The Journal of Teaching Language Skills (JTLS)
6 (3), Fall 2014, Ser. 76/4
ISSN: 2008-8191. pp. 21-49

Iranian Non-native English Speaking Teachers’ Rating
Criteria Regarding the Speech Act of Compliment:
An Investigation of Teachers’ Variables

M. Alemi Z. Eslami Rasekh
Assistant Professor, Islamic Azad Associate Professor, TEFL
University, Tehran-west Branch, Texas A & M University
Humanities Faculty email: zeslami@tamu.edu

email: alemi@sharif.ir
A. Rezanejad"
Ph.D student in TEFL
Allameh Tabataba'i University, Tehran, Iran
email: rezanejad_a85@yahoo.com

Abstract

Among topics in the field of pragmatics, some seeto be in a
more rigorous need of investigation. Pragmatic assement and
specifically the issue of pragmatic rating are amog issues
which deserve more thorough consideration. The purgse of
this study was to examine rater criteria and its cosistency and
variability in the assessment of Iranian EFL learnes’

production of compliments based on the teachers’ geder and
teaching experience of the Iranian non-native Engsh speaking
raters (INNESRs). The data for this study were codcted
through WDCTs rating questionnaire from sixty Iranian EFL

teachers and were later analyzed through descripti statistics,
t-tests and Chi-squares. The results of the studyhewed that
Iranian EFL teachers consider seven macro criteriawhen
rating EFL learners’ pragmatic productions regarding the
speech act of compliment. The criteria include “padteness”
(26.37%), “interlocutors’ characteristics and relatonships”

(22.83%), “variety and range” (19.68%), “socio-pragnatic

appropriateness” (14.17%), “sincerity” (10.23%),
“complexity” (9.84%), and “linguistic appropriacy” (8.66%).
The results of the t-test and Chi-squares further lsowed that
whereas there was no significant difference in théeachers’
ratings based on their gender and teaching experiee, the
difference was significant in the frequency of ratig criteria
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provided by the raters. To conclude, the results ofhe study
reinforce the need for rater training regarding the assessment
of pragmatic productions based on pragma-linguisticand
socio-pragmatic norms.
Keywords: inter-language pragmatics, rating, speech act, Echers,
compliment

1. Introduction
Most models of communicative competence (e.g. Bachrh990; Bachman
& Palmer, 2010; Canale, 1983; Canale & Swain, 128B)sider pragmatics
as one of the main components of language abMtyeover, nowadays it
is recognized that learning a second languagenmgong much more than
a mere learning of grammatical structures and wdeap items. It is
believed that in order to be a successful L2 leatthe learners also need to
have a good command of functional and sociolinguistinctions of
language. Therefore pragmatic competence, theyatwliperform language
functions in the relevant social context, is aegnal component of language
learning.

Many researchers (Blum-Kulka, 1982; Cohen & Olshtab81; House,
1982; Kasper, 1981; Thomas, 1983; Wolfson, 198¢&grmain that language
learners who have an acceptable knowledge of graname vocabulary
may fail to communicate effectively. Widdowson (897believes that
second language learners’ pragmatic failure is tmecross-linguistic
differences in realization of rules related to was speech acts. He states
that there is an equal tendency on the side ofreelamguage (L2) learners
to transfer rules of use (related to contextuaraypacy) and rules of usage
(related to grammatical accuracy).

Pragmatic competence is said to be an integral plathe overall
language competence. Second language learners wmildhain much
success in their second language learning cardlkouwtinoticing this aspect
of communicative competence. As eliminating thegpratic facet from the
process of second language education would cadsgedeies in learning,
the same difficulties may arise from omitting pragim dimension from the
assessment aspect of language learning. Many irdarguage instructors
have faced situations in which language studentl Wigh command of
grammatical points and vocabulary could not mak&naple compliment,
request politely for something, or respond to tbmpliment of a professor
in English.
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That is to say, pragmatic assessment makes an tamparontribution
to the realm of language education and more spadifi pragmatic
instruction. Different scholars (e.g. Beebe & Takslhi, 1989; Kasper, 1998;
Thomas, 1983) have investigated the issue of pragraasessment from
different perspectives and had differing views rdgey the definition and
usability of the notion of pragmatic assessment. é&s@ample, according to
Thomas (1983), for L2 learners’ productions to bragmatically well-
formed, two types of judgment are employed: pragmgalstic assessment
(concerned with linguistic issues) and sociopradggriadgment (concerned
with social distance, level of power, and degree iofposition).
Nevertheless, a new area of studies related tonpaig assessment is the
issue of rating pragmatic productions. Not manyeaesh studies have
investigated the concept up till now. In respomsthis lack of research, this
paper is an attempt to investigate pragmatic assmds and more
specifically pragmatic rating among Iranian nonhreatEnglish speaking
raters.

2. Literature Review
2.1 Background on interlanguage pragmatic assessmte
The issues of research on pragmatics and interallppragmatics have
attracted attention for many decades and gained entum recently.
However, the point is that the concept of pragmasisessment and testing
has a more recent history. Roever (2007, p. 16%) ajrees that assessment
of second language pragmatics is “a relatively mepart of L2 testing, and
not many tests exist”.

The concept of pragmatic assessment was firstdated by Oller
(21979). It mainly focused on contextual relevantéd learners’ language
use. According to Oller, a pragmatic proficiencsgttis:

any procedure or task that causes the learnersrdoess
sequences of elements in a language that confothetaormal
contextual constraints of that language, and whetjuires the
learners to relate sequences of linguistic elem@npragmatic
mapping to extralinguistic context. (p. 38)

Researchers concerned with and interested in dewgloand validating
pragmatic tests in L2 pragmatics have used six mnigpes of tests
introduced by James D. Brown (2001) as their ims&nts to measure and
test learners’ pragmatic proficiency. They are ndmas: (1) the Written
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Discourse Completion Tasks (WDCT), (2) Multiple-@Gteo Discourse
Completion Tasks (MDCT), (3) Oral Discourse ComipletTasks (ODCT),
(4) Discourse Role Play Tasks (DRPT), (5) Discougsf-Assessment
Tasks (DSAT), and (6) Role-Play self-assessmenBS@. In addition,
tests of L2 pragmatics either focus on sociopragmeatr pragmalinguistics
aspects of language assessment. It is argued (R@®@¥, p. 166) that both
“Sociopragmatics and pragmalinguistics are interédi in real-world
language use, and users need both to functiommmmemication”.

