CHAPTER V

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION \/

4.0 INTRODUCTION é J , _\C}
2 X

The primary purpose of the present study'w nv '\he so@;gmatic and
pragmalinguistic of the speech act of\ |ogDamong t

JL2Ss, JNESs and ENSs and to investigate the n\'ﬁ(%

\
L2. This chapter discusses theafinei an& repotts «the @usion derived from the
study. Thus, it begins wit mussr
findings based on re%te i puts f

contributions of, the

suggestions o%rer
& !

5.1. USSION OF THE INGS

o
:E\b(t section discusses the results of the research questions 1.a, 1.b, 1.c, and 1.d of
hestu

dy.
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.1.1 THE PERCEPTION OF APOLOGY STRATEGIES BY JL2Ss, INESs

AND ENSs
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5.1.1.1 Similarities and differences in the perception of apology by JL2Ss, JNESs and

ENSs in terms of the four context-internal variables. Y-
RQ.1.a is formulated to investigate the similarities and differences amon@}ZSs,
JNESs and ENSs groups of participants in the perception of apology. *

Y'

According to Koester and Lustig (2010), and Spencer-@atey (2012), to
K t

understand the values and behaviours of a specific speech the underlying

assumptions of this speech community should be investigated si anderlylng

com e'cek\fe}thmk

' rltles and. di eren@~ between

se o‘lltu dlffe@e perceptive
attitudes and values that each culture Na é

&

S
<f’ﬁ?show agreement in their
lower assessment to the difficult fa;l) y theo er. This indicates that there
is a cross-cultural an% ragmat P} erh etween Jordanian and English
cultures; both cul Lﬁ&memtie d al

perception smc% earl ed t?g\{endency to apologize once the offence

assumptions determine how the members of the sp

and feel. Therefore, investigating the overal

Jordanian and English cultures sheds lightyon

E‘
o
'5 "g

As for the similarities, gro@s of

65! the same conceptual values and

occurs. Negit ciop gmat r{nsﬁj ccurred in all variables except difficulty of

apology iChwis found_t agr upon variable by both Jordanian and English

I \f
cut s \c.)
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In terms of differences, both Jordanian groups assessed severity of the offence
and possibility of apology variables almost similar to each other and signi
lower than ENSs assessment. This reflects a variation by Jordanian @&pams
regarding their perception of the severity of the offence under di offensive
situations whereas ENSs consider the offence as very severe uml offensive

Y

X

l

Furthermore, significant differences among gr occ rrwming the

situations.

likelihood of apology acceptance variable, that is, bo

rdanian gr s#ss_&é%‘drthis

hi% NSstessment.
re 81 a ectivi@lbture that is

highly concerned about the role of th up }mre than ole @e individual (Al-

Adaileh, 2007; Al-Momani, 2009; %boul,Mw g(\'his is not the case for
@-é o ati?p}

variable almost similar to each other and signifi

This might be due to the nature of Jordanw

ENSs who assigned low ratin ted and did not highly

ir apologystoqbe
\Hn N\’w
expect apology acceptance from their o e artig
N
4 ’ &
ENSs’ respw migt]tz trate fh.e individual orientation of English

<

society wherea% ian es r@v{ show the collectivist orientation of

¢
Jordanian so &ghis colle 'vign @mndividualism dichotomy is widely adopted

N
in investigating the Simil y’es differences in cross-cultural communications.

