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classes at Chonnam National University in Korea. T he channel of
the communication is electronic mail (e- mail) and the context of
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complaining. T he findings suggest that participants performance of
speech act reflects their interlanguage pragmatics , which they
established in their L2 independent of their L1. Pedagogical
implications and limitations are also discussed. (U niv ers ity of
A riz ona)

1 . In tro du c tion

Communicative competence (Hymes , 1972) in language learning has

been paid attention among SLA researchers and teachers . According to

Hymes (1972), second language learners with high- level linguistic

knowledge may not be able to manage successful communication if they

do not understand cultural and context - specific norms of the speech

community . An effective communication in one culture might not be

effective in another , and, thus , non- native language users linguistic and
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cultural background might cause negative linguistic and pragmatic

transfer to their performance in L2.

In this study, the speech act set s of complaint produced by Korean

EFL learners in their L1 and L2 are analyzed. Of interest is to see their

sociopragmatic and pragma- linguistic transfer (Leech 1983; T homas

1983) in their complaining emails in Korean and English . Especially , the

focus will be given on organizational patterns and politeness strategies

in the two languages .

2 . B ac k g roun d S tu die s

Many researchers in the area of Contrastive Analysis (CA) have

provided useful methods for illustrating cultural differences in rhetoric

and for explaining the influence of first - language rhetorical patt erns and

norms on second- language writing behavior (Bell, Becker , & Dillon,

1995; Dillon, 1992, 1993, Hinds , 1987, 1990; Kaplan, 1966, 1972).

Pedagogical implications of CA have been given a focal concern in

second language teaching since the notion of communicative

competence was introduced by Hymes (1972) and many other

researchers (Savignon , 1972, 1983; Cook- Gumperz & Gumperz, 1982;

Munby, 1978; Canale & Sw ain , 1980). Second language learning is not

merely learning linguistic forms but also their appropriate use in

appropriate contexts .

Hymes (1971) defines communicative competence as the ability to

function in a truly communicative setting (1971, 8).” T he acquisition of

communicative competence includes knowledge of the linguistic and

pragmatic form as w ell as the appropriate context to produce it , which

eventually comprises communicative norms in a speech community . In

the area of second language acquisition research, there has been an

increasing attention to L2 learners development of communicative

competence with focus on pragmatic transfer in interlanguage

pragmatics (Kasper , 1992).

Leech (1983) and T homas (1983) made a distinction betw een
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sociop ragmatic and p ragmaling uis tic transf er . Sociopragmatic transfer is

learners transferring interpretation of contextual or situational factors

while pragmalinguistic transfer is language learners use of linguistics

forms affecting pragmatic and politeness values in their interlanguage

utterances (House & Kasper , 1987; Bodman & Eisenstein , 1988; House

1988; Beebe et al, 1990).

Brown and Levinsons politeness model (1987) illustrates a variety of

strategies in speech act , such as negative and positive strategies for

saving face. ” Scollon and Scollon (1995) distinguish the strategies as

involvement and independence strategies in their Face (Politeness )

Systems . T he strategies are manipulated by the participants of

communication according to factors such as power relationship, distance,

and weight of imposition . In the study, the participants are located in a

hierarchical politeness system in that the writers are students and the

readers are their instructors . T he relationship can be presented as +P

(power ) and D (distance). In general, the relationship between teachers

and students in Korean culture is interpreted as +D.

Figure 1: Hierarchical politeness system (Scollon & Scollon, 1995, p. 46)

Speaker 1

(involvement strategies )

Speaker 2

(independence strategies )

Scollon & Scollon (1995) notes that this kind of hierarchical face

system is quite familiar in business , governmental, and educational

organizations (p. 46). T hus , use of independence strategies in the

emails in the study is expected according to this system.

T here have been few contrastive studies of speech act set of
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complaints produced by Korean EFL/ ESL speakers . Murphy & New

(1996) examined the speech act set by American native speakers and

Korean non- native speakers of English in the context of expressing

disapproval of their grade to a professor in an oral communication .