In the domain of sociopragmatics and its testiogne major research
studies can be mentioned. For example, Cohen asttddt (1981) made an
effort to investigate a role play test to measugeléarners’ performance
regarding the sociocultural appropriateness ofrtlpeaking ability and
deciding on whether a rating scale can effectibelyused to assess learners
sociocultural competence. Their study was mainlyceoned with the
speech act of apology, measuring students’ akditgct appropriately in the
specific context by selecting appropriate formdasfguage. In their study
they were able to categorize culturally and stgadly inappropriate L2
productions regarding the speech act of apology, nmi successful in
developing a rating scale to measure sociocultumadpetence.

As Roever (2007) claimed, the largest researchystol testing
sociopragmatics is done by Hudson, Brown, and Degn(&995) validation
study. They developed six types of tests: writtesca@lrse completion tasks,
multiple choice discourse completion tasks, oratdurse completion tasks,
self-assessments, role play discourse tasks aedptal self-assessments.
Their tests, whose participants were ESL studentse United States, were
meant to be an attempt to systematically develggistef pragmatic
knowledge on the speech acts request, apologyredusial. After gathering
the scores on all these tests and reporting therigége statistics, reliability
and validity of the measures, they concluded timdy the MDCT type of
measurement was not much successful.

Another study with similar results to Hudson, Brovand Detmer’s
(1995) was the one done by Yamashita (1996). I tae same instrument
used by Hudson, Brown, and Detmer’s (1995) was tedap Japanese
students. She also tried to investigate the effentiss of these pragmatic
tests. The participants of her study were mainlgadase students who
studied English as a second language and weretexlgom four different
universities in Japan. A specific feature of hedgtwas that she didn’t use
the English version of the tests, but translatedtinto Japanese. The result
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of her study also showed that all the measures w@ppopriate for the
purpose of measuring language students’ pragmadiilityaexcept the
MDCT format one. Some years later, Yoshitake (1980 applied some
of the tests in the EFL context of Japan with Japarspeaking learners of
English. She used the DCTs, MDCTs, ODCTs and rédgspwith EFL
university students in Tokyo in order to figure their effectiveness.

In the domain of testing pragmalinguistic issuedasiguage, an all-
inclusive instrument to be mentioned is Roever80&, 2006) web-based
test of ESL pragmatics. The advantage of his tafiety is that it is not
designed for any specific L1 group and tests lgaiienowledge of three
aspects of pragmalinguistics: implicature, routinesd speech acts. “The
overall test construct assumes that these comp®neht pragmatic
knowledge are to some degree related because taaffacted by similar
developmental factors (most notably exposure angrbficiency), but they
differ in the degree to which these developmerdatdrs influence them”
(Roever 2007, p. 167).

Still, the point is that, as Jianda (2006) claitte realm of language
testing does not adequately consider the issueaginmatic testing and this
topic still needs more investigations. He continuege don’'t have enough
number of tests to measure learners’ pragmaticigieoty. Meanwhile,
Bachman (1990) asserts that pragmatic knowledgé barseparated from
the knowledge on language proficiency. Jianda (28€g8es that the reason
for not having enough pragmatic tests is that dguefj a measure of
pragmatic competence in an EFL context is veryaliff.

Moreover, a new area of research in the area ghpatic assessment is
related to the issue of rating and rater criteR&cently some research
studies have been concerned with emphasizing thertance of coming up
with unified and comprehensive rating criteria nagmatic assessment. For
example, Alemi (2012) investigated the criteriat thative English teachers
and non-native Iranian English teachers considesnwiating EFL learners’
pragmatic productions regarding the speech acipofogy and refusal. In
her study, she has discovered that teacher rasexs five macro criteria to
rate the speech act of apologyexgression of apology,
explanation/reasoning, politeness, repair offerpmise for futurg and
eleven criteria lfrief apology, statement of refusal, offer suitable
consolation, irrelevancy of refusal, explanatiomsening, cultural problem,
dishonesty, thanking, postponing to other timetestent of alternative,
politenesy rate the speech act of refusal.
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In the same line, Tajeddin and Alemi (2013) focusedhe criteria that
native English raters considered while rating ERarhers’ pragmatic
competence. They mainly focused on the speech fagpa@ogy. Besides
discovering the criteria of the raters, the redsang also emphasized the
existence of any bias among the raters. To futik purpose, 51 educated
native English teachers, from the U.S., the U.Kstalia, New Zealand,
and Canada took part in their study. They rated dizerse pragmatic
situations for an apology discourse completion t&BKCT) which were
accompanied by an L2 learner’s response to eaghtisih. The rater were
asked to rate the appropriateness of the productenwell as producing
their comments regarding the answers. The analg$isthe raters’
justifications revealed five macro criteria fregtigrapplied in their rating.
They included:expression of apology, situation explanation, repzfer,
promise for future, and politenedSACETS procedure was also utilized to
trace the rater bias. Results depicted that ratese/ed different ratings and
were not much consistent in their ratings. Theglfinconcluded that native
criteria cannot always be regarded as a benchnasrkhere were many
variations in their ratings.

2.2 Background on the speech act of compliment

According to Hobbs (2003, p. 249), “A complimentaisspeech act which
explicitly or implicitly bestows credit upon the dmssee for some
possession, skill, characteristic, or the likef tegositively evaluated by the
speaker and addressee.” As Wolfson (1983, p. 8ayqmbout, compliments
“grease the social wheels” and accordingly funcasrisocial lubricants”.

Furthermore, Holmes (1986) states that complimgras a speech act,
requires multifaceted skills in sociolinguistichieSalso notes that speech act
of complimenting has “a darker side” (Holmes, 1995119). That is to say,
a compliment may be interpreted the opposite agdrded as an offensive
utterance. Moreover, if the complimentee feels that must return a
compliment back to the complimenter, the complinreay be regarded as a
face-threatening act (Holmes, 1986).