HOfAHofstede and Min@"(l%l) comment that: “Individualism pertains to

sg\ﬁ& in which the ties between individuals are loose; everyone is expected to look
himself or herself and his or her immediate family. Collectivism pertains to
ocieties in which people from birth onwards are integrated into strong, cohesive in-

group relations (p.51)”. This claim is further supported by Peetz (2010) who explains
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that the members of collectivist cultures are highly concerned about the cooperation
with the other members of the group, by contrast, in individual cultures the attih?uf

the members are self-referential more than group referential. (0\

To sum up, the similarities and differences between the thures, which
reflect the common belief of distinctive cultural traits, are found. THhiS is based on the
Kn

findings revealed that there are significant mean differen g re three groups

regarding their perception of the four context-internal, varia IEW- cultural

similarities and differences demonstrate that e@re has its rj @ptive

norms that differentiate it from the other cultur 4 \Y
QY. N {3‘

5.1.2.1 The influence of context-ex Qs)ial variables’ (a)@al power (high,

equal, and low); and (b) social dist@ﬂamil@iﬁa Ij{)\)n JL2Ss’ perception

of the context-internal variable%(ed t(f'that EQ/ \d ENSs

RQ.1.b is formulated to in h& the imfluence of@l power and social distance

categories on the three%\%essul;jhé fsb'context-internal variables.

g b o
NQox

variables is turally s 'fi(;. Fe; pencer-Oatey and Franklin (2014), the

NN
pragma% rchets sho (} incIu@ the assessment and perception check for the
socimables i.e. social p@ﬂ' and social distance since different sociocultural

\have different conceptualization and perception regarding these variables.
Thus, investigating these perceptive differences might give the opportunity to the
2Ss to achieve the sociopragmatic competence (perception) i.e. the knowledge of the

relationships between communicative actions and social power and social distance,
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which consequently leads to appropriate linguistic behaviour. Moreover, Harlow

(1990) explains that sociopragmatic competence implies the speaker’s kno

about how to vary speech act strategies according to the social variables@m}ed in

the communication event. *

Concerning severity of the offence, significant mean_dif ces among the
nZCat

three groups occurred in Category 1, Category 2, Categor e'gory 5. In these

four categories both Jordanian groups assessed the seve f the f‘%ﬂ@éniﬁcamly

ment among the @5‘ by
te _that rdanidns are so
L o

sensitive to hierarchical power more tha Ss. Thai\is, th JO@Z; groups of
participants rated the offence as not%bnen it is mit@gainst their low,
equal and familiar interlocutors W)ﬂgsNSs raﬁ\bhexo r;:g\s sever in all social
N,

categories. Findings on Cate ight” showgthe na of individuality of the

lower than ENSs. In contrast, in Category 3 there is

giving high severity assessment. This mig

o
western culture (Bella, 2014, Ha 19T, yuhy 1992xTtiandis, Brislin & Hui, 1988;
e

Wagner & Roebuck, % ich givs}}e‘ c@ern to the independency of the
’ &
& @)

individuals. &\ Q
On the hand, in J da{l culture, assigning lower rating for this offence

!
a
- - - \ - -
might v% e natlre o 'gllect st culture which considers the person as a part of

0 M parties. Further, in Category 3, both Jordanian groups as well as ENSs rated
& ffence as high sever when it is committed against their high social power
terlocutors. However, Jordanians perceive the offence as more severe than ENSs.

The results regarding ENSs insensitivity toward social power lends support to
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previous research which found that, in English culture, informal relationship prevails

between the low social power interlocutor such as a student and the high socia

interlocutors such as a teacher (Bousfield, 2008). cq\

Regarding the social distance categories, Category 4 Category 5

significant mean differences are found between both Jord iNups and ENSs
gS),

group. According to Brown and Levinson (1987), and Le cial distance is

considered as one of the main variables that deter interloc politeness
8

behaviour. It refers to the consideration of the interl s’ relation 01’6 @er in

a particular situation as well as how well they ch othér,awhiéh is Q}gaegree of

TP

In the present study, soci%tance |§ Wt ;Q'E\resent the degree of

N,
familiarity between the interlo A ed izQ c'?egory 4, both Jordanian

intimacy between interlocutors.

groups assessed the severi oh!b ot S nificg@ lower than ENSs did. This
ff

might indicate that fo% ns the loffence is ﬂ?yso severe when it is committed
'3

'3
against their famil'wterlomit \Gp osit&(gNSs consider the offence as very

severe when mmi ainst(\jﬁéir familiar interlocutors.  Negative
’ (.?
sociopragmatic*transfer fdid &c in this category since JL2Ss assessed this

N
variableék{ll antly” low: )man R&SS did. However, there is a significant mean
L 9
diﬁ@between both Jorda@“groups and ENSs group.