T hey compared the speech act in the English language by the two

different groups . T hey also conducted native English speakers

acceptability judgments to Korean speakers speech act in order to

observe whether their communication w as successful or not , based on

aggressiveness , respectfulness , credibility , and appropriateness . T he

findings indicated that Korean ESL speakers produced the speech act

set of criticism while American native speakers of English produced the

complaint speech act set . T heir criteria to distinguish the tw o speech

act sets were types of pronouns used (we vs . you), (de)personalization,

acceptance or refusal of partial responsibility for the problem and others .

American English native speakers acceptability judgments showed that

most of speech act sets of Korean speakers in the study w ere

aggressive and inappropriate lacking respectfulness and credibility .

Park et al. (1998) conducted a case study of contrastive rhetorical

strategies for complaints in international business letters written by

Koreans and Americans . T heir findings illustrat e that the native English

speakers complaint message w as direct and linear in their rhetorical

pattern and impersonalising the problem by their lexical choice. In the

meantime, Korean rhetorical pattern w as indirect and non- linear and the

lexical choice in Korean speakers letters presented emotional

expressions , personalizing writers and/ or readers ( You should have

discussed this ... ).

In both studies above, researchers put their focus on the contrastive

rhetorical strat egies of native speakers of English and Korean ESL/ EFL

speakers . In this study , pragmatic transfer from L1 (Korean) to L2

(English) is examined with a focus on whether the politeness strategies

in L2 (English) are transferred from L1 (Korean ). T he context of the

communication in this study is similar to the one in Murphy & New

(1996) but the form of the speech act differs in that emails are
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examined in the study while they used face- to- face oral interviews .

3 . R at ion al A n d Re s e arc h Qe u s tion s

T he objectives of the present study are tw ofold: First , to compare the

components of the speech act set produced by Korean EFL speakers in

Korean and in English ; and second, to ex amine their pragmatic transfer

if any from their L1 to L2. T he questions are as follow s :

(1) Given the context of expressing disagreement regarding a grade to

a professor , how will the organizational patterns be varied in emails

written in Korean (L1) and English (L2) by Korean EFL speakers?

(2) Given the same context , how will communicative strategies in the

speech act of complaint differ according to Korean and English?

T hat is , what linguistic features and semantic components are used

in the complaining emails in the tw o different languages?

4 . R e s e arc h M eth o d s

4.1. Subject s and Source of Data

In this study , college students in Korea participated. T hey are

enrolled in College English classes at Chonnam National University

(CNU) in Kwangju , Korea. T he College English class at the CNU is a

general education course to teach intermediate level of English . T he

instructor is a professor at the department of English at the University

and he gladly helped me to collect the data. T o have one same recipient

in collecting data w as the key to control one of the extraneous

variables .

A scenario to set up the context of expressing disapproval to a

professor was given to students in four classes as follow s :
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Y ou are tak ing the Colleg e E ng lish Class with m e. Y ou and three

other f riends s tudied tog ether in a g roup f or y our f inal exam. Af ter

the f inal, y ou compared y our answers with other f riends of the

s tudy g roup and f ound that y our answers were very s im ilar to

thos e of y our f riend. Later, y ou check ed y our g rade and f ound out

that y ou g ot a "C" while the other f riends g ot A 's. N ow y ou have

to write an "e- mail " to m e to comp lain about this res ult.

A total of 65 students participated from three classes : 40 of them

wrote English emails and the rest 25 wrote Korean emails . T hey were

instructed to write a complaining email to their professors based on the

scenario. Among the data, there w ere 7 emails 5 from Korean emails ,

2 from English emails saying that they would not complain about their

grades at all but accept them. T herefore, Consequently , 58 emails were

used in the analysis : 38 English emails and 20 Korean emails . All of

the subjects w ere informed that the activity is a part of the course

project .

4.2. Data Analysis

For the analysis of organizational patterns , five meaning components

in letters found by Connor , David, and Rycker (1995) w ere applied: (I)

identification of the problem, (II) discussion of relevant information, (III)

a request for action, (IV) a topic shift which is not related to the

problem, and (V) buffer , which is an optional element to neutralize or

soften a negative message. Bovee and T hill defines a buffer as "a

neutral, noncontroversial statement (1994, p. 269)."”

