserve
the gratitude.
Sl it JalS alaal) gla ) s Al Ja 21 oS0 1S

In examples 6 and 7, “solution” is used in a positive context. Other examples show the word

within requesting contexts 24 times.

(8) “Please solve the problem.”
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9) “I want a solution; I don’t want a robot response every time.”

o e JS 20 Gl Slea 3 Lle da (2l U

In Examples 8 and 9, the complainer used request phrases such as “please” in 8 and “I want” in
9. Also, the cluster results showed the word "solution" often occurred in different parts of speech
with similar meanings such as in "solution" and "solve." Also, the token, “solution,” collocated
with negative words such as “the problem" in Examples 56, "to the problem" in Example 14,
"my problem" in Example12, "a problem" in Example 10, "the issue" in Example 5, and
"complaints" in Example 14.

Similarly, the term, "solution," collocated with "the problem" 72 times; this collocation
ranked highest in the findings related to collocations. The phrase, "to the problem," was used 18
times, making it the second-highest ranking collocate. The second highest collocate was the
prepositional phrase, “to the problem" that was used 18 times.
Twitter

In the Twitter terms category, one finds terminology unique to Twitter. I included four
different variants of the Arabic word, (u=)) /al-xas/, meaning "the DM," in this category. The
total frequency of Twitter terms was 1,483. Based on the results of the top 100 keywords, the
most frequent token in the corpus was the noun /al-xas/, "the-DM,” with 801 Twitter terms.
Although the Arabic word /al-xas/ can also indicate "for or belonging to," it is commonly used to
mean "the DM." Customers frequently use the term to request that the company review the DM
to which they send their requests.

When searching the concordance for the term "the DM," I discovered that it appeared

with the preposition "on" 100 times. The content word(s) that frequently collocated with the
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preposition "on" were "the response" (al-radd). For example, "the DM" collocated 58 times with
"the respond,” 26 times with the imperative verb in plural form /rud-u/, 12 times with the
imperative verb in singular form /rudd/ "answer," and 3 times with the second person plural
pronoun /t-rud-un/ "answer-You.PL."

Another finding in the concordance was the collocation of the word “the DM” with polite
words. For example, the words /mumkin/, /alraja:?/, /arju/, jurja;/, and /fad‘lan/ all of which
translate into the English word “please” occurred 56 times.

(10)  Please/can you respond on the DM.

ol e 50 5 (Sae
(11)  Please respond on the DM.

alall e 3l s
As illustrated in Examples10 and 11, polite words initiated tweets to request a response from the
company. Also, another collocation with "DM" is the phrasal verb “T hope." Other examples
simply informed the company that a request or a response had been sent to the DM.
(12)  The respond was done on the DM.

oalall (e 3l o

(13)  Thope you answer the DM.

oalall e 2l il
Example 12 contains "DM" in polite terms to inform the company that a response had been sent
to the DM. Example 13 contains "DM" with the polite term, "I hope."
Time reference words:

The keyword analysis results indicated that the complainer used time references to

intensify their complaints. Time references were frequently used to relate a company's delay or
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an unresolved issue. The analysis showed that complainers used 10 different time references,
with a frequency total of 1,965.

The most common time reference was the word /al?:n/ "now,” which ranked 38 with a
frequency of 355. Within the 100-example concordance lines, the word was often followed by
the negation “not” 95 times. Customer were complaining about a problem not being solved, a
refund not being received, a delivery delay, or a lack of communication.

(14)  As usual, the problem until now has not been solved. Where is your relevant department?
18 (i al) aSand iy 5 A8 Ja s ol Y1 ) salallS

(15) Peace be upon you; the product does not match the photo and it was returned, and until
now the refund was not received.

il s ) iy o Y1 s g la W1 g0y seall ga (il ¥ geiial) pSle 2Dl

(16) I have a shipment and it’s supposed to be delivered today and util now no one contacted
me to deliver it, [ hope you have creditability on dates.

e sally Aflaadll aSial (585 () Gl Ledia sl aal) ae dual 3l OV (15 2 sll Led 2o 50 A 5 4iad goie
Passive forms:

The top 100 keywords' final category included the past verb (&) /tam.ma/, meaning "to be
or become complete or finished." With a total frequency of 1,084, the results showed three
different forms of the verb /tam.ma/, referring to something that happened in the past. A
complainer used it to hide his/her role in the complaint. It serves as a passive construction in that
the subject is unknown and the word can be translated into "was" or “has been."

Adding a prefix or suffix can change the meaning of a verb as well as the time of the
event. For example, /ja-tm/ can be used to refer to an ongoing event, but when used with a

negation, it refers to a previous event. In the present form, it is often used with a negation and
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contrasts with the meaning of completion, so the complainer often complains that something is
not completed.

Overall, based on the above discussion of 100 keyword categories, the retail trade terms
category includes the highest number of terms (30), and the highest total frequency (5,661).
Furthermore, complainers used more terms to refer to themselves in complaints than focusing on
the addressee. Also, the number of negative terms used were greater than the positive terms.

Not all 100 keywords were helpful in answering the research questions. However, it is
important to first discuss whether the 100 keywords included words related to the research
questions. Following that discussion, the target corpus is examined in accord with each research

question.

4.1.3 Corpus analysis of speech acts of complaint definitions

The first research question (A1) asked whether the complaints contained words or
phrases associated with the term "expectations" as proposed by Olshtain and Weinbach (1987).
They contend that when complaining, the speaker holds the addressee accountable for the action.
Thus, in the analysis, I searched for forms of the word “responsible” to determine whether the
complainants held the addressees expressly liable for the undesirable conduct of interest.
Additionally, the analysis examined other approaches to determine if any of those held the
addressee responsible.

The top 100 keywords list did not contain any form of the word "expect." I used the
wildcard tool to look for any form of the target word. The results showed forms of “expect” such
as (& siall) “expected,” (adsic) “expected,” (423 sie/ Cuad 5il/ad 5if) “T expect/ed,” (4ixd sil/aiad i ) “

expected him,” (<=8 5i) “T did not expect,” and (&85 “expect.”
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Target Corpus
Name: temp
Files: 1

Total Hits: 29 Page Size

AntConc

[A7[&W Plot | File | Cluster | N-Gram |

5000 hits & 1 to 29 of 29 hits

Collocate | Word | Keyword | Wordcloud

Tokens: 80779 File Left Context Hit Right Context
Noon_data.txt 4 Noon_data... Gutie plls datll gle eludl cua agsy ssalees BN Gl Junasill )6 o) e ISy b | pg pSusie e il
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6 Noon_data... e Gloyl alas 1S e (55l S gl a1 sl Jasl o sli gile Gus 030 o S cilialss Gkl e
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18 Noon_data... o Elesd il Sas oy 08l (od wasld Jslaias wigis e ik e il AL Sl A S8 e

Progress

Search Query ) Words

Sort Options

Sort to right

Case  Regex Results Set All hits =)
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Adv Search

® sort3
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Figure 11. A screenshot of the concordance lines of the word "expect."

As Figure 11 illustrates, the KWIC results showed 29 examples of the word “expect,”

and it was determined after reviewing the concordance lines of those examples, that the word

“expectation” was used to express dissatisfaction with a delayed delivery in 15 examples.

(17)

Not true; the expected date for receiving the item was on the website before I registered
the request. Some honesty with your customers.
o Al (g 9l llall Qo o 681 O U8 @8 sall (80 9 g0 allall o3 Y a8 giall 5 Ul e 2
Slae
My order is ready for delivery; when will it arrive? It says that the expected delivery is
tomorrow, August; can you find a solution because it is something very important?

(18)

s o5 A U 5 s (Kan st 122 28 sl Jsam il 5 o 5 o aibail] Sl il

(19)  Very simple items, and it took more than a week and did not deliver, and the expected

date has passed, which is today, and I still have not received my order.

owd Jeanle
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(20) Peace be with you. I ordered two weeks ago, and it has yet to be delivered. The
expectation was that it would be delivered in October, and now that October has
arrived need the order urgently.

S sz aplhll Zlial y g8IL a Gaall s o 55S) Qllall J sa 5 28 iall 5 Cilia sla aally G sasl (0 Gl iSile WD

Examples 17-20 showed that the word “expect” collocated with terms related to delivery and
time such as “delivery,” “date,” and “October.” Only a few examples indicated that the company

was unable to live up to the standards set by the clients, as illustrated in Examples 21-23.

(21) I was not expecting this talk from Noon.
AN () 98 (e ad 53 uSLa

(22) I paid this amount of money because I expected Noon to be a strong and reliable
company.
Aaia g g4y 984Sy (g 58 (o)) a5 i (Y gl adla Ul

(23) Idon’t want to deal with you. The service was not as expected.

Additional evidence demonstrated that consumers did not have very high expectations of Noon,

and that they anticipated receiving subpar service as expressed in Examples 24-26.

(24)  The same expected response and nothing new; shortly, someone will call me to tell me

what the problem is.
Al 4y} Joh aa Lo Jaaiiy 49 95 2y o (8 Le a5l 2 )l

(25)  Iexpect the earliest time will be a day if you are honest, and I rule that out.
0138 agid ka3 131 138 a0 day y sS i aj)  ad 5l

(26)  You called me and said you'd return my money, but you didn't, as I expected. You're only
stalling.
bl 4l Saie e cand gile Jia sl () san sia | 5il8 1 giloal

As previously discussed, customer expectations were frequently not met, and the

complaints were frequently related to delivery delays. According to the results of the clustering
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tool, "the expected date" and "the expected delivery" ranked top and second, respectively.
Similarly, the results of the collocate tool showed the word (& 5ill) “is expected” collocated with
the word(s), “the date," or “date.”

Explicitly using the word “expect” was not the only approach complainers used to
express that their expectations had not been met. The analysis showed that complaints included
the word "supposed," and the results of the wildcard search showed all possible forms of the

word. A wildcard search indicated that it was used 102 times.

Target Corpus (A8 Plot | File | Cluster | N-Gram | Collocate | Word | Keyword | Wordcloud
NameJptemp Total Hits: 109 Page Size 5000 hits & 1 to 109 of 109 hits
Files: 1
Tokens: 80779 File Left Context Hit Right Context
Noon_data.txt 1 Noon_data... ey elas Jaalsil] 13 G Gslan slai psall Juass Y Galls S o B3l Lag ¥ pga Y1 s oy aa¥
2 Noon_data... &l pilaay Lo G 5550 09 J gl Jeass Oagall gl s sadin] Gla (Sile @ glaainy) Galadle 5oy Liaye
3 Noon_data... s b gl sl U ailiay Lo sl Juass SRl o i palall e (6 5ladionl ole g3y (3Gl Gallally 1y
4 Noon_data... Ul il JS Ghabiatll o3 2l Lag psid) Juass oAl Ol Esael L) e i gabial o Sy e Landls
5 Noon_data... @2l als o) (oA Cude (b pay psdll Jeass oasall Led oS A (e o S )1 asay] o i
6 Noon_data... Lo o3 S0 Guslalls Ll Al piiliags poil| Juass oaill il guie Dllall gige a2l Huil S (Sale WLl (o3al
7 Noon_data... s8ala ol aags; das daay Laglay Yy sl Juass OasAll Cralle uie pSle aStadl aliuuall 4lad] (oo 5Ly SeiS Jasl,
8 Noon_data... igishae Yy dluy; plia Yy cliay Yy usl Jeass oayall Oo OlSs desite ulls e diseal Gy b Eaanl iy
Reference Corpus 9  Noon_data... ol Gl pns Lol Slae aalsi agailly el Jaass Sassill il Gals 93 ludionl @uic pSlas Slialss Gat o3 Yy
Name: my_corpus 10 Noon_data... s el oSas aliag Lo 5Y 1 Wlly pubansi | Juass Rl ) lle $aaud allla Gisisatl (Sas GalllINA o) Sinan o
Files: 1
11 Noon_data... Slallall Cigsl o) Sl Uy cpa 6w B Juags oaaill o gie Bl aSule adtadl ullall Jaagiy 5aa Gy (a3 e
Tokens: 67960
. 12 Noon_data.. Juass ghay wiads Juass sl saly Juasy LIS Juag oaeill 13U Jaeass (upli callng as Clalls (o] (@31 Ciieall Juags
Saudi_news.txt
13  Noon_data... iy Glalal JAl Jaaad! s sl s Jaasll uass Rl Jseasill Slastany aaladl dlull fpagsill o iy S o pilagle
14 Noon_data... 3 g el ame oSy Claall delidl o Juass oAl b oLty Sl @aie GlSm Bl wanyy pSule pldl (giall
15  Noon_data... Shalsm il (o wuasle 5 pad clably pss Joass LAl e gsie ppdile JUilal LIS Lyay3ig lyased o3y cedly gpdlsan
Search Query % Words Case Regex Results Set Al hits B Context Size 10 token(s) T
e Start Adv Search
Sort Options  Sort to left B sort1 1L ® sort2 2L ® sort3 3L B Orderbyfreq B

Progress

Figure 12. A screenshot of the concordance lines of the word "supposed.”

Similarly, the tokens "expect" and “supposed” were often used to show disappointment
about the company not making a delivery on time. For example, the concordance line analysis
showed the word collocated with the phrase (psd! Jwa &%) “to arrive today." The analysis showed
that in 72 examples, customers complained about a delivery time, as shown in Examples 27-30.
(27) Itis Sunday, and it did not arrive until Wednesday. I hope you can solve the problem.

The order was supposed to arrive today, but suddenly you sent me a message saying you

had communicated with me, and I did not respond.
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e Joal 5l 3 43l () shos 55 ol gl a5 (ym 5 yiall bl 4SS Ja Ll s Y a5 W) Josi ]y 22

Cuaylag

(28) Today the shipment is supposed to be delivered, brother; take it out with the

(29)

(30)

representative or delegate.
opiall o o 53 53 (5 5 il (g ) (g sl 05
You said you would get back to me within hours, but I did not see that. I was supposed to
receive the order two days ago.
G5 (v Aialind (5 il il o i Yy el A Jle g3 i) 5l
My shipment was supposed to arrive today, but until now, no one has contacted me.

e Joal i) ke (N ) OSY i 5 sl (a5 piall i

In other examples, the word "supposed" was used to complain about not receiving a

compensation as in Example 31; not receiving an apology as in Example 32; or about how the

company should take care of product protection before delivery as in Example 33.

€1y

(32)

(33)

This was the second order and was canceled. I’'m supposed to receive compensation for
the amount deducted.

Claa s Culla () pSile 23l auadll dasy ey 9o oy (a5 el Laladl i s 4Bl aglasdl o alandl 530
I swear this is very wired from Noon and its products and finally she told me we will
contact you. I swear she was supposed to apologize and solve the issue quickly.

g o g sall puald o 5 ,Niad (ym g sl dll 5 laa Joal gty J g AN 5 agllatiag ¢ 51 am e 4l
I found the cream hot, and it is not supposed to be exposed to heat. I wish you would put

a sticker on these products for the delivery representative.

Q\Alu\nD.JA‘;GLA}AAQ_I:IJMJSSMU:\LLA?SA:\SDJ\JL“bﬁéuaﬁuw})w‘)bﬁ)ﬂ\dm
s e Al jmd AU eds e shaall
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The second part of Olshtain and Weinbach's (1987) definition of complaint is that the
speaker holds the addressee responsible for the action. In regard to the keyword list, the
complaints did not include any form of the word "responsible." The wildcards search indicated
that "responsible" was used only 18 times.

(34) Noon Express informed me that they have nothing to do with Namshi orders and that
delivery is your responsibility.

S sl G (ol guse 25 5 a8 5 (g0 lallally agl 4B Y agdl G yusS) (53 3 530

(35) You respond that you are not responsible for the codes, and I'm not sure who is then
responsible. I entered your site, and it gave me a discount, and when I finished the order,
the discount was still there, which means there is a deception.

an Jilaiad iy oSafse (8108 aadl) Jla

(36) This is stupid; it is obvious how many times I contacted you and you did as well, but
there is no solution but delay, and we are sorry. You are not reasonable.

il g g Sl Canlip alill ye U (6 48 Y5 adlae | silal 53 5 aSlas aleal 5i o e oS ol Lt S

Holding the agent responsible can be achieved by more than just using the word,
"responsible." As Boxer (1993) and Trosborg (1995) argued, when a speaker wants to hold the
addressee accountable for an action, he/she uses the second person pronoun, increasing the
directness of the complaint. The analysis showed that the second person singular /anta/ “you”
was used 57 times.

(37) Now, why did you write me the letter on the DM? What is my benefit?
il (B ) g Galall 8 ildadll 13a ) il il oY)
(38) It is the same thing, and you act like you solved the problem. You said on the DM we

will file the complaint and they will call me.
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However, according to the findings, the second person plural form /antum/ “you,” was used far

more frequently than any other form--180 times.

(39)  You said receive the order and make return and we will return it.

gla ) Al (g s s allall caliaal (6l 5 il
(40)  You are liars; you even lie to the ministry of trade. I'm telling you that the refund request

is still pending, and the money is not back in the wallet.
abadaall dllall oale )y a5 4y sual) &y al 4dly oS il o laill o ) 35 (B (Sl a) 00385 o (S S Qi
When the complainer did not want to hold the addressee responsible, a third-party
complaint was used such as the personal pronouns /hum/ “they.” The pronoun /hum/ was used
17 times.
(41)  They did not deliver my order, and they do not want to refund me.

38 O el ) aa Vg b shayaa Y
(42)  The problem is that my order is express and I want to travel, and they do not want to

deliver it.
e shom s meal ) ad Vg Jilal ) By G pnS) il Al

Independent pronouns usage was not the only approach Arabic speakers used; other
enclitic pronouns, both in the second and third person, were also employed. For example, when
comparing the suffix for the second-person pronoun "you," the results showed 3,006 occurrences
compared to the results of the third-person suffix "they," which totaled 411--clearly indicating
that complainers held the company as the agent of the complaints, and that their complaints were
direct in nature. The use of second-person pronouns also indicated that complainers were face-

threatening the addressees when they increased the directness of their complaints.

85



However, it was not feasible to extract all potential enclitics from Arabic pronouns. This
is because Arabic pronouns are connected as suffixes or prefixes to a variety of verbs and nouns,
which led to unrelated findings.

According to Olshtain and Weinbach's (1987) definition of speech acts of complaint,
speakers may complain because they expect the fulfillment of a promise. Aa indicated in the
discussion above, the promises that Noon did not keep were related to delivery time and poor
service. Additionally, the results showed only 29 examples of explicitly used forms of the word
"expect." However, customers used the word "supposed" to avoid unfavorable service from the
company, using the word more than 72 times.

Another crucial component of Olshtain and Weinbach's (1987) definition of speech acts
of complaint is that the speaker considers the addressee responsible for undesirable conduct. The
results showed only 18 examples of complainers using any form of the word "responsible."
However, other approaches such as using second-person pronouns or third-party complaints can
be used to hold an addressee responsible (Boxer,1993; and Trosborg, 1995).

Theis research indicates that complaints were relatively more direct since the use of
second-person pronouns was more common than the use of third-person pronouns. It is
important to note that this research focused on independent pronouns and some enclitic
pronouns in Arabic, which might indicate a strong trend. Despite this, other enclitic pronouns
existed in the data but were not retrieved.

To help address RQ2, Sacks (1992) argues that complaints often arise sequentially in his
concept of complaint. Complaints are often composed of two statements, one that is positive and

one that is negative, and contrastive words are often used to join them.
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To determine whether the complaints on Twitter followed this sequence, I used the
wildcard tool to search for instances when the contrastive word in Arabic /lakin/ “but” was used
and observed that the token had been used 223 times. Furthermore, 100 examples were selected
randomly and closely examined to determine whether the complaints included positive or

negative phrases.

The results showed only four examples of Sack's (1992) suggested order of praise: plus but, plus

a complaint.

(43)  Thanks, but please answer me again.
PSRRI IR
(44)  Thanks, but I did not find the one I want the white and black
gl 5) G sl ol U il La | S

(45)  Peace be upon you please I'm trying to understand but I can’t order something and pay
for it, and it is ripped what is this degradation

8 il g ke i sl adde @daly o8 alla) ing bl Y S) agdil Jslal Ul | ginan o) aSile 23U
Al

(46) I appreciate your apology but unfortunately bad expedience never again.
More than two-thirds followed the neutral statement sequence--a purchase the customer made,

plus “but,” plus the negative complaint.

(47)  Peace be upon you. I received the order, but it was missing one product.
e Uil (K1 ) Qllall Cilainl df des )5 aSle 23
(48)  This is the message “the refund order to your account is approved but I did not receive

the money.

siboy ol ol (S flilia g la V) Gl e 4881 sal) s Alls )1 (538
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(49) The order was received, but unfortunately it is not as stated on the receipt.
o5l aiithe e Caud S1 agdlall 2l &3
The opposite order suggested by Sacks (1992) in which the sequence in the complaint
starts with a complaint or negative statement, plus “but,” pulse a positive statement was not
found in the selected samples. However, 10 examples did show the sequence of negative

statement, plus “but,” plus another negative statement.

(50) Allah suffices me, and He is the best disposer of affairs among you, and everyone
contacts me, but it is better to file a complaint on you.

Juadl oSle Sl (ST oan sl 55 0 IS (e g oSle JS ) pai g dl anss
(51) I'm tired of texting you for three months, you respond on the DM but to no avail.
S5 O30 N alall (& 093 55 oSl je Cule Hel) 4330

(52) Everyone complains from you, be ashamed and close your account and your store, but
you are used to humiliation.

ALl e 153 925 (S bl o s s i | iy oSgm 5 e | oS Sy OS5

The cluster analysis showed that the word /lakin/ collocated with negative words such as
a negation /lam/ /ma/ “not, no, never,” and /ma/ /la/ “don’t, no, not,” with a total frequency of
50. Another negative word that collocated with /lakin/ was /lilasaf/ “unfortunately” (7) times the
problem (6) times. The collocated tool analysis results were similar to that of the cluster

analysis; the negation /lam/ was ranked first and occurred 15 times.

The analysis showed that very few (only four) of the complaint examples followed
Sack’s (1995) complaint sequence and included a positive statement. However, most of the
complaints followed the neutral sequence: a statement, plus “but,” plus a negative statement.

Additionally, a new complaint sequence surfaced using the contrastive word “but” to connect
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two negative statements—an occurrence not mentioned in Sacks’ (1995) description of a

complaint sequence.

The third research question, RQ3, concerned with the explicit manner of complaining
(Edwards, 2005) prompted yet another search. The word /fakwa/ "complaint" was among the top
100 keywords found, ranking 58 with a frequency of 104. Additionally, a close examination of
concordance lines indicated that the word could be categorized to show that a complaint had

been filed:

(53) A complaint has been filed with the Ministry of Trade; no one else will preserve my right
but them.

pSie ia s pad e Blao jlaille ) ol oSl (5 S0 pd )

(54) Every day, the same talk; I filed a complaint, and we will see at that time what will
happen.
iy iy g5 o gl g Cuald g (5 oS Cand ) QDS (i a5 S

The word could also be categorized to show that a complainer indirectly threatened to file
a complaint:

(55) Tomorrow, God willing, I will file a complaint against you with the Ministry of Trade, so
you stop scamming.

u@u)ﬁjjuma)\;ﬂ\a)\)ﬁé&&&ﬁuéﬁf&\udho)&

(56) The delivery date is meant to be Thursday, but I have not received anything, and I have
requested several times with no results. God willing, I will file a complaint to the
Ministry of Trade.

o) 35 ot 558 L A L (Ol sl Al 5 @) 4350 US 5 (o (e Las el 0 (a5 sl OIS Ja ) e e
o lal)
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Another pattern indicating that a complainer threatened an addressee was seen when the word
"complaint" was combined with the present verb "to file." In these situations, complainers were
informing the addressee that they wanted to file a complaint and explained why.

