RESULTS

\,‘Z‘

4.0 INTRODUCTION é J ' _\C}
2 X

The present study aims primarily at%:gatiq?\soci@:natics and

pragmalinguistics of the speech act o ogy among t ee @ﬁs of participants:
40 JL2Ss, 40 JNESs and 40 ENSs. instru \(’NE u 9‘\ collect the data from
N,

the participants: 1-Discourse ion 'I%st, 2-Scaled @onse Questionnaire and

3-semi-structured interviews, To ans e sear@estions posed in this study,

different statistical tes v\?pz)ye;rncl L.b @ne way ANOVA, Tukey honest

significant differe (HSW n 4'Qand frequency. Semi-structured

interview data analysed i ely. d}%’ present chapter reports the analysis of

the result@eren e t‘o e é %Ec? questions formulated in Chapter One. It
N

a st of 1&? results obtained from the three aforesaid

instmﬁs. \(_:}IY.

o)

) =



124

4.1 THE PERCEPTION OF APOLOGY STRATEGIES BY JL2Ss, INESs AND

ENSs. Y

4.1.1 Similarities and differences in the perception of apology by JL2Ss, J@]d

ENSs. A

4.1.1.1 RQ1.a.What are the similarities and differences in the perceptign of apology

by JL2Ss, JINESs and ENSs in terms of context-internal variab'emr?

2. The assessment of the possibility of the s era IM
oy

3. The assessment of difficulty of the ap by the/speaker ' _\t,}
4. The assessment of the likelihoo og% e \Y
To answer RQ1.a data collected via SR W alysT. Q‘r
TABLE 4.1: Groups p%zm on conte va@bs

= S
JL2Ss JNE%GD ENSs3 « f;:}

1. The assessment of the severity of the offen

variables A\ N \é/‘/

~
Severity 3 77 .71(:?67 0.53 2(33) 463 0.017*T
¢ | C,)
4.

Possibility _ 2" 0.52 482 031 2(33) 6.829 0.003*T
g X
leflcuI% 39 32 &76 1.82 053 1(33) 2257 0.121

_ X
Lik 416 068 4718y 040 298 042 1(33) 3.6749 0.000*T

N
®ZSS= Jordanian second language speakers, JNESs= Jordanian non English
G kers, ENSs= English native speakers. T indicates the occurrence of negative
0

ciopragmatic transfer. *p < 0.05
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Table 4.1 illustrates the similarities and differences among the three groups regarding
their perception of the four context-internal variables mentioned above. Re?ﬁ

this table were accomplished using one-way ANOVA and Tukey HSD \ pair

comparisons statistical tests. *

Results indicate that there are significant mean differencesvamong the three
Cssﬂ'

groups regarding their perception of the severity of the o ihility of apology
and likelihood of apology acceptance by the offended party, variables: dlfflculty
Y-v
of apology, significant difference is not found among ' _{v)
<
Regarding severity of the offence uk H p hoc Vz(:omparlsons

revealed that the significant differe ; betwee h J@hian groups and

ENSs group (F 2=4.63, p=0. 017) is, oth \hn n r 'bs of participants rated

the severity of offence signlfl wernthan |m|IarIy, post hoc pair
comparisons revealed that ere a signAificant d| ce between both Jordanian
groups of participants Ss gr p in el e ment of possibility of apology
variable (F 2= G&Q\p 0 hat ecause both Jordanian groups of

participants rat m antl@v(/er than ENSs did.
(e ' S
e
X 5 s o s
w ther shand thrsé}roups assigned low rating to the difficulty of
apo the offender i.e. J@f M=2.39, JINESs M= 2.32, and ENSs M= 1.82. As

S Table 4.1 above, both Jordanian groups assigned low rating for this variable

6 elatively higher than the ENSs’ rating, however, this difference is not significant.



126

The main difference between Jordanian and British cultures is in the cultural
perception of the likelihood of apology acceptance by the offended party. Tukew
post hoc pair comparisons revealed that both Jordanian groups’ rati this
variable is significantly higher than ENSs ratings (F1= 3.6749, p==0:000). This
indicates that Jordanians under all offensive situations expect theWogies to be
accepted by their offended parties. The following RQl.b%d;. s in detail the

influence of the context-external variables of social pow C|al'd|stance on the

perception of the four context-internal variables mentio arlie .\d

i : (a) soci Wer@ equal,
miliﬁr) 0 LZSS’@::z;ption of the

context-internal variables compared t t of INESs an S 6

4.1.2 The influence of context-external social

and low); and (b) social distance (familiar

4.1. 2.1 RQ1.b How do the conte rnal Wab K&-} social power (high,

N
equal, and low) ; and (b) som%ce (ﬁ iligr and <ulg’EZ?mllar) influence JL2Ss’
perception of the context-i \Mrla Iy;ed to:}ﬁat of INESs and ENSs?
To answer RQ1.b data%r%:a S}FL;ﬁfdn ‘éd
N l:d\ C"
Analysis of yarianee A Tu SD post hoc pair comparisons analysis

!
were perfo r§g@ detefmine the(_t/h re are significant differences between the

JLZSs, nd ENSs Pupswﬁ\thelr assessment of the four context-internal

varl e To analyse this (Ej"e'arch question, the responses of each group of

pgxnts i.e. JL2Ss, INESs and ENSs are divided into five categories.
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These categories represent different social power and social distance levels. For
example, Category 1 (High social power) (+P + D) consists of situationsl anY'&
Professor promised to return a student term paper but he did not and @omer
called the waitress to change the order. Category 2 (Low social pm&( P+ D)
consists of situations 2 and 3; 2- Student forgot to return the book Wowed from

his professor and 3-Employer forgot an important appointqent th boss for the

second time. Category 3 (Equal social power) (=P - D) co S|1.|atlons 4,8 and

12; 4-You forgot an appointment with friend for the d time, acudently

spilled an oil in your neighbour car and 12- Yo@gmethl gt a‘n@your

colleague.
Q\ SZ'
Category 4 (Familiar) (-P - D) cowaltuatlons 7'6}ther promised to

take his kid for shopping but he di do that a xou g(‘d'ently broke the lights
of your intimate [close] boss tegoﬂ/ 5 Unfa r) (=P +D) consists of
situations 10, 11 and 6; 10-_You Cld d i passenger toe which made

O I
him spill all his packal ; floor, 11- u'a ntly bumped into passenger toe

F &

4
which disturbed hi bit a @a mde%ﬁuhlt another driver car while parking
your car. & &

!
S >
The% g results ain hc&the three groups of participants with different
L 9

socwer and social d@ée categories assessed the four context-internal

'\ﬂhs One-way ANOVA and Tukey HSD post hoc statistical tests were used in

@ ata analysis.
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1. The Assessment of the severity of the offence

TABLE 4.2: Means and standard deviation to Severity of the offence corwuul

variable (0\

Categories JL2Ss JNESs ENSs df

Saocial power Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD (Error) Sig

Category 1 High 261 09 283 100 338 048 2 (M&GZG 0.000*T
Category 2 Equal 3.19 050 3.30 042 4.5 0.16 2(@17) 70.952 0.000*T
2 117)(.73 0.185

Category 3 Low 4.01 043 4.02 0.00 3.9

Social distance

Category4 Familiar  2.06 0.30 2.32 040 3.

0
| N <
@ 2 (IH) 341'.30\“8.000*
4 b

CategorySUnfamila 415 033 412 0.3 0.14%_ 2( 63.587  0.032*T

3
N 4
Note: JL2Ss= Jordanian second langua: Wers, JWESS Jordamian non English

speakers, ENSs= English native speN indicates,the oc@'ence of negative

NG

sociopragmatic transfer. *p < 0.0

Table 4.2 above illustrates the i

power (high, equal, and lo

perception of the sever%ﬁ

interlocutonssto ognize eac ogqgs_/social position (Brown & Levinson, 1987;
HoIme@I’_eeoﬁ,ﬁﬁz. O%gz\vay ANOVA results showed that  there are
. i 5 N . _ _
sig differences among{h:e three groups in Categoryl (F 2, 116=8.626, p =

0.?, hereas Tukey HSD post hoc pair comparisons revealed that both Jordanian
0

Q ps assessed the severity of the offence significantly lower than ENSs group. This
ndicates that the Jordanians who have high social power did not perceive the offence

as very severe when it is committed against people with low social power. Negative
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sociopragmatic transfer occurred in this category since there is no significant

difference between JL2Ss and JNESs, and there is significant difference betwe ?ﬁm

Jordanian groups and ENSs. (0\

In Category 2, post hoc pair comparisons revealed that bothWnian groups
assessed the severity of the offence significantly lower _than Ss did (F 2,
117=70.952, p = 0.000) which indicates a negative socio X:t nsfer since the
assessment of both Jordanian groups is similar to each r but th‘)m ENSs

that there_is nd s'@’f‘iant

assessment. By contrast, in Category 3 analysis sh

difference and sociopragmatic transfer amon ee_grou pite@ fact that

both Jordanian groups assessed the severltw offeufe er tha%xlbss group (F
2,117=1.714, p = 0.185). \f— ) Cs<

.\
The results of ANOVA%i thaf'ther %g(.‘taant mean differences in
%Zo vealed that significant mean

Category 4 and Category 5 Cc

differences are found % oth JIianl rl' é and ENSs group in category 4.
As it is noticed in Q@ory jﬁé‘ rdarg:?roups assessed the severity of the
offence significantly lewer S dlt&’Z 117=341.320, p = 0.000). However,
id‘n cfuré.?e the rating of JL2Ss is different from the

socmpragm;::;&@sfer
rating o Li e Categ&\y 5 both Jordanian groups assessed the severity

Y-v
oft offence 3|gn|f|cantly Iovt%*than ENSs did (F 2, 117=63.587, p = 0.032). As a

r t, egative sociopragmatic transfer occurred in this category. That is because

Q is no significant mean difference between both Jordanian groups, but there is a
i

gnificant mean difference between both Jordanian groups and ENSs group.
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2. The assessment of the possibility of the offender apology

TABLE 4.3: Means and standard deviation to the Possibility of apology cowsul

variable @

Categories JL2Ss JNESs ENSs df
Social power Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD (Error = Sig
Category 1 High 3.80 024 317 031 442 0.28 2(&\) 198.236  0.000*
Category 2 Equal 3.17 0.48 3.58 0.47 3.91 0. W 29.406 0.000*

Category 3 Low 491 0.19 4.96 0.13 4.93 117‘\?0 0.379
Social distance ' S oo
N
Category 4 Familiar 4.15 0.23 413 023 4.8 . 2(117) 9&.4 5") 0.000*T
Category5Unfamiliar 412 0.16 4.07 0.15 022 & 2(117 1@8 0.000*T
T _
—ﬁorda@d‘non English
octS&ence of negative

Note: JL2Ss= Jordanian second Ianguag% S,

speakers, ENSs= English native spe@ i

sociopragmatic transfer *p < 0.05 T I<\
) N
6 e,
“« Q-
Table 4.3 above illustrates them nc Nexge\é&f social variables: (a) social
power (higher, equal, @hd low); and j) soefaldi e (familiar and unfamiliar) on

the perception of the possibility '(:I y by“thé}hree groups of participants.

N
| (O o
One- VA résu sjlow&nhat there are significant differences among

O
groups i %ﬁry } b&t or@i‘ Post hoc pair comparisons revealed that the
thre&%’ have significant ﬁa differences among each other. In category 1,

\
J assessed the possibility of apology significantly higher than JNESs did.
0 eover, JNESs assessed the possibility of apology significantly lower than ENSs

d (F 2, 117=198.236, p = 0.000). Similar to Category 1, in Category 2 post hoc pair
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comparisons revealed that the three groups have significant mean differences among

each other. Yv

JL2Ss assessed the possibility of apology significantly lower NESS did.
Moreover, JNESs assessed the possibility of apology significantly er than ENSs

agreement in their assessment of possibility of apo is because no

did (F 2, 117=29.406, p = 0.000). With regard to Category 3, heN groups showed
Vf;t'

statistically significant differences were found in an the thwj.ps (F 2,

117=0.980, p = 0.379). This indicates an inter-lang nd cr@ss- urkl@larity

between both cultures. Negative sociopragmati r d% rin Q/‘Egorles 1,

2and 3.

In Category 4 and Catego S|gn|f|c\m$

between both Jordanian groupxéN
D

Category 4 significant mea

ENSs group. Both Jo ;roups
4

familiar interlocuto nlflcarlt 0 than sdid (F 2, 117=92.447, p = 0.000).

i@}ences were observed

N
Qroup 'nqbothogaegorles Specifically, in

sessed {hebossnblllty to apologize for their

groups ass e t‘lltb‘?nlflcantly lower than ENSs did. Similarly,

Negative socioprag ccurr <<i’n this category since both Jordanian
apo gj%

in Cate posr ir c arlsons revealed that both Jordanian groups

signi tIy assessed the p@llty to apologize lower than ENSs did. (F 2,

1%\&3 .688, p = 0.000) which indicate an influence of L1 and pragmatic transfer.



132

3. The assessment of difficulty of the apology by the offender

TABLE 4.4: Means and standard deviation to the Difficulty of Apology co?ﬂul

variable P\(}

Categories JL2Ss JNESs ENSs d
Social power Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD (Error)Y'F Sig
Category 1 High 2.98 0.08 308 019 219 0.27 Z(W 244978  0.000*T
Category 2 Equal 3.17 0.16 3.00 0.00 2.21 0. Y. 440.875  0.000*
Category 3 Low 1.00 0.00 1.02 0.15 2.02 17 ' 1579,500 0.000*T
Social distance '

Category4 Familiar 221 025 211 0.23 1@3 2(I17) 1‘7 S_é‘) 0.000*T
Category5Unfamiliar ~ 2.27 012 213 0.16 0. 15 4{/ 97  0.000*

ﬁorda non English

Note: JL2Ss= Jordanian second Ianguag% S,
speakers, ENSs= English native spe@ indica
sociopragmatic transfer *p < 0. 05 :\T

Table 4.4 above illustrates the influenc t-exterha somal variables: (a) social
Lmal lslta

power (high, equal, a w d (b)

perception of the di culty the t e groups of participants.
§

!
One- O s}bhaﬁ/&l that  there are significant differences

amiliar and unfamiliar) on the

‘s

N

among t ro ateg v (F 2, 117=244.978, p = 0.000). Tukey HSD
J*p , s

post hosﬁ IF comparisons rev hat both Jordanian groups assessed the difficulty

\
gy significantly higher than ENSs group did. Negative sociopragmatic

: fer occurred in this category, while there is no significant difference between

2Ss and JNESs, there is significant difference between both Jordanian group and

ENSs. In Category 2, post hoc pair comparisons revealed that the three groups have
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significant mean differences among each other. JL2Ss assessed the difficulty of
apology significantly higher than JNESs did. And JNESs assessed the posswwwf
apology significantly higher than ENSs did (F 2, 117=440.875, p = 0. 000)(')

In Category 3 post hot pair comparisons results show that th& are significant
differences among the three groups, (F 2, 117=1579.500, p =_0.000)% Both Jordanian

groups assessed the difficulty of apology significantly | in NSs group did.