One of the pioneering studies in this regard isaive done by Wolfson
and Manes (1980) on English. In their study, thesrevconcerned with
identifying specific lexical, syntactical, and fuional features of the speech
acts of compliment and compliment response. Thalte®f their study
showed that the structure of the speech act of tinrapt tends to follow
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some formulas and patterns and furthermore peogée little adjectives
when complimenting.

The speech act of compliment has been studiedvarsk contexts and
by different scholars using different methods. Rresly, the focus was on
the realization of this speech act in English arainhy in the United States,
recently studies on compliments and other speethhawve expanded and
included different contexts and cultures. For ins& Sharifian (2005)
investigated the discrepancies in productions edlato speech act of
compliment in Persian and English in an academitecd. He was mainly
concerned with an exploration of the concepsluékastenafqiranslated as
modesty in relation to compliments. Whereas Persian spesakonsidered
downgrading the compliment received as a sign adesty, this act was not
acceptable by English speakers. Sharifian alsoddbat in Persian, people
feel that they need to return the compliment tpdlge and so that the other
interlocutor will also feel fine.

Another study in this area is by Daikuhara (1986).explored the use
of the two speech acts compliment and complimemsparse among
Japanese and English people of the same statusted#ghesome of his
findings were similar to the ones by Wolfson andnigs (1980), he also
found some differing results. For example, it waseyved that people of the
same status use compliments to convey solidarityiamrmany cases they
only pay compliment to receive more informationtba topic. But it seems
that the specific finding of this study was relatecthe notion of transfer.
Daikuhara observed that many Japanese speakersxpeessions such as
“no, that’s not true” which was actually a transfesm Japanese. Another
finding of this study was that Japanese speakersrnesed the syntactic
pattern “I like/love + N” which may be very commanEnglish.

Yu (2005) investigated Chinese and American comgtitimg
behavior. He analyzed the complimenting behavioomfr different
perspectives, such as strategies, functions, topiwg interlocutors’
relationships. Regarding the strategy use, botlupgoused direct and
indirect compliments, but Chinese learners used emioidirect ones.
Regarding the function, it was observed that Anaarscuse compliments
mainly as a conversation opener. However Chinesplpeuse it as a real
praise. In addition, while Americans complimentedrenon the topics such
as appearance and possessions, Chinese peopleeomnpd more on
functions and performance. Finally, compliments evenore widespread
among people of equal status in Chinese culture.
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Golato (2003) and Huth (2006) also extended this lof research.
They examined the speech act of compliment thraagiversation analysis
(CA). Their participants were American English €tnts of German. They
found that American English speakers tended toesgyessions such as
“thank you” in response to a compliment. HoweverrGan speakers tended
to agree with the compliment being paid.

Purpose of the study

The literature on pragmatic assessment and théstddne particularly on
the domain of speech acts indicated that theretvememajor gaps in the
literature. First of all, pragmatic rating is s@lyoung area of study and in
need of more in-depth and profound investigatidmsaddition, the second
niche in the literature goes back to the domairsp#ech acts and, more
specifically, compliment speech act. The speeclofacompliment is one of
the most pragmatically controversial speech act&lwls subject to great
variations in different cultural contexts. The pfois that most of the
previous studies have investigated the learnedsatier toward the speech
act of complimenting. An area which still deservasre thorough
exploration is EFL teachers’ behavior regarding thpeech act of
compliment and mainly their rating criteria in assiag EFL learners’
pragmatic productions. In response to this neeihenliterature, this study
aims at finding the criteria and patterns that imanEFL teachers hold to
when rating EFL learners’ pragmatic productionsardag the speech act of
compliment. The following research questions ar@ssed in this study:

1. What criteria underpin INNESRs’ (Iranian Non4imatEnglish Speaking
Rater) rating of the EFL learners’ compliment prciitans?

2. Is there any significant difference in INNESR#&anian Non-native
English Speaking Rater) ratings and rating critbased on their gender?

3. Is there any significant difference in INNESR#&anian Non-native
English Speaking Rater) ratings and rating critéaaed on their teaching
experience?

3. Method
3.1 Participants
The main participants in this study consisted atysiranian non-native
English speaking teachers, 34 females and 26 maitsdifferent teaching
experiences from different language centers in. [féney were asked to rate
EFL learners’ pragmatic competence (based on thiected pragmatic
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productions regarding the compliment speech aate ®ain criterion for
choosing the raters was their academic level. Ideorto have a
homogeneous group of raters, all raters had an Fgrek. Also all of the
teachers majored in TEFL (Teaching English as aiforLanguage) and
had some years of teaching experience. Their tegchkperience was
further categorized into 2 levels of 1-6 years, dntll years, due to the
spread of teachers in each group.

3.2 Instrument

The instrument that the researchers used to calsgetfrom the raters was a
WDCT (Written Discourse Completion Test) preparadtle researchers
themselves. It was based on the answers obtaioed thhe EFL learners.
The survey constituted seven situations which cayelifferent occasions in
which one would compliment someone. In the selactibthe situations to
be included in the survey, the three variables B and Levinson (1987)
played an important role. They include:

(1) Relative power: the differentiation between tistener and speaker
because of such matters as rank, degree, profasstaitus.

(2) Social distance: the social distance betweerlistener and speaker as a
result of familiarity or shared solidarity due tmwgp membership.

(3) Degree of imposition: the degree of impositimposed by the language
used within the cultural context.

In order to have a representative sample of diffescenarios, the
researchers tried to have a balanced mixture @dtsiins covering all these
different factors. The efforts finally resulted ansurvey of seven situations
with different occasions on the speech act of comggit.