(57) Peace be upon you. I want to file a complaint. Two days ago, a representative from Noon
came and returned a machine, and I was not contacted.

e Jaal sl G al g Sleadl aa s 058 i s Jlo sy I e (5580 @d ) (2l aSile 23U

(58) Peace be upon you. I want to file a complaint: "I have an order from Monday, and the
representative called me and told me he was in the neighborhood, and until now,
Thursday, it has not been delivered; why?

G il e Gusedd) Y1 s Al 8 4l Copiall i€ (i) o g (el stie (5 5 gl il aSile S
)

(59) Where can I file a complaint against Noon? I have been asking them to refund me for two
months and there has been no response.

Cslad e ol il odle) agalbal 0 jed e SST I Jla (i (0 05 Sl 5588 @b )
The collocation analysis tools revealed that the noun "complaint" frequently collocated
with the past tense verb "filed” as illustrated in Table 7.

Table 7 Collocation of the word complaint.

word Collocation frequency
complaint filed 12

I filed 9

And filed 4

When the complainer wanted to warn, request, or threaten the addressee about filing a
complaint, the noun “complaint” collocated with future tense verbs such as “I will complain” 8

times, and “to file” 13 times. As can be seen, the mention of past complaints occurred more often
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than threats to complain in the future or the desire to complain. This was also true when
searching for the verb "complain" in the past tense: “I complained” occurred 5 times in contrast
to "I will complain,” which occurred 3 times.

Regarding RQ4, a speech act in general does not occur in isolation, but with other speech
acts. This observation led Olshtain and Cohen (1983) to introduce the “speech act" concept and
determine whether other speech acts occurred with complaints in the data. In the present
investigation, the first ranked common word on the keywords list was the token “the DM." The
cluster tool displayed the data’s top cluster phrases when setting the cluster size to four words,
with a minimum frequency of two. The results of the cluster analysis showed 53 different
clusters with the word "DM," and 35 were requests. The requests were routed to the Noon
account in order to either respond to a customer’s question or to process request on the DM. For
example, the top three clusters included requests such as "Please answer the DM" (32), and "I
hope you answer the DM" (11).

However, it was difficult to tell by only looking at the cluster results whether these
requests co-occurred with the act of complaining or were just isolated requests. To gain a more
accurate analysis by reading the full tweets, a closer reading of examples in the file tool was
required. The readings showed that most requests occurred in isolation; however, there were
cases in which the requests and complaints co-occurred, as in Examples 60-62.

(60) I’'m sorry to hear that. Check the DM. I have been contacting you for a week and I did not
find an answer. I expect to receive the shipment, and you are still changing the date of
delivery, and your team does not know they are responsible.

o O shan il g il il )y ) a8 sl Asgi aa) ol g & gaasl Nia aSlae Sl gia Ul i Gl ) ) 9085 D g Lo ik 5
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(61) Please respond. Payment was made in full in advance, and until now the order has not
been delivered, and it has been days. Please respond in the DM.
bl e 2 s 4l o) U5 L (i o 1 M S ol s 55y 250 s
(62) Please check the DM because your response was not appropriate.
aSia Cuulia ASLe 3l 43Y (alall | g2 cully
The imperative verb (s2) "respond" ranked 21 in the top 100 keywords, with a frequency
of 201. It was another token indicating the presence of a speech act of request in the data, and it
was frequently collocated with the token DM. Like the token DM, the verb “respond” often
occurred in isolation. However, there were examples showing the co-occurrence of the request
with speech acts of complaint.
(63) Bad services respond to the DM.
Gald 53 dam dedd

(64) Answer the DM I need to get a refund.

(65) Ireceived an incomplete order and had already paid for it. Respond to the DM.
oalall e g2 ) Lgiadla Ul g aualls Sl ila s
In the top 100 keywords list, the token "complaint,” which occurred as a speech act of
complaint,” co-occurred with a speech act of threat, as discussed with Examples 55-59.
The following examples showed a speech act of advice combined with a speech act of complaint.
The wildcard search for the word ( «zw=il ¢aSauail) “T advise” indicated the word appeared 18
times, and four of those times it was used as a noun.

(66) Noon' client must contact you in order to get the order delivered, and in the end "contact

us on the DM" why don't you text on the DM. I do not recommend shopping with you.
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Y Galall e sl sile 23 4 Galall e Uine Jual 55 g a5 dulls o 53 e oS1 55 Galy (95 ) Janll sl

(67)

(68)

pS2a (3 pull 4y 2y el
I advise everyone to stay away from Noon. There is too much fraud and counterfeit
goods, and the maintenance guarantee is fake. Do not trust them, and I have had bad

experiences with them. They are very polite on the timeline, but their handling on the

DM is the worst.

el (sl agy |58 Y Apes 5 Allia s lana g oalaall aliadll 5 (il e ASI Glligh ) 58 e AaiVL el sl

Jabaill 8 olial) dad aldll a5 Gt se alall Lo g ablaa sy ye
It is widely regarded as the worst app. I advise you not to deal with them.

slaa Jalaty 03Y aSaail slaa alabai) (Gl | gl i s yaa

A warning was also included with the advice. The wildcard search for the word (L)) “beware--1

warn you” indicated the token was used six times, and the token (/4i) “watch out” six times.

(69)

(70)

(71)

(72)

Beware of dealing with Noon and be very careful to trust their mythical dates. No one of
their employees knows where my shipment is, and they all have the same answer.

u»&.aagjs‘sl\;ﬁau.\\es:;:i?@_uﬂnyuoh\ygﬁ\)ﬂ\e&m\ﬁéﬁMwoMJh\}uy@dAM\wﬁ\

I warn everyone from dealing with this site and Noon’s failed management.
AL 53 0ol 5 g sall 138 ge Jalaill (g gend) sl

I requested a refund, and until now I have not received the money in my account. Watch

out for them, and do not order from them ever.

1ol agie | sallai Y agie | gl (s ld () g2 ) Le (O g5 (a5 (Sl s 3lae il

Noon was known for delivery, but now be careful who you buy from; before purchasing,
they provided you with a delivery date, but after the purchase, they changed it to a
different date. The last order took more than two weeks to complete. International sites
deliver faster, even though I have a premium subscription.
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2453 Lo i 55 g U5 i Cpnll o8 sall 1l U8 Al 538 patie: (G o i 4880 V) e sils OIS (55 @B 50 e
138 5 agie g ml daa 58 O jla d sall a8l sall il 3a e gl (e ST AT aadie Jaglla Al z )5 () J s 4ileal)
nan (5 s 2ay il
The complainant offered advice to other customers either after the complaint, as in
Example 66, or before the complaint, as in Example 67. Additionally, advice was given in the

form of a warning to other customers either before or after the complaint, as shown in Examples

69-72.

4.1.4 Corpus analysis Summary

The top one-hundred keywords were categorized into four groups, revealing that
complainants referred to themselves more frequently than they referred to addressees, and also
indicating their complaints were direct. High directness was also demonstrated by the absence of
complainant defocalization.

Moreover, Twitter terms had the greatest number of occurrences across all categories.
Moreover, when comparing the frequency of positive and negative keywords, the data revealed
that negative terms occurred more frequently: 1,191 against 2,052.

The second section of the analysis is devoted to examining speech acts of complaint
definitions. According to Olshtain and Weinbach (1987), complainers show dissatisfaction when
their expectations are not fulfilled. In 29 cases that were examined in the present study, the
complainants explicitly referenced their expectations using various forms of the term "expect."
However, the complainants indirectly expressed that their expectations had not been met by
choosing fewer threatening words. For example, they utilized the word "supposed" 102 times.

The second component of Olshtain and Weinbach's (1987) definition addresses the notion

of holding the addressee accountable for an infraction. According to the present findings, the
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word "responsible" appears 18 times in complaints, indicating that addressees were being held
explicitly responsible.

Addressees can be held reasonable in a variety of ways, such as using the pronoun "you"
in the second person (Boxer, 1993; Trosborg, 1995). The current findings indicated that the
complainers held addressees responsible, and used the independent second person singular
pronoun /anta/ “you” 57 times, and the plural form /antum/ 180 times. Use of the second person
showed that complaints were very direct, and that addressees were held responsible for the
negative action.

Another indication of extreme directness was that the independent third-person pronoun
"they" was used only 17 times. Comparing the enclitic forms of second and third pronouns also
confirmed a high level of directness. Specifically, the enclitic pronoun /kum/ was used 3,006
times more often than the third-person suffix /hum/, which was used only 411 times.

The second significant finding relates to Sacks’ (1992) contention that complaints
frequently occur in a sequence. Only four of the selected one-hundred examples displayed the
specified sequence: positive statement, plus “but,” plus complaint. Conversely, the opposite
order--negative complaint, plus “but,” plus positive statement--was only observed 10 times. In
addition, most of the examples followed the pattern of neutral statement, plus “but”, plus a
negative review. This was also observed in the collocation analysis of the contrastive word
/lakin/ "but," which frequently collocated with negative words such as "negation,"

"unfortunately," and "problem."

Edwards' (2005) definition of speech acts of complaint suggests that the complainant

need not expressly state that he/she is complaining. However, according to the keywords results,
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the noun "complaint" was among the top 100 keywords with a ranking of 58, and was used 104

times.

A close examination of concordance lines for the noun "complaint" revealed that the
term was used to inform recipients of a complaint. Other examples demonstrated that the term
was used in conjunction with other speech acts, including threats and requests. The observation
of other identified speech acts also relates to Olshtain and Cohen’s (1983) contention that

complaints rarely occur in isolation.

The frequent use of requests was a further observation. In the cluster analysis, the most
notable keyword was "the DM" and revealed a significant number of requests. However, the
requests were frequently made independently. The frequent occurrence of the word "respond"
was among the top 100 keywords (201 occurrences) and was another indicator of an extensive

use of requests.

The use of speech acts of advice during complaints was also observed in the data;
however, the lexical search results revealed that advice terms were only mentioned four times.
Advice was given 12 times and might have been offered as a warning to other consumers.
Having presented the corpus analysis of the data above, the following section will concentrate
on the pragmatics-based analysis of complaints using the taxonomy developed by Trosborg

(1995).
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4.2 Pragmatics analysis results

4.2.1 Complaining strategies

This section will concentrate on the pragmatics-based complaint analysis using the
taxonomy developed by Trosborg (1995). Examples of complaint strategies employed by Saudis
on Twitter--hints, annoyance, consequences, indirect accusation, direct accusation, and modified

blame (behavior)—will be discussed.

4.2.1.1 Category I: Hints

In hinting strategies, the complainant holds the complainee responsible, but does so
indirectly and does not explicitly express that the complainee is liable for the offense. This
method of using hints is typically employed to avoid conflict with the complainee and to save
face for the complainer. In the present study, 2.8% of the complaint strategies consisted of
hinting. Noon clients posed questions in the form of inquiries or questions about problems they
were experiencing. The tweets pointed to deficiencies in the quality of service that Noon offered,

as the following examples demonstrate under Example 73:

(73)
a) “Peace be with you, I ordered an item that was meant to be delivered today because I'm
flying this morning if God wills, why hasn't it arrived?”
Allall 8 ciliaa g gle Gl L ) adll Jilae S5Y o sl dea i sl e Ll 4l gaie oSl 23U
b) “This is the second time ['ve bought something and received something entirely different.

The problem is that I returned it and was given another one that was also different.”

b e ganilio ye callal gama yil g e o ye Jg) zitall (i 48) AlSl) allal U1 yie s aiie alla) 4l o
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A

c) “The item was purchased and returned, and I purchased the same item at a reduced
price; I still had 20 in my wallet today, but I saw they removed it.”
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4.2.1.2 Category II: Annoyance

The data revealed that the most common complaint strategy (35.8%) was annoyance. In
Example 74 below, the complainant clearly expressed unhappiness and disapproval about how
the firm was addressing the situation; yet, the complainant did not hold the complainee
accountable for the problem.

(74)

a) “Ireceived an email that included no updates. I am very upset because every time
someone calls me, they are unaware of the background of my problem.”

gy ey Laumwmﬂraf@g‘uyua elia b/uY/du/SfﬂwimumL;/w[c&}m yraLc LLAJ/‘fLLAJ
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b) “What, I've had my order for three days, but no person has phoned or done anything.
How much longer must I wait? How about a week, a month, or two months haa”

W (e el g sl s (el 13 (i (ol ) Vs (SalS paie (o) W al) 336 A) ll pa
Category III: Consequences
Complainers also expressed the negative consequences they faced as a result of Noon’s
inadequate service practices, as shown in Example 75. Negative impacts of negative actions were
the least often employed strategy used in complaints (0.6%) .
(75)
a) “I ordered it on the first of Dhul Hijjah and received it on the fourth, however the scooter
was missing four major pieces and could not be utilized. I filed a complaint, and you

promised to address the issue. Today is the 15th, and I still haven't solved the problem. [
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received one thing, but the second was incomplete. You spoiled the Eid vacation for the

children and did not resolve my problem TP FE »
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b) “If a representative called me to return my order, I would stop.

Aside from the embarrassment you caused me with my purchase, it was a gift for my father;

he never received it, and I never received my money.”’

) ol g IS lally ) o gissess M ] Y]y Y ES e 580 i) 1y il £ lasiinY i stia e Jual 57 L3
sli [ pien ) Yy 40 4a Y
Example 75 demonstrates how a complainant might convey his/her anger to the

complainee by expressing the negative effects of poor customer service.

4.2.1.3 Category IlI: Indirect accusation

Complainants demonstrated that Noon was the indirect agent of the action, as shown in Example
76. Based on the data presented, it appeared that complainants seldom (3.8%) resorted to indirect
accusation as a complaint strategy.

(76)

a) “I purchased a sale item, after two weeks, the order was canceled. Is the offer bogus,
and hence the request was canceled, suggesting that the product was unavailable?”

Soctiall i anve] b i) a5 IV ot 5 il S llall o lill a7 e guss] 323 in je 4le ills ully

b) “Is it possible that your employee lacks class or sophistication? On Friday at 9:30am, [
received a phone call from a representative.”

dreall o g lia Gy 4e Ll (33 saie Jal (553 Vs ol yial abdie Lo aSylie 4l sine
In Example 76, complainers employed the indirect approach of accusation by asking a

question which showed that he/she accused the company--but indirectly.
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4.2.1.4 Category IV: Direct accusation

Complainants explicitly accused Noon of conducting negative actions in straightforward
accusations. According to the analysis, direct accusation was the third most common complaint
approach, accounting for 14.5% of the total complaints. In Example 77, the complainant directly

accused the company of being liars and thieves.

(77)

a) “You are liars and thieves, and everyone is whining as a result. Be embarrassed of your
appearance and close your business and account, although I doubt you will because you
are used to receiving complaints.”

igdl) (e /50 525 (ST Jiad] 28y g aSiliss [ oli g aSgun g Ao [ saics] aSio Siddy JSI) 5 ()3S 5 4a) g T

c) “Why did you only react after I protested to the Ministry of Commerce, and why was the

whole money not refunded? You are the online retailer that lies the most, and your
customer service department also consistently offers defective items.”

MMJ';Q:JS\}‘;.'UJSS.“@gﬁ\#\o};ﬂ\oﬂj}éﬁgﬁﬁ\w\i\&\)%J)uuigjdaﬁél,\d\&b)\eﬁuu@
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4.2.1.5 Category 1IV: Modified blame
Employing the modified blame strategy, a complainer expressed his anger toward Noon
by stating that the company was supposed to take a different approach to their service, using the

word “supposed.” Only a small percentage of complainers (1.5% total) took advantage of

modified blame.
(78)
a) “I have an order, which is supposed to be delivered to me on Saturday , but the

representative asked to postpone it to the another day and i still did not get it. I need it
today. The order number #H##H#H#.

ol b iale o g (5 o (A0 () Lalali e gl s el I8 Caandl) il 5 s piall 4l (g0
Gl 8, I 55 0o
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b) “I have an order that was supposed to be here on Sunday, but it still hasn't. The
representative cannot be reached or found. This is a consistent problem. Do not give a
deadline if you are irresponsible.”

13 Laghy S A 18 sl i o) Juaal 5ill 43 pha 0 g3 59 W5 OY) (s Clia g Lo g 2aY] i i jidal) 4l sie
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4.2.1.6 Category IV: Explicit blame (behavior)

In explicit blame, the complainer explicitly complains about the company‘s behavior, and
all the strategy’s focus goes toward the complainer’s issues such as "customer service" and an
"annoying employee." It is clear that the corporation's activities were the focus of this complaint,
rather than the company itself. The data suggested that blaming Noon specifically was the
second most common complaint strategy (29.9%).

(79)

a) “The worst company ever, they do not have any professionalism in dealing. A company
that does not have employees who are able to resolve complaints”

@Sl Ja e 58 (uilh se laiele 4S50 Jaladl) 8 4l i) (sl agaal Gl BOUY1 e 4S5 Gl

4.2.1.7 No complaint

The findings indicated that not all Tweets included complaints; 11.2% of them lacked it.
Clients wrote tweets with no intention of criticizing the firm; rather, they wanted to enquire
about services the company provides. There was no indication of a negative attitude or a desire
to complain in any of the tweets, as illustrated in Example 80.
(80)
a) “Peace be upon you. I have a desire to open a store with you in Noon. I have seen the

documents required to open the store. My question is, can the self-employment document

be a substitute for the commercial register?”
mjaﬁaﬂL;JLM/;M/Czﬂajﬂ:d/dgbjﬂwlc M/‘Uy@ﬁsdjuygsmj&ﬂﬁ_{“&ﬁ)u/
0550 O Sadd] e gl aedl
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b) “Peace be upon you. What is your method of installments, because I tried to pay with my
regular Mada Al-Rajhi card, and I could not, what is the solution? because I want to buy
this product.”

¢ Jall Gig ore lasmle s dpalall an )l (520 Zlay b ad) il gla 5Y aSaie Tl 45, jl) (3 oSle 2L
13 eisall g it 0¥

Table 8 and Figure 13 illustrate the frequency and relative frequency of complaint
strategies used by Saudis on Twitter in relation to the Noon customer service account. The most
common complaint strategies included annoyance (35.8%), explicit blame (behavior) (29.9%),
and direct accusation (14.5%). On the other hand, hint, consequences, indirect accusations, and
modified blame were the least frequently used strategies, with consequences being the least used
of all strategies used by complainers (0.6%). Finally, the results indicated that 155 tweets

(11.2%) did not include any type of complaining strategy.

Table 8. Distribution of complaint strategies.

Strategy Freq Percentage
8. No complaint 155 11.2

5. Hints 38 2.8

1. Annoyance 439 35.8

2. Consequences 8 0.6

3. Direct accusation 200 14.5

6. Indirect accusation 52 3.8

7. Modified blame 20 1.45

4. Explicit Blame (Behavior) 413 29.9

Total number of complaints 1,379
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Figure 13. Graphic representation of the distribution of complaint strategies

As a last thought on complaint strategies, it should be mentioned that one of the
strategies, explicit blame to a person identified by Trosborg (1995), was not found in the data.
This might be because personal relationships are usually not found in such a context. The
complainers frequently expressed displeasure about how the corporation dealt with the various

services offered.
4.2.2 Directive acts

Directive acts can be added to complaints for various purposes. According to Trosborg
(1995), there are three types of directive acts that complainers may add to or imply in their
complaints: threats, requests for repairs, and requests for forbearance. However, the analysis of
complaints in the present study revealed that there were other types of directive acts such as

advice to other customers and drawing one’s own conclusion.
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4.2.2.1 Request for repairs

If an unfavorable action cannot be undone, the complainant may include a request to
cease the unfavorable action in their complaint (Trosborg, 1995). The unwanted action that Noon
committed and thus prompted a complaint was frequently reversible. The analysis of customer
tweets indicated that most common issues were related to shipping and returns. A majority of the
complaints (81%) involved a request for repairs. One possible explanation for the abundance of
repair requests is that the data came from a customer service context in which such requests were
commonplace.

Complainers requested delivery repairs for various reasons such as delivery delays in
Examples 81 and 82, delivery to a wrong address in Example 83, and a delivery approach in
Example 84.

(81)
Peace be upon you, I want to file a complaint, Since Monday, I've had a request. The

representative called to tell me that he is in the neighborhood, but the request hasn't
come yet as of Thursday. why?

il il sl sz Y1 (Mg o] ] o sdial] ialS iV o gy o dalls sdie (o 555 18 )] ol aSile 2Ol
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(82)

“What is going on since the order was mailed five days ago but hasn't arrived yet after a
week? We are not far from your location, but you have been careless in your order
deliveries, and the order was delayed and I have an event coming up soon.”

Ll fuuor 5 (5 by S i Cieodl dlls Lo ali) ool (o Gl a5 g o sla calball g § sl (553 b 4L jgealla it
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(83)
I contacted you and informed you that I chose the address in Dammam and not to

Riyadh, but hallelujah, the money will go to the advertisements, not for developing the
application.

104



55 ool 4 s Gar Gl )l () gie Cada Lol il gl g alal) (ol giadl < jial b wSialy s oSlas ilial i
ade aaal gukill ) odai Ll clidle Yle
(84)

“I didn't say no. I won't get my goods from you since the items you brought aren't
complete. Bring them all, and I will accept them.”
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Some complained about not getting their refund after returning an item, or a problem with the
return process.

(85)

“I purchased a tablet, but when I opened it, it was inoperable. When I asked for a return,
I was informed that it was not possible. How is the return denied, and the manufacturer
defect and violation of your conditions are the reasons given? Brothers, the tablet is
broken and I brought it back in its current state.”
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Some complained about a previous problem for which they had already filed, as in Example 14.
(86)
“I complained, and the responsible team got back to me and requested the information
from the Bank Al-Jazira card. Due to my naivete, I provided it. In a quarter of an hour,
he called to inform me that the procedure had been canceled without providing any

explanation. Does the employee have the authority to ask for card details in this
situation?”

¢ Slibod] agishe | a)iu (po g5 ad] @lis dilhy Sl e | gulh g inall (G )8l e 3 ] AT (5 680 Cind
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Some complaints stated the problem to be solved, while others just requested a solution
without explaining the problem, as in Example 87.

(87)
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“Because the replies to you are known, as I have stated, speaking with you in private is
pointless and a waste of time. Please call me or provide us your phone number if you
need to reach me.”

A g pma aSaii 2 g2 )Ml Y gl dmpina g 5006 Y alS)) G0 sh e aSaa Jeal sl 0l & 4S5 LaS
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Finally, some of the requests for data addressed Noon indirectly in the form of a question, as in
Example 89.
(89)

“Good morning, Noon. I returned two products worth approximately 80 riyals, and now
you have returned 37 riyals in the wallet. May I know what the value of this 37 is?”

Crad Cipe ) (Sea Sy 37 4hiinall 4 siea s Y15 Lo s Sy 80 Coatr paiio Cieny Ul Gy 5i_pil] lua
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In Example 89, the request occurred at the end of a tweet in the form of a rhetorical question:
“May I know what the value of this 37 is?”” Examining direct acts of request in the data revealed
that complainants requested repairs for various reasons, including a delivery issue, a refund
issue, and a filed complaint. Additionally, the requests were straightforward with or without
explanation.
4.2.2.2 Request for forbearance
Requesting a forbearance was another directive act that appeared in the data. The

complainants asked Noon to enhance its services or refrain from taking similar unfavorable
actions in the future. The findings showed that requests for forbearance ranked third among
directive acts made in complaints, accounting for 3.7% of all such requests.
(90)

“No DM, Read the written text and develop your website. Some offers are fake, some shop

reviews are inaccurate, and some products arrive with written descriptions and detailed
product information that do not match. If you want to succeed, start by looking at the most
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recent activity on the Ali Express website. When that happens, your site will control the
entire area.”
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In Example 90, the complaint included many requests for website development, avoidance of
fraudulent offers, and consideration of other successful shops.
4.2.2.3 Drawing one's own conclusion
Another form of directive act discovered in the data was that a complainant may decide

not to buy from Noon in the future due to past experiences. This directive act ranked fourth

(3.6%) among the directive acts used.