Negative sociopragmatic transfer occurred in this cate Thatyis, here is no

significant difference between JL2Ss and JNESS& is a §i art iﬁ%rence
Y—-

between both Jordanian groups and ENSs. ' 4 N
(\/; | =) -
In Category 4 post hot pair CN ns revea at @Sre are significant

differences among the three groupsﬁ%, 117= : & 0. 00). Both Jordanian

S
groups assessed the difficulty g;sgr;fyn y Eﬁr than ENSs group did.

Negative sociopragmatic tr %ccu IS ca e@y That is, while there is no
significant difference% JL2S [Ezy there is significant difference
between both Jordafian grou [f gwever in Category 5, post hoc pair
comparisons re ale rou ve significant mean differences among

each other. : asse ed th dnfrcrdy%f apology significantly higher than JNESs
S

sessed. t ssrb@ of apology significantly higher than ENSs did

(F Q 428.897,p = 0. 000)\%
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4. The assessment of the likelihood of apology acceptance

TABLE 4.5: Means and standard deviation to the Likelihood of apology acc?ﬂ!e

contextual variable cﬁ\

Categories JL2Ss JNESs ENSs df
Social power Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD  (Error) Sig
Category 1 High 483 040 500 000 3.04 024 2(11 47.382  0.000*
Category 2 Equal 412 016 4.13 016 3.03 2 ) 497.728 0.000*T

Category 3 Low 3.11 0.66 3.50 0.00 3.01

7) 18.32 0.000*
Social distance S T
N
Category 4 Familiar 479 024 478 025 3.19 , 2(117) 0.‘42_\“0.000*T
Category5 Unfamiliar 3.75 014 375 0.15 0.20 l( 7 575&3~ 0.000*T

\ T
= Jordaniag non English

Note: JL2Ss= Jordanian second Ianguag% S,

speakers, ENSs= English native spe@ i

sociopragmatic transfer *p < 0.05 c

% 9 Q—
Table 4.5 above illustrates théﬁnl& ceofc -extﬁﬂ social variables: (a) social
N
power (high, equal, an |O\W (b) social is‘ta@miliar and unfamiliar) on the
od

perception of likeliho pﬁ variable by the three groups of
@;

participants. &\ O
c !
\ ¢ ? (.)
On@ NOVA results shéwled that  there are significant differences
amon We group ca@ies. In Category 1, post hoc pair comparisons
N
re at the three group&%ﬁve significant mean differences among each other.
eless, both Jordanian groups assessed the likelihood of apology acceptance

Onificantly higher than ENSs did (F 2, 117=647.3828, p = 0.000). In Category 2,

post hoc pair comparisons revealed that both Jordanian groups assessed the likelihood

&

of apology acceptance significantly higher than ENSs group did (F 2, 117=497.628, p
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= 0.000). Negative sociopragmatic transfer occurred in this category. That is, while
there is no significant difference between JL2Ss and JNESs, there is sigwmn

difference between both Jordanian group and ENSs. (}

In Category 3, post hoc pair comparisons revealed that the three groups have

significant mean differences among each other. JL2Ss as sWe likelihood of
'IZJN

apology acceptance significantly lower than JNESs did ESs assessed the

(
117=18.324, p = 0.000). é J [ _\u}
S \,‘Z”

both@g]ian groups
hig@‘bhan ENSs group

g@nsfer occurred in this
e
rence@een JL2Ss and JNESs,

&
there is significant differen Men 1 nia@ps and ENSs group.

&

Similarly, regard y 5, éﬁsr hoc pair comparisons revealed that

—5

both Jordanian 4groupsr ass

¢
higher than s@roup id

transfer 0c in this.c ?ory

Iike@dd of apology acceptance significantly

6%.834, p = 0.000). Negative sociopragmatic

|.'émhlle there is no significant difference between

Y—v

JL2§® JNESs, there is si o%"réant difference between both Jordanian group and

@
N
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The following RQ 1.c addresses the negative pragmatic transfer from L1 to L2 in
JL2S’s perception of the contextual variables.

4.1.3 The negative pragmatic transfer in the perception of apology by JL28s ared
to that of INESs and ENSs *

4.1.3.1 RQ.1.c Is there negative pragmatic transfer in the perceptWapology by
JL2Ss compared to that of INESs and ENSs?

To answer RQL1.c data collected via SRQ were analysed. z '

It is noteworthy to recall the concept of ne pragmatic n}fe_(%?rstly,

Kasper (1992) explains that pragmatic tra p@atlcs is

owl@f languages

and cultures other than L2 in their re nsion, p tloréﬁd learning of L2

identified as the influence exerted by the | pra

pragmatic information. Moreov Wq\klnds of transfer:

asper

S

sociopragmatic transfer and pr |st| t Q’
N ~\

In this analysis% S is Iled :n'egsbe sociopragmatic transfer which
&

is operative when ocial pe[c unde g language users’ interpretation and
performance ofy lin n L@é influenced by their assessment of
subjectively &Dalent L1 ntgxtaj%hus in the current analysis, negative

socipra% ansfgr is ratloaél\lf there is statistically significant difference
Y-v
bet@ NESs and ENSs gr@ and between the JL2Ss and ENSs groups and no

S IIy significant difference between JNESs and JL2Ss groups.

Q following are the instances of negative sociopragmatic transfer based on the
nalysis of overall contextual variables:
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TABLE 4.6: ANOVA results for nagative sociopragmatic transfer based on overall

contexual variables

Groups  JL2Ss INESs ENSs df (,}
4
Sig \

Variables Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD (Error) F

Severity 331 0.77 3.38 0.71 4.07 0.53 2(33) 4.63 TON*T

Possibility 4.44 052 409 057 482 031 2(33) 6@ 0.003*T
749

Likelihood 4.16 068 4.78 040 298 042 1(3 0.000*T

Note: JL2Ss= Jordanian second language speakers, pon English

’
@

speakers, ENSs= English native speakers. T i%the occturre e'of tive
=\

sociopragmatic transfer. *p < 0.05 2 X

NV
\egativg&biopragmatic

ts of ‘ane-way ANOVA

Table 4.6 above illustrates the variables that experien
transfer in the three groups’ overall%%s.
showed that there are significant differences a rr?y ) /oi\hoc pair comparisons

differences’ betw \both Jordanian groups

revealed that there are significant

o
and ENSs group in three conw la S out.iﬂ‘our. Difficulty of apology

N
variable did not expecnce gegative ocCi agr@ transfer, thus, it is excluded
ar

from this analysis. Reg g m‘i th';éjfénce, a significant difference was
found (F 2, 33=4. p = 0:001) Weerﬁbg h Jordanian groups and ENSs and no
significant di@ s fo pgtvv&)(-}both Jordanian groups. This significant
differen %!tes ﬁ egativ so%s\s-j)ragmatic transfer and L1 influence. As for
possib& apology, signific&,‘gifference was found (F 2, 33=4.637, p = 0.001)

b N both Jordanian groups JL2Ss, JNESs and ENSs and no significant difference

found between both Jordanian groups. Concerning likelihood of apology
O:eptance by the offended party, JL2Ss and JNESs’ ratings for this variable were

higher than ENSs and the difference was statistically significant. (P= 0.000). Negative



138

sociopragmatic transfer occurred in this variable since significant difference was
found between JL2Ss and ENSs and no significant difference found betweer?ﬁ
and JNESs. Negative socipragmatic transfer for all social power @ance
categories is also investigated as illustrated in the following Table:

TABLE 4.7: ANOVA’s results for negative sociopragmatic transferybased on social

power and social distance categories

Categories JL2Ss JNESs EN z

—-

L]
Severity Mean SD S[] w F Sig
® Tow
. \S
Category 1 High 261 0.96 2( 6, _{% 26 0.000*T
Category 2 Equal 3.19 0.0 (117) 7~70.952  0.000*T
N

Category 5 Unfamiliar 415 0.33

3@' 63.587  0.032*T

2(117)  92.447  0.000*T

Possibility

Category 4 Familiar 4.15 .%13
Category 5 Unfamiliar 4,12 .
Difficulty i '

Category 1 High 8 o8’ "w 2.19 0.27 2(117) 244978  0.000*T

Category 3 Lov& 1.00' 0.00% 1.02 <Q%&).15 2.02 0.00 2(117) 1579.500 0.000*T

Category 4 Familiar 2. v 2.10 0.23 1.46 0.13 2(117) 147.872  0.000*T

%
Likelihood (0 &
Category% wl g D)?fz o.Jé\\m 016 303 020 2(117) 497.728  0.000*T

2(117)  183.688  0.000*T

Catego amiliar 4.79 4.78 025 3.19 0.66 2(117) 180.842  0.000*T

Caw Unfamiliar 3.75\0.14 3.75 0.15 2.63 0.20 2(117) 575.834  0.000*T

§3L285= Jordanian second language speakers, JNESs= Jordanian non
I

ish speakers, ENSs= English native speakers. T indicates the occurrence of
gative sociopragmatic transfer. *p < 0.05
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Table 4.7 above illustrates the categories that experience negative
sociopragmatic transfer by the three groups of participants in all context- |
variables. Instances of negative sociopragmatic transfer were found@four
context-internal variables of the study but not in all social categ Only the
categories that experienced negative sociopragmatic transfer are incmn Table 4.7

above, while the categories that did not experience negative_soci gmatic transfer

\Y

are not included since they are irrelevant to this analysis.

that  there are significant mean difference

group. \ N
o s

Similarly, n\@egor;i ; hoc{éair comparisons revealed that both
Jordanian grou @ed t of ence significantly (F 2, 117=70.952, p
¢
s di i \/(lé? in Category 5 post hoc pair comparisons
_ N _ _—
p@sessed the severity of the offence significantly

|owg& ENSs did (F 2, 11763587, p = 0.032).
&°

: E As for the possibility of apology by the offender, negative sociopragmatic
ansfer was found in two out of five categories which are Category 4 and Category 5.

As for Category 4 Tukey HSD post hoc pair comparisons revealed that significant
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mean differences were observed between both Jordanian groups and ENSs group in

both categories. Specifically, both Jordanian groups assessed their possib

apologize significantly lower than ENSs did (F 2, 117=92.447, p = 0.000®1arly,

in Category 5, post hoc pair comparisons revealed that both Jm groups

significantly assessed the possibility to apologize lower than s did. (F 2,

117=183.688, p = 0.000) which indicate an influence of L1 anq swtic transfer.

Regarding the difficulty of apology by the offe ne tinragmatic
X

transfer was found in three out of five categories are Categ 1' Ciﬁ%my 3

and Category 4. As for Category 1, Tukey H

hoc p‘ir aris&r}?revealed

that both Jordanian groups assessed the 4difficulty M\ apology s@&ntly (F 2,

117=244.978, p = 0.000) higher tha@roup did: at@ 3 post hot pair
comparisons results revealed that Jordani Yps @Sed the difficulty of
0 z

N
apology significantly (F 2, 117 500, ;9: . Iow@an ENSs group did. In

Category 4 post hot pair co %@n

difficulty of apology signifi zly (F

4 ¢ &

group did. \ | \ %(J
A <

w

N3

-

[N

\I

%
'04/

1

o

o

o

(=]
~

=.
«Q

>0

@D

=

—

0

QD

S5

m

Z

w

w

b \&danian groups assessed the likelihood of apology acceptance significantly (F

6 7=497.628, p = 0.000) higher than ENSs group did.
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In Category 4, post hoc pair comparisons revealed that both Jordanian groups
assessed the likelihood of apology acceptance significantly (F 2, 117=180. 8?!
0.000) higher than ENSs group did. In Category 5, post hoc pair comparls(%aled
that both Jordanian groups assessed the likelihood of apology accepta ificantly
(F 2,117=575.834, p = 0.000) higher than ENSs group did. Y'

JL2Ss’ justifications on their rating of the context-internal var%s. e reported in the

4.1. 4 The JL2Ss’ justifications for their perception ratinghgiven w

4.1.4.1 RQ1.d What are JL2Ss’ justifications for%perce ion tlﬂg‘@n by
them? 4' \)‘T

To answer RQ1.d data collected via semi-sthuctur; mlva‘we Were@lgy;ed

(a)

following section.

The findings presented in t sectlon se ,@\data gathered from
interviews with nine of the 40 st cati h@ 3 section 3.3.3). The
high and low ratings almo aI CT -é |ons where 1 represents the
lowest rating and 5 r t e hi is tr |Jr1 e the questionnaire is long and
participants could Og@/ote tl 12 ons only five DCT situations were
chosen to be a 0a istan 101pants justifications about their high
and low rati "

X

e selectlon of sﬁuat@s based on the five social power and social distance
c aI levels, that is, one situation from each category (Al-Issa, 1998; Al-
ani, 2009; Al-Shboul, 2013; Economidou-Kogetsidis, 2010).

he categories and situations chosen are illustrated in the following Table.
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TABLE 4.8: The DCT situations chosen for the interviews Y'

Categories | Apologizer  social ‘ I:
power (P) and social Situations
distance (D) %
1 High social power | 1-Professor promised to return a student term paper but
(+P + D) he did not.
2 Equal social power | 4-You forgot an appointment with friend for the second
(=P -D) time.
z |
3 Low social power '
(-P+D) 2-Student forgot to r the b oWwed from
his professor. I ¢
\ ? LN
4 Familiar I’ LK\
(-P-D) 5-Father promise take his Kid f shop%ng but he
did not do that™ ey U
5 Unfamiliar 6- While backifig up tespark,.you hit afother car and
(=P + D) damagedw. 0\
ONAR

S o
As such, thematic analysis use%idenﬁxg) pﬁ\ideas based on the
interviewees’ responses. This l% anal?fsis a o.rdir%%}f eddlie and Tashakkori
(2003) aims to identify co oxiea Nﬁjd;@e goal of this analysis is to
capture all the main pz%%c?ally 1 the re|afsb'the questions raised.
NG

SRQ daw\led \I(Q't of ﬁgh and low ratings occurred in two
context-inte iable w‘i aré: ths verity of the offence and the likelihood of
apology&gce ﬂyﬁb)ﬁﬁends&\party. As for the other variables, the ratings
vari&oss all the DCT si@d‘zn;. Nine JL2Ss were interviewed and they were

C Al to A9 and the situations were coded as S1 to S5. The interviews showed

hatr the reasons provided by JL2Ss for their perception ratings were due to the
erception of the context-internal variables in light of social power and social distance
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in addition to their cultural background. The following are the two context-internal

variables experienced the highest and the lowest ratings by the interviewees. Y

4.1.4.1 The severity of the offence
Five of the nine participants interviewed assigned low rating to severity of the
offence in Situation 1: (+p) (A professor promised to retu nt term paper but he

did not do that) whereas the other four participants assigned me iw which is
@

reasons for giving this low rating, they confir here i§ I po@' between

heir p@?ptlon of the
hierarchical power between them as wa and their' Ioc@%~ as students. The

;@onses regarding their

N
low ratings. ‘% Qi:)
\ So
Al explained: l -é\
I don’t think th%gnce is #Vér ause he is a student and it is
4

normal fomehavf\wu?va %
\ & (Al S1, interview).