T hese components are also found in Park et al. (1998) to analyze

their business letters . T hey coded the sequential order of meaning

components using the concept of categorical "moves" (Swales & Najjar ,

1987). T heir findings exhibit that English lett ers follow the general

pattern of (I), (II), (III), and (V), while Koreans show (V), (II), (I), (III),

and (V). T he analysis of the rhetorical pattern in this study is also
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based on such categorical move in Korean and English emails .

For the analysis of politeness strat egies used in the emails , semantic

components and linguistic features w ere examined focused on rhetorical

style such as lexical choice, lexical hedges , (im)personalization, and

types of requests , especially focusing on face- saving strategies .

4.3. Limitations and Advantages

T he absence of data produced by English native speakers impeded

the comparison of the speech acts of complaint betw een Korean EFL

speakers and English native speakers , which suggest s further research.

How ever , the purpose of this paper is to compare Korean speakers

writings in their native language and English , which would reflect their

interlanguage pragmatic strategies . In this context , one of the

advantages of this study is to set the participants relationship as a

constant variable, that is , students and their teacher .

Another advantage that should be noted is that the current study

explores pragmatic differences caused by the tw o different languages in

a homogeneous cultural setting . In other w ords , this study ex amines

intra- cultural communication in tw o different languages , but not

inter - cultural communication . It enables the study to reflect participant s '

belief and sense about the language p er s e , in this case, English , rather

than the culture of the speech community .

5 . D at a A n aly s i s an d D i s c u s s ion

While Korean mails show consistent patt erns in organization and

politeness strategies , English data are varied in their use of rhetorical

strategies . Some show pragmatic transfer from Korean, some are

independent of both Korean and English , and some combine both

Korean and English styles in a single letter . T o avoid complication in

presentation of data, Korean emails , which show consistency, will be

analyzed first , followed by a comparison with English emails .
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Grammatical mistakes in all samples presented below are preserved as

in the originals , and the source of the examples are identified in

parentheses for a later reference.

5.1. Korean Data

In terms of organization, the Korean emails of complaint commonly

show the sequential order : Opening Buffer - > Explanation of Purpose

- > Body - > Closing Buffer . Body is composed of discussion of relevant

information, justification , complaint s and candidate solution with request .

Each component of body is padded with internal buffers besides opening

and closing buffers . T he following example show s a common organizing

style in the Korean email data in this study.

Opening
Buffer

H ow are y ou, p rof essor,
I deep ly app reciate f or y our teaching and advice
during this s em es ter. Y our class was very imp ress ive
and I tried my bes t to do well in the class

Ex planation
of Purpos e

I am sorry that I have to ask y ou about my g rade
and I 'd app reciate it if y ou k indly let m e know y our
thoughts on this.

Dis cus s ion I was surp rised to f ind my g rade. M y teammates, who
I s tudied tog ether, all received A 's while I g ot a C. I
think I did my very bes t f or the class and its
requirem ents. A lso, I was never abs ent f or the class.
I 'm wondering why I received the g rade.

Reques t I ap olog iz e f or my rudeness by ask ing y ou about a
g rade, which I unders tand as y our exclus ive p riv ileg e.
I 'd g reatly app reciate it if y ou k indly let m e know
why y ou gave m e the g rade.

Clos ing
Buffer

Thanks,
Tak e care,
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It is very common that the Korean lett ers begin with an opening

buffer , which postpones writers point (Park et al., 1998) and also end

with a closing buffer , which softens the negative point . Including

buffers are common and important as w ell to save face of both the

writer and the reader . T ypical opening is composed of a combination of

greetings with comments on w eather , self- identification , expressions of

thanks for the teacher , and/ or a proactive apology about their writing a

complaining mail. Common examples of the two kinds of openings from

the English emails are shown as below :

· I t s eems that winter has already arrived.

· I beg y ou a pardon f or my writing this comp laining letter to y ou in

advance.