1)
a) “Are you kidding me???!! The shipment will take 20 days, but it has not arrived, the first
and last time [ deal with you. shity delivery &
@ 3 g5 e 5 wSa bl 0 g0 sl s ol Ciliaslo (il o g Vo lgd s dinil] 1996 i pliginss o/
b) “Delivery policy is bad

Is that to force customers to buy from Express
My order has been in Jeddah for more than two weeks and it has not been delivered

....... never again, this is going to be my last order.....”
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Complainants also expressed regret by using language such as "first and last time," "never

again," "last time," etc.
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4.2.2.4 Threats

Complainants could be forceful in their complaints, even threatening the complainee's

face. Directive acts of threat occurred in conjunction with other directive acts such as repair

requests and advice to other customers. The threats often included an intention to file a complaint

with the Ministry of Trade, or to stop shopping at the company. According to the findings,

threats were the second most common type of directive act in the complaints (9.4%).

(92)

a)

b)

b)

“By Allah Almighty, the Noon app is going to be erased right after my order comes in,
and you can keep your horrible treatments. [ made the mistake of paying for my item
before receiving it.”

2 U8 bl hle 4 ghia il o) oS sl e w5 Cibady 055 (Gl il em i ) s

Today, I informed the Ministry of Trade today. If you were scammed, you should report it
to the Ministry of Trade.”

o il 5l )5l ad nadle sl aal (gl agale o ladll 3 ) )5 (5 5S x5l

“Noon the issue hasn't been resolved and no one has contacted me The amount was not
credited to my Noon account as per your request Do you want me to file an official
complaint through the platform of the Ministry of Trade? I demand payment and
compensation.”’
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4.2.2.5 Advice to other customers

Some complainants advised or suggested that other consumers not shop at Noon, as in

Example 93, and some of the advice took the form of warning other consumers, as in Example
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94. According to the findings, advising other customers was the directive act employed the least-
-only 2% of the time.
(93)

“I don't want to communicate with you about anything other than getting my money back.
Thank you. I do not want to deal with you. I will advise everyone I know not to deal with

2

you.
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(94)

“I bought a split air conditioner from them, after they took the full amount, 3 weeks ago,
and they did not install the air conditioner for me, even though the offer includes delivery
and installation.

And Noon is not accredited in Maarouf

Worst app I have ever dealt with

L advise you to someone who deals with them”

el (ol ) e oSl (I 5 5 Le M 5 aals) 3 agd adaall JalS 5330 Lo aay ol (oSl e (e oy i)
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The distribution of directive acts employed by Saudis on Twitter in response to the Noon

customer service account is shown in Table 9, and Figure 14.

Table 9. Distribution of directive acts

Directive Acts Freq Percentage
1. Advice to others 19 2.0

2. Drawing one's own conclusion 34 3.6

3. Request for forbearance 35 3.7

4. Request for repair 764 81.3

5. Threat 88 9.4
Total 940
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Figure 14. Graphic representation of the distribution of directive acts

Repair requests were the most common directive acts observed (81.3%), and threatening
acts were the second most common form observed (9.4%). Other directive actions were utilized
in a comparable fashion, including requests for forbearance (3.7%), drawing one's own
conclusion (3.6%), and offering advice to others (2.0%).

4.2.3 Complaint perspective

Use of the first-person pronoun illustrates the difference between focalized and
defocalized complaints; it shows the complainers' role. However, use of the second-person and
“their” pronouns explain to what extent complainers held complainees accountable for negative

actions. Thus, it was important to review personal Arabic pronoun in the following section.
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4.2.3.1 Focalizing and defocalizing complainers

An analysis of focalizing and defocalizing complainants is another approach to examine
the directness level of speech acts of complaint. When complainants refer to themselves in their
complaints, they express their involvement and assume responsibility, which is face-threatening.
Defocalizing the reference to complainers, on the other hand, attenuates and saves the

complainer's face (Trosborg, 1995).

4.2.3.1.1 Focalizing the complainer

To express involvement in complaints, complainers included the first-person singular
pronoun /ana/ “I,” as illustrated in Example 95. Another way of expressing a complainer's
involvement in a complaint is to use the first-person singular pronoun in enclitic forms--as
suffixes indicate the possessor /i/ “my” (Example 96), or object of a verb /ni/ “me,” or the
preposition /i/ “me,” or suffixes of the subject /t/ “I”” (Example 97). According to the findings,
the most common form of the first-person singular pronoun utilized was /ana/ “I” at 56%. The
second most common focalizing pronoun was “me” which was utilized by 26.0% of the users.
Finally, usage of the initial first-person singular pronoun denoting possession “my” (17.3%) was
the pronoun that was utilized least frequently in the process of focalizing complaints.
(95)

“l asked you for milk, but when I got it, it had been out of date for two months.

Why are you being so rude? The website wouldn't take the item back, and I want my money
back.” @noon_cares

Lol U] gdpall o s i) Ll 138 Jligian! Sl jgd U (o (i il 5 wSie ol s Ll S L
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(96)

“My shift ends at 7, I can't be at the delivery site until 7 o'clock
And your employee says his shift ends at 4 How is that??”
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“After three months, when customer service calls me, they tell me my problem will be
fixed quickly. They took their money without even thinking about what they were selling.
If I file a complaint with the Ministry of Trade, will that help me get my right back, or
will I still get the same order?”

il (il g sl s e S (a3 )laill B ) )y (5 5SS el ()

In Example 95, the first-person pronoun /ana/ “I” was used in the singular form. In
Example 96, the first-person singular pronoun in enclitic forms /i/ was used as a suffix in the
noun “shift, ” indicating the possessor /dawam-i/ “my shift.” Finally, in Example 97, use of the
first-person singular pronoun in enclitic form was used as the suffix of the preposition /b-i/ “me,”
and the second pronoun was used as a suffix for the verb “help” indicating the possessor /i/ (me),
or object of the verb /ni/ as /tfid-ni/ “help me,” or suffix of the preposition /b/ as in /ma?-i/ “with-
me” in “me.”
4.2.3.1.2 Defocalizing the complainer

When complainers want to minimize face-threatening acts in complaints and reduce their
role as complainers, they use the first-person plural form /nahnu/ “we.” According to the
findings, the pronoun was utilized 33.6% of the time while addressing complainees. Another way
to reduce the complainer's involvement in a complaint is to use the first-person singular pronoun
in enclitic forms as suffixes, indicating possessor /na/ “our/us,” object of a verb, or preposition
/na/ “our/us,” or suffixes of the subject /n/ “we”. According to the findings, the possessive form
“us” was the second most common form used (17.7%), while “our” was the third most common

form utilized (8.6%).
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The analysis showed that the first-person plural pronoun occurred more often than in
enclitic forms, and the reason is that the pronoun /nahnu/ “we” was used more often in standard
Arabic, and most tweets were written in Arabic dialects?. Also, although the first person plural
pronoun /nahnu/ was not used in the data, another dialectal form /ihna/ was used, which has the

same meaning as “we” (Example 98).

(98)
“Say we're thieves and admit it, but don't apologize”

oy i 5 pdind Jiid ur dpal g Lin/ /ol 58 /58 yic ]

In Example 99, the first-person plural pronoun occurred in enclitic forms /n/, which is the suffix

of the subject /n-dfa$/ “we-pay.”

99)

“Why do you show a product that isn't in stock? Then we pay for it and wait for it to arrive, but
it never comes.

oelil s i ¥liy Jio g elial] jLatiig flial) pddiy sdgie e mile o je aly i
Example 100 shows the occurrence of the first-person singular pronoun /na/ “us” as an object of
the preposition /?ala/ “on.”
(100)
“I swore to God you wouldn't do anything, and I think I'll go back to Amazon.
They deliver a complete order, and you install the orders on us as if we were

begging you. We pay money, and this is your job."

LS Lgle (il 521 ¢ samili aSia I el 4Ll Zpdhll & shom 5 (5 Y g S5 Dl Al e aSiela oy iy 4l 5
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2 The standard form of the first singular plural pronoun /nahnu/ was used by Noon when communicating with
customers. The customers used the pronoun only to quote Noon in their tweets for argument purposes.
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Finally, some tweets did not use pronouns in either singular or plural form, which also
demonstrates that complainers minimized their role in complaints and reduced the face-
threatening act. The data also indicated that complainants did not to use a pronoun 40% of the
time.
(101)

“Do you have the right to cancel the order if it's not available after more than a week?”

P
fedsallll

Table 10 and Figure 15 indicate the frequency with which complainant references were
focalized and defocalized. When complainants chose to take responsibility for a complaint, the
first-person pronoun “I”’ was the most used reference (56%). However, when complainers chose
to downplay their participation in a complaint, no pronoun was used (40%). When a complainers
wanted to minimize their role by using a pronoun, the first singular plural form “we” was the one
most often used (33.6%).

Table 10. Frequency of reference to the complainer (Focalizing vs. Defocalizing)

Complaint prospective Reference type Freq Percent
I 1425 56.8

Focalizing Me 652 26.0
My 434 17.3
We 74 33.6

Defocalizing Us 39 17.7
Our 19 8.6
No pronoun 88 40.0
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Distribution of reference to the complainer

Defocalizing Focalizing

56.8%

40.0%

33.6% Reference type

Percent

26.0%

17.7% 17.3%

8.6%

Figure 15 Graphic representation of the focalizing and defocalizing reference to the complainer
(Speaker- perspective)

Table 11 and Figure 16 illustrate the total frequency distribution of focalizing and
defocalizing references to the complainer. The results showed that focalizing references to the
complainer were more frequently used (91.94%) than defocalizing references (8.05).

The total distribution of complainant focalizing and defocalizing is shown in Table 11

and Figure 16, revealing that focalizing was utilized more frequently than defocalizing.

Table 11. Frequency of focalizing and defocalizing the complainer

Reference type Frequency Percent
Focalizing 2511 91.94
Defocalizing 220 8.05
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Distribution of reference to the complainer

91.9%

Percent

8.1%

Figure 16. Graphic representation of focalizing and defocalizing reference to the complainer
(speaker-perspective)

According to a chi-square test, the distribution of defocalizing and focalizing reference to
the complainer differed significantly from the expected distribution; x"2= 70.373, df=1, p>.001.
The frequency of focalizing reference to the complainer (2,511) was reliably higher than the
frequency of defocalizing references to the complainer (220).

The result showed that Saudi complainers took responsibility for their complaints and

shared their annoyances with Noon.

4.2.3.2 Focalizing and defocalizing the complainee

By focusing on the complainee, complainants may express that the addressee is the agent
of the complaint. For various reasons and objectives, the complainant may want to defocalize the
reference to the complainee. According to Trosborg (1995), complainants may avoid explicitly
mentioning the complainee for reasons such as suppressing information, not knowing the
complainee, the unnecessity of mentioning the addressee, avoidance of direct accusation or

blame, and the presupposition of knowing the complainee.
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The mention of features and hashtags in tweets may make the complainant assume that
the addressee is known to everyone who reads the message. To overcome this problem, the
analysis coded both references by simply using the body of the tweet. The results demonstrated
that, although the addressee was known, complainers frequently focalized references to the
complainee.

Another factor that may contribute to complainers defocalizing the complainee is that
complainers often direct their comments to other consumers. Additionally, we cannot ascribe
implicit references to the complainee in order to avoid direct accusation or blame, as Trosborg

(1995) argues, given that several tweets contained direct accusation and blame.

4.2.3.2.1 Focalizing the complainee

Complainants may vent their anger by threatening the addressee's face and establishing
the addressee as the complaint's agent. Numerous references may be used to focus on the
complainee, including the independent personal pronoun, second singular person [masculine]
/inta/ and [feminine] /inti/ “you.”” Also, often the independent second plural person [masculine]
/antum/ was used.

The second person singular pronoun also occurred in the data as a suffix indicating
possessor /ka/ “your” [masculine], or /ki/ “your” [feminine]. More often, the second person
plural /kum/ “your” [masculine] was noted in the data. The data also showed that the second
person pronoun occurred as prefixes for the subject, second singular, plural, masculine and
feminine forms, /t-/ /i/, and /n/ “you” as in Example 28. For ease of coding and explanation, the
possessive pronoun was coded as “your,” and the second person pronoun was distinguished by

the number “you” [plural form] and “you” [singular form], as illustrated in Table 12.
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The data suggest that complainants frequently used the second person plural “you”
(72.6%). Conversely, the singular form was the least common second-person singular pronoun
used to address a complainant. A further indicator of the complainant's centrality is the use of the
possessive second-person plural “your” (11.7%). Similarly, Noon was used as a focalizing term
for 10.4% of all focalizations.

(102)
“You (P) know the people who complain about you. do you know my phone number or

my order number. you don't even bother to contact me, you and your work group are
failures and did not solve my problem and you think you will now.”
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Finally, the findings indicated that complainants utilized the company name Noon to
threaten the recipient. Example 103 shows the use of pronouns “you, your,” and the common
name, “Noon.”

(103)

Noon, why are you being so careless? I asked for paid travel bags, but in the end, I got

something that wasn't what I asked for. It’s been a month, and I still don't have my money

back. You got the request that I sent back to you. I want the problem to be fixed as soon
as possible.

Lo gins ) ¥y o sli ulb] yoid S jlay oilb go culh iy lgills g de sine jdu blid il Ui 138 iy s

4.2.3.2.2 Defocalizing the complainee
Another approach that a complainer may use is defocalizing the complainee by not assigning a
pronoun at all, as shown in Example 104. The findings indicated that defocalizing the

complainee was accomplished by not using a pronoun (17%). Instead, a passive form was used
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as illustrated in Example 104. Additionally, complainers sometimes defocalized the complainee
by using a third-person pronoun such as “they, them, their, he, him, his, she, her.”

According to the findings, the third person pronoun “they” was used most frequently
(32.1%). Among the several defocalizing references in the complaints, usage of the third person
plural in the accusative form “them” came in third place (13%) overall. The genitive form of the
third person plural “their,” on the other hand, was less often used (4.1%).

The second most common pronoun was the third-person singular masculine in the
nominative case “he” (22%). However, the accusative case “him” was less frequently employed
(7%). Additionally, the complaint utilized the third-person singular masculine in the genitive
case “his” less frequently (1.6%). Conversely, the data revealed that the third-person singular
feminine form in both the accusative and nominative “she” and “her” were less frequently
employed than the masculine forms, at 2.7% and 0.5%, respectively.

Example 104 illustrates an implicit reference to a complainee, and Example 105 exemplifies use
of the third-person pronouns “they” and “them.”
(104)

“The order was made 2 pieces and one was received, knowing that the two orders were
made to be delivered together, and the second piece was not received???”’

f?f@Lﬂ/Mﬂ/fMIRJJU@CA}LAﬁ&ﬁMg&Jar,.'z'd@dl.«_/c /g i) ATy axbi 2 )3 ) 5Y) Jac a7
(105)

“Three months, Every time customer service calls, they say, "We'll solve your problem as
soon as we can," but that's just empty talk. They took their money without thinking about
what they were selling. If I file a complaint with the Ministry of Commerce, it can help
me get my right back or get my order.”

o 5 Sie g gl DA il IS RIS 5 i g i il Jah gas o Slenll Radd gma g sheal gile JS 5 s SO0
b ol g ol (s e 5 (S8 (Saa s ladll 3 ) 5 5 5S8 a8) § 5ol ()

119



The distribution of various references to the complainee is shown in Table 12, and Figure
17. The findings indicated that when the complainant held the addressee responsible for the
complaint, the second-person pronoun “you” in plural form was the one most frequently
employed (72.6%). However, when the complainant was defocalizing the complainee, the most

frequently used pronoun was the plural pronoun “they” (32%).

Table 12. Frequency distribution of reference to the complainee

Complaint prospective Reference type Frequency Percent
You (p) 1364 72.6

Focalizing Your 220 11.7
Noon 196 10.4
You 100 5.3
They 180 32.1
Them 73 13.0
Their 23 4.1

Defocalizing He 123 22.0
Him 39 7.0
His 9 1.6
She 15 2.7
Her 3 0.5
No pronoun 95 17.0
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Distribution of reference to the complainee

72.6%

Reference type

1
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22.0%
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Figure 17. Graphic representation of the focalizing reference to the complainee (Hearer-
perspective)

The total frequency distributions of focalizing and defocalizing references to the
complainee are shown in Table 13, and Figure 18. The results suggest that Saudi complainants

prefer focalizing the complainee (77.0%) over defocalizing (23.0 %).

Table 13. Frequency distribution of reference to the complainee

Complaint prospective Frequency Percent
Focalizing 1880 77.0
Defocalizing 560 23.0
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Distribution of reference to the complainee

77.0%

Reference type

Percent

1
2

23.0%

Defocalizing Focalizing

Figure 18. Graphic representation of the focalizing reference to the complainee (Hearer-
perspective)

According to a chi-square test, the distribution of defocalizing and focalizing reference to
a complainee differed significantly from the expected distribution; x*2= 29.266, df=1, p>.001.
The frequency of focalizing reference to the complainee (1,880) was reliably higher than the
frequency of defocalizing reference to the complainer (560). The result suggests that complainers
held Noon as the agent of negative actions and chose to face a threatening act instead of saving
the addressee’s face.

It is also important to determine whether complainers focused on themselves in
complaints or on complainees. As Table 14, and Figure 19 illustrate, complaints included more

references to the complainer than the complainee.
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Table 14. Frequency distribution of focalizing reference to the complainee and the complainer

Complaint prospective Frequency Percent
Focalizing the complainer 2,511 57.0
Focalizing the complainee 1,880 43.0

Speaker versus Hearer perspective in the complaints

57%

43%

Percent

Focalizing the complainee Focalizi

Figure 19. Graphic representation of the focalizing reference (speaker versus hearer-
perspective)

According to a chi-square test, the distribution of focalizing references to the complainer
and the complainee differs significantly from the expected distribution; x*2= 90.677, df=1,
p>.001. The frequency of focalizing references to the complainer (2,511) was reliably higher
than the frequency of focalizing references to the complainee (1,880). The results suggests that
complainers focused more on themselves than on face threatening the addressee in complaints,

and that they took responsibility for their complaints (Trosborg, 1995 p. 323).
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4.2.4 Internal modification

House and Kasper (1982) express the importance of what they term modality markers,
since with one level of directness there will be different politeness effects, depending on the type
of modality marker (downgraders or upgraders) (House & Kasper, 1982, p. 166).

Similarly, Trosborg (1995) distinguishes between two types of modifications in
complaints: internal modifications (downgraders and upgraders), and external modifications. I
will explain and analyze the first type in this section, and external modification will be explained
in section 4.7.

Trosborg (1995) identifies two classes of internal modifiers: upgraders and downgraders.
By utilizing upgrading modifiers, complainers may boost the impact a complaint is likely to have
on a complainee through aggravation. Conversely, complainers may elect to lessen the effect of
their complaint by applying downgraders which help alleviate the conditions under which an
offensive was committed, and as a result lower the intensity of the blame (Trosborg, 1995).

The data in the present study suggested that Saudi complainers utilized both forms of
internal modifications. [rony, emoticons, letter repletion, time reference, insult, religious
terminology, and punctuation constitute upgrading modifications, whereas polite markers,
initiators, and subjectiviers constitute downgraders. The following section will provide examples

and a frequency analysis of internal modifiers (upgraders 4.6.3.1 and downgraders 4.6.3.2).
4.2.4.1 Upgrading modifiers

4.2.4.1.1 Irony

Sarcasm is a strategy complainers use to make their complaints less direct. Culpeper
(2016) defines irony as, "emphasize your relative power, be contemptuous, do not treat the other
seriously, belittle the other" (Culpeper, 2016: p. 425). To avoid transmitting the traditional and
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literal understanding of a complaint, irony may be employed by utilizing Twitter's
multimodality, emoticons, complaint hashtag, and a tweets’ text. The data revealed that irony
accounted for 4.3% of all upgraders in the present study. Example 106 illustrates irony being
used in a complaint; the complainant sarcastically interjects an irrelevant interrogative
concerning a delivery delay.
(106)

“The greatest and easiest way to solve a problem in an electronic store is to file a

complaint, wait 24 hours, and then have it closed for no reason. Then you file a new
complaint, which is also closed for no reason, and so on.”’
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4.2.4.1.2 Emoticons
Emoticons are emotive symbols used to communicate various moods and facial
expressions. Emoticons began with text-based (:-) , :-( ). The new type of emoticon is the graphic
emoticon which is used in the present research: (@, &) (Manganari, 2021).

Complaints in the present study include various types of emoticons to show different

emotions. The following are emoticons found in complaints: angary face®, red angry face &,
slightly smiling face'®, face with tears of joy&, rolling on the floor laughing face™, huffing
with anger face, thinking face'®, thumbs down ', broken heart®?, rose‘, face with raised
eyebrow®, women facepalming&2, women shrugging®, weary face®, and face with mask €.

Herring (2010) reports that these emoticons can change the pragmatic meaning of
complaints. For example, when a laughing face or smiling face follows a complaint, the

complaint will be ironic (Tannen et al., 2015). This was also true in the present data, as shown in
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Examples 107 and 108. The data indicated that 2.9% of the upgrading modifiers contained

emoticons.
(107)

Order date: June 24.
“ Can you believe it's been over two weeks and the order hasn't moved? Every time I talk
to you, you say it will arrive and ship soon. Now you say the expected arrival date is July
23, as if you're saying something new &!!.Instead of looking why the order is late and
speed up the shipping process? &&”
g 24 bl & )5
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(108)
"If you are confident that things will not get to this point,
Do not buy into the falsehoods that they Check how many days they are behind, and you
will see that the response remains the same. I don't believe in you until I see my order
tell.
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4.2.4.1.3 Letter repetitions
Another approach complainers use to intensify their complaints or to lengthen the

pronunciation of a particular sound is repeating alphabet letters. In the current study, repeated

letters occurred in 3.9% of the upgrade modifiers.

(109)
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Hey, I only got half of what I ordered, and after I paid for the first half, they cancelled the
rest of the order. whatttttt is the solution to losers?

¢ ) riisyl cllall 80 sl ey 5 diall i g SS) (51 g o s Y iy L Giila s Gdha alle
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4.2.4.1.4 Word repetitions

In addition to using the same letter several times as a method of expressing anger,
complainants also used the same term multiple times, as can be seen in Example 110. According
to the findings, upgrading modifiers were only employed 0.5% of the time in complaints.

(110)

“The most recent time they lied to me about receiving money, they said it was sent to me today,
but I did not get it. A scam and failed failed site.”
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I must point out that both the repetition of letters and the repetition of words appear to be more
characteristic of Arabic than English. However, in English, other aspects of the language, such as
using capital letters for the whole phrase or sentences, could be used to intensify the complaint.
4.2.4.1.5 Time reference

Complainers intensified their complaints by mentioning how long the delay time had

been since receiving their orders, or the delay in getting repairs after their requests. Participant
complainers in this study used time references to show how their problems affected them, thus
making their complaints more justifiable. Time reference upgraders made up 14.3% of all
upgrading modifiers, ranking third in terms of use. Example 111 illustrates a time reference in a
complaint about a refund delay.
(111)
“I ordered it on the first of Dhul Hijjah and received it on the fourth, however the scooter was

missing four major pieces and could not be utilized. I filed a complaint, and you promised to
address the issue. Today is the 15th, and I still haven't solved the problem. I received one thing,
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but the second was incomplete. You spoiled the Eid vacation for the children and did not resolve
my problem FEFEEy -
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4.2.4.1.6 Lexical intensification

Swearing or using other words that reveal a bad attitude can intensify a complaint, for
example, swearing, rude behavior, and offensive words, as shown in Example 112. The results
suggest that lexical intensification was the upgrader most frequently utilized (28.2%).
(112)

“Noon website is a failure and they're thieves.