Furthermore, the main theme of the situations wasiral the EFL
learners’ family, social, and academic life. The/ese situations on the
speech act of compliment includedomplimenting a professor on his
published paper, complimenting a close friend on her clothes,
complimenting a beautiful view, complimenting aasger who swims
professionally, complimenting one's grandmother on her new bag,
complimenting a studerdnd complimenting one’s brother on his success

In order to come up with our final survey to be diaoh over to Iranian
EFL teachers, the DCT situations were given toisnareFL learners. They
were supposed to read the situation and write dekat would they exactly
say in that situation. Later in the selection @frieers’ answers to include in
the survey, the same elements and factors discads®ma were taken into
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account. Lastly, the researchers ended this stage avsurvey which

included seven situations, each accompanied byamseer from Iranian
EFL learners. This was the main survey of the studich was filled out by

Iranian EFL teachers. Iranian teachers were askedad the EFL learners'
response to each of the situations and rate them arkert scale from

"Highly inappropriate” to "Most appropriate” (seketappendix for the
complete form of the questionnaires). Then theyewasked to write their
criteria and reasons for their ratings. Table & sample of the survey.

Table 1. A sample situation from the speech astgajuestionnaire

Situation: You are visiting Turkey for Norouz holiday (Itke New Year holiday in
Iran), staying at a friend's house. What would way to compliment the beautiful
views?
EFL learner Answer: You are so lucky, because you can see these wewsday.
1. Highly inappropriate 2. Inappropriate 3. Somewahappropriate 4. Appropriate 5.
Most appropriate
Criteria :

In addition, the DCTs were preceded by demograpbgstions about
name (optional), university degree (BA, MA, PhD)ender (male or
female), and teaching experience (1-6 years, 7€btsy which was placed
at the beginning of the questionnaire.

3.4 Data collection

As mentioned before, the data for this research aeflected in two major
phases. In phase one, the DCTs were distributech@rgdL learners. In
each situation the learners were asked to readpatimgtical situation and
respond. The students were asked to write downtlgxthee compliment
they would give in that situation.

In the second phase, non-native Iranian EFL teaata¢ed the selected
responses on a 5-point Likert scale from "highlgppropriate” to "most
appropriate!" Following that, they pointed out their criteria fibveir rating.
In order not to influence the teachers rating gateno specific criteria were
provided to the teachers. What's more, the data edlected either by
sending the DCTs to the participants through emaibhdministering it in
person.
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3.5 Data analysis

The study was aimed at finding the patterns artdraiinon-native teachers
use in their rating of speech acts produced byidranpper-intermediate and
advanced EFL students through content analysis.th&unore, the
guantitative part of this study draws on descrgp@nd inferential statistics,
including calculating the frequency and percentagel going through
measures such as t-tests, correlations, and Chreasju

4. Results
The first research question in this study was:
1. What criteria underpin INNESRSs’ (Iranian Non-iat English
Speaking Rater) rating of the EFL learners’ comglithproductions?

The examination of what INNESRs produced as thessoning and
justifications for appropriateness of the EFL lemsh compliment
productions revealed seven macro criteria. The onecteria emerged after
investigation of what they had mentioned regardihg EFL learners’
productions in seven compliment situations (eactompanied with one
answer from learners) presented to them. We deaoitethe final seven
macro criteria after many discussions among theareters and also
consulting with a panel of expert who were knowkeslgle on pragmatics.

The list of the macro criteria are given below,ldoled by some
examples:

(1)Politeness

(2)Interlocutors’ characteristics and relationships

(3)Variety and range

(4)Sociopragmatic appropriateness

(5)Sincerity

(6)Complexity

(7)Linguistic appropriacy

Politeness: The first compliment criterion was politeness ofe th
utterances. The raters considered this an impoisaoe to consider when
complimenting someone, especially someone oldef arhigher status. To
be polite one needs to use respectful languagedbasethe context of
situation and the interlocutors. An example comnferrh the data related
to the rating and politeness as an issue is gieéowb

Very polite for two strangers who haven't met befor
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Interlocutors’ characteristics and relationships: Thesecond criterion
was interlocutors’ characteristics and relationshifyhen rating compliment
responses of the learners, the raters consideeeaigy gender, social status,
and level of formality of the interlocutors very portant factors to be
cautious of. An example of this criterion by onetbé EFL teachers is
presented below:

The language is formal and is not suitable foriarfdly talk. It seems
that it is a conversation between two strangers.

Variety and range: The third criterion involves variety and range. g hi
criterion embraced issues related to having a uhcthoughtful, and
considerate type of production. It consisted isssigsh as following the
steps and moves of a compliment, having a sensereddtivity when
complimenting, and a cautious use of explicit orpligit types of
compliment in relation to the situation. An examde this criterion is
presented below:

| found this compliment very cliché. It didn’t seeatural at all. The
learner could act in a much better way.

Sociopragmatic appropriatenessThe fourth criterion pointed out by
the raters was the sociopragmatic appropriatenéstheo compliments,
whether they are authentic, native like, and n&taranot. Most of the
INNESRs thought that for a compliment productionb® appropriate, it
should resemble what native English speakers irsiemtions. An example
of raters’ comment regarding this criterion is memeéd below.

It's not a natural and authentic way to complimeatneone. I've never
heard an American say something like this.

Sincerity: The fifth criterion was sincerity. The raters notbdw
important it is to be honest and sincere when comguiting, without any
sign of flattery and sycophancy. Related examppresented below:

The expression “my lovely grandma” makes it annnoere and fake
compliment.

Complexity: The sixth criterion important to Iranian EFL teache/as
complexity of EFL learners’ pragmatic productionsngth of speech
produced while complimenting and an appropriate $eidiomatic
expressions by students were mentioned as importatgria in the
assessment of compliments. The following exampletilates this point:

Too formal and short for a conversation.

Linguistic accuracy: Appropriateness in relation to such issues as
grammar, lexical choice, structure, etc. was tisé daterion used by raters.
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Iranian EFL teachers thought that for a complintenbe well-stated, it is
imperative to follow basic structural rules of Esgl The following
example illustrates this point:

In my idea a better adjective instead of "good"Idole used by the
student.

The specific criterion frequency for each of thevese situations is
presented in Table 2. As Table 2 shows the critéfpmliteness” was the
most frequent criterion considered by the ratemstally, 22.48% of the
raters mentioned politeness as a factor for thafings. 19.46% of the
participants consideredriterlocutors’ characteristics and relationshi@s a
criterion for rating. The criterion ofvariety and range”was regarded by
16.77% of the respondents. The critesaciopragmatic appropriateness”
and ‘Sincerity” were mentioned by 12.08% and 8.72% of the raters
respectively. The least frequent criteria stateteasons for the rating by the
teachers werékcomplexity’ and “linguistic accuracy” which were stated by
8.38% and 7.38% of raters correspondingly.