· H ow are y ou ? I m one of the s tudents who are tak ing y our E ng lish

class. This is my f irs t E ng lish class in colleg e and I learned a lot.

Throug h y our class, I gained s elf - conf idence about my E ng lish.

· I am sorry that I was not able to write this mail earlier. I hop e y ou

enj oy ed the warm weather las t week end.

All of the Korean emails have opening buffers without an exception

and some of the openings are almost the same length as or lengthier

than body .

T he opening buffers are follow ed by the explanation of the writing

purpose, which is a very short transition between the opening and the

body . Most of the Korean emails avoid using w ords like disag ree or

comp lain, which can have a connotation of challenging superiors

authority . Instead, they maintain a neutral tone in explaining the

purpose of writ ing the lett er . (e.g . Im writing to ask y ou about my

g rade).

In the body, relevant information and justification of their disapproval

are discussed based on the given scenario, so there is little variation in

justification. Regarding complaining styles , Korean emails show a very
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careful lexical selection, impersonalization of complaint sources for the

purpose of saving face for both the writer and the professor or at least

preventing their losing face.

T hus , the Korean email writers avoid placing blame directly on the

reader by allowing the possibility of the complainers own error or

something else from the outside. T he writers share the responsibility of

the matter by adding possibilities of their own mistakes which they

haven t noticed yet , the professors possible error , and different opinions

between the student and the professor , which the writ er is ready to

accept . Accordingly , the Korean emails do not sound like a complaint

not to mention that they are far from blaming the reader .

T he following samples , the student s express their trust on the

teachers evaluation. It seems that the writers try to save the professors

face even if it will turn out to be his mistake.

· P erhap s, I m ig ht have made m is tak es in sp ite of mys elf but [ ]

· Though the chances would be very s lim , y ou m ight have made a

m is tak e in g rading . If not, I would think that there m ust have been a

reason that I des erve the g rade I g ot.

· S ince y ou are ex trem ely busy , there m ight be a p oss ibility that y ou

m ight mak e a m is tak e in g rading .

Otherwise, they avoid commenting who is responsible for this matter

by excluding personal pronouns like y ou and I , which prevent s losing

face for both sides . Instead, they imply that the possible error , if any , is

caused by out side factors .

· S urely , I am sure that y our evaluation was very p rof ess ional and

accurate, but I think there could have been som e errors in my g rade.

· I think y our evaluation was very fair and accurate but Im concerned

about a p oss ibility that there m ight be an error in my cas e.

· M ay be there m ight have been som e errors.
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Because of it s nature, writing a complaining mail about a grade is a

face- losing task for students in general. As one strategy to save the

writers face while not damaging the professors face, they emphasize

that they are not asking the professor to change their grade but just

wondering about the reason they received the low grade.

· W e [ the writer and his g roup s tudy f riends] thought that we would

receive s im ilar g rades. Unf ortunately , however, I received a C while

my f riends g ot A s. I am wondering why .

· I don t have a comp laint about my g rade but I am j us t wondering

how y ou evaluate my exam.

In suggesting candidate solutions , the Korean writers , again , apologize

for the situation that they have to bring up this uncomfortable issue to

their teacher . In both apology and request , intense adverbs are used to

show the writers emotion such as truly , deep ly , or g reatly .

· I ap olog iz e f or my rudeness by ask ing y ou about a g rade, which I

unders tand as y our exclus ive p riv ileg e. I d truly app reciate it if y ou

k indly let m e know why y ou gave m e the g rade.

· I am deep ly sorry f or this inconvenience but I d g reatly app reciate if

y ou reexam ine my g rade once m ore.

· I 'm sorry f or the inconvenience but would y ou recheck my f inal

exam ?

Or, they appeal to the reader for the reconsideration using

sophisticated honorifics in Korean such as k indly , s incerely wish, would

y ou.

· I wish y ou would k indly reexam ine my g rade and g ive m e som e

exp lanations.

· I s incerely wish f or y our recons ideration.