!
A2e ned: :(J

e IS eXpec }o forzgé\and this is something normal, a student should

the interlocutors. As such, their respons

excerpts provided below are exam f the 1n

ver get offended akd}hould not expect an apology from his professor

E ecause it is just a matter of forgetfulness.
0 (A2 S1, interview)

A3 explained:

I don’t find it a very important situation; teachers are always busy with their
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duties, so they should be excused by their students.

(A3 S@lew)

Four of nine participants assigned high rating to the severity of ence in
Situation 2: (-P) (a student borrowed professor’s book, and promis?g return that
day, but forget to bring it) whereas the other five participants SM medium rating
which is number 3 in the SRQ Likert scale. When those Y

icip'ants were asked

about their reasons for giving this high rating, they all irme tth a social

L ]

power between the interlocutors. As such, their nses Wwer a#ed \their
perception of the hierarchical power between st% elr&ﬂocutors
as professors. The excerpts provided b \\4 mp of L@nterﬂewees
responses regarding their high ratlngs\% Cs<

A3 explained: ,‘\'\

The offence is very sen%me bgcaus he is @professor and it is very

embarrassing for m w r SS a d&respect if 1 did not fulfil my

promise. co p b}:l )
\ é)‘/ (A3, S2, interview)
7§
A4 explained: &

!
Itis impoli to d & a@/ g, and the offence is very severe for me

% uld apalogi profu@y and undertake not to do it again. Apology in
As case is to show res@‘to my teacher.

QE A5 explained:

I found it a very difficult situation for me, we used to respect our teachers and

(A4, S2, interview)

follow their advices, especially respecting time.
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(A4, S2, interview)
Further, four of the interviewees assigned low rating to the severity of the off?'m
situation 4: (= P) (forgetting a meeting with a friend for a second time) \m the
other five participants assigned medium rating which is number 3 in Q Likert
scale. When those four participants were asked about their reasons an this low
rating, they all confirmed that there is no formal treatment among¥friends and it is

normal if something wrong happens since the friends 'and understand

each other’s situations. This might explain the reasons ind the Mssment of
[ ]

the offence severity among equal social power inter

given below are examples of the interviewees’ S ega&d'

. X
A5 explained: V 0\ é
Because he is my friend and Iw;that he w un@nd my situation,

and don’t be angry with m re is no 9(\2126 for my friend for

every offence; this in fa%makenmyf nd rgzgalay from me so in order
to maintain my nomﬁ\&!onr m rlend ould not apologize.

C—) BN (A5, S4, interview)
oS

\ Q >

A6 explai &

Frie ly a Io iz toéa@‘uer in the case of forgetting meeting with

aybejl‘t e sllgh@ology, because | think apology depends on the

verlty of the oﬁenc@#ends might apologize to each other on the severe

%\ﬁences only.
Q (A6, S4, interview)
[

ve interviewees assigned lowest rating to the severity of the offence in situation 5:

(Familiar) (You forgot to bring your kids for shopping as you promised) whereas the
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other four participants assigned medium rating which is number 3 in the SRQ Likert
scale. When those five participants were asked about their reasons for giving '[Vm
rating, they all confirmed on the familiarity of the relation between famlly@r

which there is no formal relation among them especially between fﬂ&ﬁembers

The following excerpts are examples of the interviewees’ response%egarding their

lowest ratings : V
A7 explained: .\d

I do not feel that there is problem, becaus&an walt fo ehe&?’me
and he/she must understand my situatio fo h| r to

shopping. Apology in this case m1 SmiOd the s Ya?parent
weakness é
T ,<\ (A7, S5, interview)

. @
A8 explained: N
<o
I think the offence i not veI r an explain the reasons that

prevented then% king son sh in hout showing explicit apology.
‘v F &

Apology in E case is T riate sons should not expect their parents
to apolo thems &
l (./
4 (_; (A8, S5, interview)
/) N _ _ _
Seven mter;ﬂ e ?S|gns®1|ghest rating to the severity of the offence in
situ - (Unfamiliar), (Wh@éckmg up to park, you hit another car and damaged

% whereas the other two participants assigned medium rating which is number 3
e SRQ Likert scale. When those seven participants were asked about their

Qsons for giving this high rating they all confirmed that it is their mistake and they
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must apologize for the other offended persons. The excerpts provided below are

examples of the interviewees’ responses regarding their highest ratings T

A1l explained: (q

Yes the offence is severe specially because it is my mistake an t

apologize to that person and undertake to fix any damage doneyto his/her car.

: N S6, interview)

A3 explained: \d

"AX
Of course it is high severe offence because I know this pe 0'1 @ally
and | must be embarrassed for doing su to % \)‘T

(,%8(;, interview)
&
O

ﬁ("&ll the damage done

A2 explained: \)

I would strongly apologize @ow my \d'mgs

N
by me, and also | would%tak i spital ifyhe is injured.
N RN
X |3 $
interview) % [ 0’

4 $ &
The results of severigg{the 0 \sh w th Qhe JL2Ss’ ratings are mainly based on

.
3

(A2, S6,

their perceptiongOf théshier

#
the offender h offended

committéd ,against th soc%\power interlocutors thus it require a strong

ower on the level of the familiarity between

l
rtigs. e_l_lbzgs consider the offence as severe when it is
\

apo onversely, they do n(%éonsider the offence as severe when it is committed
%\ >

againstitheir low social power interlocutors. Further, they also consider the offence as
otesevere when it is committed against their familiar interlocutors but more severe

hen it is committed against their unfamiliar interlocutors.
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4.1.4.2 The likelihood of apology acceptance

By the same token, all of the nine JL2Ss interviewees rated the IikeIihoo@iogy

acceptance as high in all of the five situations. When asked about asons for
giving such a high rating, they confirmed that they expected theﬁ‘ﬁer offended

parties to accept their apology since they already showed Qolitem by expressing

apology to their offended parties, as a consequence, the o artirs should accept

the apology and show return politeness as well. The erpts pWelow are

®
- oY A3
examples of the interviewees’ responses regarding th h ratings ' _{')

Al explained: \" N
The student must accept my apolo @h&i might be fo@sgwn benefit.
The professor might need muw work on rm @%r and give the

student the necessary and af% feedba\w ,‘\'\
S

q Qi:) (AL, S1, interview)
N \\%
X |3 $
AT explained: [ 0’
4 &
As profess N\hou d \h stu apology that is because maybe the

A
student has reabexc

\ (A7, S1, interview)

0 A4 explained:
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I think the other person will accept my apology because if | do not care about

him | will not apologize so when | apologize | expect the other to aco?ﬂy

4'&;\ erview)

Based on interviews, JL2Ss were influenced by their (Mrooted cultural

apology.

values. These cultural values are based on the diffe metween different
hierarchical values when apologizing to others. R S revegle LZSS are
strongly influenced by the context-external varia of social po er, %.Cleﬂ
distance, which confirmed that the classificatlon of Jerdanign Culture as H{E‘rarchlcal

\n N
glis@ure, on the

lue more by social

(which is influenced by social power an SOCI dis

other hand, is depicted as a horizoru\%e whic

distance and less by social power Issa, 19 \N\ m

n’t‘goog; Al-Shbol, 2013;

Beeb et al, 1996). 0 Q—
&

A

Moreover, when all zne par‘mpa S Iw, -%sked about their reasons and
g ? .
e

4

justifications for gl e |Ik6ﬁ§f0d of apology acceptance variable,

other@ended persons to accept their apology

they explained g y
because it IS | in the Bic Cﬁﬁ)m Jordanian culture in particular. The

particlptg est ?Ms rar,@ge were based mainly on their perception of the
I

contex iables and thelr%l}iral backgrounds. In other words, the Jordanians

the context- mternal variables in light of social power and social distance

6‘% -external variables.
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The following section explains the results of the second research question

regarding the production of apology strategies by the three groups Yv
4.2 THE PRODUCTION OF APOLOGY STRATEGIES BY JL2SS; Ss AND
ENSs.

4.2.1 Similarities and differences in the production of apology. Ms, JNESs and
ENSs. %. '
4.2.1.1 RQ2.a. What are the similarities and differences e pr u.aiqqdzipology
by JL2Ss, INESs and ENSs? | _\G}T
To answer RQ2.a data collected via DCT were N 4 \Y

X

NV

The overall apology strategies elicitétl,from’ the thre€“groups @‘participants were

calculated according to Olshtain an@yen (198§\apowog g@‘%ification model. The

N

apology strategies employed b%roupnof p mipar@ere calculated based on

&

the frequencies and percen h’keac] @roup. That is, the number of

the apology strategie ntic farmulas {N@alculated by counting the total
4 $ &

number of occurre of each |a \35( trategsby each group in all 12 situations. In

order to find ouf theNfreq

number of S&Dc apfog
i k

strategi pecifi

peréﬁge of a specific apology strategy, the

atef;y&??divided by the total number of all apology
theféh\ultiplied by 100. For example, the semantic
fo a‘an expression of regr& m sorry” was used 275 times by JL2Ss group, this
n \was divided by the total number of semantic formulas used by JL2Ss group
ndethen the result multiplied by 100, for example, (275+1072=0.25x100%=25.65%)

onsequently the percentage of this semantic formula used by JL2Ss was achieved.
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TABLE 4.9: The overall frequencies and percentages of the apology strategies

employed by the three groups

Apology Strategies JL2Ss JNESs ENSs <\': TOTAL
4

A. IFID: direct No % No % N %

1- An expression of 275 25.65 222 21.87 % 33.01 947
regret. Y'

2- A request for 20 1.86 12 1 ' 8,58% 149
forgiveness and ' 'G}Y*
accepting the 2 Y—'\

N
apology. ? \ ),

3- An offer of 100 9.32 cw :\26 6 s 4.40 254
apology. \ \ .&O

B. Intensifiers +IFID 74 % 0 , 0%7‘8%& 342 25.09% 496

‘&
\ \A
Indirect
X ' N
C. Explanation \.‘ f((JQ
Explicit explanation \265 ' 24. % 26.40% 127 9.31% 640
N
Implicit explanati \ Oy odo c_)(J 0 0% 0 0% 0
e
D. Taking@- NS
LY/
re ity X
S
Explici&l- ame 64 N 5.97% 59 5.81% 77 5.64% 300
a%ent 14 1.30 11 1.08% 5 0.36% 30
xpression of self- 12 111 6 0.59% 0 0% 18

deficiency



Expression of 0 0% 0
embarrassment

Self-dispraise 0 0% 0
Justify hearer 2 0.18% 4
Refusal to acknowledge 0 0% 0
guilt.

Denial of responsibility 0 0% 0
Blame the hearer 0 0% 0

Pretend to be offended
E. Concern for the
hearer
F. Offer of repair
G. Promise of

Forbearance

NEW EXPRESSIONS (‘)T\glbj;."?

Invoking Allah name \2 ' 18%
Requiring theoﬁen(&& 0 \\>

A
party not to be a 0
Define relationshi ¢ 4 V') 0@ 2
I
aid +

4- 1& 0 \C})O% 0
O

0%

100%

0 0%

3.08%

0 0%
0 0%
0 0%
7 0.51%

1363 100%

152

0

173

389

104

3450

ce
& 1074 100% 1015
ote: JL2Ss= Jordanian second language speakers, JNESs= Jordanian non English

speakers, ENSs= English native speakers.
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RQ2.a investigates the similarities and differences in the production of speecw

apology among the JL2Ss, JNESs and ENSs. (q\

The analysis starts by identifying the produced apology semtantic formulas

(apology strategy) by each group. The semantic formula presgnMpology strategy

such as “offer of repair” or “concern for the hearer”.

aprlogy strategies

t
10 MSS 1363
L ]

respectively. The most commonly used strategies b three grou of’pﬁ}pams

elicited from the JL2Ss participants are 1072, J

13

are IFIDs particularly, the expression of regret+

offensive situations. Blum-Kulka et al. 89), "defi

routinized expressions in which the s er‘;>pology i

IFIDs include three S%giesz‘\an e
S

ology, “pl@forgive me” and an offer of

request for forgiveness and g tl
apology, “I apologiz%; 4.9 abov shbwbhat the English and Jordanian

a

4 ¢ &
participants exhit;@\iflcai] I cesghe use of IFIDs direct strategies; both
Jordanian grouw ot t 'IDs gfequently as ENSs did. According to
‘ b

Olshtain an (1983), I s:are((ig sidered as direct apology strategies, thus it
* N
is clear % aboye: Pned Its that ENSs prefer to apologize directly more

s

tha s and JNESs groups c.'}’

N N
: E Among the IFIDs sub-strategies, the expression of regret /'m sorry” was the
ost frequently used strategy by all the three groups of participants. However, it was

used more frequently by ENSs group 33.01% than the other two Jordanian groups;
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JL2Ss, 25.65% and JNESs 21.87% respectively. The second frequently used sub-
strategy by the three groups was an offer of apology, “I apologize” as in the fow
frequencies; JL2Ss 9.32 %, JNESs 9.26% and ENSs 4.40%. The Iea(% sub-
strategy by the three groups was the request for forgiveness and accep apology
“please forgive me/please accept my apology”. This sub-strategyWsed by the
three groups as follows: JL2Ss 1.95%, JNESs 1.18 % and ﬁs‘ 1 %. However,

both Jordanian groups used the strategy arjo al matherah ol sal) which

literally means | hope you forgive me. .\d
L 2
N4
| S
ts% se i@giﬁcation

. The forte,of apq@saepends not
only on the choice of an apology strat& Eut ,so on ber@‘fype of strategies

used. Further, intensification refers the u\o£$d rjal\Aah e.g. terribly, very,
N,

extremely (Blum-Kulka & Olshiai 84 ."Thes inten(sf}%ation markers have been
employed by the three gro %rti S follog% percentages; JL2Ss 6.90%,
e ﬂwa&b\ISs used these intensified IFIDs
F &

4
significantly morg;&bot @ rougaor example, Situation 6 ENS1 (e.g.