I returned an order that was not the same as it was offered, and it took me a month and
two weeks, but fake messages and annoying fake calls to manipulate a customer”
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4.2.4.1.7 Prayers

Some tweets contained religious prayers as a way to demonstrate the frustration that
consumers felt with Noon, as shown in Example 113. The findings suggest that 4.9% of all
upgrade modifiers were prayers.
(113)

“Let him see these scammers and hypocrites who call and say the money will be in your

account in 48 hours and I did not see from you nothing but a fraud and manipulation of a
client. Allah suffices me, for He is the best disposer of affairs.”
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4.2.4.1.8 Rhetorical questions

According to the findings, several complaints contained rhetorical questions to render
complaints more persuasive. Complainants presented questions without being interested in a
responses, as seen in Example 114. According to the findings, 7.1% of upgrading modifiers were
letter repeats.
(114)

“Do you recall how many times I received an apology from you?

And how many times have you promised to provide a solution for me?

You deceive people, and I swear to God, you are the worst retailer I have ever
encountered.”
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4.2.4.1.9 Question

The findings indicated that some of the complaints contained questions that required replies; yet
negative sentiment was quite apparent in those questions. Questions in complaints accounted for
6% of all complaints.
(115)

“Peace be upon you. So far, I have not received my order, despite the delay in receiving

it until today, Saturday. Why did I contact customer service and he informed me that it
will reach me within four hours and it did not arrive, what is the solution? ”
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4.2.4.1.10 Commitment upgraders
In commitment upgrader tweets, complaining individuals used modifiers to suggest a
unique dedication to the argument. For example, they said things like "I'm sure," or "It's

apparent, unfortunately" among similar expressions, or adverbs such as "surely, certainly,
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unfortunately,” and so on (Trosborg, 1995). According to the findings, 3.1% of the respondents
were commitment upgraders.
(116)

“I ordered this product, unfortunately, it arrived and the box is damaged
and I made a return request and I couldn't, what's the solution, please?”

Fadu i 5 da galan 4t Adall s ibin s Coul 5 geiall 134 Culle

4.2.4.1.11 Intensifiers

Intensifiers are adverbs or adjectives such as “very, really, absolutely,” and are used to intensify
a part of a complaint. The employment of intensifiers accounted for 5% of all upgraders utilized
in the complaints.
(117)

“I received a general email that did not contain any update. It's coming to me for the

third time now. I am very upset because every time someone calls me, they do not know
the history of the problem.”
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4.2.4.1.12 Punctuation

Punctuation is another approach used to intensify a complaint, and the repetition of punctuation
adds even more intensity (Vandergriff, 2013). Complainers repeat question marks, exclamation
marks, use a combination of questions and exclamation marks, ellipses, and exclamation marks.
According to the findings, punctuation was the upgrader that was employed the second most

often in complaints (16.4%), as in Example 118.

(118)
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“My brother, may peace be upon you. What happened?? You promised to get in touch,
but I haven't received a call yet?!!! Do I need to beg you ?? You have the choice to give it
back to me or compensate me for my request because this is my money.”
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4.2.4.1.13 Expression of remorse
Another way to elevate a complaint is to show regret for a previous action, as in Example
119. Remorse upgraders accounted for 3.3% of the total number of upgraders used in complaints.

(119)

I'm very regretful that I ordered from you . You won't give my money back, right? You
say the same thing over and over like a robot, so you won't be back, right?
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Overall, Saudi complaints included a variety of internal modifiers that served to amplify
complaints (irony, emoticons, letter repetitions, time references, lexical intensifications,
rhetorical questions, questions, punctuations, prayers, letter repetitions, commitment upgraders,
and expressions of remorse).

Table 15 demonstrates the frequency distribution of internal modifiers employed to
aggravate complaints. The results indicated that lexical intensification was the most often used
upgrader (28.2%), and punctuation in the complaint was the second most frequently used
upgrade (16.4%). The third most used internal modifier was time reference (14.3). The least

often used upgrades were irony and word repetition (0.5).
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Table 15. Distribution of internal modifiers (upgraders)

Upgraders Frequency Percent
Irony 63 43
Emoticons 43 2.9
Letter repetition 58 39
Time reference 211 14.3
Lexical intensification 415 28.2
Prayers 72 4.9
Punctuation 242 16.4
Expression of remorse 48 33
Rhetorical question 104 7.1
Question 88 6.0
Word repetition 8 0.5
Commitment upgraders 46 3.1
Intensifiers 74 5.0

4.2.4.2 Downgrading modifiers

Downgrading modifiers are employed to ease a complaint and mitigate a complaint's
face-threatening nature. The results showed three distinct kinds of downgraders--initiators, polite
markers and hedges—in addition to subjectiviers for which I will present examples and a
statistical analysis in the next sections.
4.2.4.2.1 Initiators

Complainers may lessen complaint face-threatening by using initiators. The findings
showed the following were used: “Peace be upon you, Peace be upon you and the mercy of God,
dear, gentlemen, hi, dear brother, brothers, my esteemed brother, brother, sir, good morning,
good evening.” Initiators accounted for 47.5% of downgrading modifiers, the second-highest

proportion of downgrading modifiers in complaints.

(120)
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“Peace be upon you, I requested an order from last month and I contact you and every
time you change the delivery date on the system.”
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4.2.4.2.2 Polite markers
Complainers may mitigate their complaint by using polite words to show respect and cooperative
behavior such as “please, brother, if you kindly, thank you, if you may, your honor, dear, could
you,” and so on. The results indicated that polite markers accounted for 49% of downgrading
modifiers.
(121)

“If you mavy, 1 placed an order and paid for it with Apple Pay. The money was taken out,
but the order is still on the chart, and I didn't get a message or email !!”
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4.2.4.2.3 Subjectiviers

Subjectiviers are "modifiers that characterize the proposition as the speakers' personal
opinion or indicate the speaker's attitude towards the proposition" (Trosborg, 1995). According
to the findings, subjectiviers made up 3.5% of all downgrading modifiers, making them the least
utilized type of downgrading modifier found in the complaints.

(122)

“Literally a funny app. With this kind of reputation, you could hire a good worker. What
I can say is that I think the delivery service is bad bad, and this is my opinion.”
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As mentioned above, downgrading was restricted to three types. The results in Table 16
demonstrate their frequency. The results showed that downgraders were employed infrequently
compared to upgraders. Polite markers were the most often used (49%), whereas Subjectiviers

were the least frequently utilized (3.5.%).
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Table 16. Frequency distribution of internal modifiers (downgrading)

Downgraders Frequency Percent
Initiator 99 47.5
Polite markers 96 49.0
Subjectiviers 7 3.5

In general, the results revealed that Saudis employed a greater variety of upgraders
(thirteen) than downgraders (three). The usage of both internal modifiers is summarized and

visually shown in Figure 20.

Distribution of internal modifiers

Downgraders Upgraders

0.5%
Word repetition-

14.3%
Time reference-
Subjectivizers

Rhetorical question-

Question
Punctuation 16.4%
Prayers
Polite markers - 47.5%
Lexical intensification 28.2%

Internal modifiers

Letter repetition- 3.9%

4.3%
Irony

Intensifiers 5.0%

49.0%
Initiator

Expression of remorse
Emoticons-

Commitment upgraders
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Figure 20. Graphic representation of the frequency distribution of internal modifiers
(Downgraders vs. Upgraders)

0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0%
Furthermore, Table 17 and Figure 21 show the total usage of internal modifiers
(upgraders vs. downgraders). The results indicated that upgraders were used more often than

downgraders: (87.9%) and (12.1%), respectively.

134



Table 17. Distribution of internal modifiers (Upgraders vs. Downgraders)

Internal modifiers Freq Percentage
Upgraders 1,472 87.9
Downgraders 202 12.1

Distribution of internal modifiers
87.9%

Internal modifiers categories

1

Percent

2
25.0% -

12.1%

0.0% -
Do»«./ngﬁraders Upgréders

Figure 21. Graphic representation of the internal modifiers distribution

According to a chi-square test, the distribution of downgrader and upgrader modifiers
differed significantly from the expected distribution; x*2= 963.5, df=1, p>.001. The frequency of
upgrade modifiers (1,472) was reliably higher than that of downgrader modifiers (202).

4.2.5 External modification

Avoiding social conflict and saving the complainant's face are two important aspects of
politeness that may be achieved via external modifiers. Complainants may also use external
modifiers to support and reinforce claims (Trosborg, 1995). Saudis used the following supportive

moves: preparator, offering evidence, and substantiation act.
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4.2.5.1 Preparators

Complainers include a preparator in their complaints to successfully organize the
structural level of discourse. Preparators is to introduce and prepare the complaint in which the
complainer pavs the way for the complaint. (Trosborg, 1995). In the present study most, tweets
began by criticizing or accusing Noon directly. However, some complaints, as seen in Example
120, were started by initiators (discussed earlier). After using initiators, complainers either
directly expressed their complaints or prepared for them by telling the story of their problem, as
seen in Example 123. According to the findings, preparators made up 17.5% of external
modifications, making them the third most used type.
(123)

“Peace and mercy of God. I bought a new Tablet from you. It had a factory malfunction,

and after a great effort, the device was replaced with a different color but I did not

change anything about it, the same fault that was in the first device. what is the
solution?”

o Jleall Jlniind x dga 3ga mry aieae Jlae 48 S5 s b e oSie il dl dea Sl 2SI
¢ o oSlae Jall s J¥1 Sleal b S U Jloall ki 54 i) La . 05l sl D

4.2.5.1.1 Providing evidence

In a complaint, complainants prove that "A did P, and P is bad" (Trosborg, 1995).
Knowing the type of multimodality used by complainers, whether a video or a picture, was one
drawback of using big data in this investigations rather than taking screenshots of tweets.
However, I could count the number of links complainers used to justify their complaints, and
symbols or pictures were sometimes included in a text. Another approach I used for counting
tweets that provided evidence was reading the tweets’ texts. According to the results, the least

often employed external modification (7.2%) was providing evidence.

(124)
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“Do you want customers?
I messaged you via DM a month ago, and you still haven't fixed the problem. When [
open the app, this is what I see. I've tried all the solutions. https://t.co/AD7BmUe7fl”

£ o) ot Ll

Jslall gaen oy ja 1S Y s Gkl canid 1) 1 A0S ) il L Y1 V5 e i aladly il 5
https://t.co/ AD7BmUe71l

4.2.5.1.2 Seeking solutions

A third strategy used to substantiate a complaint was the request for the addressee to find
a solution. The findings of the current study indicated that looking for solutions was the external
modification most often employed (53.1%).
(125)

“May the peace, blessings, and mercy of God be upon you

1 ordered and paid electronically and you said that it will arrive on Sunday, but it did
not ! give me a solution”

Sy gl daa y 5 aSle 23
da Fshel fadaalll g3 ) Joas e cada ¢ 221 G gy 15308 5 5 iU Camda g e cadla Ul (ppall
4.2.5.2 Substantiation
Complainers may include facts and arguments in their complaints to substantiate their
claim and action. According to (Trosborg, 1995), there are eight factors that complainers may
use to attribute a complaint to the complainee: “aggravating the offense, repeated action, lack of
consideration, no excuse, a general nuisance, a breach of contract or promise, deceived
expectation, and appeal to the complainee’s moral consciousness” (Trosborg, 1995). According

to the present findings, the substantiation of external modification was utilized 22.2% of the

time. Example 126 shows how a complainer used argument to resolve a complaint.

(126)
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“You waste our time by communicating with you and the last thing is the same results,
"give us proof that you returned two pieces". Where do I get proof from!!! You gave me
proof that the representative received one piece alone, not two.”

S35 111 i) Cual (s e Ul (il oy il i) lae cdagiill (a5 A 5 S Jaal sl Ui 5 ) gaad
QLS 31 ans 5 ) suin Y1 3585 e (85 ol s 5 A abiaa) o giall () ) 3 shae

Overall, Saudi complainers on Twitter justified their complaints using four external

modifiers: preparators, providing evidence, seeking a solution, and substantiation.

Table 18. Distribution of external modifiers

External modifiers Freq Percentage
1. Preparators 206 17.5
2. Providing evidence 85 7.2
3. Seeking solution 626 53.1
4. Substantiation 261 22.2

Distribution of external modifiers
53.1%

40.0% -

External modifiers
1

Percent

2
22.2% 3
4

20.0% - 17.5%

7.2%

0.0% -

' ' ' '
Preparators Providing evidence Seeking solution Substantiation

Figure 22. Graphic representation of external modifiers’ distribution

Table 18 and Figure 22 show the frequency distribution of all external modifiers.
According to the data, the most often used modifier was seeking a solution (53.1%) and the least
used external modifier was providing evidence (7.2%).
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Discussion

Corpus and pragmatics findings are discussed in the following section. The findings of the
top 100 keywords, keywords in context (KWIC), collocation, and clusters analysis are discussed
in Section 5.1 in relation to the prior definition of complaint. In Section 5.2, results of the
pragmatics analysis will be reviewed in relation to research on speech acts in other languages,
Arabic, and CMC studies on speech acts of complaint. The findings of corpus and pragmatics
analyses in relation to the politeness theories of Leech (1982, 2014) and Brown, and Levinson
(1987) will then be discussed in Section 5.3.

The findings of both corpus analysis and pragmatics will be discussed in relation to other
studies that have been conducted on the act of complaining. However, it is worth noting that the
topic of speech acts has been examined using a variety of methodologies, making comparisons
very challenging. However, the discussion is necessary in order to evaluate the methodologies
that have been used. Also, it is important to compare previous theories on spoken speech acts
with speech acts in CMC to delineate the differences and similarities between them and

formulate an appropriate explanation of how online speech acts develop.
4.3 Previous speech acts of complaint definitions

-Rethinking the definition of speech acts of complaint
4.3.1 Olshtain and Weinbach (1987)

According to Olshtain and Weinbach (1987), one of the fundamental characteristics of
speech acts of complaint is not meeting the complainants' expectations. Results of the present
study indicated that complainants did not use any meaningful form of the word "expect"--the

word did not appear in any of the top 100 keywords. Moreover, the results of the corpus analysis
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revealed that in 29 instances, complainants did not explicitly express that their expectations were
not satisfied. This result contrasts with that of Vasquez (2011) who observed that one-third of
TripAdvisor complaints overtly state their expectations. The present study also found that
complainants may utilize alternative lexical phrases to convey an unfulfilled expectation such as
"supposed," which was used more frequently than "expectation."

Olshtain and Weinbach (1987) also assert that another characteristic of complaining is
that the complainant blames and holds the addressee responsible for the negative behavior. An
analysis of the present investigation’s target corpus showed that in just 18 instances the word
"responsible" was used explicitly. However, alternative expressions were used to indicate that
the complainant held the recipient accountable for the negative action. For example, the second-
person pronoun was used substantially more often than the third-person pronoun. Olshtain and
Weinbach (1987), Boxer (1993a), and Trosborg (1995) noted that use of the second-person
pronoun indicates the importance of holding the addressee accountable in complaints.

The use of the second-pronoun in Arabic in the current study differed from Meinl’s
(2013) observation that the reduced use of second-person pronouns compare to other pronouns,
contrasting with Trosborg’s (1995) findings. Meinl (2013) attributed these disparities to a
complaint’s cause and language modality differences.

The present results revealed that those who complained about an unfavorable action did
not explicitly use terms such as "expect" or "responsible" (Olshtain and Weinbach, 1987).
Complainants used phrases other than literal terms to report that their expectations had not been

met, highlighting the limitation of a lexical search strategy alone.
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4.3.2 Sacks (1995)

Sacks’ (1995) definition of complaining asserts that complaints usually consist of a
positive statement, a contrast word, plus a negative statement. However, the findings of the
present study did not support this assumption, as just 4% of the selected samples supported it.
Sacks (1995) proposed an opposing sequence in which the complaint begins with a negative
statement, follows with a contrastive word, and concludes with a positive statement. However,
the present evidence was insufficient to support this assertion, as only 10% of the selected cases
followed this sequential order. Negative statements usually followed contrastive terms. It is
essential that negative comments regularly contrast with neutral, not positive utterances.

This research indicated that social media complaints are antagonistic and lack objectivity,
as customers generally do not share their positive experiences with a business. It is also probable
that the complaint’s context explained why there were no positive statement in the complaint. In
the present study, the context of Twitter likely contributed to the increase in complaint hostility.
In addition, complaints in the present study focused on Tweets posted to a customer service
account, which is likely to elicit negative sentiments. The findings are similarly consistent with
those of Vasquez (2011) who discovered that two-thirds of online complaints are explicit and
just one-third demonstrate positive attitudes.

Vladimirou et al. (2021) credit "addressivity" and "diachronicity" for the aggressiveness
of Twitter criticisms. Complex involvement in which a complainant may address a primary and
secondary addressee, plus the multimodality feature of tweets can contribute to a complaint’s
aggressiveness. Also, Vladimirou et al. (2021) assert that time is a significant component that
contributes to complainants’ increased aggression. The examination of top keywords revealed

that the use of time reference terms support Vladimirou et al.’s (2021) rationale regarding
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aggressiveness on Twitter. However, their study solely examined initial tweets and did not
account for user interactions. Despite this, it appeared that initial complaints lacked tact, and
positive language was rarely used. Alternately, as shown by the keywords analysis, the
importance of time references was recognized.

Another argument highlighted by Vladimirou et al. (2021) is that the justification
included in complaints enhances aggression, since the addressee is held accountable for the
negative behavior and there is no need for positivity in the complaint. I will discuss complaint
justification in the pragmatics discussion section along with external modification in complaint

findings.
4.3.3 Edwards (2005)

According to Edwards (2005), another characteristic of a complaint is that the
complainant may not acknowledge or attempt to conceal that they are indeed complaining.
However, the present investigation’s findings contradict this assumption, as "complaint" was
among the top 100 keywords. This finding also contradicts those of Vasquez (2011) who
reported that just 20% of the complaints they examined contained the word "complaint." The
complaint’s explicitness may have been driven by the context--customer threats or requests for
the recipient to remedy the problem--requiring them to be direct and specific in their demands.

This high-level complaint directness was also observable in the top 100 keywords
reference categories. For example, the total number of times there was a reference to the
complainant totaled 3,715; however, references to the complainee totaled 3,284. Moreover, the
keywords list did not include any form of complainer defocalizing, which shows high-level

complaint directness.
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4.3.4 Olshtain and Cohen (1983)

Olshtain and Cohen (1983) state that complaints occur with other speech acts. Generally,
the current corpus analysis showed the use of threats, advice, and requests. The keywords
analysis showed that "request" was the most frequently occurring speech act in the data--for
example, the collocation of the word “DM” and an imperative verb such as "respond." Another
speech act found in the collocation with the keyword “complaint” was "threats." Finally, the
search for lexical terms of advice was the speech act least frequently co-occurring with
complaints in the data, with only 18 examples. One explanation for the high use of the request
speech act is that the complaint was remedial, and the complainer wanted a solution to their

problem.

4.3.5 Corpus discussion summary

Even though complainants chose to be direct or indirect during complaints, a study of the
top 100 keywords and categorizations revealed that they made more references to themselves
than to the complainees. Additionally, more negative than polite terms were utilized. These
differences in complaints reflected their explicitness and high degree of directness.

Regarding past definitions of speech acts of complaints in the literature, the discussion
demonstrated that CMC complaints are distinct from interpersonal communication. For example,
the prevalence of the phrase "complaint" contradicts Edwards' proposed definition (2005). In
addition, the findings do support the assumption that the complaint is presented progressively
and with tact, sequence, and ambiguity, as recommended by Sacks (1995) and Jefferson (1984,
1988). However, the findings appear to confirm the speech act set notion of Olshtain and Cohen

(1983).
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Nevertheless, despite complaints’ harshness and high-level directness, positive lexical
elements such as "the peace" were among the most often used keywords, and they were
frequently used as tweet openers to introduce complaints. In addition, complaints included a
narrative and explanation. Thus, a complainant had the option to apply varying levels of severity
and could choose to either alleviate or amplify the problem. However, hostility and a high degree
of directness dominated the complaints.

Although it was possible to analyze a large corpus and assess the frequency and
surrounding co-texts, the corpus analysis was limited to lexical terms whose pragmatic meaning
was associated with the spoken act of complaining. Also, even though indirectness in the third-
person pronoun demonstrated the high directness of complaints, it is difficult to assess
unconventional and conventional indirect speech acts using a lexical search (Aijmer &

Rithlemann, 2015).

4.4 Pragmatics analysis

4.4.1 Complaining strategies

The first question the study sought to address was how Saudis realized speech acts of
complaining, including the methods they employed and the frequency with which they used
them. The pragmatics analysis revealed that complainants employed seven distinct complaint
strategies. The least utilized strategy was hints, while the annoyance strategy was the most
frequently employed method of expressing disapproval (35.6 %). When examining complaint
strategy categories, it was found that the majority of complaints were direct complaints (no
explicit reproach, 2.8 %; disapproval, 36.4 %; accusation, 18.3 %; and blaming the addressee,

31.35 %).
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The discovery of complaining strategies does not correspond with Trosborg’s (1995)
findings about spoken complaints in both English and Danish native-language groups. The use of
hints, for example, was greater in both groups than the use of more direct strategies such as
explicit blame--the least utilized strategy. The native English group, for instance, used hints
15.8% of the time, explicit blame (behavior) 1.4% of the time, and no explicit blame at all. In
comparison, the Danish group employed hints 13.6% of the time, explicit blame 5.1% of the
time, and individual blame 0.5% of the time.

Another well-known study on complaint is Olshtain and Weinbach's (1987) investigation
of written complaints via a DCT between native Hebrew speakers and Hebrew learners. The
findings began with an examination of complaints in native Hebrew, which is pertinent to the
present study. In contrast to Olshtain and Weinbach’s (1987) findings, almost one-third of the
complaints in the present study used the most direct approach. In contrast, complaints in Hebrew
tend to fall in the middle of the scale. A comparison does not appear to be useful because
directive acts such as threats, which were the most frequently used strategy, and warnings, which
were the third most frequently used strategy, were included as complaining strategies by Olshtain
and Weinbach (1987) and as directive acts in the present study.

However, similar to the high level of directness observed in this study, Olshtain and
Weinbach (1987) found that Hebrew complaints used a highly direct strategy (threats) the most,
and the least direct strategy (below the level of reproach) the least (Olshtain & Weinbach, 1987,
p. 203).

Olshtain and Weinbach (1993) conducted a second study to examine speech acts of

complaint among British, American, and Israeli cultural groups using written forms of
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complaint. The results showed that all three groups used mostly direct strategies without
mitigation for almost 70% of their responses.

An investigation of complaining strategies in spoken complaints by House and Kasper
(1981) revealed that a German group tended to use more direct complains than the British--as did
the Saudis in the present study. The British group used all possible complaints across the study's
scale. However, the most common level of complaint was six, which is the standard level.

Geluykens and Kraft (2003) examined the act of complaining in groups of native English
and German speakers and learners of English. For native speakers (who were more important to
compare with our finding) the present study was more in line with German complaints as they
showed more directness in their complaints than the British group. However, the overall findings
of the present study contradicted those of Geluykens and Kraft (2003), as both groups'
complaints were less direct.