Table 2. Frequency of compliment criteria in diffet situations among

INNESRs
ey ; ; ; Interlocutors’
Situation Linguistic Complexity Politeness Socmpr::lgmallc Sincerity L characteristics
accuracy appropriateness range & relationshi Total
F P F P F P F P F P F P F P

. : o o 0 0 o
Situation1  §  714% 1 142% 15 2142% 10 1428% 6 8.57% W% 14 20% 70

. : o o 0 ) o
Situation2 2 526% 1 263% 11 2894% 6 1578% 2 5.26% 6 1578% 10 2631% 38

. . o o 0 0, o
Situationd 4 125% 2 625% 7 2187% 8  25% 2 6.25% 4 5% 5 1562% 32

N i 0, 0, 0, 0, 1)
Situation4 9 19.56% 11 2391% 8 1739% 6 13.04% 3 6.2% 3 65% 6 1.04% 46

Situation3 1 2.08% § 1041% 15 31258% 4 8% 9 1875%

4 833% 10 2083% 48
125% 3 937% 3 937% 10 31.25%

Situation6 3 937% 6 1875%

-

3 937% 3

Situation7 4 125% 3 937% 6 187%% 2 625% 1 312% 8 25% 8 25% 0

Total 2 25 67 36 26 50 38 298
Percentage 7.38% 8.38% 22.48% 12.08% 8.72% 16.77% 19.46%

In order to be more specific concerning the restilated to each
specific situation, a summary of the findings i®ganted in Table 3. It
provides information on the number of the situatidte mean rating, the
most frequent criterion, and the raters’ main cominne that situation.
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Table 3. A summary of important information regagdeach situation

Situations Mean rating Leading criterion Teachers’ main comments
1 3.63/ Politeness (mentione Most of the raters mentioned the
appropriate by 21.42% of complexity of the situation, that is
teachers) to say complimenting a person of a

higher status by someone in a
lower social level, which makes it
more difficult for the EFL learners.

2 3.38/ Politeness (mentione Many of the teachers stated that
appropriate by 28.94% of the the last section of the answer
teachers) implies a high degree of

imposition. They also mentioned
the effect of cultural norms on the
acceptability of this response.

3 3.57/ Sociopragmatic They doubted whether this
appropriate appropriateness sentence would be used by the
(mentioned by 25% o  native speakers in real life. In
the teachers) many cases, even in the other

scenarios, this go togetherness

with what is natural in the native
speaking community was an

important criterion for the raters.

4 2.33/ Complexity Almost all raters considered it an
inappropriate (mentioned by 23.919 unusual and strange type of
of teachers) complimenting someone on

swimming which is furthermore
not authentic and natural.

5 3.67/ Politeness (mentione In this scenario the learners are
appropriate by 31.25% of expected to compliment their
teachers) grandmother, an older person.

Based on Iranian culture, people
are highly expected and
recommended to respect the

elderly.
6 2.77 | somewhe Variety and range Is there any logical relationship
appropriate  (mentioned by 31.25¢ between being well-dressed and
of the teachers) being a good student?
7 3.30 / somewhe variety and range” an What most agreed on was that the
appropriate “interlocutors’ language does not fit the

characteristics and relationship between the speakers.
relationship” (equally That is to say, based on the
mentioned by 25% o expected informal relationship
teachers) between two brothers, this type of
compliment is too much formal.
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Moreover, in order to shed light on the divergeacd convergence of
INNESRS'’ ratings, the descriptive statistics foe tbtal seven WDCT
situations of the speech act of compliment wasutated. The results are
summarized in Table 4.

Table 4. Descriptive statistics for complimentngt

N Min Max Mean Std.
Deviation

Situation1 60 2 5 3.63 .843
Situation2 60 1 5 3.38 1.136
Situation3 60 1 5 3.57 1.015
Situation4 60 1 5 2.33 1.084
Situation5 60 1 5 3.67 .933
Situation6 60 1 5 2.77 1.332
Situation7 60 1 5 3.30 1.062

As Table 4 depicts the mean rating of the ratershie total DCTs was
3.23. This means that on average, the raters camesidhe EFL learners’
pragmatic productions as somewhat appropriate. ffesless, the ratings
are much divergent in each of the seven complirsguétions. The ratings
in each situation vary from 1 (highly inapproprjate 5 (most appropriate).
That is to say, the minimum rating was 1 and theiimam was 5. The
exception to this finding is only situation one waihas a minimum rating
of 2. What can be discovered from this variatiortha individual and total
ratings is that great variation and divergencetedisn the Iranian EFL
teachers’ compliment ratings. Table 5 further hgiits the frequency and
percentage by which each of the options on theegufimighly inappropriate,
inappropriate, somewhat appropriate, appropriate] @ost appropriate)
were selected by the INNESRs.

Table 5. Selection rate of options on the surveiNdyESRs

Situation 1 Situation2  Situation 3 Situation 4 Situation 5 Situation 6 Situation 7

F P T P T P F P F P T P T P
Highly

inappropriate 0 0 3 5% 3 % 15 25% 1 17% 13 21.7% 3 5%
@®

Inapp(rz")p“ate 6 10% 12 20% 4  67% 20 333% 5  83% 14 233% 10 167%
Somewhat 30% 14 233% 19 31.7% 18 30% 18 30% 15  25% 21 35%

appropriate (3)

Appropriate (4) 28 46.7% 21 35% 24  40% 4 6.7% 25 41.7% 10 16.7% 18 30%

Most 8 133% 10 167% 10 167% 3 5% 11 183% 8 133% 8 13.3%
appropriate (5)
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Furthermore, another point worth mentioning is skendard deviation
in different situations and the total standard dgon which is a sign of the
dispersions in the ratings. As Table 4 manifests,total standard deviation
was .40 and the situation with the highest standardation was situation
six with a standard deviation of 1.33. As depictsiijations two, three,
four, six, and seven had a standard deviation afentlkan one, which is
considered a high variation. This standard deviatan be regarded as a
rough account of the discrepancies between thesrate

In order to figure out whether the results of rgsiramong the Iranian
EFL teachers in their rating of the compliment piibns of EFL learners
were statistically significant, inferential analyswas employed which
included the calculation of inter-rater reliabilibf raters’ ratings. As this
study entailed presence of multiple raters, thearehers utilized the intra-
class correlation procedure to compute inter-nagigability.