“I’m very sorryfor t ha I haé@r mind somewhere else I apologize, and

Concerning intensifiers +IFID, some

markers along with IFIDs to intensify their

JNESs 7.88% and EN %. It islota

7]

2 (&g, ? veryesorry, but none of the things I said was meant as

¢
would like t %}is with the era g’)so you can have your rear fixed”), and for
\
Situatio%ks

persenaljnor directed at you or(ag“jone else™).

N N
QE The explanation or account apology strategy has two sub-strategies: explicit
nd implicit. Significant differences were observed between Jordanian and English

cultures, that is, both Jordanian groups used explicit explanation more frequently than
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the ENSs did i.e. JL2Ss 24.72%, JNESs 26.40% and ENSs 9.31% which indicates
that Jordanians prefer giving explanation to justify the offence more than ENSST
\
(—)

As for taking on responsibility strategy, it is used when the er admits
his/her responsibility for the offence. The offender declares respongibility through
selecting from a number of sub-strategies: explicit self-blamey lack of intent,
expression of self-deficiency, expression of embarrass %If-(fspraise, justify
hearer, refusal to acknowledge guilt, denial of responsihility, awizarer and

pretend to be offended. All the three groups used e

it self-blam k#st_& y in

% % 64%, While lack

i renh‘req cies iﬁZSS 5.97%,
JNESs 1.30% and ENSs 0.36. \: , Cs<

almost same frequency i.e. JL2Ss 5.97%, JNE

of intent employed by the three groups wi

A
\&

The main significant Qes b'étwee e 20 groups of participants
concerning these sub-strat rl of e *kssmn of self-deficiency i.e.
JL2Ss 1.11%, JNESS% nd ENSs 0 " ola stlfy hearer i.e. JL2Ss 0.18%,
JNESs 0.39% and s 0. O%l egles se two sub-strategies used only by
both Jordanian grou e ENSs group. The sole usage of these

l
sub-strategi %)yth J rdanl gfouefj ight indicate a cultural specificity and L1
N

influence. everffor rest oé\sub -strategies, both cultures showed agreement

sincﬁo them used any of@ée sub-strategies which indicate cultural similarities

b% both Jordanian and English cultures.

Likewise, another significant difference between Jordanian and English culture

was regarding the production of concern for the hearer apology strategy. This strategy
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was used by both Jordanian groups significantly higher than ENSs did i.e. JL2Ss

7.46%, JNESs 8.57% and ENSs, 0.44%. It is observed that both Jordanian

opted to use this strategy in almost equal distribution which indicates th® are
still influenced by their cultural values. *

Offer of repair apology strategy is assumed to be_a sittation-specific as
enyp

explained by Blum-Kulka et al. (1989), which is use hy'ical damage is

involved. However, this strategy was also used by the e gr pWemotional
L ]

damage is concerned because damage includes physi d ematio of'er@Both

Jordanian groups used this strategy relative igher than did\‘lj%'., JL2Ss

tion Qg!g 1 (eg “T

th@enses”), and for
Situation 8 JL2S 2, (e.g. “it's my %(e. I am\w:g?le ,@\*to wash it”). As for
f% >
[ (| .

12.12%, JNESs 13.20% and ENSs 9.17%.4Eor amp:ll\:,

am so sorry, I really didn’t notice caDi‘ll affor

promise of forbearance strat

won't happen a >, the three groups of

participants used this stra }ydlmr\%iq i.e. JL2Ss 3.07%, JNESs

2.85%, and ENSs 3.08 ? S
s

In addit@)lsh Qohe&?&gw) apology classification model, the

!

¢

analysis of %a revealed d(ﬁticc%pexpressions used by the three groups of

%v NN

particip{t{/ ree Jexpr }pns u@ by Jordanian participants only, and one
L 9

expm& used by ENSs. Th pressions used by both Jordanian groups include:
4

i \M Allah name, for example, Situation 2 JL2S1 (e.g. “I’am terribly sorry doctor,

et to bring it, [ promise you inshallah to bring it as soon as possible”). The other

xpression is requiring the offended party not to be angry, for example Situation 6

JNESI (e.g. “don’t get so angry let’s settle the problem”), (Arabic: L Ja b &l J k"
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"l Ja3). The third expression is defining relationship, for example, Situation 12
JL2S 1, (e.g. “No dear. | didn't mean anybody. If you felt that, so, | am v-)

Situation 2 JL2S2 (e.g. “lI'am very very sorry doctor, | really forget to bri m

today”). *

On other hand, only the ENSs used the expression | am afraid + sentence,
;oup

D

which is language specific since it was used only by ' For example,
Situation 9 ENS 1, (e.g. “I'm afraid I have to change t der” Miﬁc usage

of this expression by ENSs supports the claim t

ach langu 'as_\(i%own

SQQ RQ\%élyses in
an(s‘co t-ext@;z\./ariables on

the production of apology strategies a tathree tar gro@

4.2.2. Influence of social power ar(%ial distaneg™ {broduction of apology
N
strategies compared to that of Jhérd EI@SS. q Q(?
\ &

social

V. %Ies: (@) social power (high,

4.2.2.1 RQ 2.b. How do the conte -exr
equal, and low); and (%? distange (f iﬁa@d unfamiliar) influence JL2Ss’

4 2
production of apolo rategit@«e to thNESs and ENSs?

L
3 NP O

! ‘?,
To answer B 8ata collectedlvid DEI’} ere analysed.
N

i) % nceJof_s PI po@ in JL2Ss’ production of apology strategies
Y-v

compared to that o@ESS and ENSs.

conventional expressions (Olshtain & Blum-

detail the influence of social power and soeial

—e=9
-

X&ng to Brown and Levinson (1987) and Holmes (1991), the role of social power
in Gommunication involves the interlocutors’ ability to recognize each other’s social
osition so that the speaker can behave appropriately with the interlocutors belong to

different cultural backgrounds.
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In the present study, social power variable is divided into three categw
levels. The first category includes those who have high social power a@they
interact with the low social power interlocutors (H-L). The second ¢ includes
those who have equal social power and how they interact with the equal social power

interlocutors (E-E). The third category includes those who h ew)cial power and
how they interact with those who have high social powe ezcuu]rs (L-H). Table
4.10 below explains the number and the percentages o apol g}\t@dﬂes by the
@
X

three social power categories. | _{—)
TABLE 4.10: The number and the percentag ap% gies by the three
social power categories g

Apology strategies ENSs

93 (6.82%)

An expression of regret \ 105(7.70%)
&L-H Qloz(\ ) 65 (6.40%) 122 (8.95%)

N, ! 5
) L \Q,O(O.O%) 0 (0.0%) 21(1.53%)
Request% ness & ﬁ‘Jf e 4 (0.37%) 5(0.49%) 10 (0.73%)
. 5 L-H c_}/ 6(0.55%) 7(0.68%) 37(2.71%)

NS ™~

% H-L 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 5(0.36%)
Qer of apology E-E 25 (2.33%) 23(2.26%) 8(0.58%)

L-H 35 (3.26%) 31(3.05%) 12(0.88%)



H-L
Intensifiers +IFID E-E

L-H

H-L
Explicit explanation E-E

L-H

H-L
Explicit self-blame E-E

L-H

Lack of intent

%z , O(Oi%)' 0
Expression of self- E-E \.‘ (0.375 %

deficiency

0 (0.0%)
20 (1.86%)

34 (3.17%)

23 (2.14%)
52 (4.94%)

83 (7.74%)

0 (0 0%)

30 (2.79

H?tl @_@%)
[537¢
<$ .'ﬁ), Y{O(O.O%)

Justify heger E-E \Q! 1(0.09%)

;\ L-H 1(0.09%)

0 H-L 0 (0.0%)
Concern for the hearer E-E 30 (2.79%)
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0 (0.0%) 20(1.4
23(2.26%) 1 9
37(3.64%) 33 9.58%)
20 (1.97%) q 30 (2.20%)

43 (4.23%) 30 (2.20%)

958502 ' 27 (1.98%)
NS

(0 0%) 3‘) (2:20%)
QY. 15 .zﬁoo g&zte%)

N 1(007%)

. 1(0.07%)

B a«@'g%) 1 (0.07%)
N

0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%)

2 (0.19%) 0 (0.0%)

0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%)

0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%)

2(0.19%) 0 (0.0%)

2(0.19%) 0 (0.0%)

0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%)

40 (3.94%) 1(0.07%)
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L-H 28 (2.61%) 27 (2.66%) 2 (0.14%)
H-L 2(0.18%) 5(0.49%) 3 Mz
Offer of repair E-E 60 (5.59%) 71 (6.99%) 2.20%)
L-H 48 (4.47%) 30 (2.95%) 22(1.61%)
H-L 0 (0.0%) 0 (0. 0%) 0 (0.0%)

Promise of Forbearance E-E 10(0.93%) 8% 16(1.17%)
L-H 20(1.86%) 7% 3\31.32%)

H-L 0 (0.0%) @ 0.0%) ‘)

Invoking Allah name E-E 0(0. 0% 0 /o) O%)

L-H 2 %) .,‘3(0 ) é\ (0.0%)
M A

H-L mﬁf;\yf 0%), 0 (0.0%)

Define relationshi E-E E:' ,0.09 0. 0(0.0%

efine relationship ( a ( g% ( )

L-H 3(027%) 109%) 0 (0.0%)

% ’ 0 (0 % 0 (0.0%) 2(0.14%)
4
I’'m afraid + sentence E E \ (0 0% 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%)

L H 0 (0.0%) 2(0.14%)

|
-

Note: JL2Ss Jo ianiseeon gu akers JNESs= Jordanian non English
I .”

speake nglish native Spe , H-L=High to low, E-E=Equal to equal, L-
' 4
Lo t s X

Y

%Ing to Table 4.10 above, an expression of regret “I'm sorry/ sorry” is the

ohest IFIDs sub-strategy used by the three groups of participants in all social power

categories. However, ENSs used this sub-strategy higher than both Jordanian groups
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did which indicate that ENSs preferred to apologize directly and explicitly. Looking
closely within the social categories, it is observed that both Jordanian grw
participants who have high social power used expression of regret signifi€a wer
than ENSs did i.e. JL2Ss 3.07%, JNESs 1.97% and ENSs 6.82%. *

This shows that Jordanian with high power opted nqtN direct apology

with those low power offended parties, and they tended irm 'heir power and

save their positive faces by not apologizing directly an licitly. Wast, ENSs
A X

irectly an x';l& " For

1S'1s % t I.@/Xl'y would

t isa&ms ible? | Q&)Iain to the
manager if you need me to”’), and Sit@iNS 5 (e. m @f"[y sorry, I ran out

of time to do this, but I promise I’ll%as a prioti %\r ,<\

\;nqq
&

Moreover, both Jor %ron] p iciparé@vho have equal social power

used this sub-strategy ificantly lessithan N‘S@i.e. JL2Ss 3.73%, JNESs 3.64%
4 ¢ &
and ENSs 7.70%. is mightl| \&Qg hatgdanians do not feel it is necessary to
express apology,stratégies 'ogiz@ftb their equal social power interlocutors.
¢
By contrast &) and ENSS{wHo @/ low social power used this sub-strategy

who have high social power preferred to apolo

example, Situation 9 ENS 4 (e.g. “Sorry I kn

like to change my order—can you find out4f is

NN
significantly higher fthan PESS@% apologizing to their high social power
integlocutors i.e. JL2Ss 9.51% Ss 6.40% and ENSs 9.85%.
sy
Conversely, a request for forgiveness and accepting the apology sub-strategy,
‘please forgive me”, “please accept my apology,” was the least sub-strategy used by

the three groups in all social power categories. While none of Jordanians who have
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high social power used this expression, it was used only by ENSs who have high
social power i.e. JL2Ss 0.0%, JNESs 0.0% and ENSs 1.53%. Both Jordanian gr?'yr
participants used it less than ENSs did with equal social power interlocut((s}s 2Ss
0.37%, JNESs 0.49% and ENSs 0.73%. For low social power, both J ian groups
of participants used this expression with very low percentage with their high social

power interlocutors as compared to ENSs who used it significWigher than both

Jordanian groups did i.e. JL2Ss 0.55%, JNESs 0.68% and S .719‘).

Jordanian groups of participants who have hi

I p% as %&'only by

ENSs i.e. JL2Ss 0.0%, JNESs 0.0% andi@ .36&‘\;. h Jordarian groups of

participants who have equal social N:;}d this s ate@gnificantly more
than ENSs did i.e. JL2Ss 2.33%, %s 2.26 h’d\gN ,@8%. Similarly, both

N,
Jordanian groups of participam%haveolow cial pawer used this sub-strategy
significantly more than EN m J1 .26%, J 3.05% and ENSs 0.88%.