No previous study has examined Arabic speech acts of complaint in CMC. First, I will
compare the finding with related studies that have examined Saudi complaints, and then discuss
the findings as they relate to various Arabic dialects.

The findings are consistent with that of El-Dakhs et al. (2019) who discovered that Saudi
speakers tend to employ direct strategies when complaining. For instance, most complaints in the
present study employed direct strategies such as disapproval 36% of the time, blame 31% of the
time, and accusation 18% of the time. In contrast, in oral complaints (El-Dakhs, et al., 2019),
Saudis used direct strategies such as blame 25 % of the time and disapproval 20 % of the time,
accounting for nearly half of the complaint strategies. Additionally, the employment of indirect

techniques was negligible (hinting, 9 % and opting out, 6 %). A key difference between our
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finding and those of El-Dakhs et al. (2019) is that complaints in the current study made extensive
use of accusation (18% vs 2%).

Similarly, the study's findings are consistent with those of El-Dakhs & Ahmed (2021) who
studied Arabic complaints made by Saudis and Egyptians. Except for the limited usage of
accusation in complaints, the data demonstrated that both groups preferred direct techniques.

It must be noted that El-Dakhs et al. (2019) did not provide details regarding the
strategies employed in these categories. A second point is that the author's interpretation of the
results is questionable because the results of both studies are similar, yet they contend that Saudi
complaints are less direct in the El-Dakhs et al. (2019) study than in the El-Dakhs and Ahmed
(2021) study, which leads to a contradiction. In the El-Dakhs et al. (2019) investigation, the
author states that the finding is consistent with Hall's (1976) findings, because the strategies
employed are not directly showing that "the Arab world highly values strong interpersonal
bonds" (El-Dakhs, et al., 2019. p. 282). In contrast, El-Dakhs and Ahmed (2021) argue that the
complaints are direct, which is in opposition to Hall's position (1976).

The results of the current study differ from those of Rashidi (2017) who found that
Saudis tend to utilize direct strategies (hints) the least at 23 % of the time, and direct strategies
(blaming the behavior) the least at 2 % of the time. Another difference is that complainants in the
current study used consequences in their complaints. Rashidi's research, however, revealed the
opposite--that Saudi Arabians never use this strategy (Rashidi, 2017).

Al-Shorman (2016), who employed DCT to compare Jordanian and Saudi written
complaints, examined Saudi complaints. The results of the present investigation contradict Al-

Shorman (2016) who reported that the direct complaint was the least utilized strategy by both
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Saudi and Jordanian groups. In addition, Saudis and Jordanians exhibited greater logic and
calmness in their complaints, in contrast to the complaints found on Twitter.

We can see from the previous discussion that the results seem to vary from one study to
another due to differences in methodologies, languages, and cultures. Thus, it is important to
discuss our finding with more related data such as that in CMC, despite the lack of studies on
Arabic complaints in CMC.

The results are consistent with complaints found in CMC among German and British
English speakers (Meinl, 2013), as well as English speakers (Vasquez, 2011; Vladimirou et al.,
2020). Meinl (2013) observed that both German and British speakers employ the same complaint
strategies: expressions of disappointment, expressions of anger or displeasure, explicit
complaints, negative judgments, drawing one's own conclusions, warning others, threats, and
insults. Nonetheless, explicit complaint was the most prevalent strategy used among both
German and British speakers.

Vasquez (2011) discovered that two-thirds of the English complaints on TripAdvisor did
not contain a positive word about the company, which is consistent with the high degree of
directness observed in our study. In a similar vein, Vladimirou et al. (2021) assert that complex
addressivity, complex participation, and diachronicity play a significant role in increasing
hostility in Twitter complaints. The present study was not concerned with mutual interactor or
addressee participation, but rather with initial complaints to one addressee--the company's

customer service Twitter account.

4.4.2 Directive acts

The present results revealed that Saudi Twitter complaints included a variety of directive

acts, including requests for repairs, requests for forbearance, drawing one's own conclusions,
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threats, and advice to other customers. The data revealed that requests for repairs were the most
common directive in complaints, at 81%.

The occurrence of these various directive acts was also noted during the corpus analysis.
The analysis revealed a high co-occurrence of requests with the most common keyword, "the
DM." However, it was challenging to determine from the collocation analysis whether the speech
acts co-occurred with complaints or not.

However, the pragmatic analysis was more focused and revealed the use of "request for
repairs" and "request for forbearance." The pragmatic analysis also revealed other speech acts
such as threats and advice to other customers.

The co-occurrence of repair requests and complaints has been observed in other
complaint-related studies conducted in other languages. For example, Trosborg (1995) found that
English and Danish are predominantly used by native English speakers to request repairs, at
16%. However, contrary to the findings of the present study, threats were rarely used. In
addition, according to our research, Saudi Arabia engages in more directive acts such as giving
advice and drawing conclusions.

Olshtain and Weinbach (1987; 1993) discuss the use of threats and warnings (advice in
the present study). They report that warnings were utilized more frequently than threats in both
studies; requests were not recorded. In contrast, the pragmatic analysis in the present study
revealed that 81% of the directive acts were requests, while 9% were threats.

In a different context, the directive act of request was also mentioned in letters to editors
containing complaints (Hartford & Mahboob, 2004; Ranosa-Madrunio, 2004). Although a
different model was used in the House and Kasper (1998) study, the results of the present study

are consistent with it; we identified a request and a suggestion. However, the complaint in the
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letter to the editor is less direct because neither study reported warnings or threats. A possible
explanation for the lack of directness in the letter to the editor is that the recipient was not the
source of the problem. Additionally, interlocutors in letters to editors may wish to maintain a
good relationship for future communication. Another reason cited by Hartford and Mahboob
(2004) is that the written complaint represents a group rather than an individual, in contrast to
complaints on Twitter where the complainant frequently represents himself and the company was
directly addressed via the mention function.

The present study's findings are consistent with those of El-Dakhs et al. (2019) who
examined Saudi complaints and found that repair requests and threats were used as directive acts.
Additionally, their finding is consistent with the fact that directive acts requesting repair were
used more frequently than threats in the present study. We found requests for repairs were used
81% of the time, while threats were only used 9% of the time; in El-Dakhs et al. (2019), requests
for repairs occurred 29% of the time, and threats occurred only 9% of the time.

In a subsequent study, El-Dakhs and Ahmed (2021) examined directive acts of Saudis
and Egyptian speakers and found that Saudis use both threats and requests for repair; however,
Saudis use requests for repair more often than Egyptian speakers.

In an interlanguage pragmatic study, Rashidi (2017) reviewed Saudi complaints and came
to the same conclusions. For instance, even though Rashidi (2017) did not consider requests and
threats to be directive acts--but rather a strategy for complaining--he discovered that native
Saudis used requests in their complaints more frequently (30%) and threats less frequently
(8.51%). The findings for directive acts were similar to those of Al-Shorman (2016), who found
that both Saudi and Jordanian speakers use requests, threats, and suggestions. Al-Shorman

(2016) categorized directive acts such as requests and suggestions as calm and rational strategies,
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and offensive acts which are more face-threatening than requests, as offensive acts. The results
are comparable to those of the present study in that offensive act, including threats, were
employed less frequently than calmness and rationality which were employed 24 % and 63 % of
the time, respectively.

The high use of "request" has also been observed in other Arabic dialects such as
Jordanian Arabic. For example, Al-Khawaldeh (2016) found that the second most common way
people complain is to ask for the situation to be fixed. In their analysis of phone calls to a radio
show, Migdadi et al. (2012) also found that among Jordanians, asking for a solution was the
second most common complaint strategy.

In CMC, Vasquez (2011) discovered that TripAdvisor review complaints included
advice, recommendations, and suggestions. The study supports our conclusion that these three
directive acts are semantically equivalent to advice. In contrast, the study did not reveal the use
of threats or requests that are frequently employed in complaints.

Meinl (2013) reported that both German and English speakers use threats and warnings,
but their usage varies according to the reason. In contrast to our finding, the study did not report
the use of requests in either group's complaints. In addition, the German group utilized threats
more frequently, contrary to the findings of the present study.

The high use of "request" was expected in our finding since the context was customer
care where customers want to remediate problems. Furthermore, the finding showed a pattern of

co-occurrence with other speech acts of complaint such as threats, requests, and advice.
4.4.3 - Referential categories

Before discussing the results of the pragmatics analysis of referential categories, it is

necessary to discuss referential categories identified through the corpus analysis. The top 100
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keywords were categorized into eight thematic categories, two of which related to this
discussion--references to the complainant and the addressee.

As evidenced in the classification, complainants referenced both themselves and the
addressee; however, the complainants made slightly more self-references than the addressees,
3,715 vs. 3,284, respectively. These findings indicated that complainants focused on themselves
and accepted responsibility for their complaints. Additionally, the absence of defocalizing terms
in the top 100 keywords demonstrated the prevalence of face-threatening in the complaints. For
instance, the keywords were void of third-person pronouns and exclusively included second-
person pronouns.

When analyzing the target corpus, it became evident that the complainants referred to
themselves more frequently than the addressees. For example, the second-person pronouns
/antum/ "you.PL" (125 times) and /ant/ "you.SG" (25 times) were used more frequently than the
first-person pronoun /ana/ (725 times).

Due to the rich morphology of Arabic, the corpus analysis of Arabic pronouns revealed a
degree of complexity. For instance, searching for both first- and second-person enclitic pronouns
was a disadvantage. The search with a wildcard returned unrelated results, and line-by-line
reading was required. This demonstrated the importance of combining pragmatics analysis with
corpus analysis to gain a deeper understanding of how pronouns were used.

Both independent and enclitic pronouns were manually coded for a pragmatics analysis.
The findings revealed that complaints mentioned both the complainant and the complainee.
Consistent with the results of the corpus analysis, both the complainants and complainees
focalized references more frequently than defocalized them, demonstrating once more that the

complaints were face-threatening both from the complainant's and the recipient's perspectives.
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Comparing the findings of the corpus analysis and the pragmatic analysis, the results of the
pragmatic analysis confirms the findings of the corpus analysis. For example, focalizing
references to the complainer was slightly more prevalent than focalizing references to the
complainee. Statistical analysis revealed that the difference between focalizing the complainant
and the complainee was statistically significant.

Reference analysis results contradicted those of Trosborg (1995) who found that
defocalizing references to the complainant as "it" were most common for both native English and
Danish speakers. Also, contrary to the present findings, Trosborg (1995) discovered that the
focalizing reference to the complainee "you" and the complainer "I" were used similarly with no
statistically significant difference; both references accounted for nearly 30% of the observations.
In contrast, the present study's findings are comparable to Trosborg's in that first-person pronoun
"I'" usage was more prevalent than defocalizing reference "we" usage.

The finding is consistent with that of Meinl (2013) who observed in a study that
employed a context highly relevant to the present study that first-person pronouns are
predominantly used to focalize complainants in German and British CMC complaints. For both
German and British speakers, the complainee and the complainant appear to use focalizing
references more frequently than defocalizing.

Complaining is frequently self-centered, and complainants write about their experiences
and the problems they face or have faced, requiring them to provide contexts that can result in an
increase of focalizing references. An additional factor that might increase this tendency is that
complainants do not face the addressee in person as in spoken communication.

It is also important to note that in Twitter, the @ function can be used to address the

complainee, so it is possible that using the mentioned tool to address the complainee caused the
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compiler to believe the addressee was already known and there was no need to address the
complainee again in a tweet text. However, we cannot be sure they did not use second-person
pronouns--as there was some indication in the data that they had. However, a greater use of first-
person pronouns was evident, and additional research is required to examine and confirm the

findings.

4.4.4 Internal modification discussion

Another important parameter used in complaint analysis involves modifications that
complainers include in complaints. In the present study, Saudi complainants demonstrated they
could intensify or mitigate their complaints, but more toward intensifying than mitigating. They
used eleven upgrading modifiers and only three mitigating strategies--preferring to use lexical
intensification to upgrade and intensify their complaints. However, they primarily mitigated their
complaints by using initiators and polite markers. The result was inconsistent with that of
previous studies that examined spoken complaints in other languages. For example, Trosborg
(1995) discovered that Native English speakers and Danish speakers employed more
downgrading than upgrading modifiers.

In addition, the study's findings contradict another spoken complaint analysis conducted
by House and Kasper (1981), which found that downgraders are used to modulate complaints
more frequently than upgraders, particularly among British speakers whose complaints are less
aggressive. There is also a distinction between the types of downgraders and upgraders. For
instance, "downtowner" was predominantly used by German speakers, whereas "hesitator" was
frequently employed by English speakers. When upgrading complaints, however, both groups

used committer adverbs to demonstrate high-level commitments in the complaints.
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The extensive use of downgraders in spoken complaint seems to be the case in Arabic as
well. The modification pattern found in the present study contrasts with the finding in El-Dakhs
et al. (2019) who discovered that Saudis mitigate their complaints with downgrading modifiers in
61% of internal modifications. On the other hand, Saudis prefer to use polite markers in their
complaints, which was found to be the most frequently used modifier in this study and in El-
Dakhs et al. (2019) as well—accounting for 42 % of the downgraders. In addition, the number of
downgrades in spoken complaints (six) was greater than in the present study (three). By contrast,
complainants in the present study used thirteen upgraders that were restricted to intensifiers and
swearing by God.

The findings of this study contrast with those of El-Dakhs and Ahmed (2021) who
discovered that both Saudi and Egyptian Arabic speakers frequently employ initiators and
internal modification to mitigate face-threatening acts and protect the complainant's negative
face (El-Dakhs & Ahmed, 2021).

Native German and English speakers exhibit the same tendency to amplify concerns
when they complain in CMC. For instance, Meinl (2013) found that German and British speakers
prefer to use intensifiers to amplify complaints as well as time reference modifiers when they
have not receive an ordered item. German speakers most often use disarmers, playdowns, and
regret expression downgraders to mitigate complaints. This finding is contrary to that of the
present study where no participants were found to use initiators (Meinl, 2013).

In the current study, the highly frequent use of lexical intensifiers in the data indicated
that swear words and prayers occurred often, which could be attributed to Islam’s influence on
Saudi complaints. Various studies examining Saudi and Jordanian Arabic complaints have also

identified this effect of religion. El-Dakhs et al. (2019) observed that Saudis upgrade their
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complaints by swearing by God, and El-Dakhs and Ahmed (2021) found that religion plays a
role in Saudis' reluctance to use accusation, which is considered a sin if not proven. The
religion's effect was also noted by Al-Khawaldeh (2016) who found that Jordanians use prayers
frequently in their complaints, compared to British speakers who do not show the same usage.
4.4.5 External modification discussion

The second type of data modification is external modification in which complainants
attempt to justify their complaints to save the complainee's face. According to the present
findings, Saudis utilized four external modifiers: preparators, providing evidence, seeking
solutions, and substantiation. The external modifier seeking solution was the most prevalent.

The present study's findings regarding external modifiers are consistent with those of
Trosborg (1995) who discovered that native speakers of both English and Danish use external
modifiers such as a perpetrator more frequently than a learners' group. However, Trosborg's
findings include additional modifiers such as “disarmer” and “sweetener,” which were not
observed in this study. As previously mentioned, Trosborg (1995) did not provide a frequency
analysis of these external modifiers (Trosborg, 1995, pp. 363—-364).

House and Kasper (1981) contend that external modifiers, or what they termed supportive
moves, can be used as downgrades. They identifies three types--stress, grounder, and
preparator—none of which were used frequently by German and British groups (House and
Kasper, 1981, P.169).

Geluykens and Kraft (2003) found that both German and English speakers frequently use
supportive moves in written complaints via DCT. They divided supportive moves into three
categories--natural, confrontational, and solidarity-enhancing moves--and found that natural

moves were the most frequently used category, which contradicts the present study's findings
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because natural moves include a demonstration of understanding. Nevertheless, both studies
revealed the use of conciliation requests and desires. However, the lack of detail in Geluykens
and Kraft's (2003) findings precludes a direct comparison with ours (Geluykens & Kraft, 2003,
p. 257).

The discovery of a high demand for a solution was made by Hartford and Mahboob
(2004). In contrast to our finding, they found that complainers were less clear about what they
wanted in their letters to the editors when they vaguely requested redress, demonstrating the
importance of saving the addressee's face in this type of deliberate complaint (letter to the
editors).

In terms of Arabic complaints, the present study contrasts with the findings of El-Dakhs,
et al. (2019) who found that seeking solutions for the complainant was the least supportive
move in Saudi Arabia at 8%, while empathy was at 19%. In addition, the findings of our study
contradict that of El-Dakhs & Ahmed (2021) in that the subcategory of external modifiers
contains modifiers that demonstrate face-saving work by both Saudi and Egyptian Arabic
speakers; for example, prayers to God to bless the hearers, empathy, apology, thanks, common
grounds, emphasis on good relations, and suggestions of repair.

These supportive moves demonstrate the distinction between CMC complaints and
spoken face-to-face interactions in which saving both the speaker’s and addressee's face is more
important. Al Khawaldeh (2016) discovered that a request redress for a complaint in Jordanian
Arabic predominantly employs two strategies: annoyance and disapproval. In contrast to the
findings of this present study, Jordanian requests are mitigated more often using headgear to

reduce the impact of a face-threatening act.
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Similar to Meinl (2013), a CMC analysis of complaints revealed that only sarcasm is
employed by German complainants when external modifiers are employed. British speakers use
disarmer to mitigate complaints, but German speakers use disarmer, playdown, and regret
expressions as additional measures to mitigate complaints. Contrary to the analysis of the present
study, no initiators were observed (Meinl, 2013).

4.4.6 Summary

In summary, the analysis of complaints in both the large and small corpus using a
pragmatic approach revealed a similar pattern in which Saudis used both direct and indirect
strategies when making complaints. Additionally, the 100 keywords analysis showed that more
negative terms were used than positive terms. Furthermore, the complaints contained more
explicit references than defocalizing or implicit ones.

Additionally, the pragmatics analysis revealed that complaints employed more direct
strategies than indirect ones. Saudis were more likely to use direct strategies and upgrading
modifiers when they complained on Twitter. In addition, when analyzing reference types
employed in the small corpus, focalizing references were utilized more frequently than
defocalizing references, and upgrading modifiers were utilized more frequently than degrading
modifiers and supportive moves. In contrast, when analyzing directive acts, requests were the
most frequently used speech acts of complaint.

One might wonder why Saudi complaints on Twitter were direct and face-threatening. An
answer relates to a complainer’s anonymity on Twitter. According to Danet 1998; Gilboa 1996;
Graham 2008; Herring 1994, 2002, 2004b; and Hiltrop 2003--as cited in Meinl (2013),
anonymity on the internet leads to offensive behavior. Vasquez (2011) asserts that the anonymity

of both the hearer and the complainant can result in more negative complaints. This may be the
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case in our study because users were able to conceal their identity, the addressee was a customer
service account, and customers did not know to whom they were sending their complaints.
Anonymity has also been noted in relation to other social platforms such as Facebook. Amir and
Jakob (2018) state that people in face-to-face communication have constraints causing them to
be less direct compared to CMC where communication is less restrictive (Postmes et al., 1998).
Furthermore, Traverso (2009) asserted that face-to-face communication should be less direct and
more accommodating.

When analyzing speech acts, it is essential to also consider contextual factors such as
social dominance, social distance, and degree of imposition (Levinson & Brown, 1987).
Although these factors are unknown in tweets, there are no social ties between customers and the
business, and the degree of imposition varies according to how customers perceive negative
effects. Moreover, one possible explanation for high-level directness in complaints is that the
complainant has a higher customer status than the company. Speech acts of complaint studies
such as those by Trosborg (1995) and Olshtain & Weinbach (1987) have discovered that
complaint is less face-threatening to the addressee with high dominance.

CMC lacks pragmatic tools found in spoken language such as prosodic phonology and
facial expression, which may contribute to complainers’ high level of directness and impolite
communication. The results demonstrated that complainers needed to use CMC pragmatic tools
like emoticons, letter repetitions, word repetitions, and punctuation to make up for the lack of
pragmatics tools available in spoken communication.

In the present study, the severity of the situation on Twitter was another possible
explanation for the complaints’ level of directness, which is consistent with Pomerantz's (1986)

assertion that direct complaints are only used when indirect complaints fail to receive adequate
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attention. This might be true based on data extracted from examples where the complainer
informed the addressee about a filed complaint, as shown in Examples 127 and 128.
(127) A complaint has been filed with the Ministry of Trade; no one else will preserve my right
but them.
pSia Aa e b pe Alaoladllo ) jsl aSd (oS5 a8 S
(128) Every day, the same talk; I filed a complaint, and we will see at that time what will
happen.
ey Uhs ey Cagdi g Cuali 5 (6 oS Cand ) @IS (i p gy S
Additionally, the complainant may wish to demonstrate that the recipient is liable for the
unfavorable action. According to Danet (1998), Gilboa (1996), Graham (2008), Herring (1994,
2002, 2004b) and Hiltrop (2003), explicit complaints on Twitter may be the result of the
complainant's anonymity and lack of accountability (Meinl, 2013).
Politeness Theory may help explain directness as a contextual factor residing in power,
distance and degree of imposition (Brown and Levinson, 19987). The following section will

discuss this in greater detail.

4.5 Findings in relation to Politeness Theory

-Viewing the findings through Politeness

A crucial question regarding Saudi complaints on Twitter is whether the complaints were
polite or impolite, and whether the concept of politeness was relevant in this context. To answer
the question, I will discuss the findings in relation to Leech's (1982, 2014) conversational

maxims and Brown and Levinson's (1987) Politeness Theory.
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4.5.1 Leech (1982, 2014)

Leech (1983, 2014) argues that interlocutors often show politeness over impoliteness by
following the six maxims he proposed. In the case of speech acts of complaint--maxim of
approbation--Leech argues that the speaker should minimize dispraise and give high value to the
addressee. The findings in both the corpus analysis and the pragmatics analysis showed that
Saudi complaints violated this maxim in most cases.

Keyword categories in the corpus analysis showed that complainers may have adhered to
the maxim of approbation when they used polite words or when they chose to refer to themselves
more than to the addressee. However, comparisons of negative terms with polite terms, and
focalizing references with defocalizing references showed a violation of the maxim of
approbation.

The pragmatics analysis indicated that complaints included indirect complaining
strategies such as "hints," which could be considered polite complaints, and showed that
complainers adhered to the maxim of approbation. However, the finding showed that hinting
represented only 2.8% of the complaints. Violations of the approbation maxim were more
evident with a high use of words such as “annoyance, explicit blame, and accusation.”

Complainers also chose to adhere to the maxim of approval by using defocalizing
references for both the complainer and the complainee. However, similar to the finding in the
corpus analysis, focalizing references were used more significantly, showing that complainers
violated maxims more than adhering to them.

The use of downgrading modifiers provides another method for complainers to adhere to
the maxim of approbation. However, the finding showed that upgrading modifiers were used

relatively more often, indicating a maxim violation. When external modifiers were used in
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complaints, modifiers did not seem to violate the maxim of approval since there should have
been more objectivity and justification in the complaints, and minimized disapprovals.

Another issue with Leech's perspective is that he views complaints as conflictual
illocutionary acts and contends that politeness is irrelevant. Such a position would suggest that
all complaints in the current study were impolite, which was not the case. According to the
findings, complainants were courteous while employing polite language, hints, external
modifiers, and degrading modifiers.