: E Likewise, in Category 5 the three groups of participants assigned high rating
the severity of the offence. Nevertheless, both Jordanian groups assessed the

severity of the offence significantly lower than ENSs did. This shows that the three
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groups of participants consider the offence as very severe when it is committed
against unfamiliar interlocutors. However, ENSs considered the offence more?ﬂe
than both Jordanian groups. This shows that ENSs are not so influe@ the
hierarchical power of their offended parties compared to Jordanians cmarts As a
result, negative sociopragmatic transfer occurred in this category. Y'

Q)

As for possibility of the offender apology, signif Y;r ce occurred in
Category 1 and Category 2. In Category 1, JL2Ss asse the st apology
ility o‘&‘a?ology
s%gﬁ?agmatlc

fact,@sg L2Ss show

significantly higher than JNESs did while JNESs as d the possi

significantly lower than ENSs did. Thisyimi S

development toward English native cultur q\} S dlﬁ to

their possibility to apologize for th cial po nter@(ors significantly
higher than JNESs did. Consequ no pra ra ﬁ{\has occurred in this
category. By contrast, in Ca orda n gr rated the possibility of
apology significantly Iowe # sessments might show that
Jordanians are less se e 0 e t IS committed against their

equal social powe

!
This &)ne th AI da' Ie&j?ZOO?) study of Jordanian Arabic apology;
Al Ada%k?

have equal social p@r‘such as friends or neighbours especially when they

) réport }hat ap@‘ogles are not extensively exchanged between

h ngly—tled relationship. Extensive apologies in this case may formalize the

Q ionship. Conversely, ENSs showed high possibility to apologize for their equal
0

cial power interlocutors which might confirm the individuality of English culture



206

(Wagner & Roebuck, 2010). Negative sociopragmatic transfer occurred in this

¥

In Category 3, the three groups appear to be in agreemen ting this

category.

variable as high and no significant difference occurred. In contrast, significant

differences and negative sociopragmatic transfer occurred in aM4 and Category
dzo

5. In these two categories, both Jordanian groups as We’ possibility to

apologize to their familiar and unfamiliar interlocutors t NS

@ \Y-
| S
With regard to the difficulty of apology ffender,si ica@ferences
Categ@gl~ significant

dan@((!;roups rated the

difficulty significantly higher tha Ss ratln\m$ g@*Z, JL2Ss rated the
N,

difficulty of apology significan‘é&r thgﬁ JNESs.but of them rated difficulty

&
higher than ENSs rating as }Uque 0 gm@ansfer occurred. This shows
that it is difficult for @j.zs Jolo elf

interlocutors but f QQSS it

rated the diffic sighifica

among the three groups occurred in all sw;eg i

difference and pragmatic transfer oceurred_since bot

to ir low and equal social power

F &
iIs N iculgﬂ Category 3 both Jordanian groups

thart‘éﬁ'Ss thus pragmatic transfer occurred.

% "
% ast, iff Ca ?ry 4 b@ﬁ Jordanian groups rated difficulty significantly
X
higm&n ENSs thus pragn@'transfer occurred. While in Category 5 significant

\ce occurred among groups that is JL2Ss rated this difficulty significantly

G r than JNESs did but both of them rated it significantly higher than ENSs.

ordanians perceived the offence as normal when it is committed especially against

their familiar interlocutors. As such, they believe that it is difficult for them to
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apologize for their familiar interlocutors since this might formalize the relationship