The inter-rater reliability index for the ratingy bbhe teachers was
calculated (Table 6) and was equal to .03 (p >..08)is inter-rater
reliability index indicates that there was not ainificant correlation in the
ratings of the Iranian EFL teachers which furtheoves the lack of
systematic consistency and stability among thegate

Table 6. Intraclass correlation coefficient betwdenraters for the speech
act of compliment

95% Confidence

F Test with True Value 0

Intraclass Interval
Correlation ~ | gwer Upper _
Bound Bound Value dfl df2 Sig
Single .005 -.042 075 1032 59 354 419
Measures
Average 031 -.396 364 1032 59 354 419
Measures

Teachers’ Gender
The second research question in this study was:
2. Is there any significant difference in INNESR&inian Non-native
English Speaking Rater) ratings and rating critetased on their
gender?
Another aim of the study was to investigate whetherteachers’ ratings
and more specifically their criteria differ basadtbeir gender or not. Table
7 summarizes the results concerning the mean r&imgdifferent situations
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based on the gender of the raters. The results ghaty whereas in
situations one, two, and four, the overall meaingatvas higher among
male teachers (3.69 vs. 3.59, 3.62 vs. 3.21, & 2852.32 respectively)
than female teachers, in the other four situatifameale teachers had a
higher rating than male ones.

Table 7. Descriptive statistics for male and fentedehers’ ratings

Std. Error

Gender I Mean Std. Devigtion Wean
Situation? Male 26 3.649 Fag 1845
Female 34 3.84 8az a3
Situation?  hale 75 I52 1.124 227
Fermale 34 3.2 1122 A48z
Situation3  Male 26 3.a0 B8R0 64
Fernale 34 3.62 1128 184
Situationd  Male 26 2.35 1.413 2T
Fernale 34 2.32 Fh3 132
Situationd  Male 26 3.65 8az 78
Female 34 3.68 e 67
Situationd  Male 26 262 1.299 2848
Female 34 2.88 1.365 234
Situation?  Male 26 314 1.201 235
Female 34 3.38 HA4 64
Total Male 26 3.2308 41414 08123
Female 34 3.2395 A1122 avnaz

To find out whether this difference in ratings v&gnificant or not, an
independent t-test was run. Table 8 depicts thateesf the independent t-
test. The results in this section (t (58) = .08F @.936) illustrate that there
was not any significant difference between the fenraad male raters in the
rating of the EFL learners’ pragmatic productioegarding the speech act

of compliment.

37




38 The Journal of Teaching Language Skillg 6(3), Fall 2014, Ser. 76/4{

Table 8. Independent samples t-test

Levene's Test

for Equality of t-test for Equality of Means
Variances
95% Confidence
¥ Sis, t Df Sig. (2- Mean Std. Error Interval of the

tailed) Difference  Difference Difference
Lower  Upper

Total
compliment 187 667  -081 58 936 -.00873 10747 -22385 20639

Nevertheless, in order to come up with more aceurssults
concerning this difference and shed light on tHéedinces between raters
based on their gender, we also decided to cong@ér criteria during the
ratings. Before doing any statistical procedumst f all we were interested
in knowing about the frequency of the seven madter@a among male and
female INNESRs. Table 8 summarizes the resultsdegsthis concern.

As Table 9 depicts, the criterion “linguistic acacy” was stated by
4.02% of the female raters and 5.70% of male rate86% of female raters
and 4.69% of male raters went for the criterion mptexity”. With a
noticeable difference between genders, the criteripoliteness” was
selected by 13.08% and 7.04% of female and madesraéspectively. The
criterion “sociopragmatic appropriateness” howewlidn’'t face much
variation among male and female raters. It wascpie7.04% and 6.04%
of female and male raters correspondingly. Moreowiereas 6.37% of the
raters commented on the criterion “sincerity”, o81$8% of the male raters
thought that the pragmatic productions need to ibeese. The variation
among the raters was even much greater regardengriterion of “variety
and range”. It was in fact nearly eight fold. It svatated by 32.65% of
female and 4.69% of male raters respectively. Andllf/, the last criterion
“interlocutors’ characteristics and relationshipgas stated by 12.08% of
female and 6.71% of male non-native English spepiaters.

Table 9. Frequency of the different criteria basedhe gender of the raters

Interlocutors'

Gender Linguistic Complexity Politeness Sotlopr a.gmatlc Sincerity Viaridty & characteristics &
accuracy appropriateness range 3 o
relationship
F P F P F P F P F P F P F P
Female 12 402% 16 536% 39 13.08% 21 7.04% 19 6.37% 32 32.65% 36 12.08%

Male 17 570% 14 4.69% 21 7.04% 18 6.04% 8 2.68% 14 4.69% 20 6.71%
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In the next stage, in order to probe any signifiadifference between
male and female raters in the criteria they adheoeavhile rating EFL
learners’ productions regarding the speech acbwoiptiment, an analysis of
chi-square was run

As displayed in Table 10, the female INNESRs (N32,1Residual =
23) used more criteria during their ratings tham tiale INNESRSs. In fact,
the positive index of residual among female ratedicated that the
frequency of their use of criteria was beyond eigigmn. In addition, the
residual index for the male raters (Residual = 3@y negative, i.e. they
had used criteria in ratings, but less than what exgected.

Table 10. Frequencies, expected and residual yadpesch act of
compliment by gender

Observed N Expected N Residual

Male 86 109.0 23.0
Female 132 109.0 23.0
218

Total

The results of chi-square?(¥l) = 9.70, P < .05) further indicated that
the difference observed in Table 11 was statisyicginificant. Thus the
null-hypothesis as there is not any significanfedénce in Iranian EFL
teachers’ criteria in rating the learners’ prodoictof compliments based on
the teachers’ gender is rejected.