· W ould y ou exam ine if there was an error in g rading my f inal?
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By using face- saving strategies , some writers lubricate their request

with softening buffers such as mentioning the writers request is for

his/ her further development in the future or recognizing that the

professor must be very busy.

· I hop e y ou would k indly let m e know why y ou gave m e a C because

I d lik e to imp rove what I lack.

· Though I received a C, I don t have any sp ecial comp laint becaus e I

learned a lot f or this class. I unders tand y ou m ust be very busy at

this tim e but I wish y ou would reexam ine my scores ?

Closing buffer show s similar patters with the openings . T he writ ers

either apologize again for their complaining mails or show their respect

tow ards the professor .

· I ap olog iz e if I have off ended y ou.

· I am sorry that I write y ou with this k ind of matter. A nd, I

app reciate f or y our class this s em es ter.

· I ap olog iz e that I was not able to v is it y ou in p erson. Thanks a lot

f or the las t s em es ter.

· One thing I d lik e to add here is I am really g ratef ul f or what I

learned in y our class. I hop e there will be m ore chances to tak e y our

classes. Tak e care of y ours elf .

· I unders tand that y ou are very busy at this tim e. I app reciate f or

y our tim e and k indness.

· Tak e care of y ours elf not to catch a cold.

Generally speaking, the Korean emails show very sophisticated

politeness strat egies in terms of face- saving. T he writers are careful in

their lexical choice, use of honorific forms in Korean , and organizing
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patterns . T he main purpose of the politeness strategies is to keep

balance in saving and losing face of both the writer and the reader .

5.2. English Data

T he English emails of complaint also show similar organizing

patterns as the Korean emails but sometimes without buffers : (Opening

Buffer ) Explanation of Purpose Body (Closing Buffer ). When

self- identification is considered as a non- buffer , because it has its own

function rather than softening negative points , 15 English emails (about

40%) out of 38 mails get to the main point without an opening buffer .

T he sample emails with and without buffers are presented as below :

Opening
B uffer

Good morning, Mr. Shin?
Hows every thing? For myself ,
Im j ust f ine. It is very cool
today . Winter is j ust around
the corner

Ex planation
of Purpos e

W ell, I lik e to say about
my g rade.

Dis cus s ion A s y ou know, I g ot the
"C" in this work . I don t
know [... ...]

M r. Shin, I can t accep t
my g rade. I wonder why
y ou g ive m e "C" [... ...]

Reques t I am sorry to trouble y ou.
B ut I 'd app reciate very
m uch, if y ou rev iew my
work f or m e.

I want y ou to recheck
my work caref ully . [... ...]

Clos ing
B uffer

Thank y ou, and have a nice
day !

In addition , some English emails show an interesting organization

pattern , which is not found in the Korean emails : enumerating the

writers points . T his pattern reflects the writers belief that that English

writing should be linearly ordered with a clear presentation of the

point s .
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· F irs t, y ou did not k eep the manner of evaluation y oud... A no the r,

the res ult of the f inal exam was... T hir d ly , I d id my bes t.

· F irs t of a ll, Thank - y ou f or y our new trial [ ] A nd s e cond ly , the

reason that I send a mail is...

· M os t of a ll, let m e g ive y ou two reasons why [ ] F irs t, as y ou

know, we [ ] S e cond , if y ou ask som ething...

· A nyway , y es terday , I f ound that I g ot C g rade in y our cours e. I can

not unders tand y our evaluating way . S o I write the f our reason that I

have to g et A lik e this.

1. N ever being abs ent.

2. N ever sk ipp ing on s ending email and writing diary and

essay .

3. N ever mak ing a noise in the class, but try ing to participate

in the class.

4. N ever cheating in the evaluating tes t. S tudy ing hard f or the

tes t and g etting g ood p oints.