N
4 b o &)
S, Og.tam and Cohen (1983) explain that

polo d reduce the severity of the offence on

In terms :@si ie
intensifiers are used topintensi
o R 3
the offende Thege inte ifigrsetj as, very, terribly and so and others were
NN
used by% gro@ps.o ?rticipsé?é in all social power categories except for JL2Ss
Y.
andj&s participants who ha\@ﬁigh social power i.e. JL2Ss 0.0%, JNESs 0.0% and

s %.46%. Since IFIDs were frequently used by ENSs, intensifiers were also

& mpanied with these IFIDs by ENSs significantly higher than both Jordanian
roups. As shown in Table 4.10 earlier, both Jordanian groups of participants who
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have equal social power used intensifiers with their equal social power interlocutors

significantly less than ENSs did i.e. JL2Ss 1.86%, JNESs 2.26% and ENSs 8. 2?7

Similarly, both Jordanian groups of participants who have IM&gal power

used intensifiers with their higher social power interlocutors mgnWy less than

ENSs did i.e. JL2Ss 3.17% JNESs 3.64% and ENSs 95 seems that the
influence of social power is evident in the distribution |nt sifiers, that is,
none of Jordanian high social power participants thes Wrs which

indicates that they do not feel there is a need to int

ify theirfapolo |e} &ﬁ%’ they

apologize for their low social power offende

. F% anl@ho have

equal social power did not intensify thelrw Ss did. This

might be to the close relation betweNa

have low social power intensified t olog g(\hﬂg to their high social

power interlocutors. ‘% o
Y'\ I'%j S
With regard to%l explan

;CJ bls y, it was used by all the three
F &
groups of part|C|p yet W|t ent f encies. This sub-strategy may be

employed byt o ers i 0 m| e the blame assigned to them and help

them be exc the ffend I‘tIGJ( Ishtain & Cohen, 1983). JL2Ss and ENSs
who h socigl .po } em d this sub-strategy higher than JNESs when
o izing to their low soma@er interlocutors i.e. JL2Ss 2.14% JNESs 1.97% and
‘% 20%. Both Jordanian groups of participants with equal social power used this
Q trategy higher than ENSs when apologizing to their equal social power
erlocutors i.e., JL2Ss 4.94% JNESs 4.23% and ENSs 2.20%.  Further, both

Jordanian groups of participants who have low social power used this sub-strategy
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higher than ENSs when apologizing to their high social power i.e. JL2Ss 7.74%,
JNESs 9.35% and ENSs 1.98%. This might show that the Jordanian have a t?io
give more explanation to their offended parties as a vessel to be excuse \Me of
all of these differences, none of the three groups of participants u!ENe implicit
explanation sub-strategy which might be conceived as a cross-culturalk@greement.

O

Regarding taking on responsibility apology strate Z although it has ten

sub-strategies, both Jordanian groups of participants ed t quour sub-
Yv

nexpression of e’f-@iency

e% blam\yzlt is my

an nﬂ su trateg,lé\vgs shown in

Table 4.9 above, the most frequentlyaused_sub-strate @hree groups was

strategies which are: explicit self-blame, lack of int

and justify the hearer. By contrast, ENSs u

fault/my mistake” and lack of intent ““7 dnw

explicit self-blame followed by la |ntent, %on )‘é&f -deficiency and the
N,

least utilized one was justify th% f 4:;9
_ﬁo
K- l \
It is observed t% f both ord |aﬁ s of participants who have high

social power useWb-stralt thls gy strategy when they apologize to
0 i

their low soma& AS(_; explicit self-blame sub-strategy, both

f participa \;ho have high social power did not use it when
NN

Jordanian
apologlq;kt heig ?'al power interlocutors since it might hurt their positive

Y-v
faceA ENSs did i.e. JL2Ss @% JNESs 0.0% and ENSs 2.20%, while JNESs and

ed this sub-strategy less than JL2Ss when interacting with their equal social

6 r interlocutors i.e. JL2Ss 2.79%% JNESs1.47% and ENSs 1.46%.
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Both Jordanian groups of participants who have low social power used it
higher than ENSs when interacting with their high social power mterlocu
JL2Ss 2.61% JNESs2.85% and ENSs 2.42%. Regarding Lack of intent egy,
both Jordanian groups of participants who have high social power dldﬂ&e it when
interacting with their low social power interlocutors but ENSs did L2Ss 0.0%

JNESs 0.0% and ENSs 0.07%. By contrast, Both Jordanian grqumis articipants with

equal social power used it higher than ENSs when intera t},elr equal social
power interlocutors i.e. JL2Ss 0.65% JNESs0.49% an Ss 0.07%: arly, Both

Jordanian groups of participants who have low socia er used it hi hef K&%ENSS

when interacting with their high social powersy ut 0\?070 JNESs
0.29% and ENSs 0.07%. u\ {\T
As for expression of self- d iciency sub , pé)f the three groups of
N,
participants who have high an |aI p%wer ed it, htiat was used only by both

\& &
Jordanian groups of parti WI 0 izirgo their equal social power
interlocutors and was Z by E I.g. JLZSbO 37% JNESs 0.19% and ENSs
4 ¢ &
0.0%. This sub-str IS usi \nl nsif&e apology expression and show the
apologizer sincere intent t 'he séﬁf equilibrium and save his/her positive
¢
face. Likewi &@ify h aq‘%fra@was used only by both Jordanian groups of
particip‘tb nap iZi ?to thg?equal i.e. JL2Ss 0.09% JNESs0.19% and ENSs
A

high social power @*focutors i.e. JL2Ss 0.09% JNESs 0.19% and ENSs

|

.\bnd was not used by ENSs. Besides, none of the three groups of participants

@E have high social power used it.
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Concern for the hearer strategy is used to show sympathy and lessen the
severity of the offence on the offended party (Blum-Kulka, 1989). As shown iw
4.10 earlier, this strategy was of low incidence in the three groups of parti |\ Itis
observed that none of the three groups of participants who have higﬂxg'al power
used this apology strategy which might be conceived as a cross-(w agreement

between Jordanian and British cultures. However, it was SW both Jordanian
'aZpo

groups of participants when apologizing to their equal V\'er interlocutors

higher than ENSs i.e. JL2Ss 2.79% JNESs3.94% an Ss 0.0 xample,

€
®
Situation 12 JL2S 1 (e.g. “I hope you don’t feel offen y what I sai ’)I _\(,}

4
Y" \ \/‘z~
Likewise, both Jordanian groups articipa have @ ocial power

used this strategy higher than ENSSW' eracting th@gh social power

interlocutors i.e. JL2Ss 2.61% JNESs2.66% a@?v /y{%r example, Situation

2 JL2S 2 (e.g. “I hope I did l%you?)rofe ), <'Zlis‘j.??strategy might be used

frequently by Jordanian .groups to V%ZZ @ the relationship between
il o

interlocutors especiall%

ENSs with low and QQSOCla‘
following it by@

féqu@nr low social power. Conversely,
f &y

efer@m use an expression of regret without

réfnple, Situation 12 ENS 6 (e.g. “pardon

offender i

'3

me”).

Agarding an offer of{e@aﬁr strategy, it is assumed to be a situation specific
0%\/; hen physical and emotional offences take place (Blum-Kulka, 1989). As it is
oficed, the most frequently used offer of repair strategies were by equal and low

ocial power interlocutors. Further, JNESs who have high social power used this

strategy higher than JL2Ss and ENSs groups i.e. JL2Ss 0.18%, JNESs 0.49% and
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ENSs 0.22%. Both Jordanian groups of participants who have equal social power used
this strategy significantly higher than ENSs did i.e. JL2Ss 5.59%, JNESs 6.9

ENSs 2.20%. For example, Situation 4 JL2S 1, (e.g. “oh sorry dear @ad a
situation before, later we go somewhere ok™), and Situation 4 ENS 1 (€7 "ham sorry I

forgot to turn up today — | expect you are fed up with me. When c&we meet — I’ll

buy you a drink!”). : V

Also both Jordanian groups of participants who“have lo Wwer used
"X
this strategy more than ENSs did when apologi o their hi s‘)c‘i@ower

°

interlocutors i.e. JL2Ss 4.47%, JNESs 2.9

F.Qr/%xample,

E%
allyuﬁorg 0 briuésgday, shall 1

Situation 2 JL2S 2, (e.g. “oh I’'m so sorry

go and bring it now?”). \ O
IS

As for promise of forb poIo y strategy, EQ sorted to for saving the

offender positive face a ff rty ive face. This strategy is

considered as a situat% fic, tha is,

offender feels so g iﬂQbout tI] and%&she wants to confirm not to repeat the

‘gécu«bivlth the situation that make the

offence in thegfutu pr@;&ﬁng expression. The three groups of
participants ve h h S0 JOVEI id not use this strategy, yet it was used by
other s er interlo ?rs Bc&Jordanlan groups who have equal social power

usedythi strategy mgmﬁcantl@ﬁer than ENSs did i.e. JL2Ss 0.93%, JNESs 0.78%

s 1.17%. For example, Situation 4 JL2S 1 (e.g. “I will not miss any meetings
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However, both Jordanian groups who have low social power opted to use

promise of forbearance strategy significantly higher than ENSs did i.e. JL2Ss )

<

JNESs 1.47% and ENSs 1.32%. For example, Situation 2 JL2S 2, (e.g. “%\sorr
dear Prof. | forgot to bring the book with me. I put it on the tabl e in the
morning but | was in hurry to attend the class on time. Sorry again, I'gromise to bring
it tomorrow.”), and Situation 3 ENS 1, (e.g. “l am sorry | f rN meeting today
because of [x]. | realize this is the 2™ time | have done t %.Wi | ensure it does
not happen again”). \d‘
I @T
As mentioned earlier, in addition to n % (1&@apology

classification model, the analysis of the data,revealed Gfdl al ex&)ns used by

the three groups of participants. Three% ons used rda@participants only

while one expression used by EN gardi@!i ri ;@Pof these expressions
by the three social power categeri IS noflced inv(oé@} Allah name expression
was used only by both Jor. mro tici%@who have low social power
and never used by E%%TLZSSTOl 0, 'JN@S 0.29% and ENSs 0.0%. For

’ &
example, Situation 2S 2, (e' . ery gq/ Dr. Honestly, I have forgotten that.

&)
. NS
lc,)(.z

Tomorrow Insyallah Twill

oy

of gﬁants when apologizi\(@t'o their equal social power interlocutors i.e. JL2Ss

50 my dear. | forgot our meeting today also. I didn’t set the alarm. If you text me
r reminding sure | will come. Sorry again”). Moreover, it was used by both

Jordanian groups of participants when apologizing to their high social power
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interlocutors i.e. JL2Ss 0.09%, JNESs 0.09% and ENSs 0.0%. For example, Situation
2 JL2S 3 (e.g. “I’m so sorry my dear Dr but I really forgot to bring the book ba?

Regarding the expression | am afraid + sentence, it was usef;gby ENSs
group in high and low social power categories, for example, SituatmNS 2, (e.g.
“I’m afraid 1 forgot to bring your book back’). According to Tablef4.10 earlier, the
influence of social power is evident on the responses of b oZaniar groups and no
clear influence to the social power on the responses NSs. Wordanians

oy

Ss. That i rﬂa@ who
e| itive f%g' by not

have much concern about high social power more th

have high social power refrained from of

apologizing directly to their low power interlocutors h‘Jt t emp@g’some other

indirect strategies such as explanatlomher of repa or@%cussmn is in the

sub-sequent chapter 5) T t<\
N

&, g
NG

The next section explains the IuI cial d@ce (familiar and unfamiliar)
categories by the three ;rtlmpa '
4 2 <</
i) Influencéq*omal \me inJ > production of apology strategies
comp to that Q@an
iii) N

TABLE 4.11; T u I)er.an }ber ges of the apology strategies by the two

JL2Ss JNESs ENSs

30 (2.79%) 28 (2.75%) 70 (5.13%)

Unfamiliar 70 (6.52%)  80(7.88%) 60 (4.40%)

Qquest for forgiveness Familiar 0. (0. 0%) 2(0.19%) 17 (1.24%)

Unfamiliar 1(0.09%)  5(0.49%) 13 (0.95%)
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Offer of apology Familiar 0(0. 0%) 1(0.09%) 15 Y
Unfamiliar 19 (L77%) 24 (2.36%) & %)
Intensifiers +IFID Familiar 7 (0.68%) 5 (0.49%) 80 (2.20%)
Unfamiliar 13 (1.21%) 15 (1.47%) 50 (3.66%)
Explicit explanation Familiar 70 (6.52 (8.27%) 27 (1.98%)
Unfamiliar 28 4 ( 3‘%) 3 (1.68%)
®
| e
Explicit self-blame Familiar 18%) (0. J.N .13%)
Unfamiliar .37%,)< ’ 8%)32(1.02%)
Lack of intent Familiar \% 2 1 %) 1(0.07%)
Unfamiliar \QT _& .19%) 2 (0.14%)
14
@
Expression of self-deficiency iar 1('6.&@? 1(0.09%) 0 (0.0%)
iliar 2 g&%) 1 (0.09%) 0 (0.0%)
D, vj g
s
Justify hearer \ Fa ha{ (‘j’ 0(00%)  0(00%)  0(00%)
& ,@ 45 1(0.09%) 2 (0.19%) 0 (0 0%)
N O
(f) d ' S
Concern fo@ a iliar\() 7(0.68%)  8(0.78%) 1 (0.07%)
40 ’ ,Jnfan‘wz‘l‘g‘a? 15(1.39%) 12 (L.18%) 2 (0.14%)
A S’

er'ef repair Familiar 8(0.74%) 18 (1.77%) 29 (2.12%)
0 Unfamiliar 12 (1.11%) 10 (0.98%) 41 (3.00%)
Promise of Forbearance Familiar 1(0.09%) 2 (0.19%) 6 (0.44%)
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Unfamiliar 2(0.18%)  4(0.37%) 2 (0.14%)

Requiring the offended party Familiar 0(0.0%) 0(0.0%) i)

not to be angry ,

Unfamiliar 00.0%)  1(0.09%)  ¥0(0.0%)

oy

Define relationship Familiar 0(0.0%) 0(0°0%) 0(0.0%)
Unfamiliar 0(0.0% 2(0.09%) 0(0.0%)

I’'m afraid + sentence Familiar 0.0%) O°/ S (\?‘V 0)
Unfamiliar .0%) (0 0%)

o

Note: JL2Ss= Jordanian second Ianguage%l«:s, J rdang;n English
speakers, ENSs= English native speak\)

AN
RS
&y . .
Similar to social power addrj%arllepm Tab Q,. social distance is also
considered as an S|gn|f|ca xt- Jx anz@s explained by Brown and
Levinson (1987) that% thel spe la oduction. Additionally, social
4
distance is used a |nd|cat‘:> sure nature of FTAs and the nature of

utor ether they are close to each other such

apology strateg;Kse yt
as friends E:%nt from ea & ed_?ch as strangers. In this study, the social

dlstanc% ded m& two categories: either familiar interlocutor or

unf interlocutor. The a@éls investigates how the offender produces apology

S when apologizing for the familiar and unfamiliar interlocutors.