Table 11. Chi-square speech act of compliment bgee

Gender
Chi-Square 9.708
Df 1
Asymp. Sig. 002

a. 0 cells (0.0%have expected frequencies less
5. The minimum expected cell frequency is 109.
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Teaching Experience
The third research question in this study was:

3. Is there any significant difference in INNESR&nian Non-native

English Speaking Rater) ratings and rating critedeased on their

teaching experience?

The other aim of the study was to discover whetherrating criteria of
Iranian non-native English speaking (INNESR) ratiffer based on their
teaching experience. The data on the teaching iexer of the raters were
divided into two main categories. The two categomelude:

a.(Group 1): 1-6 years of teaching experience 438the raters),

b.(Group 2): 7-11 years of teaching experience/&cof the teachers).

Frequency of the different criteria selected by INBIESR based on
their teaching experience is presented in TableAB2can be seen, in all
cases and regarding all criteria, the frequenap@imentioned criteria were
more among INNESR of group 2 (those with teachirgeeience of 7-11
years) compared to group 1 (those with teachingeapce of 1-6 years).
As depicted, among the participants of both groupig criterion
“politeness” was the most frequent one, selected.B8% of respondents in
group 1 and 12.41% of raters in group 2.

Table 12. Frequency of the different criteria siedddy the INNESR
based on their teaching experience

Teaching Linguistic Complexity Politeness Sociopragmatic Sincerity Variety & Interlocutors'
Experience accuracy appropriatenes range characteristics &
s relationship
F P F P F P F P F P F P F P
1-6 years 10 3.35% 9 3.02% 22 7.38% 17 570% 10 3.35% 21 7.04% 21 7.04%

7-11 years 20 6.7% 20 6.7% 37 12.41% 23 771% 17 5.69% 26 872% 34 11.4%

In order to figure out whether there is any sigaifit difference in the
rating scores of the INNESRs of group 1 and groumar2 independent
samples t-test was run. The results are depict@aiole 13. The results (t
(58) = .009, p = 0.993) demonstrate that there watsany significant
difference between the rating scores of group bsghwith 1-6 years of
teaching experience) and group 2 (those with 7-gars of teaching
experience).
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Table 13. Independent samples t-test results

Levene's Test t-test for Equality of Means
for Equality
of Variances
F Sig. t Df  Sig. 2- Mean Std. Error 95% Confidence

tailed) Difference Difference Interval of the
Difference
Lower Upper
Total 743 392 .009 58 993 .00097 10747 -.21416 21610
compliment

To be more accurate and exact regarding the regsidtented, in this
section we would investigate the existence of aigyifcant difference
among the raters of the two groups based on tlgdrecy of the criteria
they adhered to. To do so, an analysis of Chi-gjues run to explore any
significant relationship between the INNESRs of tiéerent teaching
experiences.

As displayed in Table 14, the INNESRs who had alte® experience
of 7 to 11 years (N = 132, Residual = 23), usedenwiteria during their
ratings than the INNESRs with 1 to 6 years of teaglexperience. That is
to say, the positive index of residual indicateat tthe frequency of the
criteria stated by those in group 2 was beyond espien. The residual
index for the INNESRs with 1 to 6 years of teachexgerience (Residual =
-23) was negative, i.e. while rating EFL learneragmatic productions
regarding the speech act of compliment, they hasetioned some criteria,
but that was less than what was expected.

Table 14. Frequencies, expected and residual values

Observed N Expected N  Residual

1-6 Years 86 109.0 -23.0
7-11 Years 132 109.0 23.0
Total 218

Furthermore, the results of Chi-squaré (%) = 9.70, p < .05) indicated
that the difference observed in Table 15 was sizdify significant. As a
result, the null-hypothesis as there is not anyniB@ant difference in
INNESRSs criteria in rating the learners’ productasf compliments based
on the teachers’ teaching experience was rejected.
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Table 15. Chi-square speech act of compliment dgtteg experience

Experience
Chi-Square 9.706
Df 1
Asymp. Sig. .002

a. 0 cells (0.0%) have expected frequencies less
than 5. The minimum expected cell frequency is
109.

5. Discussion

The purpose of this study was to explore the catédkNESRs consider
when rating EFL learners’ pragmatic productionghva specific focus on
the speech act of compliment. Also the consisterfidle raters’ criteria and
their variability based on the teachers’ gender @adhing experience were
of interest. Regarding the criteria that INNESR#s1istdered when rating
EFL learners’ compliment productions, the resulidhe study illustrated
that the raters considered seven major criteriathigir ratings. They
included: Politeness, Interlocutors’ characteristics and r@aships,
Variety and range, Sociopragmatic appropriaten&iscerity, Complexity,
and Linguistic accuracy

The results also showed that the criterigoliteness”was the most
prominent one. In many situations, the raters roeatl that the response
by EFL learners is either considered polite or rutlseems that this factor
was the first thing that came to the teachers’ miffus finding is in line
with similar study by Alemi (2012) done on the sgeacts of apology and
refusal. In her study, Alemi also found that Iramieaters considered
politeness of the productions more important thayttdang else.

Besides not being very lenient in specifying théeaa and adhering to
only one type of comment (insisting on politenessuie) on the side of some
raters, another interesting point worth mentionvas that in some cases in
this study, the teachers didn’t provide any craavhen rating EFL learners’
productions and only rated the productions basedhenLikert scale and
assigned a number from 1 to 5 to the productiohsy(twere of course
eliminated from the study in order not to damage thliability of the
findings of the study). This may originate from tweasons. Either they
were not patient enough to explain what they thowghthey didn’t have
any specific reason in mind. The first justificatieeems to be very weak,



|| Iranian Non-native English Speaking Teachers’ RatingCriteria Regarding ... 43

since all of the teachers were chosen based onvillengness to contribute
and did not have any time limitation. In some cafes process of data
collection from some teachers even took near aimdiftat is to say they all
were eager to contribute in this research study.