Openings of the English emails are also found to be similar to the

Korean emails , which seems like a pragmatic transfer from Korean to

English . T he topics in the opening buffers include w eather , comments

on the class , apologies for the complaints , and others . On the other

hand, there are found interesting variations in the English emails , which

cannot be found in the Korean mails at all. T hese variations do not

follow the conventional writing styles in Korean nor English . T hey

include rhetorical questions , command, blame, complaints , and strong

emotional expressions . T he following two sets of samples are placed at

the very beginning of the email.
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T rans fer from Korean V ariations

H ow are y ou g etting on ?
N owaday s it 's cold and of ten
rains. I want y ou tak e care
of y ourself .

H ow co uld this hap p en in
the w or ld to m e ? H ow
co uld y o u g iv e m e a "C "
g rad e ?

H ello, P rof essor Shin! M y
nam e is K im E un- Y eong. I
maj or in Japanes e and tak e
y our lecture in this
sem es ter. ... I am thankf ul of
y ou and y our teaching. I t 's
very helpf ul f or m e and my
E ng lish is g etting better and
better thanks to y ou.

P leas e r ea d my w r i t ing
car ef ully . If y ou f eel rudeness
in my writing , f org ive m e.

F irs t of all I am very sorry
to write about what I am
think ing about my
achivem ent of a tes t.

M r. S hin, I can 't acc ep t my
g rad e "C. " I wonder why y ou
g ive m e "C." The others in
my g roup have received "A "s.
I t is n 't f a ir .

I 'm sorry that my f irs t
g reeting is about
comp laining y our evaluation.

Oh, my g od ! I g ot a g rade
"C" in this class. I t 's s o
t e rr ib le !! I can 't b e l i ev e i t .

Likewise, in explaining the purpose of the mail, the writers do not

hesitat e using the words like comp lain, unsatisfactory , and unreasonable,

unlike the Korean emails .
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T rans fer from Korean V ariations

I s end this mail to require
correction of my g rade. I
am sorry that I trouble
y ou with this matter.

I 'm g oing to comp la in of my
f inal exam g rade.

I have a ques tion. I t
m ight be rude thing f or
y ou. If then, excus e m e.

The reason that I s end this mail
is I g ot an unsa t isf ac tory
result about the recent rep ort.

[... ...] I have som e
ques tions to y ou ...

I think that y ou had som e
m is tak es g rading m e so that I
s ent this letter. There 's m uch to
be said f or it which is
unr eas ona b le.

Descriptions of relevant information combined with the writers '

complaints also show a variety of patterns that are very different from

the Korean emails . In most of the English emails , writers ' emotional

descriptions can be found.

· B ut the r es ul t !!! I can 't believe it. Y ou gave m e "C", didn 't y ou ?

D o y ou know what I received as g rade ? Unbelievalby I took "C".

Oh~ my g od .

· I am s hock e d . Oh my g od ! I recollected the p as t. I s tudied hard [...

...]

· I check ed my g rade and f ound out that I g ot C while the other

f riends g ot A 's. Oh, my g od ! [... ...]

Similar face- saving strategies that are found in the Korean emails

are also shown in the English emails such as acceptance of partial

responsibility for the problem (e.g . P erhap s, I m ig ht m ak e s om e

m is tak es ) and impersonalization of complaint sources (e.g . T her e m us t
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be som e m is unders tanding ). In the meantime, most of the English

emails show criticism accompanied by amplifiers (e.g . very , def in itely )

and mitigators (e.g . a little). Criticism in the context of a hierarchical

relationship, a student - professor relationship in this case, is very

unlikely to be found in Korean pragmatics .

T rans fer from Korean V ariations

P erhap s I m ight mak e som e
m is tak es in my work , I think.

H ow can y ou g ive m e the
terrible score ? "B "? That is
not fare!! W hy I have to have
the B ?

[... ...]I think there m ust be
som e m isunders tanding or
m is tak e on y our work .

Obv io us ly , it is v ery unfair.

I hop e y our j udg em ent is
right. H owever in this res ult
I think there m ight be som e
m is tak es.

I 'm not a s tudent who is
begg ing f or a g rade.
A lthough, why do I write this ?
B ecause I think y ou mak e a
m is tak e d ef in it e ly .

I cannot unders tand m ore and
m ore about my marks. B ut, I
think that y ou m ust have y our
own reason f or gave "C" to
m e.