0 As it is shown in Table 4.11 earlier, IFIDs were the most frequently used

apology strategies by the three groups with the highest frequency by ENSs. An
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“expression of regret” sub-strategy was the most frequently employed sub-strategy by

the three groups. However, significant difference is observed between both Jownun

groups and ENSs regarding usage of this sub-strategy. That is, both Jord@oups

used expression of regret significantly lower than ENSs with familiar H&utors ie.
JL2Ss 2.79%, JNESs 2.75% and ENSs 5.13%. As for unfamiliar W:utors, both

Jordanian groups used expression of regret significantly hiqhm ENSs did i.e.

\di
apology s trﬁtg@‘glso
ni% nd %TTSS Both
Jordanian groups used request for forgi gniﬁtiant Iowerg ENSs with
familiar interlocutors i.e. JL2Ss O. %as 0.19% EI@%.M% and with
unfamiliar interlocutors as well i.e.%s 0.0S@;SYO. Q@nd ENSs 0.95%. As
for offer of apology sub-stra%\ a?

S
was alsap used (g both Jordanian groups

JL2Ss 6.52%, JNESs 7.88% and ENSs 4.40%.

Regarding the request for forgiveness and of

a clear difference is noticeable between bo

<
n
n

significantly lower than Ss with r larjinterl rs i.e. JL2Ss 0.0% JNESs

0.09%and ENSs 1.10%Cith unfamil 'r'ﬁn@cutors i.e. JL2Ss1.77% JNESs
N

236%and ENSs 208, | %(_/
N &
\ o ! (J
Rega:msing Intensifiefs +IFIDs, it is observed that the usage of these
\
intensifigrs, inereases” withsthe ine%ing of social distance between interlocutors.

These intensifiers were used b@f@e groups of participants with different frequencies.
\danian groups used intensifiers significantly less than ENSs did with familiar
intérlocutors i.e. JL2Ss 0.68%, JNESs 0.49% and ENSs 2.20% and with unfamiliar
terlocutors i.e.  JL2Ss 1.21%, JNESs 1.47% and ENSs 3.66%. For example,

Situation 10 ENS 3, (“e.g. I am very, very sorry — my fault completely. Here, let me
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help you!”). Consequently, social distance is found to influence the usage of IFIDs by
Jordanians more than ENSs. Both Jordanian groups used intensifiers frequenV!!s

than ENSs did especially with their familiar social distance interlocutors. (ﬁ\

The second most frequently used apology strategy by the ‘three groups of

participants was an explicit explanation, which is a sub-str. tm explanation or
aian

account apology strategy. The results revealed that both roups used this

sub-strategy significantly higher than ENSs did with iliar in rw e. J L2Ss

@

ituation|7 J S'l‘(@“l’m
i y § ecau\/‘zfﬁere was

6.52%, JNESs 8.27% and ENSs 1.98%. For exampl

sorry manager | have to tell you that | had an

jam so | did not notice that there was c othe ”) and with
unfamiliar interlocutors i.e. JL2Ss 2. M s 4. 330 8% Jordanians
opted to use lengthy explanation @ﬁnlmlze Y he offence when it

occurs. By contrast, ENSs used% repalr insteadsof 2(/ Iengthy explanation.
A
K. J \
Regarding taki ponsi Mo'o rategy, and although it has ten
é;'

sub-strategies, bot rdanian l 4 nts tended to use only four sub-
strategies. The b rategi 'expll -blame, lack of intent, expression of
self-deficien Justl the arér. QJ ontrary, ENSs used only explicit self-blame
and Iac intent sub-Str. 'gles e main difference between the three groups of

part ts the use of this apalogy strategy was in the explicit self-blame. That is,
\@6

b%\bdaman groups used this sub-strategy significantly lower than ENSs did with

liar interlocutors i.e. JL2Ss 0.18%, JNESs 0.49% and ENSs0.73%, and with

nfamiliar interlocutors i.e. JL2Ss 0.37% JNESs 0.98% and ENSs1.02%.
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It is implied that ENSs have the tendency to accept the blame by the offended
parties either familiar or unfamiliar more than both Jordanian groups. As for
the hearer strategy, it was used only by both Jordanian groups wit iliar
interlocutors and was not used by ENSs group i.e. JL2Ss 0.09% J 19% and
ENSs 0.0%. For example, Situation 10 JL2S 1 (“e.g. opss, | am vemy sorry it is my
fault you are right to be angry”). V

\X

Regarding concern for the hearer strategy, it freq ew by both

"X
Jordanian groups more than ENSs did. Both Jordania ups offparti ahts_{%d this
strategy with their familiar interlocutors more Ss didfi. Ss Q\Gya/o JNESSs

L. “I’v@g;for this but
I will fix the damage and I hope ywpfeel upse ike@ , both Jordanian

o ith their unfamiliar

interlocutors more than ENSs déLZSg1 1.39%,JNESs.1.18% and ENSs 0.14%.

For example, Situation 10 Sx,(e.(gl‘ , S sorry@asn’t paying attention to the

er o \%dair strategy is used when physical or
¢

As exp é\arlie
3 fed
emotional d %is dane to e&)f@d d party. Both Jordanian groups used this
N
strategy%' antly” les n E@ with their familiar interlocutors i.e. JL2Ss

Y—v

0.7%&55 1.77% and EN{%Q.H% and with unfamiliar interlocutors i.e. JL2Ss

YWINESs 0.98% and ENSs 3.00%. For example, Situation 5 JL2S 1 (e.g. “I'm

son | will take you shopping tomorrow™).
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As for promise of forbearance strategy, it was of low incidence by the three

groups of participants. It is used to reduce the severity influence on the o

ENSs used this strategy relatively higher than both Jordanian groups v@hiliar

interlocutors i.e. JL2Ss 0.09% JNESs 0.19% and ENSs 0.44%. For ex Situation
5 ENS 2 (e.g. sorry and | know | promised and let you down. | willfmake sure this
won’t happen again. Can we go X instead”?). Ho eMith unfamiliar
interlocutors, both Jordanian groups used this strategy rel m than ENSs i.e.
JL2Ss 0.18%, JNESs 0.37% and ENSs 0.14%. For ex e, Si anS 3 (e.0.

Yv
“I’m sorry son I promise this won’t happen again”). ' _\(,}
4
\ \/‘z~
an 0hen$§§3) apology

ex@ions used by the

I@E expressions by the
N,

As mentioned earlier, in additio htai

classification model, the analysis of %revealed

three groups of participants. Rega%the disfrﬁ\uﬁ%

noti&d th requi&nc/g('.fhe offended party not to

b\’ ith iliar interlocutors and was
L

familiar and unfamiliar categor.

be angry expression was u \ow
not used by the other% ups i.efJ
4

Likewise, define r h@shlp \f/

and was not used by the o

8. 0.006INESs 0.09% and ENSs 0.0%.

only ESs with unfamiliar interlocutors

t roupc:')&’. JL2Ss 0.0%, JNESs 0.09% and ENSs
¢

0.0%. For e %, Situation J{IE cp(e.g. “I’'m sorry just relax dear I will fix
NN
oSS 1) 3
% 9

9
%\The use of the expression | am afraid + sentence is language specific since it
used only by ENSs with familiar interlocutors i.e. JLESs 0.0%, JNESs 0.0% and
NSs 0.07%, This specific usage of this expression by ENSs supports the claim that

each language has its own conventional expressions (Olshtain & Blum-Kulka, 1983).
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For example, Situation 7 ENS 3, (e.g. “I am afraid I have to tell you that I had an

accident in your car on the way back from airport™). Y.

The analysis of this section revealed that there is a g trend for
Jordanians to vary their apology production based on social distance among the
interlocutors. Further, Jordanians used more apology str teN/ith unfamiliar
interlocutors than familiar ones. Moreover, results showe %:al'distance has no

influence on the percentages of apology strategies prod by ENSS; , they did

'S
not vary their apology productions based on S(@"lance etw, ,nt&ﬂ&utors
while Jordanians did. The next section explain?.p ga% tic t@er in the
apology production.

>IN
S
4.2.3. RQ 2.c. the negative pragma@snsfer@;&iu ipﬁ\af apology by JL2Ss’
production compared to that of‘énd I:lf\ISs. q
,§j K\

4.23.1RQ 2c. Is the(neix e prag!yans@) the production of apology by

JL2Ss, compared to that of INE hnd\ Ss”
] =
&

B
e gl S
To answer R(gﬂja a collecte aﬂ)((:i@ere analysed.
It is not %’to rfcblllﬂ n@}of negative pragmalinguistic transfer. Firstly,
& .
1

Kaspers ) explains thatd%(a matic transfer in interlanguage pragmatics is
N

1 d as the influence exerted by the learners’ pragmatic knowledge of languages
cultures other than L2 in their comprehension, production and learning of L2
agmatic information. Moreover, Kasper proposes two kinds of transfer:

sociopragmatic transfer and pragmalinguistic transfer. Negative pragmalinguistic

o3
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transfer is operative if JL2Ss differ from ENSs with regard to their production of

apology in any aspect, and if these differences reflect the native norms gr?vy
INESs. (,}
The results of data analysis found seven major patterns indicating language

influence and negative pragmalinguistic transfer. These patterns illustrated in

Table 4.12 below. \)

Patterns
1. JL2Ss>INESS<ENSs JL2Ss and JNESsused the semanti mLTIKHmher

than ENSs
forq@‘a almost
S

J;

2. JL2Ss~INESs>ENSs JL2Ss and JN
same freque

3. JL2Ss<JNESs<ENSs JL2Ss and J i ula lesser
than EN é

4. JL2Ss<JNESsS>ENSs JL2Ss ic*formula higher
tha S

5. JL2Ss>JNESs>ENSs JL2Ss JN

t NSs
6. JL2Ss & JNESs YES %2 a(rﬁ1
s di

used semantic formula but
ENSs NO

did hot “« Q-
\ &
7. JL2Ss & JNESs N L2 ESs ot use the semantic formula
ENSs YES but ENSs

| S

Note: JL2Ss= Jordanian segond %@e@pé’ , INESs= Jordanian non English

speakers, ENSs= }sfna 'VL Sspeakers. <$
N
Evidences of %\a!\e pragmalin }stic q%»{fer occurred in two cases: the first case is

in the fre@yof the! semantic f las, that is, when both Jordanian groups of
Koy

participan ploy the ema{ltic farmulas either higher than ENSs or less than ENSs.

Q4

TWO d case is in the selection of the semantic formulas, that is, when both

ian groups of participants employ semantic formulas that are not employed by

OISS. First of all, the instances of negative pragmalinguistic transfer in overall
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apology strategies will be discussed. Then, the instances of negative pragmalinguistic

transfer in social power and social distance categories will be discussed. Y’

TABLE 4.13: Negative pragmalinguistic transfer instances in the GN apology

strategies

Apologies JL2Ss %  JNESs %  ENSs 9 atterns
Strategies

Direct No % No % No

An expression of 275 25.65 222 21.87 45 Y!ml JL2S>INES<ENS
regret.

A request for 20 1.86 12 118 8.55' JL2S>INES<ENS
forgiveness

An offer of apology. 100 9.32 94 9.26 0 4. 2S=JNES>ENS
Intensifiers +IFID 74 6.90 80 342 25.0

Indirect
Explanation, account
Explicit explanation

Taking on
responsibility

2.1 Lack of intent

2.2 Expression of self-
deficiency

2.3 Justify hearer

Concern for the hearer

Offer of repair \
Promise of &33
Forbearance \
NEW

EXPRESSI

Invoking % e 2 2
De rela!ilonship 3

\.27 2 0.9 0 0

7. L75< <ENS
NP
) 9.3\ eﬁYZ;<JNES>ENS

JL2S>JNES>ENS

0 JL2SINES YES

ENS NO
0.  JL2SINES YES
ENS NO

0.44  JL2S<INES>ENS
Aoy é}é.z 917  JL2S<INESSENS

0 2@ 2.85 42 308 NOPT

? : C'SJ
N

0.1@ 3 0.29 0 0  JL2S,JNES YES

ENS NO

JL2S, JNES YES
ENS NO

%: JL2Ss= Jordanian second language speakers, JINESs= Jordanian non English

eakers, ENSs= English native speakers.
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Table 4.13 above illustrates the frequency and the patterns of negative
pragmalinguistic transfer found in the three groups’ responses. Based on Table 4
above, negative transfer was found in almost all the semantic formulas(ﬁ%\sults

revealed that negative pragmatic transfer occurred in all the IFI -strategies

among the three groups of participants. Q

This is due to the tendency of ENSs of using Ilgt or'direct apology

strategies frequently more than both Jordanian groups oth J rwoups used

AR
egret

the IFIDs sub-strategies significantly less frequently ENSs/! Expr ss’on_@

was used by both Jordanian groups of partici

nificantl et rRENSs i.e.
L g&

E Ac\o fap was used by

both Jordanian groups of participants @wtly more EN@%e. JL2Ss 9.32 %,
JNESs 9.26% and ENSs 4.40%. Cf) \>Y ,<\
‘% 6 S

9 Q—

\b &
The least used sub-strate y]v re rou@s the request for forgiveness
rate

“v{/as@'ed by both Jordanian groups of

JL2Ss, 25.65%, JNESs 21.87% and ENSs

and accepting the apo iS sub-

participants signi@less tr
7.11 %. As f(w sifie , bo <<J'ordanian groups of participants used

!