In addition, the data contradict Leech's notion that social goals are the reason why people
desire to preserve excellent relationships. This argument may be more rational when individuals
present themselves face-to-face. However, CMC and social media, especially Twitter, do not
support this stance. This concept is contrasted by the fact that complaints were sent to a firm
whose addressee was unknown to the complainant, a factor that may have contributed to the
complaints’ aggressive and direct nature.

Leech’s maxims demonstrate that complaints are more complex than simply obeying or
breaching the maxim. It is difficult to assume that complainers are impolite when they violate the
maxim and are courteous when they do not. Leech advocates using both the pragmalinguistics
scale--which was explored in the study in relation to the languages by complaints--and the
sociopragmatics scale not available in CMC. For example, social distance, social dominance, and
degree of imposition are unavailable in this situation, making politeness evaluations more
challenging.

4.5.2 Brown and Levinson (1987)

High-level directness used in complaints on Twitter raises questions about the concept of

"face work" and politeness (Brown and Levinson, 1987). The analyses in the corpus and
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pragmatics sections show that face-work between interlocutors can be saved or threatened when
complaining. However, it was clear that complainers tended to choose complaint and threaten
addressees.

Starting with the keywords analysis, the top token accruing in the corpus was the phrase
“the DM." By looking at how the word was used with other words, it was clear that the person
making the complaint considered the positive face of the addressee by using the speech act of
"request." Polite words were used to soften the request. Thus, complainants in this case did not
choose to perform the FTA. However, the results showed that the frequency of negative terms
for that was higher than for polite terms, showing complainers were little concerned about the
addressee’s face and that they chose to complain on record.

Another finding in the keywords analysis that suggested complainers were not concerned
about the addressee’s face was the absence of defocalizing references to both the complainers
and the addressees. Additionally, the categorization of top keywords showed that complainers
used more references to the addressees than themselves in the complaints, showing they were
less concerned with the addressee’s face.

The face threating act in complaints was also apparent when the definition of the speech
acts of complaint was discussed. For example, in Sacks’ (1992) sequence of complaints, he
argues that both positive and negative statements should occur; however, the present study’s
results showed that only 4% of the selected examples praised the addressee, and the collocation
analysis showed that contrastive words collocated with negative terms, again showing that
complaints were initiated blatantly.

Additionally, complaining on record baldly was also apparent when the word

“complaint” was among the top 100 keywords. This contrasts with Edwards’ (2005) claim that
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complainers do not explicitly show they are complaining when using the bald on record strategy,
which is the most direct strategy proposed by Brown and Levinson (1987).

The pragmatics analysis indicated that complaints included strategies that were indirect
and less FTA such as hints, which showed off-record politeness in the complaints. However, this
was the least used strategy; more on-record and explicit strategies were used. Complainers were
less concerned about the addressee's face.

Similar to the corpus finding, the complaint’s prospective analysis showed that
complainers employed focalizing references more often than defocalizing references.
Complainers were face-threatening the addressee’s negative face and their own positive face.
The FTA was also seen when complaint modifications were analyzed. The results showed that
negative politeness was seen in the use of downgrading modifiers and external modifiers.
However, upgrading modifiers occurred more frequently, accounting for the high FTA in
complaints.

Similar to Leech's (1982, 2014) argument regarding politeness calculations, Brown and
Levinson (1987) state that other contextual factors such as social distance, dominance, and
degree of imposition also influence politeness. We can assume that complainers tweeted their
complaints to a stranger since it was a customer care account, but the identity of the person was
unknown. Additionally, we can also assume that complainers perceived themselves as having
higher social dominance than the addressee since they were very direct in their complaints, and
they did not consider the addressee's face. One problem that makes the calculation of politeness
challenging is the degree of imposition, since the severity of the complaint depends on the

complainer and how that individual evaluates it.
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4.5.3 Politeness Theory summary

The corpus and pragmatic analyses results contradict Leech's (2014) Politeness Theory
that claims people show more politeness than impoliteness by violating the maxim of
approbation. The face-work and politeness modalities proposed by Brown and Levinson (1987),
contend that complainers use face-saving strategies as well as FTA strategies. Also, the lack of
information about the negative action’s degree of imposition that caused the complaint in the
first place, makes the calculation of politeness on Twitter challenging.

Since the politeness theories provided by Leech (2014) and Brown and Levinson (1987)
do not provide a clear interpretation of the present study's findings, and are only concerned with
one aspect of the spectrum, namely politeness, the Impoliteness Theory by Culpeper (2011) and
relational work by Locher & Watts (2005) provide better insight into the discovery of Arabic
complaints on Twitter.

4.5.4 Impoliteness

In his definition of impoliteness, Culpeper (2011) argues that the speaker attacks the face
of the addressee, and/or the addressee must perceive the action as a face-threatening act.
Individuals view a certain behavior as impolite when it conflicts with their expectations and
wants--according to the social organization. The act of impoliteness causes, or is thought to
cause another person emotional damage, and the intention of the act is one of the factors that
affects the degree of offense (Culpeper, 2011, p. 23).

In our data, speakers communicated a face-threatening act by complaining to the Noon
customer care Twitter account. However, it is difficult to know whether the complainer on
Twitter intended to be impolite or whether the addressee perceived the act as threatening. The
addressee in the present study was a customer care account, and the response from the customer
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care account to a face-threatening act was automatic and polite due to customer service
constraints.

In the present study, impoliteness occurred when the customer did not receive the
expected and desired service from Noon. By looking at the top 100 keywords, we can see that
the reference to the complainer semantically indicated that the customer’s need was not satisfied
and the token centered around the complainer. For example, the reference to the complainer
included terms such as: “I order, I have/for me, my order, my order (different writing), my
money, with me, my order (different writing), I sent, I, I want, I contacted, I have, I order, my
problem, my shipment, I received, I Wait, and I, I contact, and I paid, I want (different writing), |
order “(feminine).

Culpeper (2011) also mentioned that impoliteness is a negative attitude toward specific
behaviors. Among the top 100 keywords, negative terms occurred more often than positive ones.
However, attending to only the top keywords did not seem very informative since the keywords
appeared out of context. Thus, the pragmatics analysis was more appropriate to use for
interpreting the finding with the Impoliteness Theory.

The findings in the pragmatics analysis were divided into Trosborg’s (1995) four main
categories: complaining strategies, directive acts, internal modification, and external
modification.

Not all categories indicated impoliteness. Thus, categories such as downgrading and
external modifiers were not analyzed since they were used to soften complaints, which logically
would not indicate impoliteness. Also, the complainer's perspective was eliminated because the
reference categorizers did not semantically show politeness. Thus, the analysis focused on

complaining strategies, directive acts, and internal modification (upgrading modifiers only).

167



Examples in each category were evaluated to determine what category could be
categorized as impolite according to Culpeper’s (2011) findings. Complaints were categorized as
impolite following keywords in the examples accompanying Culpeper’s impoliteness strategies
(Table 1).

When the complaining strategies were initially examined, we could see that the more
direct and face threatening a strategy, the more likely it would show less politeness and a direct
strategy; hinting at the complaint or showing annoyance, however, would show more politeness.
Thus, strategies such as indirect accusation, as shown in Example 129, were classified as
impolite strategies and labeled by Culpeper as challenging or unpalatable questions.

(129)
Indirect accusation/challenging or unpalatable questions

“I purchased a sale item; after two weeks, the order was canceled. Is the offer bogus, and
hence the request was canceled, suggesting that the product was unavailable?”

Setiall i 55 annl clball o Lal) a5 SlIN ot g i sd] b allal) Lil] 2T e guns] 22y i pe 4ile culb culls

Furthermore, direct accusations in complaints included negative terms, as shown in
Example 130. In the example the complainer used face-threatening words such as “liars and
thieves” to express anger toward the company. Culpeper categorizes negative terms such as
“liars and thieves” under the insult strategy.
(130)
direct accusation strategy/ Insults:

“You are liars and thieves, and everyone is whining as a result. Be embarrassed of your

appearance and close your business and account, although I doubt you will because you
are used to receiving complaints.”

gl e 150525 (] o oS ia s w5l a5 e | pnind Sia iy JSH (0l 5 Al 3 o5
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Insults in Culpeper categorization include negative lexical items. In the present data, we can see
the use of negative words in direct accusation strategies, as in Example 130.

On the other hand, the modified blame strategy did not seem to show any impoliteness in
the complaints (See Examples 78 a and b).

Finally, explicit blame included negative terms that were categorized in Culpeper under
pointed criticisms or complaints.
Explicit blame indicated impoliteness in the complaint as illustrated in Example 131. Adverbs
such as “absolutely” were categorized in Culpeper under Pointed criticisms/complaints and in
the present study analysis explicit blame. In example 131, the complainer expressed the
complaint using pointed criticism terms such as “absolutely.”
(131)
Explicit blame /pointed criticisms/complaints

“Absolutely the worst company, they do not have any professionalism in dealing. A
company that does not have employees who are able to resolve complaints”

Gl Ja e 508 (uilh e laiele 4S50 Jaladl) 8 4l i) (sl agadl Gl BOUY1 e 4S5 Gl

Now, we move to directive acts. There were five categories in the pragmatics analysis: request
for repair, request for forbearance, drawing one own conclusion, threats, and advice to other
customers. Only threats in directive acts seem to be in line with Culpeper’s (2001) finding, as
shown in Example 132.

(132)

Threats
“By Allah Almighty, the Noon app is going to be erased right after my order comes in,
and you can keep your horrible treatments. [ made the mistake of paying for my item

before receiving it.”

DY) U8 gia) ke 4e e Sl fod) 1Sl e a0y Caday 58 Gl el o il s
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In regard to upgrading modifiers, rhetorical questions were in line with the impoliteness
strategy found in Culpeper (2011) where it was labeled as challenging or unpalatable questions,
as shown in Example 133. Questions were frequently asked in complaints on Twitter and were of
two types: the first type showed no negative attitude and the customer wanted to find an answer.
However, the second type came in the form of a rhetorical questions, such as in Example 133
where the customer asked questions just to display their anger about the service.

(133)
Rhetorical questions/challenging or unpalatable questions

“I purchased a sale item; after two weeks, the order was canceled. Is the offer bogus, and
hence the request was canceled, suggesting that the product was unavailable?”

Sociall i 5 anve] b i) 5 IV ot 5 il S llall o lill a3 e guss] 303 in je 4le ills ully

Other impoliteness strategies found in the data were in line with Culpeper (2011) and
used negative expressions that can be found in upgrading modifiers as word repetitions (“failed
failed") as shown in Example 134, as lexical intensification (“failure and they're thieves") as
shown in Example 135, and as prayers and negative wishes, as shown in Example 136.

Word repetition/negative expression
(134)

“The most recent time they lied to me about receiving money, they said it was sent to me today,
but I did not get it .A scam and failed failed site”

J6 Jld 18 g aSia Jin) 5 o Cibdila 5 (sl Jom i sl 15168 WIS A1 5 cpulal wSila g iy

Lexical intensification/negative expression
(135)

“Noon website is a failure and they're thieves.
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I returned an order that was not the same as it was offered, and it took me a month and
two weeks, but fake messages and annoying fake calls to manipulate a customer”
el pny JAl 05l s
daee (Ao e DUl dpas s CVL gl 3l 5 dan s by G (e sanl 5 el Jlia s dia s e (adi g0 Al Cans
Prayers/negative expression (ill-wishes)
(136)
Allah is sufficient for me, and He is the best disposer of affairs, as you wasted my time, and 1
wish Allah would do the same to you. May Allah postpone all your matters and issues, and may
Allah make your children and family incapable of doing anything. May Allah punish you and

take from you rather than give to you. May Allah revenge me until you return my right. Allah
suffices me, and He is the best disposer of affairs in every unjust person Allah is sufficient

A Sl 5 wSle Jany ) 2SULad 5 oS 5 el JS AL A i sillale 5 353 A) L Jie aS Sl ans g dll s
A s JS 8 A8l a5 ) s B )0 5 0 oS oy g oSle ol gy ) Sdany W g oS 30 5 oS sy
pSams

The above discussion demonstrates that the five impoliteness strategies found in
Culpeper (2011) were also found in the current study despite different labeling: indirect
accusation/challenging or unpalatable questions; direct accusation strategy/insults; explicit
blame/pointed criticisms or complaints; threats/threats, rhetorical question /challenging or
unpalatable questions; word repetition/lexical intensification; prayers/negative expression or ill-
wishes.

As seen from the discussion, six out of the nine strategies were found in the present
study. However, the current investigation found other impoliteness strategies not mentioned in
Culpeper (2001) --for example, the use of upgrading modifiers such as irony, emoticons, and
punctuation (Examples 106-108, and 118). These upgrading modifiers showed a negative
attitude and can be classified as impolite strategies to upgrade complaints.

As indicated above, only six strategies of impoliteness were used to compare Culpeper’s

nine strategies. Saudis on Twitter used challenging or unpalatable questions, insults, pointed
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criticisms/complaints, threats, challenging or unpalatable questions, and negative expressions
(ill-wishes). Although the Impoliteness Theory explains negative and impolite strategies in
complaints, it does not explain polite and neutral strategies employed--for example, the use of
hinting strategies and annoyance as well as directive acts such as requests for repairs and
forbearance, and drawing one's own conclusion.

There are upgrading modifiers in the data that cannot be categorized as impolite--for
instance the use of time reference, commitment upgraders, intensifiers, and expressions of
remorse, as well as downgrading modifiers that soften complaints such as initiators, polite
markers, and subjectiviers. Finally, Impoliteness Theory cannot account for external modifiers
used in the data that were also used to mitigate complaints such as preparators, providing
evidence, seeking solutions, and substantiation.

Thus, the following section will review Locher and Watts’ Relational Work Theory

(2005) since it covers all possible politeness levels from impolite to overly polite strategies. It
will help cover all the complaint strategies, directive acts, and internal and external

modifications.

4.5.5 Relational Work

Impoliteness Theory explains negative and impolite strategies employed in a complaint;
however, it does not explain the polite strategies used in the complaint such as the use of less
direct strategies found in hinting and annoyance. Also, impoliteness does not explain the use of
directive acts such as requests for repair, requests for forbearance, giving advice to other
customers, and drawing one's own conclusion. Also, the results showed that complaints include
downgrading modifiers and external modifiers, which cannot be classified as impolite since--as

argued by Trosborg (1995) --they are used to mitigate the complaint.
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Those strategies are difficult to categorize as either polite or impolite. A model that can
explain complaint strategies, directive acts, and modifications in the present study is the
Relational Work Theory by Locher and Watts (2005) since it does not simply focus on politesse
or impoliteness but takes into consideration what can be used in verbal exchange between two
aspects of communication: politic, and appropriate.

In their Relational Work, Locher & Watts (2005) categorize communication behavior
into four main categories:

(1) impolite--non-politic and inappropriate
(2) non-polite--politic and appropriate
(3) polite--politic and appropriate

(4) overpolite--non-politic and inappropriate

Judging from the pragmatics analysis, I can argue that politeness strategies and linguistic
behaviors in the complaints did not include many overly polite strategies. Furthermore, as
Locher & Watts (2005) point out, most of the communication we use is unmarked and
appropriate, which is going to be categorized under politic and appropriate level of politeness.
However, to test this hypothesis and determine the level of politeness in the current data,

categorization of the finding in the pragmatic section is needed.

The categorization and distinction between these categories are subjective, as noted by
Locher & Watts (2005): “It is important to stress here that there can be no objectively
definable boundaries between these categories if, as we argue later, politeness and related
categories are discursively negotiated” (Locher & Watts, 2005, p.12). Thus, to avoid

subjectivity, [ have UTA IRB approval to include the judgment of three Saudi native speakers.
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The participants categorized 35 tweets chosen from each category in the pragmatics analysis:
complaining strategies (5), directive acts (5), complaints prospective (4), internal modification
(16), and external modification (4).

Participants were asked to categorize 35 tweets according to politeness level following
Locher and Watts’ (2005) Relational Work. The scale ranged from 1 to 5:

1. Impolite

2. Neutral

3. Polite

4. Overpolite

5. Unsure

I deviated from the Relational Work scale by changing option 2, which was originally
non-polite, to avoid possible confusion while rating politeness levels., and added option 5 to
detect if the decision was difficult and why. The participants were asked to provide their
reasoning if they chose option number 5 and if they chose to categorize the tweets (Appendix B).

The average rating for all tweets was 1.8, indicating that participants viewed most tweets
as impolite rather than neutral or polite. Figure 23 depicts the participants' perceptions of
politeness within each category of tweets. Notably, 43% of the tweets were deemed impolite,
24% were neutral, 22.1% were considered polite, and 2.9% were considered excessively polite.
However, 7.7% were difficult to classify because participants did not know how to assess the

level of politeness.
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Rating Distribution
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Figure 23. Politeness Ratings Distribution

The scatterplot, Figure 24, depicts the distribution of participant ratings across the various
tweet categories. In this visualization, each point on the plot represents a distinct tweet category,
while the x-axis represents the ratings assigned to each tweet. The y-axis represents the

categories of analyzed tweets.
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Cluster Visualization Based on Ratings

Word repetitions
Time reference
Threats
Substantiation
Subjectiviers
Seeking solutions
Rhetorical question
Request for repairs °
Request for forbearance °
Question
Punctuations
Providing evidence o
Preparators
Prayers L]
Polite markers
Modified blame °
Lexical intensification
Letters repetitions L]
Irony
Intengiﬁers ° ®  Overpolite
Initiator
Indirect accusation
Hints
Focalizing the complainer
Focalizing the complainee
Expression of remorse
Explicit blame
Emoticons
Drawing one's own conclusion
Direct accusation
Defocalizing, the complainer
Defocalizing the complainee L]
Commitment upgraders L L]
Annoyance .
Advice to other customers . °

Rating

eo e o
L]

® Impolite

® Neutral

¢ Polite

Tweets Category
L
L ]

Unsure

o0 00
=

Figure 24. Cluster Visualization Based on Rating

The scatter plot shows that the lowest ratings of 1 (Impolite) is surrounded by the most
points, followed by ratings 2 and 3 (Neutral and Polite), and rating 4 (Overpolite). This
arrangement suggests that a substantial proportion of participants judged several tweet categories
to be less polite or neutral in nature, leading them to assign ratings of 1 or 2. The clustering
effect, particularly around lower ratings, highlights a common perception of impoliteness or
neutrality within these tweet categories.

Certain categories of tweets received responses indicating a perception of politeness
based on the moderate clustering around rating 3. This may suggest that some participants

recognized markers of politeness in these categories.
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Notably, as ratings increase from 4 to 5, the dispersion of points becomes more
pronounced. This divergence indicates a wider range of responses, possibly due to differing
interpretations of excessive politeness, or ambiguity in tweet categories receiving these higher
ratings.

This pattern can be interpreted within the context of participants' social media etiquette
expectations. The dense clustering around the lower ratings may indicate a general tendency to
perceive tweets as more direct or neutral, possibly due to the informality and brevity of social
media communication. On the other hand, the variance of responses in the higher ratings may
reflect participants' nuanced considerations of politeness, in which they attributed varying
degrees of formality and politeness to tweet categories.

In greater detail, Figure 25 shows the distribution of ratings across all tweet categories.
The stacked bar plot in Figure 25 indicates that some tweets received a total agreement from the
rater as impolite (defocalizing the complainer, direct accusation, drawing one's own conclusion,
Emoticons, explicit blame). However, request for repairs was the only tweet that received
agreement as being polite. In only three instances out of a total of 105 responses did the results
indicate that tweets were perceived as excessively polite (commitment upgraders, irony, polite
marker). However, as illustrated in Figure 25, only one rater considered these categories to be
overpolite. The rest of the tweet categories showed partial disagreement among raters, except for

full disagreement in categorizing politeness of advice to other customers.
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Rating Distribution Across Tweets
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Figure 25. Rating Distribution Across Tweets

The following discusses why participants agreed or disagreed over tweets’ level of
politeness, as well as the factors that could have caused them to be uncertain or unable to judge
the tweet's level of politeness.

As illustrated in Figure 22--the stacked bar plot--participants concurred that the following
tweets were impolite: defocalizing the complainer, direct accusation, drawing one's own
conclusion, emoticons, and explicit blame. When analyzing why the participants perceived these
tweets as impolite, semantically negative words in the tweets were the primary factor. For
instance, in Example 137, all three raters agreed that words such as "liars" and "thieves"

contributed to the impoliteness.
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(137) Direct accusation

“You are liars and thieves, and everyone is whining as a result. Be embarrassed of your
appearance and close your business and account, although I doubt you will because you
are used to receiving complaints.”

gl Ao [0 527 (ST Jiad] a8 o g aSiliun | gl g 2Sgimn g Ao | pais] aSia Siidy S g (40038 5 420) g a1
Another example was when the complainers were drawing their own conclusion, as in Example
138.
(138) Drawing their own conclusion

“Are you kidding me???!! The shipment will take 20 days, but it has not arrived, the first
and last time I deal with you. shity delivery &

Gl s S 55 280 Jolail 6 g0 i) g Jg) Cilasla il g a0 Vo led ppan 4in i) [199F yiii oligina aTif

All raters agreed that the phrase “are you kidding me” and word “shity” were the reasons they
viewed the tweet as impolite. Also, one of the raters mentioned that the way the complainer was
drawing his own conclusion about purchasing in the future was impolite. Furthermore, all raters
agreed that complaints including emoticons such as in Example 138 was impolite. However, all
raters noted that semantically negative words drove their judgments.
(139) Emoticons

"If you work well, you will not continue to be this bad you are really bad,

Do not buy into the falsehoods that they Check how many days they are behind, and you

will see that the response remains the same. I don't believe in you until I see my order
tell.
(S[S[SISISISSISISSISSIS NSNS TSNS [S SIS S S SIS SIS [SS SIS S S S IS S 1)
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For instance, in Example 139, all raters agreed that the use of the negative word “bad” was their
reason for categorizing the tweet as impolite. Only one of the raters mentioned the use of the
emoticons as an additional reason.

However, the participants only agreed about politeness for a tweet when the complainer
used a directive act to request repairs.
(140) Request for repairs

Peace be upon you, I want to file a complaint, Since Monday, I've had a request. The

representative called to tell me that he is in the neighborhood, but the request hasn't
come yet as of Thursday. why?

i il gla pasail] Y g adl 8 i o stiall ialS iV o gy o el satie (5555 18 ) il 2Sile 2]
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For Example, 140, all raters agreed that the use of the initiator “Peace be upon you” and
the polite explanation of the problem was why they perceived the tweet as polite. For example,
rater 1 wrote, “because he wrote Peace be upon you and explained the problem without impolite
words.”
Use of the initiator, “Peace be upon you,” in other tweets was also mentioned by all
raters. Furthermore, polite markers and a polite request style were also mentioned by the raters.
For example, all raters agreed that the use of “If you may” (Example 141) made them view
tweets as polite. Rater 2 viewed it as overpolite because of the polite marker in the tweet.
(141) polite marker

“If you may, I placed an order and paid for it with Apple Pay. The money was taken out, but the
order is still on the chart, and I didn't get a message or email !!”

J_J.A__)\YJMMJEQYJMQQPU@H\}@QA\gm\gu@\qubj@kmjl
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These results show the importance of using initiators such as ‘“Peace be upon you.” It was
among the top 100 keywords, as discussed earlier in the corpus analysis section (5.1). Thus, in
Arabic it seems to be one of the important elements in CMC on Twitter, and it affects the
realization of politeness.

Rater 1 noted that a tweet appeared more polite if it was written in standard Arabic, and
rater 2 noted that giving a reason for the complaint made him view a tweet as polite. Overall, the
use of initiators and polite markers were the main reasons given for viewing tweets as polite.

When participants viewed tweets as neutral and had difficulty categorizing tweets, the
main reason noted from their responses was that they found the tweets politic and free of
semantically negative words. It must also be noted that rater 3 did not provide any reasons for his
choices.