It seems that the other justification would be maeceptable.
Observing many blank spaces in the collected ssraggy have been driven
from the lack of knowledge and academic awarenedsedeachers. This is
also reinforced by referring to such studies aslafgsRasekh, 2005;
Pasternak & Bailey, 2004) which showed that norivegEnglish-speaking
teacher candidates are not really sure of thenmseh®ut their English
language proficiency level and it seems that tpeagmatic competence is
weaker than their organizational competence. Tlaisncis further supported
by keeping in mind that in many cases the teadhersselves admitted that
theyfeelone response is appropriate or not well-formed dimrt’'t have any
specific reason or justification for that in minich. addition to having no
criteria in many cases, the results of this stuldp ahowed that Iranian
raters didn’t have consistency in their rating. Tiesults of intra-class
correlations among Iranian EFL teachers proved thatraters were not
homogeneous in their ratings and criteria. Thatoissay there wasn’t
consistency in their ratings. This can further eaaigack of rater consistency
in ratings of pragmatic productions and also distbe concept of test
fairness.

This fact in itself highlights the need for payiag additional attention
to issues associated with the pedagogical aspégiagmatic competence.
According to Eslami Rasekh & Eslami Rasekh (208B¥cific facets of L2
pragmatics (pragmalinguistic and sociopragmatic) dot develop
satisfactorily without instruction. Fortunately, b news is that pragmatic
awareness can be acquired with having a pedagoigicat on pragmatic
competence (Bardovi-Harlig & Dornyei, 1998; Eslamsekh & Eslami
Rasekh, 2008; Niezgoda & Rover, 2001). Bardovi-igadnd Dornyei
(1998) and Niezgoda and Rover (2001) argued tlzgpatic awareness can
be acquired with a focus on pragmatic competenceeducational
curriculums. Unfortunately, the point is that netthEFL learners nor
teachers receive decent education regarding thygnartéc issues of language
and the educational system is in need of fundarheew@sions. However,
there are only a handful of sources which have esddd the issue of
pragmatics in ESL teacher education programs. Tihelude Bardovi-
Harlig and Hartford (1997), Eslami-Rasekh (2005) Rose (1997).
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In addition to lack of pragmatic training for theahian EFL teachers,
another reason for their lack of ability in ratieffectively with coherent
criteria can be attributable to the fact that ndiydranian EFL teachers, but
also all Iranians on average do not have much d@otem with native
English speakers. That is to say lIranians primaiddarn English
academically and in classes in language institatasniversities with non-
native Iranian teachers. Only a very few numberttefm have regular
contact with native English speakers and are famivith their cultural
issues or have lived in a native English speakountry. Therefore, Iranian
teachers didn’t have any clear picture of sociomaiically appropriate talk
in English. Interestingly, in some cases their ndomchoosing a response
as appropriate or not appropriate was what theye heeen in English
original movies.

In our second research question, we were intereste@nowing
whether there exists any significant differenceweein male and female
INNESRs in terms of their ratings and criteria. Tiesults indicated that
whereas there was not any significant differencevéen the two groups
regarding the rating numbers they assigned to E&tnkers’ productions, the
difference was significant based on the criteri tinale and female raters
considered during their ratings. The results shotired the female raters
were more considerate and watchful in their ratiagsl provided more
criteria. That is to say, female raters tended ¢onore exact in their
justifications and provided more criteria. Thegtrinot to be only limited to
a selection of numbers while rating.

On the other hand, male raters were less willingrivide criteria,
reasons, and justifications for their ratings. Thsght in fact have
originated from the distinct biological and merghhracteristics of male and
female raters. It seems that females are more aecur their everyday life
too. Generally, women tend to be more careful antbtdo everything with
great care. This might have affected their ratitogs They didn’t consider a
mere provision of rating numbers as an accuraiegiaBut also tried to
explain exactly why they thought so.

Moreover, another purpose of this study was obsgrthe effect of
teaching experience on INNESRs ratings. The reshitsved that whereas
there wasn’t any significant difference in the rategatings, a significant
difference was observed in the criteria they applié was observed that
teachers with more teaching experience used mdaeiarthan those with
less teaching experience. This finding in itselrae to be logical. Those
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teachers who had a teaching experience of fewer shayears were not
professional enough. They didn't have much ideatlem EFL learners’

productions. On the other hand, teachers with rteaehing experience had
a more thoughtful consideration of the pragmatmdpctions. They tried to
clearly comment on the productions and provide @teucriteria for their

ratings.

6. Conclusion and Implications

The purpose of this study was discovering the raiteanian EFL teachers
would consider when rating the pragmatic produciaf EFL learners.

Whereas the raters considered seven macro criteeiagsults indicated that
the raters didn’'t have consistency in their ratings discussed before
Iranian EFL teachers are not or rarely trained n&igg pragmalinguistic

and sociopragmatic issued of language teachings Thiof course true
regarding the EFL learners. As pragmatic issuesnareh culture-bound,
people from different cultures and societies neadugh instruction in

pragmatics to be competent. Pragmatic instructiwh taaining are needed
not only for the EFL learners, but also more imauottly for EFL teachers.

The results of this study showed that Iranian E€achers were not
consistent in their criteria and ratings. Thatosay, they didn’t follow any
specific procedure and standard rule in their gatiThis reinforces the need
for a systematic and comprehensive training edoicatiprogram for Iranian
EFL teachers. A unified instruction on pragmalirggigi and sociopragmatic
issues of language can help the teachers to béstamtsin their ratings to a
great extent.

The findings also have important implications feac¢her training
course instructors and material developers. It seérat an important area
missing in the content of language teacher edutapmgrams is an
emphasis and more attention to pragmatic competdrigs itself has two
interrelated aspects. On the one hand, the teathensselves need to be
taught about pragmalinguistics and sociopragmasigeets of language.
Pragmatics is one aspect of language which needs attention to be paid
to, especially in the EFL context of Iran. Lackkofowledge and awareness
of pragmatics was one issue present in this stagyng the teachers. On the
other hand, EFL learners are the next group whal maere instruction
regarding the pragmalinguistics and sociopragmaiie of language.
Instructors in teacher training courses should mentéachers to be mindful
of teaching these aspects of language to the dtiden
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