¢

intensifiers si antly less arf Eﬂé?with all IFIDs sub-strategies i.e. JL2Ss
Y

6.90%,% .88%and ENSs 25:€9%.
A 5y

%\oth Jordanian groups used explicit explanation more frequently than the
S

did i.e. JL2Ss 24.72%, JNESs 26.40% and ENSs 9.31% which indicates that

&
ie. é&zz;s 1.95%, JNESs 1.18 % and ENSs

ordanians prefer giving explanation to justify the offence more than ENSs did. Both

Jordanian groups of participants significantly used lack of intent sub-strategy higher
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than ENSs did i.e. JL2Ss 5.97%, JNESs 1.30% and ENSs 0.36. However, both

Jordanian groups of participants used expression of self-deficiency while E

not i.e. JL2Ss 1.11%, JNESs 0.59% and ENSs 0.0%. Similarly, both Jord@oups

of participants used justify the hearer sub-strategy while ENSs di iLe. JL2Ss

0.18%, JNESs 0.39% and ENSs 0.0%. These two sub-strategies used only by both

Jordanian groups, and were not used by ENSs group. Concer, W hearer strategy
&

was used by both Jordanian groups significantly highe Ss did i.e. JL2Ss

7.46%, JNESs 8.57% and ENSs, 0.44%. Similarly, Bo rdani nWJsed offer

'Y
of repair strategy relatively higher than ENSs did i. Ss 12:12% N'ES‘@.ZO%

and ENSs 9.17%. \c’ \/‘T
T

As mentioned earlier, the %/idence

transfer occurrence is in the selec@jf the se\n(»i

Jordanian groups of participan%y seﬂanti ormul at are not employed by
}o &
ional expre

ENSs. Data analysis revealed t %Qk transferred from Jordanian
Arabic culture while %%:;
“inshallah” i.e. JL &QE%,
“Dr”, “my dear’ &JL2
S o D i
% theser'two ressmé? used only by Jordanian participants and were

not g&)y ENSs. The ins@és of negative pragmalinguistic transfer were also

a%\d based on participants’ social power and social distance categories.

—X

ega@pragmalinguistic

-9

fo 'I%s that is, when both
Se

add,:
. Thes ‘Ekpr@ions are: invoking Allah name

% eg.ENSS 0. % and defining relationship

JNE§(19% and ENSs 0. %.
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These instances are illustrated in the Table 4.14 and Table 4.15 respectively

below. Y.

TABLE 4.14: Negative pragmalinguistic transfer based on social power c%}s

Apology Social JL2Ss JNESs ENSs ‘Nerns

strategies power

categories . V
J‘.ZS>J ESs<ENS
8205) ‘\J

An expression of

regret H-L 33(3.07%) 20 (1.97%)
E-E 40 (3.73%) 37 (3.64%)8,105(7.70%) | JL s~'JNEs€€T\ISS
L-H 102 (9.51%) 65 (6.4 122(8.95%) NY_
Request for \ JL2Ss &INESS no vs.
WSS yes
forgiveness H-L 0(0.0%) ) é

%) O‘ﬁLZS<JNESs<ENS
L-H 6(0.55%) (0. (2. 1/0/@\ JL2S<INESs>ENS
Offer of apology  H-L 0 (O a .0%) (o @w JL2Ss &JNESSs no vs.
ENSs yes
E-E QK %) 2 &cﬁ %)  JL2Ss ~JNESs<ENSs
L-H qu 260/' 05%) é\z(o.ss%) JL2S>INESs>ENS
% l Q JL2Ss &JINESSs no vs.
ENSs yes
Intensifiers +1FID H- \OQQ (fQ;X 20(1.46%)

0 (1686%) @26%) 112(8.21%)  JL2S<IJNESS<ENS

0?3?']%{.) (3.64%) 130(9.53%) JL2S<JNESs<ENS

Expli |C|t 0

: N JL2S>JNESS<ENS
J23 ( %) 20 (1.97%) 30 (2.20%)

4%) 43 (4.23%) 30 (2.20%)  JL2S>INESS>ENS

explana

L-H 83 (7.74%) 95(9.35%) 27 (1.98%) JL2Ss<JNESs>ENS
JL2Ss &JNESSs no vs.
ENSs yes
licit self- H-L 0 (0 0%) 0 (0 0%) 30 (2.20%)

blame



L-H
Lack of intent

H-L

L-H

Expression of H-L

self-deficiency

Justify hearer

Concern for the

182

30 (2.79%) 15 (1.47%) 20 (1.46%)  JL2S>JNESs =~ ENSs
28 (2.61%) 29 (2.85%) 33(2.42%)  JL2Ss<INE
JL2Ss ?;/s'
0(000%) 0(00%) 1(007%) @
7(0.65%)  5(0.49%)  1(0.07%) JL2S>INESs>ENS
3(0.27%)  3(0.29%) 1 (0.07%) R@ZJNES»ENS
0(0.0%)  0(0.0%)  0(0.0% \/ NO PT
L!Ss &JINESS yes vs.
4(0.37%)  2(0.19%) 4 0 (0.0%) .\ds's no\r
o Ky oS
(0.0%) 0(0.0 0'(0.0%) O¥]
0 (0.0%) % @BT

0(0?. ow

1(0.09%

hearer H-L .0% 0 (010%) %
E-E 0(2.79%) 4 (3.b404b 1(0.07%)
4 ’
L-)\ 28,(261%) 27 ( ) 2(0.14%)
Offer of repair & l2(0. Q)] @%) 3(0.22%)
k Q
§ b 5.:50%)(') (6.99%)  30(2.20%)
Q DH 4 (4.4@ 30 (2.95%) 22(1.61%)
Promise% : :
Q oo
Forbeara H-L @.0%) 0(0.0%)  0(0.0%)
\
\ E-E 10(0.93%)  8(0.78%)  16(1.17%)
20(1.86%) 15(1.47%) 10 (1.32%)

L-H
ON expressions

Invoking Allah

J&]NESS Yes vs.
Q ENSs no

JL2Ss &JINESS yes vs.

ENSs no

NO PT

JL2S<INESS>ENS

JL2Ss =JNES>ENSs

NO PT

JL2S<JNESS>ENS

JL2S>JNESS>ENS

NO PT

JL2S>INESS>ENS

JL2S>INESs>EN

NO PT
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name H-L 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%)
E-E 0(0.0%) 0(0.0%) 0(0.0%) NO
L-H 2(0.18%) 3(0.29%) 0 (0.0%) JL2Ss & w Vs.
Define H-L 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) : P
relationship
E-E 2 (0.18%) 1 (0.09%) 0 (0.0%) JLgs &JINESS yes vs.
ENSs no
L-H 1 (0.09%) 1 (0.09%) 0 (0.0%i Ss &JINESS yes vs.
ENSs no

H=Low to high, NO PT= No pragmatic transfer.

Note: JL2Ss= Jordanian second language speakers, JNE J&Ianiin non English
speakers, ENSs= English native speakers, H-L= High W, E-7—Wequal, L-
@

guistiestransfer based

he 505 sub-strategies

z\categories. As such,
negative pragmalinguistic trans nd in all | poweD categories except for an

&
offer of apology sub-strategyN JOL i oups@d the offer of apology sub-

strategy (I apologize) @{ more than ENSs ith equal and low social power
4 2
interlocutors. \ &

g
idsted! !.séJ
In ter‘r, intensifie +JIF they were used by the three groups of

participamts kh so;.i Me ca.@\eries except for JL2Ss and JNESs participants
who has high social power. Ttngag.intensifiers + IFIDs were frequently used by both
N

J ian groups in all social power categories frequently lower than ENSs group

2
&

h indicate L1 influence and negative pragmalinguistic transfer.
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With regard to explicit explanation sub-strategy, it was used by all the three
groups of participants with different frequencies. JL2Ss and ENSs who haw
social power used this sub-strategy higher than JNESs when interacting @ low

social power interlocutors. Moreover, it was used by both Jordanian mho have

equal and low social power frequently higher than ENSs did. Q

As for explicit self-blame sub-strategy, both Jord goup of participants

who have high social power did not use it when apologiZing to t iWial power
L 2

. o . S

interlocutors but ENSs did. Besides, JNESs and EN d this sub- tig)i{e\gt than

JL2Ss when apologizing to their equal soci er % S. F{Eﬁer, both
o

Jordanian groups of participants who hav% ociat\po used sub-strategy

higher than ENSs when apologizing twﬁhh social r in@&utors.
A

& Tk
Regarding Lack of inte%trateﬂy, b dor@ groups of participants
who have high social powe ht ul I apo@ng to their low social power
t, Both

interlocutors but ENSs. di contr :'Jas@ian groups of participants who
d &
have equal social er usedll thag.NSs when apologizing to with their
equal social power interloc ~Si 'llarly(:%ﬁh Jordanian groups of participants who
¢

have low soEi&aver used it hgr t@ NSs when apologizing to their high social

N
power inteclocutors. f Jexpreﬁ}n of self-deficiency sub-strategy, it was used

s

onlmth Jordanian groups articipants when apologizing to their equal social
Sk

p interlocutors and was not used by ENSs. Thus, negative pragmalinguistic

G fer occurred in this category only.
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For concern for the hearer strategy, it is observed that none of the three groups
of participants who have high social power used this apology strategy which
conceived as a cross-cultural agreement between Jordanian and British c@%ﬂhus
negative pragmatic transfer did not occur in this pattern. However, it d by both
Jordanian groups of participants when apologizing to their eq social power
interlocutors higher than ENSs. Likewise, both Jordanian grqups articipants who

X

have low social power used it higher than ENSs when ap 'heir high social

power interlocutors. .\d

@ \Y-
| S
Regarding an offer of repair strategy, J 0 %' ocia@'wer used
this strategy higher than JL2Ss and ENSs W 6. Jb2Ss50:18%, @2;0.49% and

ENSs 0.22%. Thus negative pragma raﬁaer did n cur @his pattern. Both

Jordanian groups of participants ave ﬁo?ia @Er used this strategy
3% 2

significantly higher than ENS

4 ¢ &
1.61%. \ l\ %(_;
N

NN
haye hi iocial@wer did not use this strategy. Thus negative

pra@.&transfer did not occ‘{%ﬁ this pattern, yet it was used by other social power

tors. Both Jordanian groups with equal social power used this strategy

d ificantly lower than ENSs did i.e. JL2Ss 0.93%, JNESs 0.78% and ENSs 1.17%.
owever, both Jordanian groups who have low social power opted to use this strategy

significantly higher than ENSs did i.e. JL2Ss 1.86%, JNESs 1.47% and ENSs 1.32%.
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Regarding the distribution of the additional expressions transferre
Jordanian Arabic culture, it is noticed that invoking Allah name expression used
only by both Jordanian groups of participants who have low social pﬁk@nd never
used by ENSs i.e. JL2Ss 0.18%, JNESs 0.29% and ENSs 000Y~s for define

relationship expression, it was used only by both Jordania mof participants
i z E

when interacting with their equal social power interlocut L S'; 0.18%, JNESs

0.09% and ENSs 0.0% and when interacting with their SOCi p‘mqrderlocutors

‘ ‘Z'
i.e. JL2Ss 0.09%, JNESs 0.09% and ENSs 0.0%. ' _\
The following are the instances of negative pr gu'stie’ t r bas\?(')n social

distance categories i.e. familiar and unfaml 0\ g

TABLE 4.15: Negative pragmalln transfeE n ;z‘l\%hdlstance categories

\

Apology Social NE & s Patterns
strategies power ' ‘é\A

>

categoki [

An expression

of regret :'
fam|I| ?7 80(7.88%) 60 (4.40%)  JL2S<IJNESs>ENS

Request b 4 Y.

rg Familiar @ 0%) 2 (0. 19%) 17 (1.24%)  JL2Ss<JNESs<ENSs

) 75%) 70 (5.13%)  JL2Ss=JNESs<ENSs

Unfamiliar 1(0.09%) 5(0.49%)  13(0.95%) JL2Ss<JNESS<ENSs

r of Familiar 0(0. 0%) 1(0.09%) 15 (1.10%)  JL2Ss<JNESs<ENSs
logy

Unfamiliar 19 (1.77%) 24 (2.36%) 39 (2.86%)  JL2Ss<JNESs<ENSs



Intensifiers

+IFID

Explicit

explanation

Explicit self-

blame
Lack of intent

Expression of

self-deficiency

er of repair

Familiar

Unfamiliar

Familiar

Unfamiliar

Familiar

Unfamiliar

Familiar

Unfamiliar

Familiar

Unfamiliar

Familiar

Unfamiliar

%

7 (0.68%)

13 (1.21%)

70 (6.52%)

28 (2.61%)

2(0.18%)

4 (0.37%)

15 (1.39%)
8(0.74%)

12 (1.11%)

5 (0.49%)

15 (1.47%)

84 (8.27%)

44 (4.33%)

8 (0.78%)

12 (1.18%)
18 (1.77%)

10 (0.98%)

5 (0.49%) ! 10 (073%

30 (2.20%)

50 (3.66%)

27 (1.98%)

187

JL2Ss>INE
JL2Ss< Ew NSs
JL2Ss<IN

ESs>ENSs

T

23 (1.68°/NZSS<JNESS>ENSS

0 (0.0%)

0 (0 0%)

0 (0 0%)

1 (0.07%)

2 (0.14%)

29 (2.12%)

41 (3.00%)

JL2Ss &JINESs yes
vs. ENSs no
JL2Ss &JINESs yes
vs. ENSs no
NO PT
JL2Ss &JINESs yes
vs. ENSs no

JL2Ss<JNESs>ENSs

JL2Ss>JNESs>ENSs
JL2Ss<JNESsS<ENSs

JL2Ss>JNESs<ENSs
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Promise of Familiar 1(0.09%) 2 (0.19%) 6 (0.44%) JL235<JNEW

Forbearance \

Unfamiliar 2(0.18%) 4 (0.37%) 2 (0.14%)  JL2Ss<JNESs>ENSs

Requiring the Familiar 0(0.0%) 0(0.0%) 0(0.0%) PT

offended party q

not to be angry
Unfamiliar 0(0.0%) 1 (0.09%) O%i ' NO PT

Define Familiar 0(0.0%) 0(0.0%) .0% \JD PT
relationship .
WS
Unfamiliar 0(0.0%) 1(0.0 0(0.0%) NOP

X
speakers, ENSs= English native speakers No‘ﬁragm tic tra&r.
\ é
Table 4.15 above illustrates the pitt%f negatihgn im\@u-\istic transfer based on

two social distance categories; and_unfamiliar. QQ ts revealed that negative

pragmalinguistic transfer d i, all_| IDsgb-strategies in familiar and
- : b |

unfamiliar categories. % oth J.g dan n‘,grohg'used IFIDs frequently less than

&
ENSs did with t@liar ein Miliaréérlocutors. However, both Jordanian
groups utilized am,expressio
&\ )

frequently

Note: JL2Ss= Jordanian second language spev E :‘.J ian nq&nglish

Ft su@ategy with their unfamiliar interlocutors

.gimﬁ_lgrly, both Jordanian groups used intensifiers

S
@Ss did with their familiar and unfamiliar

igni antl\f Jthan
&
inte\ rs. \c')
E The second most frequently used apology strategy by the three groups of

Qﬁrticipams was an explicit explanation, which is a sub-strategy of explanation or

account apology strategy. The results revealed that both Jordanian groups used this
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sub-strategy significantly higher than ENSs did with their familiar and unfamiliar

As

As for explicit self-blame sub-strategy, it was used by both J n groups

interlocutors.

significantly lower than ENSs did with their familiar and unfamiliar mterlocutors. By

contrast, lack of intent sub-strategy was used by both Jordaqian ps significantly

higher than ENSs did with their familiar as well as their u il intirlocutors.
NY.
Further, expression of self-deficiency and jus e hearér s tr'ite \Were
used only by both Jordanian groups with thei ar and’ Iiar@?locutors

eareré’fx;gm it was
d. @lordanian groups

and was not used by ENSs. Regardinaw

frequently used by both Jordanian ng than

of participants used concern for th%er strate\vig
N
interlocutors more than ENSs d% o q Q(?