Some tweets were categorized as neutral even though initiators were used. Furthermore,
when the complainer threatened the addressee, as in Example 142, two raters found the tweets to
be neutral.

(142) Threats
“Noon the issue hasn't been resolved and no one has contacted me The amount was not credited

to my Noon account as per your request Do you want me to file an official complaint through
the platform of the Ministry of Tradel demand payment and compensation.”

osh
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When raters were unsure, which did not happen very often in the data, the use of polite

and impolite words in the tweets caused the rater to be unsure about the answer. For Example,
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143, rater 1 mentioned that the use of the initiator and the impolite way a question was asked at
the end made him unsure how to categorize the tweet.

(143) Preparators

“Peace and mercy of God. I bought a new Tablet from you. It had a factory malfunction, and after
a great effort, the device was replaced with a different color but I did not change anything about
it, the same fault that was in the first device. what is the solution?”’

GRS ae Sleal) Jluiul &5 dga dga 2 abias Jlae 4 OS5 | s QU Slea aSie Cy i) 4l des 5 oSile 23
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From the above analysis, agreement on the impoliteness of tweets was often derived from
semantically negative words. However, the judged politeness of tweets was also derived from
semantically positive words such as initiators and polite markers. However, if the tweets
included both negative and positive semantic words, most of the tweet’s categorization fell in the
middle range of politeness.

- Relational Work Theory by Locher and Watts (2005)

In accordance with Locher and Watts's (2005) Relational Work Theory, the dichotomy
between politeness (Brown and Levison, 1987) and impoliteness (Culpeper, 2011) does not
appear to apply to Arabic complaints on Twitter. The results of the current study, however,
contradict Locher and Watts' (2005) assertion that most of our utterances are unmarked and
appropriate. The results indicated that a significant proportion of tweets fell into the impoliteness
category, and that social media communication is typically more face-threatening and impolite
than face-to-face interactions.

The objective of pragmatics analysis was to determine where these categories fell

according to the Relational Work Model. I organized the tweets according to the raters’
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consensus. Thus, if two raters agreed on the complaint's politeness, the complaint was classified
as such.

As previously mentioned, a complete disagreement was found only in categorizing advice to
other customers; however, the tweet's rating tended to be near the high end of the scale because
no one perceived it as impolite (neutral, polite, or unsure). Other tweets, however, demonstrated
agreement between at least two raters. Based on this information, I classified the tweets as shown

in Table 19.
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Table 19 Politeness categorization according to the modified Relational Work

Impolite 1 Neutral Polite 3 Overpolite 4

e Direct accusation e Annoyance e  Request for repairs

e Drawing one's e Hints e Commitment upgraders
own conclusion e Indirect e Initiator

e Defocalizing, the accusation e Polite markers
complainer e Irony e Intensifiers

e  Explicit blame e Question

e Expression of e Modified e  Secking solution
remorse blame

o Lexical e  Threats
intensification

e Prayers

e  Punctuations

o  Subjectifiers

e  Substantiation

e Time reference

e Focalizing the
complainer

e Defocalizing the
complainee

e  Preparators

e Request for
forbearance

e Focalizing the
complainee

e Letters
repetitions

e  Rhetorical
question

e Providing
evidence

e  Emoticons

e Word repetitions

As illustrated in Table 17, most of the complaints were categorized and perceived as
impolite. Also, there was not even partial agreement that a complaint was overpolite. In addition,

an examination of the complaint strategies revealed that direct accusation and explicit blame
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were presumed to be the most face-threatening and impolite strategies. However, hints,
annoyances, and modified blame tended to be neutral since two raters viewed them as neutral.

As discussed earlier, the current study made use of Trosborg's (1995) classification of
complaint strategies that addresses directness. The results are in line with that classification
system in terms of explicit blame as a direct strategy. However, the results also suggest that
Arabic speakers view direct accusation as more direct than modified blame, and thus should be
ranked higher in terms of directness and face-threateningness. This result is in line with EI-
Dakhs et al. (2021), Al-Shorman (2016), El-Dakhs and Ahmed (2021), all of whom found that
Saudi, Egyptian, and Jordanian Arabic speakers avoid direct accusations in their complaints.
Other complaining strategies, including hints, annoyances, modified blame, and indirect
accusations, seemed to show the same level of politeness since two raters agreed they were
neutral and less face-threatening.

Directive acts contained in complaints, drawing one's own conclusion, and requesting
forbearance were judged impolite. However, requests for repairs were viewed as polite. Lastly,
threatening the recipient of a complaint was viewed as neutral and not face-threatening.

Complaint perceptions that led to categorization revealed that the employed reference did
not appear to mitigate complaints, even when defocalizing references were used. This result
suggests that the use of negative semantic lexical terms in complaints had a greater effect on the
perception of impoliteness than the use of focalizing or defocalizing references.

When evaluating how complaints were perceived, it was clear that in contrast to Trosborg
(1995), neither focalizing nor defocalizing both complainer and complainee references caused

raters to view the tweets differently. This was also noted when examining participant responses.
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No rater mentioned that the use of certain references or their absence determined their perception
of a tweet.

Directive acts ranged from impolite to polite. The most recurring reason for politeness
variations was the tweet’s style. For instance, when a complainer used an impolite form to
request something of a company, the request form was viewed by the rater as impolite. The
opposite was true for both threats and requests for repairs, where complainers did not use
negative words in their complaints.

Complaint modification observations showed that most upgrading modifiers reduced
perceived politeness, rendering a complaint rating as impolite. However, modifiers such as
"irony" were perceived as neutral. In addition, when complainants employed questions,
intensifiers, and commitment enhancers, their complaints were regarded as polite. When
complaints contained both upgrading and downgrading modifiers such as initiators and polite
markers, downgrading modifiers were perceived as having a greater impact than upgrading
modifiers, in addition to appearing less face-threatening and more polite. However, it is
important to note that not all downgrading modifiers exhibited the same effect, as downgrading
modifiers such as substantiation, preparators, and providing evidence did not influence the rater's
complaint politeness evaluations when negative words were used.

Therefore, we can conclude that downgrading and upgrading modifiers affected the
perception of politeness in the sense that upgrading modifiers led to impoliteness perception
while downgrading modifiers led to politeness perception. However, the most influential
downgrading complaint modifiers appeared to be polite markers, initiators, and possible
solutions; however, when a complaint contained semantically negative words, they were

perceived as impolite.
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The categorization of complaining strategies and modifications differed from that of Harb
(2021) in that the number of complaint strategies, perceptions, and modifications used in each
category were significantly higher in the present study (35 vs. 10). Also, strategies in the present
study such as substantiation were classified as impolite, as opposed to being positively rated by
Harb (2021). On the other hand, some strategies found in Harb (2021) such as religion and
prayer, and supplication were also present in the present study. Moreover, insults and irony were
identified in both investigations. However, irony was classified as impolite in Harb (2021) and

neutral in the current study.

4.6 Summary and conclusion

Chapter 4 showed the results of the corpus analysis, pragmatic analysis, and politeness
analysis. In the corpus analysis, first, the keyword analysis showed the complaint included more
negative terms than positive terms and more focalizing references than devocalizing references,
showing the high level of face-threatening directness in the complaints.

More importantly, the results contradict the previous definition proposed by both Edwards
(2005) and Sacks (1995), showing the difference between compiling in CMC and face-to-face
interaction. Furthermore, the results are in line with Olshtain and Cohen's (1983) notion of the
speech act set.

The second part of the analysis is related to the pragmatic analysis using Trosborg (1995).
The finding showed that Saudi complaints include more direct and face-threatening strategies
and upgrading modifiers, which shows the high level of directness in the complaint. The high
level of directness was also noted since focalizing references were used more often. Finally,

requests were the most common form of speech in Saudi complaints.
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The third part of chapter four was about the level of politeness in the tweets. The findings
showed that complaints in CMC cannot be viewed as either polite or impolite, which makes the
Relational Work Theory by Locher and Watts (2005) more suitable to analyze complaints in
CMC. The rating of the complaints by native Saudi speakers revealed that complaints tend to be
mostly impolite. However, a different level of politeness was also noted, except that no

complaint was viewed as overly polite.

188



Chapter 5

Conclusion and implications

To summarize, the present study examined speech acts of complaint on Twitter using
corpus and pragmatics methods. The study first examined the top 100 keywords and found that
complaints included relatively more self-referential and negative terms, indicating a high degree
of directness and explicitness. However, mitigating terms such as initiators were also noted in the
corpus, indicating that complaints may include both direct and mitigated components.

While conducting a corpus analysis that examined previously published definitions of
speech acts of complaints, it became clear that CMC communication differs from interpersonal
communication. The results of the present investigation contradict the claim proposed by
Edwards (2005) that complainers often explicitly avoid showing that they are complaining.
Furthermore, the results contradict Sacks’ (1995) complaint sequence since most of the
complaints did not include a positive comment about the addressee. Finally, the result is in line
with the speech act set notion proposed by Olshtain and Cohen (1983) in that complaints do
occur with other speech acts such as requests and threats. The results are also in line with
Olshtain and Cohen’s (1983) proposed definition of those complaints which states that complains
occur when expectations are not met. However, the keywords analysis failed to indicate that
complaints used keywords in the definition, but other words with the same meaning were found
in the corpus.

Following the relatively large corpus analysis, a more focused pragmatics analysis

showed similar complaint patterns. For example, Arabic complaints on Twitter included various
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complaint strategy types. However, the findings showed that complainers frequently employed
highly direct strategies such as annoyance, direct accusation, and explicit blame. The analysis
also showed a greater usage of upgrading modifiers than downgrading modifiers. Also,
focalizing references were used more often than defocusing references. Finally, the results
indicated usage of other speech acts in complaints. However, requests were the most common
type of speech act observed.

The study subsequently examined Arabic complaint politeness on Twitter, the findings of
which support the findings of both the large corpus and the focused corpus reported in the
pragmatics analysis section. The results support the conclusion that Arabic complaints on
Twitter, in general, tend to be impolite. However, polite markers and initiators were also noted
and shown to be crucial in reglazing the politeness levels of complaints. Furthermore, the
findings also suggest that approaching politeness from one angle was not useful; the relational
work by Locher and Watts (2005) was shown to be more effective since it accounts for all
politeness levels within complaints.

Overall, the study sheds insight into Arabic complaints in CMC, a subject that has received
little attention in the literature. Additionally, the data demonstrates that complaints in CMC are
direct and face-threatening. However, it is important to look at less direct and mitigated
complaints to gain a full understanding of CMC. The results also demonstrate the significance of
examining speech acts in CMC as well as the necessity of viewing politeness as a scale that
varies from impolite to overpolite. This preliminary study on Arabic complaints should serve as

a springboard for future research in CMC and social media.
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Implications and future work

The results demonstrated the importance of combining both corpus and pragmatics
analyses. The corpus analysis showed the ability to analyze big data and see complaint patterns,
whereas the pragmatics analysis demonstrated the importance of analyzing a context to
understand the meaning of keywords related to speech acts as well as strategies and modality
markers in the data.

The study begins by addressing four research questions pertaining to the definition of the
speech act of complaint through the application of corpus analysis. An implication that arises
from the corpus analysis pertains to the definition of acts of complaint. The findings revealed
that certain prior definitions of the speech act were inapplicable within the CMC. Specifically,
only the definitions put forth by Olshtain and Weinbach (1987) and Olshtain and Cohen
remained relevant (1983).

The study shows the importance of distinguishing between complaints utilizing spoken
communication and complaints utilizing written communication in CMC. It is also important to
acknowledge how cultural differences might differentially impact speech acts in face-to-face
communication but not in CMC, as various investigations have demonstrated that Arabic,
German, and British speakers (Meinl, 2013), and English speakers (Vasquez, 2011) (Vladimirou,
et al, 2021) demonstrate relatively more direct and confrontational attitudes. However, each
language has its own specific features that distinguish it from others. In the current data, for
example, Arabic speakers used letter and word repetitions to express their anger because they
cannot use letter capitalization as possible in written German and English (Meinl, 2013).

In the pragmatics section, the study conducted a more targeted analysis to address four

additional questions. The result stresses the significance of examining the Arabic language, as it
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reveals distinct complaint strategies in comparison to other languages, particularly regarding the
ranking of complaint strategies' directness. The pragmatic analysis highlights the significance of
scrutinizing pragmatic linguistic tools that would be omitted from corpus-based analysis.

The study then examined politeness and impoliteness of speech acts in general and speech
acts of complaint on Twitter. The results show that communication on social media tends to be
impolite and directly threatening; however, the study did not ignore the variety of politeness
levels found on Twitter. Thus, the framework proposed in Locher and Watts’ (2005) Relational
Work proved to be more effective than viewing politeness as either polite, as proposed by Brown
and Levinson (1987), or impolite as described by Culpeper (2011).

The results of the study can benefit Noon in different ways. For example, improving
customer satisfaction by knowing the reoccurring issues in the complaints. the results can help
the company addressee those issues which will lead to customer satisfaction and improvement in
the company performance and completion.

The results can also help the company improve their chatbot training knowing the
different possible complain patterns found in the current study. This improvement will lead to
better a response from the chatbot according to the customer need in the complaint.

One limitation of the present study relates to the lack of contextual factors such as social
power, distance, and degree of imposition. Brown and Levinson's (1987) Politeness Theory
contributed to the realization of how important it was to determine a complaint’s level of
politeness on Twitter. Similarly, Leech (1983, 2014) emphasizes the importance of
pragmalinguistics and sociopragmatics factors when calculating the politeness levels of speech
acts. Thus, considering social dominance and degree of imposition, more research is needed on

Arabic complaints in CMC.
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Another limitation of the study is that it focused on initial complaints addressed to Noon's
customer care account on Twitter. In future studies, the focus should be on interactions between
Twitter users to determine how the speech act is performed. This is crucial, because we need to
examine the role of addressivity in tweets and how the complexity of participation on Twitter
might affect the way Twitter users complain, as it has already been shown to increase aggression
(Vladimirou, House, & Kadar, 2021).

Additionally, Twitter's character limit has expanded from a total of 240 to 4,000
characters since the study was conducted. Therefore, it will be necessary to study complaints in
longer tweets and ascertain whether tweet length influences individuals’ complaints.

A further weakness of this study is the lack of demographic information related to the
tweets. Future research should investigate how demographics affect complaints. Presently,
however, demographic information is only accessible through scraping tweets using the Twitter
APIL.

Moreover, the analysis in the present study is based on Twitter corpora, which suits the
objective of evaluating naturally occurring data. However, future research could continue to
investigate Arabic speech acts of complaint in spoken corpora containing paralinguistic
indicators such as prosody, pitch, and intonation.

Finally, the current study focused on complaints on only one social media platform. It
will be important in the future to investigate Arabic acts of complaint on other social media
platforms and on other online complaints in CMC. As the study demonstrated, Arabic complaints
in CMC are not well researched, and additional research is needed with a greater number of

comparisons to draw more concise conclusions.
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Appendix

Appendix A
Top 100 Keywords.

Reference to complainer terms

Number | Reference to the complainer | Translation Rank |Freq_Tar |Freq_Ref |Range Tar |Range Ref (NormFreq Tar (NormFreq_Ref [NormRange Tar |NormRange_Ref |Keyness (Likelihood) |Keyness (Effect)
1 culb | order 6 81 2 1 1 4716.512 29429 1 1 4 0.009
2 d | have/ for me 1 540 n 1 1 6684.906 1059.447 1 1 39932 0.013
3 ol My order 0 189 1 1 1 2339.717 14.715 1 1 20037 0.005
4 gk My money 5 1 2 1 1| n%06L | 240 1 1 203.464 0,004
5 ey Withme 26 10 16 1 1 2971069 235433 1 1 198.669 0.006
6 oo My order 3% 3 2 1 1 1770.262 29429 1 1 156.735 0.004
7 Clayl | sent 3 v 0 1 0 1535.052 0 1 0 151485 0.003
8 Jd | want 46 164 16 1 1 2030.231 235433 1 1 117435 0.004
9 il | 49 525 19 1 1 6499.214 2795.762 1 1 111.226 0.013
10 clolg | contacted 54 97 2 1 1 1200.807 29429 1 1 102.049 0.002
1 Shis | have 60 263 68 1 1 3255.797 1000.589 1 1 91627 0.006
1 bl | order 61 104 6 1 1 1287.463 88.287 1 1 89.836 0.003
3 & | want 63 103 6 1 1 1275.084 88.287 1 1 88.751 0.003
1% oS My problem 66 68 0 1 0 841.803 0 1 0 83.051 0.002
15 ok My shipment n 66 0 1 0 817.044 0 1 0 80.607 0.002
16 ) | received 74 n 1 1 1 891321 14.715 1 1 78.936 0.002
17 il | Waite 75 82 3 1 1 1015.115 44144 1 1 78.895 0.002
18 Ulg Andi 88 01 54 1 1 2488.27 794,585 1 1 66.805 0.005
19 Jolgl | contact 90 61 1 1 755.147 14.715 1 1 65.827 0.002
0 4b | order (feminine subject) | 90 61 1 1 1 755.147 14.715 1 1 65.827 0.002
u Cabdy And | paid 97 L) 0 1 0 606.593 0 1 0 59.84 0.001

Reference to addressee terms

Number | Reference tothe Addresee | Translation Rank [Freq_Tar [Freq_Ref {Range Tar Range_Ref NormFreq_Tar |NormFreq_Ref NormRange_Tar |NormRange_Ref [Keyness (Likeliood) - (Keyness (Effect)
1 g Noon 1 613 1 1 1 795999 2949 1 1 763.438 0016
1 e Onyou 8 616 n 1 1 T65.744 | 1059.447 1 1 405.283 0015
3 Oplial The delegate/ representative 16 18 0 1 0 2698.721 0 1 0 266437 0.005
4 r&““ From you 19 m 2 1 1 354832 176.574 1 1 250713 0.007
5 ») Answer (imperative) plural il 0 1 1 1 U8 249 1 1 26307 0005
b ] Answer (imperative) singular Ji) 07 10 1 1 62547 | 141145 1 1 187.54 0.005
1 (&u Withyou Bf] 175 8 1 1 2166.405 117.716 1 1 160.628 0.004
8 loy) Answer-you (plural) (mperative) | 37 n 0 1 0 1497.914 0 1 0 147818 0.003
9 i You have 40 191 18 1 1 04476 | 26486 1 1 138.889 0.005
10 0y You answer 4 118 1 1 1 1460.776 14715 1 1 134.166 0.003
1 VSJ For you you have u m B 1 1 299.828 632.725 1 1 12129 0.006
1 Ugia The delegate/ representative o4 81 3 1 1 1077.013 44144 1 1 84,656 0.002
13 Slas Withyou 87 62 1 1 1 767.526 14715 1 1 67.016 0002
14 & Your response El 8 0 1 0 606.593 0 1 0 5984 0001
15 J That you 9 8 8 1 1 1027495 | 17716 1 1 59724 0002
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Appendix

Number |Retail Trade terms |Translation Rank |Freq_Tar Freq_Ref [Range_Tar |Range_Ref |NormFreq_Tar [NormFreq_Ref |NormRange_Tar |NormRange_Ref |Keyness (Likelihood) |Keyness (Effect)
1 5y The response 3 519 8 1 1 6424.937 117.716 1 1 564.798 0.013
2 bl The order (masculine) 5 475 4 1 1 5880.241 58.858 1 1 541.223 0.012
3 a4l The order (feminine) 9 316 0 1 0 3911.908 0 1 0 386.387 0.008
4 4l An order (feminine) 10 302 0 1 0 3738.595 0 1 0 369.244 0.007
5 b An order 13 283 9 1 1 3503.386 132.431 1 1 279.697 0.007
6 il The product 14 229 1 1 1 2834.895 14.715 1 1 268.587 0.006
7 el amount 15 393 83 1 1 4865.126 632.725 1 1 267.032 0.01
8 el Customer/ clients 18 17 1 1 1 2686.342 14.715 1 1 254,013 0.005
9 Qo gl Delivery 27 199 8 1 1 2463512 117.716 1 1 187.966 0.005
10 s Service 29 210 V) 1 1 2599.686 176.574 1 1 182.05 0.005
1 flal Retrieval 30 149 0 1 0 1844.539 0 1 0 182.048 0.004
i) Joolgdl Contact/ communication | 34 238 27 1 1 2946.31 397.293 1 1 158.643 0.006
13 Y] The shipment ) 109 0 1 0 1349.361 0 1 0 133.151 0.003
14 i Aproduct I} 137 5 1 1 1695.985 73.573 1 1 131.915 0.003
15 ) Number 45 236 ) 1 1 2921551 603.29 1 1 120.308 0.006
16 ol The customer 47 17 4 1 1 1448.396 58.858 1 1 114.047 0.003
17 il same 53 2143 51 1 1 3008.208 750.441 1 1 105.503 0.006
18 Al Amessage 55 128 10 1 1 1584.57 147.145 1 1 100273 0.003
19 gl Shipping 62 86 2 1 1 1064.633 29.429 1 1 89.084 0.002
20 Sl Bank 65 69 0 1 0 854,182 0 1 0 84.273 0.002
n S Company 67 127 15 1 1 1572.191 20.718 1 1 82.837 0.003
n Jolgs Contact 68 143 pil 1 1 1770.262 309.005 1 1 82.06 0.004
3 ] Delivery 69 79 2 1 1 977.977 29.429 1 1 80.866 0.002
% 2l |Trade 70 119 13 1 1 1473.155 191.289 1 1 80.779 0.003
25 flapud  [Retrieval 7 102 8 1 1 1262.704 117.716 1 1 79.778 0.003
2% §ley¥ [The retum 73 65 0 1 0 804.665 0 1 0 79.386 0.002
7 cloy It arrived 78 108 11 1 1 1336.981 161.86 1 1 75.809 0.003
b > Discount 81 103 10 1 1 1275.084 147.145 1 1 73.887 0.003
29 o Delivery 82 93 7 1 1 1151.289 103.002 1 1 73.827 0.002
30 o Shipment 83 67 1 1 1 829.423 14.715 1 1 72971 0.002

Polite and positive terms

Number |Polite and positive terms (Translation | Rank |Freq_Tar |Freq_ Ref |Range Tar |Range_Ref |NormFreq_Tar {NormFreq Ref NormRange Tar NormRange Ref [Keyness (Likefiood) |Keyness (Effect)
1 Skl Thepeace | 11| 43 | B 1 1 5360.304 185,58 1 1 342,895 0011
2 S Please B9 | Y 1 1 301457 | 42670 1 1 214,343 0.007
3 ») Please/Ihope | 32 | 162 | 4 1 1 2005.472 58.858 1 1 166.49 0.004
4 by Please/hope | 52 | 101 1 1 1 1250325 29429 1 1 106.777 0.002
5 Ik Thanks nmymw | u 1 1 1460.776 | 206.004 1 1 16,778 0,003
b ke Peace N 7" 5 1 1 985.597 1353 1 1 65,31 0.002
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Negative terms

Number |Negative terms (Tranclation  (Rank |Freq_Tar {Freq_Ref |Range Tar |Range Ref |NormFreq_Tar |NomFreaq Ref NormRange Tar |NormRange Ref [Keymess (Likelinood] (Keyness (Efect]
1@ |Notfofrewr| 0] W | B | 1 I s | e3Ts 1 1 3676 0.009
) & [Thepobem | %) W6 | B | 1 L] 6B | %7483 l ! 204285 0007
3 ¢ |hodnt Ao Bt I | 5549 | 1918 l ! [ 0005
N I /LS N/ B L &3m0 l l 14561 0,006
S gfe [Complnt [ SB| M| S| L | 1| 181483 | BB ! 1 Qs 003
o ap |y 9om | 8| L L] 368 | 1mis ! ! 91,809 0007
1 e (mpotant [ 8]0 [ 2| 1 [ | %65 | 148 ! l 10348 0002
8 4w |Bad & 7| 4| 1 L] |8 | 8% l ! 68405 0002
b ¢y I L] 009 | 17508 ! ! 66,647 0008
0 ) |Unfortunately |5 10| 20| 1 L] s | 2 ! ! 6% 0003

Twitter terms

Number Twitter terms Translation |Rank |Freq_Tar|Freq_Ref|Range Tar {Range Ref [NormFreq Tar NormFreq_Ref |NormRange_Tar [NormRange_Ref Keyness (Likelihood| [Keyness (Effect)
I & fTheM | 1800 2 | 1 L] 959 | 3mn ! ! 81309 002
] s |OM 'R Lo 635902 | 515009 ! 1 41997 0083
I Bl fintheDM | 50| 104 | 2 | 1 L 187463 | 2048 ! 1 10377 0.003
b g3 Onthedm 83 67 | 1 | 1 Lo 8943 | W7 ! 1 7471 0.002

Time reference terms

Number | Time reference terms | Translation (Rank |Freq_Tar |Freq_Ref [Range Tar (Range Ref |NomFreq_Tar [NormFreq_Ref [NormRange Tar NormRange Ref |Keyness (Lieihood] |Keyness (Effect)
1 oy Now B3| B 1 | 3707 | 147734 1 1 14761 0.009
2 i3l Todyy 48] 311 | 7 1 | /001 | 133019 1 1 13971 0.008
3 ol Days Sl M8 | 1 | 2098720 | 513867 1 1 108,602 0.005
4 Jog Arive 5% | 119 8 | 1 1473.155 117.716 1 | %17 0.003
5 sl Onghour | 79| 136 | A 1 | 1683606 | 309.005 1 1 75.468 0.003
6 b Date 0| & | ¢4 1 | 105115 | 58.8%8 1 1 74,063 0.002
1 iy Day B3| B | 139948 | 201589 1 1 65.102 0.009
8 fgul Aweek | %] 19 | 2 1 | 159695 | 338434 1 1 64.397 0.003
9 s [Twoweeks| % | T3 | 5 1 | 9037 135713 1 1 59883 0.002
10 e Amonth | 200| 189 | 93 1 | BRI | T8N 1 1 59462 0.005
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Passive terms
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Appendix B

Relational Work Questionnaire.