I 'm a little ang ry to y our
j udg em ent.

B ut y ou d is ap p o in t e d m e.
What is y our evaluation
s tandards ? I can 't unders tand
why I received s uch a p oor
g rade.

Use of questioning is found as the most common usage in

complaining and some are even rhetorical questions :

· Why m us t I only suff er unfaireness ? I can 't believe this res ult.
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· A nyway my three f riends g ot "A "! B ut I g ot "C". Why ?

· I s tudied E ng lish very m uch and partisp ated actively in class.

B es ides my g roup m em bers who s tudied tog ether with m e g ot a

"A ". What happ ened ?

· M y partner g ot A +, but I g ot C! A ctually , it doesn 't mak e s ens e f or

m e. D id I do som ething wrong ? Or, D o I have any p roblem ?

· B ut why I g ot C while my f riend g ot A ?

Some English emails , reflecting the writers ' concern about the

inappropriateness of their writing the complaint mails , include their

advice to the professor , which adds more inappropriateness in spite of

the writ er ' s intention.

· You notice that I am having som e p roblems with my attitude, but

that doesn 't seem a p rop er thing to do. E ven if my deed mak es y ou

to be unp leasant, I think y ou have to s ep arate the score f rom the

attitude.

Some go beyond criticism, producing even sarcasm :

· I exp ected that I des erved to g et "A , " but I failed. The m ore

interes ting matter was that my f riends who s tudied with m e received

the GOOD M A R K ; A !!! H ow reasonable y ou are!

In most of the English email data, candidate solutions in the form of

request s are suggested. T he requests are mostly about asking the

professor to reconsider the grade. Both indirect action requests occur

and the most frequent usage for direct requests in the structure of

"Please + imperative" while indirect action requests use the modals

"could" or "w ould" in their questions , indicating politeness or hesitation .
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T he examples of the transferred politeness strategies show additional

buffers before and/ or after the requests . T he request s deviated from

pragmatic conventions both in Korean and English are proposed as a

demand or a command accompanied by as soon as p oss ible, A SA P , or

imm ediately .

T rans fer from Korean V ariations

If it is p oss ible, would y ou
re- check my answer sheet very
caref ully ?

P leas e think about my mark
again.

Y ou m us t have check ed it
caref ully , but p leas e check
again

if y ou want to know about my
op inion in detail, p lease
e- mail m e, as soon as
p oss ible.

Could y ou m ind recons idering
the exam scores ? [... ...] if
that 's my m is tak e, I do
ap olog iz e to y ou.

If there isn 't any p roblem [...
...], then p leas e call m e
imm ediately .

If I am not m is tak en, would
y ou cons ider it one m ore
tim e ?

I think that it 's s urely y our
m is tak e to g ive s uch a g rade
( C's g rade) f or m e. P leas e
g ive m e a attention about my
g rade.

[... ...] I wish that y ou g ive a
matter a s erious cons ideration.

S end y our op inions to my
mail. M y e- mail address is
[... ...]

T he following examples exhibit the writ ers ' requests with use of

threatening, which, in fact , might be interpreted as a joke, but still not

appropriate in this context and also not found in the Korean emails .

· I want to hear y our exp lanation and what y ou have to say . If all of

the reason that y ou have didn 't mak e s ense to m e at all, I would say
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that I g ot a raw deal with y ou. M oreover, I 'd tell every one that

there 's no fair in this rat race.

· P leas e, p rof essor, app reciate my g rade again! If y ou don 't chang e my

g rade, I am g oing to leave this society , g oing to temp le to be a

buddihis t. If so, as y ou know, our univers ity will los e a p rom inent

s tudent.

Closings in the English emails also show polarized tendency in using

politeness strategies : from apologies for complaints to reminders of

request s . Some of the examples are directive, demanding, and cynical.

T rans fer from Korean V ariations

M os t of all, I 'm so sorry that
I tell y ou my g rade not by
face- by -face but by this mail.
[... ...] Tak e care of y ours elf ,
p lease. A nd ... Thank y ou so
m uch.