Q\‘%
As for the ofr(ﬁg; \sz’;} -

ay, th ﬂ@ianian groups used this strategy
significantly less thw\ISS famil <<'Fld unfamiliar interlocutors. As for
promise of for é& str
N

Jordanian gr. hith f
Jordani%'ks used thi Ftegysél}xtively higher than ENSs.
X
S

n terms of the additional expressions; it is noticed that requiring the offended

. Te iliar and unfamiliar

—

A Y=

i 'was by ENSs relatively higher than both
ilia t&loe}%’rs while with unfamiliar interlocutors, both

arty not to be angry and define relationship were used only by JNESs with unfamiliar
terlocutors and were not used by the other two groups. The following RQ2.d

explains the JL2Ss’ justifications of their apology production.
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4.2.4 JL2Ss’ justifications for their apology production given by them Y-
4.2.4.1 RQ.2.d. What are JL2Ss’ justifications for their apology product@n by
them? *
To answer RQ2.d data collected via semi-structured interviews were agalysed.

As aforementioned, evidences of negative pragmalinguistic tramsfer occurred in
two cases: the first case is in the frequency of the sema Yr\-ulzis that is, when
both Jordanian groups of participants employ the semantig;formulas igher than
ENSs or less than ENSs. The second case is in the s ion of the seman |c@‘zu'las,
that is, when both Jordanian groups of particip Io§< i forr%gg that are
not employed by ENSs. The DCT resw aledﬂ thatsJL2S Vzd. additional

sifi@&w model. These

expressions were transferred fro dam% Cc I];:ﬁé~ These expressions
include; invoking Allah name %ﬂn elatianshi ‘Q‘E?efore the occurrence of
these expressions by JL2S Mand t

[ 7S

evidence of pragamali% ansfe} 2
&
& (J

Interviewqéb Qt t are two main reasons motivated the

participants a fer ese szm ns“from their culture. These reasons include:
N

the Jor% religio ;ntatloq\}nd the Jordanians’ cultural background about

h|er al values. Each of th@ﬂhotlvatmg factors is discussed below.

d
N

expressions other than Olshtain anw s (1983

r absence @he ENSs group responses is
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4.2.4.1 JL2Ss’ religious orientation

Two of the nine interviewees used the religious term (e.g. Inshallah). ple
Situation 2 JL2S 2, (e.g. “I am very sorry Dr. Honestly, | have‘% tten that.
Tomorrow Insyallah I will bring it.”). As noticed the DCT results analysis, religious
orientation by JL2Ss as Muslims was one of the maj ns that caused
pragmalinguistic transfer for those interviewed. The use &-I

m rshallah (if God

wills) by the responses of JL2Ss was clear in two situations. e\ie@dowed this
@

this expr or't(l\ﬁnsify
II% %&Ee again.

pattern where two of the nine interviewed participant

their apologies and to give future promise that
When they asked about the reasons of usi uc

role of religion (Islam) in their life as Nin’i)Thus, Islami€ ex <<Yons are normally
t@}ame of Allah) which

N
is used before start doing an%:ug?ng or king, and many other

&)
X
activities.
| S

found in Muslims daily conversati ch as b| (i

|
7 w} fo
Two mte%werell ed \gemall due to unavailability during the
interview time ‘In tion 2; (A student forgot to bring his

professors b ck) hen u:cx ogized to your professor, you said Inshallah.
Et

N
Why di% his/expr }pnv’{\

Y—v
explained: c.}'

\I used the expression inshallah because I’'m Muslim and it is frequent for

QE Muslims to use this term because everything happens for us is in the hand of
Allah.

(A1, S2, interview)
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A2 explained:

Saying inshallah by Muslims is very normal, this is our religion andee

taught that Allah is the controller of everything and everything is@y his

will. *
(m, interview)

Nydell (2005) explains that the role of Islam in Muslims dZ stems from the idea

that everyone believes in Allah and acknowledges His er th Mcontroller
"X

is obviqus f he e of
fre sgo

w% ed @eligious

expressions are reprehensive of their daily, speéch u‘ Arabic ar@xv evident of

pragmatic transfer. \% CS’Q

\ 9
&
4.2.4.2 The Jordanians’ cn%yack&oun aboutdierarchical values
N So
N

Three of the nine inter% sed delne r I?ionsh; expressions. The production of
4

the define relations expressif exDr, Prﬁs&or and Dear by only both Jordanians

groups of partiq@ clearhy ™1 'tes &%ﬁépecificity of the native Arab cultural
¢

norms and t%. Forexample, éitﬁgi?n 2 JL2S 2, (e.g. “I’'m so sorry dear Prof. |

S
forgot to'bringithe bodk wi jne. I@fit on the table to take in the morning but I was

in hu& attend the class on tiu?;’. Sorry again, | promise to bring it tomorrow™).
N

of everything and everything depends on His will.

the expression inshallah. Hence, participants’

QE According to Wunderle (2006), Arabs are title and rank-conscious than
esterners. This is evident through their attempts to emphasize and stress their

recognition of the higher social rank of their interlocutors. Therefore, Jordanians’
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communication style of stressing on the rank of higher social power was explained by
those interviewed as a way to be more polite and show a degree of respect i
interlocutors. Responses given by JL2Ss were used to define the relation@ween
themselves and their interlocutors. Thus, defining the social of their
interlocutors was fulfilled by referring to the rank of the hearer i.edoctor, teacher,

professor or others. The excerpts provided below are M interviewees’
. P

responses regarding their use of define relationships term r(ifessor and Dear

respectively. .\d
'S

A2 explained: | q

-
I think it is necessary to use this wo? because,I'nf talking with my
teacher and not with my friend, sowin order to‘sho respe be polite 1

must use this term otherwise e hg/she undersStands n@‘rs‘ong or think I'm
impolite. c) \T =,
9 (A2, S2, interview)
\% RN
Y' ’ N
A3 explained: [ 0
4 f &
\ksL ould.£all

He is m;@jm an@ %
and to be,morewpolite: i"
(0 ;? ! C—)(J

'?y/}

4 L3 (A3, S2, interview)
4& d v-)r 3y
explained: \'Y.
%\ used the term “dear” in order to show respect and to be polite with my friend
Q especially when I commit an offence against him.

(A9, S4, interview)
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The nine interviewees’ responses showed their high concern about the social power

of their interlocutors. The participants clearly indicated that they vary their a

strategies based on their interlocutors. These findings support the data @1 the

DCT responses where the participants show a clear variations i ir apology

production while interacting with different social power interlocutors.

Q)

Additionally, it is noticed that JL2Ss used also t I|Crit term dear with

their friends which might indicate their concern also to maintain e’hquand polite

[ ]
es place. erﬁi-iﬁggred
ta. %K?n JL2Ss

@:hey tend to
vary their apology patterns to matck\% ’ Wer® social distance.

Based on the findings, JL2Ss are IiL@f apolo @f higher social power

with polite and formal forms aué pr their familiar and equal
social power interlocutors b@sim’)

4.3SUMMARY \ @
A &
N O O
This chapter S@Qate the ceﬁtitr_lj d the production of speech act of apology
NN

by threefgroups of participants. In@ns of perceptions, findings revealed that there

relation with their interlocutors when the offenc

interview findings lend support to the findi

apologize in English they are sensitive to

Y-v
wergﬁficant mean differe@among the three groups regarding their perception

ofsthree out of four context-internal variables which are: the severity of the offence,
hevpossibility of apology and the likelihood of apology acceptance by the offended
arty. As for difficulty of apology variable, significant difference was not found

among the three groups. As for the similarities, the three groups were similar in their
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perception of the difficulty of apology variable. Further, negative sociopragmatic

transfer occurred in all variables except difficulty of apology since both Jordanw

English cultures gave low rating to this variable. (ﬁ\

Regarding the influence of social power and social distance ‘eategories in the
three groups’ assessment of the four context-internal variabl Wgs revealed that
concerning severity of the offence, significant meant diff nce' and negative
sociopragmatic transfer occurred in Category 1, Category. 2 an CW‘S As for
occurred i akg_&f-y}‘lz;md
nd@ orygﬁnificant

egoq‘ 2, J.2Ss ra@gae difficulty

of apology significantly higher than %Jt both o m r@‘difficulty higher

than ENSs rating as a consequenc%pragma\m%fer occt red. In Category 3
N,

possibility of the offender apology, significant diffe

Category 2. As for the difficulty of apology b

difference and pragmatic transfer occurredé

both Jordanian groups rated iculty si i'carltgﬂower than ENSs thus
pragmatic transfer occurre \ §
’ N
4 ’ &
orda

By contrast Categc@ @groups rated difficulty significantly
higher than ENSS, thtis pra i 'nsfe ‘éﬁﬁurred. While in Category 5 significant
¢
difference o: among upe't ‘t‘?s JL2Ss rated this difficulty significantly
\
n, JNESs did but of H& rated it significantly higher than ENSs. As for

e

the Jdikelihood of apology a@ance, in Category 1 JL2Ss rated the likelihood

higher t

S }Qntly lower than JNESs but both of them rated likelihood lower than ENSs

& g. Thus pragmatic transfer did not occur. In Category 2 both Jordanian groups

ted likelihood significantly higher than ENSs thus pragmatic transfer occurred.

Category 3 is similar to Category 1 that is JL2Ss rated the likelihood significantly
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lower than JNESs but both of them rated likelihood lower than ENSs rating. Thus
pragmatic transfer did not occur. As for Category 4 and Category 5, both J

groups rated likelihood significantly higher than ENSs thus pragmati sfer

occurred. *

With reference to negative sociopragmatic transfer, findings revealed that
pragmatic transfer occurred frequently from L1 to L2 in t:f Jordanian groups’

responses. In the three groups overall responses, negative so 'OWC transfer
L ]

Yv
ologyland.t 'k@od of
g tive't d|d$~0ccur in

difficulty of apology variable since the ee an a@ement in the

perception of this variable. In terms&%lc transfersi soc@?)ower and social

distance categories, in severity oft nce, ﬁu tr eroccurred in Category
%. )

occurred in the severity of the offence, the possibilit

apology acceptance by the offended party. Ho

é

1, Category 2 and Category

As for t posszi:/zg.t of offender apology,
pragmatic transfer occurre %gor ﬁ?e@ only. For the difficulty of
the apology by the or% ragma t[ptra}& ciirred in Category 1, Category 3
and Category 4 o I of apology acceptance, pragmatic
transfer occurre & éﬁ?ﬂ Category 5.

%— <.
% e JL2S

N
'ficatm&\bout their perception rating given by them, the
mte results showed tha\c@ef reasons provided by JL2Ss for their perception

ere due to the perception of the context-internal variables in light of social
d r and social distance and their cultural background. Furthermore, JL2Ss rated the
k

elihood of apology acceptance as high in almost all DCT situations.
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In terms of production, similarities and differences were found in th
groups responses. For example, the three groups did not use implicit @tion,
expression of embarrassment, self-dispraise, justify hearer, refusal owledge
guilt, denial of responsibility, blame the hearer and pretend to be Wd. Further,

of differences, ENSs employed IFIDs and intensifiers si igher than both

they used explicit self-blame and promise of forbearance in same uency. In terms
i Ztly I]
Jordanian groups excluding an offer of apology whic S us WJordanian

L ]
groups more often than ENSs did. In addition, b ordanian gr u;#s &ﬁ%oyed

4
v/ F
(\/: T
Further, lack of intent, conN the hear d @?‘ of repair were

significantly used by both Jorda%groups I gt r;(éNSs did. The other
a%l i s <

explicit explanation significantly higher than E

significant differences includ lowing strategies ch were used only by

Jordanian participants; justi,%hea 1 oKing A@ame, requiring the offended

party not to be angry, % ine rela g% }ﬂ@cpression, I’'m afraid + sentence
&

4
was used only b)ﬁS\Regai \l‘he mfluﬁe’of social power and social distance
ion

on JL2Ss prod apo egies(ﬁ.fvﬂings indicated that social power had an
¢

influence OE gg)espo es_o borh é??anian groups whereas it did not have an
\
influenceo respghses fNSsé\

RN S

\4\3 such, it is apparent that Jordanians had much concern about high social

=

ower more than ENSs. That is, Jordanians did not apologizing directly to their low
ower interlocutors but they employed some other indirect strategies Moreover, IFIDs

and intensifiers were used by ENSs significantly higher than Jordanians with both
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familiar and unfamiliar interlocutors. Further, it is noticed that requiring the offended
party not to be angry and define relationship expressions were used only by??s

with unfamiliar interlocutors and were not used by JL2Ss or ENSs. ('}

As for negative pragmalinguistic transfer in the produch of apology

strategies, findings indicated that pragmatic transfer occurred fre tly from L1 to
L2 in most of Jordanian groups’ responses. Both Jordan m :'re found to use
less apology strategies than ENSs in overall responses¥and in ||W:)W€r and
social distance categories. Further, Jordanian trar@&xome W r{ss' \from
their native culture into English language s usinng am d define

relationship, in addition to justify the heare%:uir' gt end@:ty not to be
ma@istic transfer by

by JL2Ss. ‘%
N

These reasons evthe J

=

ani réllg@s orientation and the Jordanian

4 ¢ &
cultural backgroun out ieia \IO&L alueé(ﬂwe interviewees explained that they
ha i

used the term wh re a tﬁﬁgizing in English due to their religious

¢

orientation &@g slims: I\&)r@ the interviewees who used the define
ekr

- _ TN _ .
relatlon% essighs e }lned ﬁﬁf they used these expressions to show pol

and t to their high socia@er interlocutors such as professors.

3
N