(English Version)

- Please read the tweets below and respond to the questions that follow
each tweet:

Tweet (1)

“Peace be with you, I ordered an item that was meant to be delivered today because I'm flying
this morning if God wills, why hasn't it arrived?”

Agllall 285 Ciliana g g sbe Gl 4l L o) yadl) jilise 3Y a5l Jea st el e Ll 4lls saie oSile 230
Q1 - What is the Level of politeness in the previous tweet:

1. impolite 2. Neutral 3. Polite 4. Overpolite 5. Unsure

Q2- If you select option 5, could you briefly explain why?

Q3- What wording in the tweet led you to your answer?

Tweet (2)

“I received an email that included no updates. I am very upset because every time someone calls
me, they are unaware of the background of my problem.”

ujz_ulnumgwﬁré'fﬁ@y/h e Lo b/uy/iJU/SfﬂwimumL;/wlc&}m Yule LLAJ/GLLAJ
AUSia] | &
Q1 - What is the Level of politeness in the previous tweet:

1. impolite 2. Neutral 3. Polite 4. Overpolite 5. Unsure

Q2- If you select option 5, could you briefly explain why?
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Q3- What wording in the tweet led you to your answer?

Tweet (3)

“I purchased a sale item; after two weeks, the order was canceled. Is the offer bogus, and hence
the request was canceled, suggesting that the product was unavailable?”

Smiiall 48 57 atel allal] o if] a7 Y ot g iyl S allall oLl i pe suasl das in s dple cills il
Q1 - What is the Level of politeness in the previous tweet:

1. impolite 2. Neutral 3. Polite 4. Overpolite 5. Unsure

Q2- If you select option 5, could you briefly explain why?

Q3- What wording in the tweet led you to your answer?

Tweet (4)
“You are liars and thieves, and everyone is whining as a result. Be embarrassed of your

appearance and close your business and account, although I doubt you will because you
are used to receiving complaints.”

gl (e /50 525 (ST Jiad] aS jnia g aSiliss [ sli g aSgn 5 Ao [ saias] 2o Siddy SSI) 5 (]IS 5 4a) g T
Q1 - What is the Level of politeness in the previous tweet:

1. impolite 2. Neutral 3. Polite 4. Overpolite 5. Unsure

Q2- If you select option 5, could you briefly explain why?

Q3- What wording in the tweet led you to your answer?
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Tweet (5)

“I have an order, which is supposed to be delivered to me on Saturday , but the representative
asked to postpone it to the another day and i still did not get it. [ need it today. The order
number HH#HHE”

psall Llad) (iale o gr (5 o0 (S8 (M Lol lla o gaial) G aal I8 Gl (ila 55 a5 jiall dlla (gie
g RE Y

Q1 - What is the Level of politeness in the previous tweet:

1. impolite 2. Neutral 3. Polite 4. Overpolite 5. Unsure

Q2- If you select option 5, could you briefly explain why?

Q3- What wording in the tweet led you to your answer?

Tweet (6)
Peace be upon you, I want to file a complaint, Since Monday, I've had a request. The

representative called to tell me that he is in the neighborhood, but the request hasn't
come yet as of Thursday. why?

il il sl szl Y1 Mg o] ] o stial] ialS iV o gy e dalls sdie o 555 28 )] ol aSile 2Ol
o/

Q1 - What is the Level of politeness in the previous tweet:
1. impolite 2. Neutral 3. Polite 4. Overpolite 5. Unsure

Q2- If you select option 5, could you briefly explain why?

Q3- What wording in the tweet led you to your answer?

Tweet (7)
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“No DM, Read the written text and develop your website. Some offers are fake, some shop
reviews are inaccurate, and some products arrive with written descriptions and detailed product
information that do not match. If you want to succeed, start by looking at the most recent activity

on the Ali Express website. When that happens, your site will control the entire area.”

pSadsal g ) sk ) ga g5 o siSall 2D o sl
Sl Caa gl aillas e Jia 5 Cladie g dasaia e Leilapll jalie s daas 5 (s yal) (any
ALlS CiSile Gkl Jyuaalis
A ) shiasle Jal el 550 GuyasS) (o a8 gay 4dl | 93 53 () saani () 558
LelS Al 5 i lo loune pSad 5o ()55 e

Q1 - What is the Level of politeness in the previous tweet:

1. impolite 2. Neutral 3. Polite 4. Overpolite 5. Unsure

Q2- If you select option 5, could you briefly explain why?

Q3- What wording in the tweet led you to your answer?

Tweet (8)

“Are you kidding me???!! The shipment will take 20 days, but it has not arrived, the first and
last time I deal with you. shity delivery &

s jll g Jua 57 aSea Jolail 0 pa j3) g Sy Ciliaglo il g a o Vo led puaw 4is ] 1195 iii pligii ATl

Q1 - What is the Level of politeness in the previous tweet:

1. impolite 2. Neutral 3. Polite 4. Overpolite 5. Unsure

Q2- If you select option 5, could you briefly explain why?

Q3- What wording in the tweet led you to your answer?
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Tweet (9)

“Noon the issue hasn't been resolved and no one has contacted me The amount was not credited
to my Noon account as per your request Do you want me to file an official complaint through
the platform of the Ministry of Trade. I demand payment and compensation.”

ol

a3 deay aly dag ol ¥ ke

Al e 55 b e (8 2ol 5 5
555 a3 53 5 3

5okl 3 ) 55 daie (33 yha (2 dpans)

G il 5 gl Sl

Q1 - What is the Level of politeness in the previous tweet:

1. impolite 2. Neutral 3. Polite 4. Overpolite 5. Unsure

Q2- If you select option 5, could you briefly explain why?

Q3- What wording in the tweet led you to your answer?

Tweet (10)

“I don't want to communicate with you about anything other than getting my money back. Thank
you. Ido not want to deal with you. I will advise everyone I know not to deal with you.”

aSae Jalaill sy 48 40 ) (4a JS il 5 aSaa Jaladl () 25 ¥ 5 1S5 llall da pla )l e aSan Jual 53 (5) 2,1 Y
Q1 - What is the Level of politeness in the previous tweet:

1. impolite 2. Neutral 3. Polite 4. Overpolite 5. Unsure

Q2- If you select option 5, could you briefly explain why?
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Q3- What wording in the tweet led you to your answer?

Tweet (11)
“I asked you for milk, but when I got it, it had been out of date for two months.

Why are you being so rude? The website wouldn't take the item back, and I want my money
back.” @noon_cares

Lia) Ul dpall o s _yin Y1 il s 138 i) ol (g sgd LB (o o il 5 aSia ol dulls il i€ Lif
sl ga il

Q1 - What is the Level of politeness in the previous tweet:

1. impolite 2. Neutral 3. Polite 4. Overpolite 5. Unsure

Q2- If you select option 5, could you briefly explain why?

Q3- What wording in the tweet led you to your answer?

Tweet (12)
“Say we're thieves and admit it, but don't apologize”
o5y il g pdind Jiud s 4ol g Lin |1 65/ 58 sic ]
Q1 - What is the Level of politeness in the previous tweet:

1. impolite 2. Neutral 3. Polite 4. Overpolite 5. Unsure

Q2- If you select option 5, could you briefly explain why?

Q3- What wording in the tweet led you to your answer?

Tweet (13)
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“You (P) know the people who complain about you. do you know my phone number or my order
number. you don't even bother to contact me, you and your work group are failures and did not
solve my problem and you think you will now.”

sla alille Joal 5 wSHllF Lo s ilh a8 ) 5l Msn &l ) oS aSile  Sid7 I ulil] ol Ul g 25 ]
Ol gl Sk silale e lild aSlac 5 68 g alil 4ISEa)

Q1 - What is the Level of politeness in the previous tweet:

1. impolite 2. Neutral 3. Polite 4. Overpolite 5. Unsure

Q2- If you select option 5, could you briefly explain why?

Q3- What wording in the tweet led you to your answer?

Tweet (14)

“The order was made 2 pieces and one was received, knowing that the two orders were
made to be delivered together, and the second piece was not received???”’

fff@ﬁﬂ@i//ﬁ)m/f,]}ua@@}bﬁdﬁw%&J«crg’d@du_/c /g i) ATy axbi 2 )3 ) 5Y) Jac a7
Q1 - What is the Level of politeness in the previous tweet:

1. impolite 2. Neutral 3. Polite 4. Overpolite 5. Unsure

Q2- If you select option 5, could you briefly explain why?

Q3- What wording in the tweet led you to your answer?

Tweet (15)

“The greatest and easiest way to solve a problem in an electronic store is to file a complaint,
wait 24 hours, and then have it closed for no reason. Then you file a new complaint, which is
also closed for no reason, and so on.”
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U e ) oy A (ga s dcbis 24 US55 oS gt A g IV paliall 8 S (gl dad &l 8 48yl Jucabl g plac]
1358 5 s S LgBOE ] o Liayl 5 3 (5 5S40 a8 ) 5

Q1 - What is the Level of politeness in the previous tweet:
1. impolite 2. Neutral 3. Polite 4. Overpolite 5. Unsure

Q2- If you select option 5, could you briefly explain why?

Q3- What wording in the tweet led you to your answer?

Tweet (16)

"If you are confident that things will not get to this point,
Do not buy into the falsehoods that they Check how many days they are behind, and you
will see that the response remains the same. I don't believe in you until I see my order

tell.
(SIS [S[S[S SIS S EEEESSSSSSSSSS SIS [S S SIS S SIS SIS SIS

3 S 13 Gl g8 sty e jalie o s oS )5 0 13 an s Baay aa] ol il o sy () 5 ettt Lo sl ]
Yl il Gl Gl Siaa) L

<, O00000000000000000000000000000000000

Q1 - What is the Level of politeness in the previous tweet:

1. impolite 2. Neutral 3. Polite 4. Overpolite 5. Unsure

Q2- If you select option 5, could you briefly explain why?

Q3- What wording in the tweet led you to your answer?

Tweet (17)
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Hey, I only got half of what I ordered, and after I paid for the first half, they cancelled the
rest of the order. what is the solution to losers?

@ Ja priasyl ) Bl gl cpaay 5 alaall (i e JS) (V) Canin s Y i s L ila s il alle
Cpbila

Q1 - What is the Level of politeness in the previous tweet:

1. impolite 2. Neutral 3. Polite 4. Overpolite 5. Unsure

Q2- If you select option 5, could you briefly explain why?

Q3- What wording in the tweet led you to your answer?

Tweet (18)

The most recent time they lied to me about receiving money, they said it was sent to me today,
but I did not get it .A scam and failed failed site”

1 Ll o ga aSie Jlind 5 cuad il 5 ol Jua s o sal) 18 DI JA0 5 uilal oSiuila e iy
Q1 - What is the Level of politeness in the previous tweet:

1. impolite 2. Neutral 3. Polite 4. Overpolite 5. Unsure

Q2- If you select option 5, could you briefly explain why?

Q3- What wording in the tweet led you to your answer?

Tweet (19)

I've been contacting you for over a month, even with phone calls, and your excuse was
shamefully bad usage, and you know the problem and the goods cannot be authentic.

O le a5 aladiul ¢ g oS Hie KAl U 5l 8 il GldlSay s aSlea Jual 531 Ul gl e S
dalal (685 Jaai deliad) ) 5 A3,
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Q1 - What is the Level of politeness in the previous tweet:

1. impolite 2. Neutral 3. Polite 4. Overpolite 5. Unsure

Q2- If you select option 5, could you briefly explain why?

Q3- What wording in the tweet led you to your answer?

Tweet (20)
“Noon website is a failure and they're thieves.
I returned an order that was not the same as it was offered, and it took me a month and
two weeks, but fake messages and annoying fake calls to manipulate a customer”
Al a5 JAB ()53 a5
daee (e el dgan 5 CYLAS zle Jl s apad 5 dibay o O s 5 el (d Jba 5 4uda s jra adi 9o dpidla Caa
Q1 - What is the Level of politeness in the previous tweet:

1. impolite 2. Neutral 3. Polite 4. Overpolite 5. Unsure

Q2- If you select option 5, could you briefly explain why?

Q3- What wording in the tweet led you to your answer?

Tweet (21)

Allah is sufficient for me, and He is the best disposer of affairs, as you wasted my time, and |
wish Allah would do the same to you. May Allah postpone all your matters and issues, and may
Allah make your children and family incapable of doing anything. May Allah punish you and
take from you rather than give to you. May Allah revenge me until you return my right. Allah
suffices me, and He is the best disposer of affairs in every unjust person Allah is sufficient
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A oSillal 5 oSle Jlany 4l 2SULE 5 oS ) sl JS AL A isillle 5 358 Al L Jie oS JS 6l aad gl s
Al ol JS 8 JSsll and gl a3 93 55 0l aSie 85 g aSole 08 5y dll aSodany Y g oSie 2Ly 5 oS gy
pSames

Q1 - What is the Level of politeness in the previous tweet:

1. impolite 2. Neutral 3. Polite 4. Overpolite 5. Unsure

Q2- If you select option 5, could you briefly explain why?

Q3- What wording in the tweet led you to your answer?

Tweet (22)

“Do you recall how many times I received an apology from you?
And how many times have you promised to provide a solution for me?
You deceive people, and I swear to God, you are the worst retailer I have ever encountered.”

98 e ) Jailus yl o g oS (4 e
00¢ AUl \d;(;égj)ﬁx}af@sdﬁé)b}
S e saie f sl aSil g e Slanll e () 5035 aSSL AU
Q1 - What is the Level of politeness in the previous tweet:

1. impolite 2. Neutral 3. Polite 4. Overpolite 5. Unsure

Q2- If you select option 5, could you briefly explain why?

Q3- What wording in the tweet led you to your answer?

Tweet (23)

“Peace be upon you. So far, I have not received my order, despite the delay in receiving it until
today, Saturday. Why did I contact customer service and he informed me that it will reach me
within four hours and it did not arrive, what is the solution?”
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i) Gl ) ) gDl Qaali s W) Jaa sill ae g0 e b 5ali (e a2 Sl il alaas ol (Y1 ) aSile 23l)
¢ dad) Gl daai a5 el ) IS ilea o gu el ialy 5 o Dlaadl dadd e i

Q1 - What is the Level of politeness in the previous tweet:

1. impolite 2. Neutral 3. Polite 4. Overpolite 5. Unsure

Q2- If you select option 5, could you briefly explain why?

Q3- What wording in the tweet led you to your answer?

Tweet (24)

“I ordered this product, unfortunately, it arrived, and the box is damaged
and I made a return request, and I couldn't, what's the solution, please?”

Tl e A palae ASia Adelly ibn 5 Coud g el 138 culle

Q1 - What is the Level of politeness in the previous tweet:
1. impolite 2. Neutral 3. Polite 4. Overpolite 5. Unsure

Q2- If you select option 5, could you briefly explain why?

Q3- What wording in the tweet led you to your answer?

Tweet (25)

“I received a general email that did not contain any update. It's coming to me for the third time
now. I am very upset because every time someone calls me, they do not know the history of the
problem.”
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uﬂ;uum‘fd&if&ﬂy Jas ¢l U uy‘ﬂm\aﬂ@mﬁ&emg\&dM\i(ﬂc d-\AJ“f\SAAJ
a8
Q1 - What is the Level of politeness in the previous tweet:

1. impolite 2. Neutral 3. Polite 4. Overpolite 5. Unsure

Q2- If you select option 5, could you briefly explain why?

Q3- What wording in the tweet led you to your answer?

Tweet (26)

“My brother, may peace be upon you. What happened?? You promised to get in touch, but I
haven't received a call yet?!!! Do I need to beg you ?? You have the choice to give it back to me
or compensate me for my request because this is my money.”

oSy (sl 155 99 Ll S 1S ) elS dma g e 5 shom 550 1518 98 Jlim i 558 Ln oSl 2L
apdlal g a3 skt gl (s

Q1 - What is the Level of politeness in the previous tweet:

1. impolite 2. Neutral 3. Polite 4. Overpolite 5. Unsure

Q2- If you select option 5, could you briefly explain why?

Q3- What wording in the tweet led you to your answer?

Tweet (27)

I'm very regretful that I ordered from you . You won't give my money back, right? You say the
same thing over and over like a robot, so you won't be back, right?

oS Vs Qs aSS DS (s () sas § a5l O g2 S5 7] e, pSaie G Cadla ) 5 ) ) aslens Ll
Q1 - What is the Level of politeness in the previous tweet:
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1. impolite 2. Neutral 3. Polite 4. Overpolite 5. Unsure

Q2- If you select option 5, could you briefly explain why?

Q3- What wording in the tweet led you to your answer?

Tweet (28)

“Peace be upon you, I requested an order from last month and I contact you and every time you
change the delivery date on the system.”

sisadle alull ae ga (5 585 50 JS 5 aSlae Jual i) 5 Coldll gl a ddla allda Ul caSle 23l

Q1 - What is the Level of politeness in the previous tweet:

1. impolite 2. Neutral 3. Polite 4. Overpolite 5. Unsure

Q2- If you select option 5, could you briefly explain why?

Q3- What wording in the tweet led you to your answer?

Tweet (29)

“If you may, 1 placed an order and paid for it with Apple Pay. The money was taken out, but the
order is still on the chart, and I didn't get a message or email !!”

Jraal ¥y adba ;) SY 5 alully cuall agllall ¢ aiall i) (gL il Gl 5 Cualla Cinans )
Q1 - What is the Level of politeness in the previous tweet:

1. impolite 2. Neutral 3. Polite 4. Overpolite 5. Unsure
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Q2- If you select option 5, could you briefly explain why?

Q3- What wording in the tweet led you to your answer?

Tweet (30)

“Literally a funny app. With this kind of reputation, you could hire a good worker. What I can
say is that I think the delivery service is bad bad, and this is my opinion.”

20 13 5 4 4 Joa il dead J 415 aa ) Cpabia i gy 53 Lo 1S e Aoy Guai dlaiaa L s
Q1 - What is the Level of politeness in the previous tweet:

1. impolite 2. Neutral 3. Polite 4. Overpolite 5. Unsure

Q2- If you select option 5, could you briefly explain why?

Q3- What wording in the tweet led you to your answer?

Tweet (31)
“Peace and mercy of God. I bought a new Tablet from you. It had a factory malfunction, and after
a great effort, the device was replaced with a different color but I did not change anything about

it, the same fault that was in the first device. what is the solution?”

DA e Jleall Jladind 25 dga g ary pxivae Jhe 48 OS5 uia Al lea aSie Cy il 4 das 5 aSile L)
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Q1 - What is the Level of politeness in the previous tweet:

1. impolite 2. Neutral 3. Polite 4. Overpolite 5. Unsure

Q2- If you select option 5, could you briefly explain why?
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Q3- What wording in the tweet led you to your answer?

Tweet (32)

“do you want customers ?
I messaged you via DM a month ago, and you still haven't fixed the problem. When I open the
app, this is what I see. I've tried all the solutions. https://t.co/AD7BmUe7fl”

Tl o Ll
Jslall waen a1 Y s el a1 1 AISER | gida La oW1 5 e 0 Ay il
https://t.co/ AD7BmUe71]
Q1 - What is the Level of politeness in the previous tweet:
1. impolite 2. Neutral 3. Polite 4. Overpolite 5. Unsure

Q2- If you select option 5, could you briefly explain why?

Q3- What wording in the tweet led you to your answer?

Tweet (33)
“May the peace, blessings, and mercy of God be upon you

1 ordered and paid electronically and you said that it will arrive on Sunday, but it did not ! give
me a solution”

Sy gl daa y 5 aSle 23
da ishe) laballl s ) dia s e ol ¢ a1 (i gy | il 5 U g S0 Candy g aSia Caglla Ul cpall
Q1 - What is the Level of politeness in the previous tweet:

1. impolite 2. Neutral 3. Polite 4. Overpolite 5. Unsure

Q2- If you select option 5, could you briefly explain why?
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Q3- What wording in the tweet led you to your answer?

Tweet (34)
“You waste our time by communicating with you and the last thing is the same results, "give us

proof that you returned two pieces". Where do I get proof from!!! You gave me proof that the
representative received one piece alone, not two.”

S 111 L ) (s (3o U (e im0l I Ulae i) ki o5 ) 5 aSaa Joal il Ui g (5 ganaial

Q1 - What is the Level of politeness in the previous tweet:

1. impolite 2. Neutral 3. Polite 4. Overpolite 5. Unsure

Q2- If you select option 5, could you briefly explain why?

Q3- What wording in the tweet led you to your answer?

Tweet (35)

ITXL

The worst company ever, they do not have any professionalism in dealing. A company that
does not have employees who are able to resolve complaints”

@Sl Ja e 508 (uilh se laiele 4S50 Jaladl) 8 4l i) (sl agaal Gl GOUBY1 e 4S5 Gl

Q1 - What is the Level of politeness in the previous tweet:

1. impolite 2. Neutral 3. Polite 4. Overpolite 5. Unsure

Q2- If you select option 5, could you briefly explain why?

Q3- What wording in the tweet led you to your answer?
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(Arabic Version)
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Note:

The document was written in Arabic by the researcher, who is a native speaker of Arabic and holds a
bachelor’s degree in Arabic language, a master's degree in linguistics, and a fifth-year PhD in linguistics.
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