[If ] y ou are on the s tudents '
s ide s incerely , it will be a g ood
idea to think what I said over
serious ly .

[... ...] thank y ou f or y our
teaching during one s em es ter.
I learned many imp ortant
things [... ...]

W rite soon and tell m e what
y ou decide.

I 'm sorry that I was som e
rudeness. [... ...] E nj oy f or y our
week end.

I have conf idence that my work
is not wors e than others '!!!

[... ...] A gain, I f eel app reciate
y ou g ive m e chance to tak e
m inutes of y our tim e.

Thanks f or reading my
comp laints and I hop e to g et
reasonable reason, ins tead of
clumsy excus e.

Generally speaking, politeness strategies used in the English emails
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are very inconsistent in their use. T hey show inappropriate lexical

choice, personal emotions , and rudeness . Interestingly , most of the

English data show a mixture of transferred and new pragmatics , which,

sometimes , is difficult to be interpreted as "politeness" strategies . In

their writing in English , Korean writers use transferred pragmatics from

their native language at some point , and they also show new writing

styles deviated both from the Korean and English pragmatics .

6 . Con c lu s ion

T he comparison of the speech act set produced by Korean EFL

speakers in Korean and in English show interesting findings . In the

context of expressing disagreement regarding a grade to a professor ,

the Korean emails alw ays reflect a "hierarchical politeness system

(Scollon and Scollon, 1995)." In their organizing the complaining mail in

Korean, the writers show frequent use of soft ening buffers before and

after their complains and requests as well as at the beginning and the

end of the letter itself. T he writers are very careful in their lexical

selection not to sound impolite and the politeness strategies are used for

the purpose of saving face. In the Korean emails , the writer s

depersonalized the problem, combined politeness and hesitation markers ,

and show ed avoidance of using personal pronouns , y ou.

On the other hand, in the English data, Korean non- native speakers

in English demonstrate inappropriate sociolinguistic behavior in their

complaining. T heir transferred politeness strategies from Korean exhibit

hierarchical distance between the writer s and the reader , indicating their

attempts to be polit e and face- saving. How ever , most of the English

emails are greatly diverged from the Korean data. T he writers in

English express their personal emotion (e.g . Oh, my g od, I cannot

believe it!, it 's terrible, I 'm shock ed ...), aggressiveness (e.g . I cannot

accep t ..., how could y ou ...?, obviously , it 's not fair ...), sarcasm and

cynicism (e.g . I hope to get reasonable reason, instead of clumsy

excuse, How reasonable you are!), demanding and directive expressions
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(e.g . p leas e, call m e imm ediately , write soon and tell m e what y ou

decide ...).

In the English data, the writers personalize the problem, blame the

professor by imposing all the responsibility on him, and direct the

professor what action he should take. T heir English writing styles show

criticism rather than complaints but criticizing a superior is not accepted

norms in Korean culture. In the given context , their writing can be

perceived as aggressive, challenging, inappropriate and even rude. It is

unlikely that the Korean writers in this context will achieve their goals

by failing in the negotiation .

T he aggressive writing style in the English mails , which is deviated

from the accepted norm in Korean culture, may be caused by the

virtual situation, which is based on an imaginary scenario. How ever ,

this assumption is w eak in its logic because the Korean emails in the

same context do not exhibit any deviation from the norm of it s speech

community .

It is also possible to posit that the inappropriate writing is accounted

for by the writers ' lack of proficiency in the language. T his assumption

is very plausible in that their writ ings have a huge amount of

grammatical errors even in the basic level. T hey might have enough

intention to be polite in their writing but their linguistic competence did

not support it . How ever , again , some writers indicate high- level

proficiency in English without many grammatical mistakes . Some of the

writings demonstrate a sophisticated use of the English language but

still they frequently show pragmatic inappropriateness , which suggest s

that communicative competence or pragmatic competence might develop

independently of learners ' linguistic competence.

Lastly , the findings provide some hint or reflection about Korean

speakers ' belief and sense about the English language, unfortunately far

from the norms and conventions of its speech community , though.
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