(Al-Shboul, 2013). Y-
S

As for the likelihood of apology acceptance, in Category 1 rated the
likelihood significantly lower than JNESs but both of them rated likelihood lower than
ENSs rating. Thus pragmatic transfer did not occur. This chonsidered as a
sociopragmatic development by JL2Ss. In Category 2 Jgdani'an groups rated
likelihood significantly higher than ENSs thus pragma ansf ow Category

@
3 is similar to Category 1 that is JL2Ss rated the li od signifi tI] I@ than

Thx@%'ragmatic

JNESs but both of them rated likelihood hig ENSs’rati

_ NS
transfer did not occur. V o\ %
&
QWS

As for Category 4 and Ca%/ 5, Mﬂi ,g:}cups rated likelihood
significantly higher than EN%pragﬂmtic ra‘nsfzQ \curred. Based on the
aforementioned responses, .all Jordani oups of @pants believe that the other
offended parties shoul%h apj%%}the@énders. This is because they all
assessed this varia ignificaln \:g er tf%ﬂ Ss did. This might be due to the
nature of Jord% ture w/ con ed as a collectivist culture. Jordanians

¢

!
expect retur %Denes fromJheir @ded parties by accepting the apology. In
N

contrasl% 0 ngt sho ﬁxpea&%ns for their apology to be accepted even after
Y—v
they, ce the apology expre\eg'dns.

x
N
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5.1.3.1 The negative pragmatic transfer from L1 to L2 in JL2Ss’ perception of the

contextual variables Yv

RQ.1.c is formulated to investigate whether negative pragmatic transfer@d or

not. *

Findings reveal that negative sociopragmatic pragmatic transfer oched frequently

from L1 to L2 in most of Jordanian groups’ responses. JL2Ss and Ss demonstrate
a culturally specific perception of the context-internal v In rre three groups
overall responses, negative sociopragmatic transfer o ed i |ty of the

offence, the possibility of apology and the likeliho

apology pﬁr&@% the
sfer oid ccu@alfflculty

agres-\me in the@;tion of this
variable. \: , CS«

offended party. However, negative socioprag

of apology variable since the three groups

A

&
Regarding the pragm%'!sferhm ial @@r and social distance
hnce %tlzzjctranﬁer occurred in Category 1,

categories, in severity of Q: 1 %
Category 2 and Categ As f P})S@l ility of offender apology, pragmatic

transfer occurred K;egory 4| gory %(Qn y. For the difficulty of the apology
by the offender rag tic t curr Category 1, Category 3 and Category 4

only. FinaII the ke ih dg @gy acceptance, pragmatic transfer occurred
NN
in Cate tegqr Categé?y o.
T
N
O

\Thls negative sociopragmatic transfer might occur due to the fact that

Q nians are still influenced by their L1 cultural specificity even though they have
i

gher English proficiency. This suggests that the L2 pedagogy that aim to provide the

L2Ss with the needed sociopragmatic knowledge is inevitable and may result in
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achieving the L2 required pragmatic development. Research in Jordanian speech acts

realm (Al-Issa, 1998; Al-Momani, 2009; Al-Shboul, 2013) found that nw

sociopragmatic transfer occurred in JL2Ss responses which consequﬁm}d to

potential pragmatic failure. JL2Ss committed negative sociopragmatiﬂ!;@er, which

implies that they still did not acquire the needed pragmatic knowledgegin spite of their

high proficiency in English. Hence, pragmatic instruction is r. Mo overcome the
e

L1 transfer and avoid the pragmatic failure (Bardovi-H l., 2015; Ifantidou,

2014; Tabatabaei & Farnia, 2015). \d
oLy

5.1.4.1 The JL2Ss’ justifications for their perc

i in% em\jz~
RQ.1.d is formulated to investigate the J sz ﬁcaﬁ)n abeut thei Y(:eption
rating given by them. ) CS<

N,
Regarding interviews r dln& ind d tr@ost of the high and low

AN &
al hic {é the severity of the offence

ratings occur in two context-inte vr fable ‘g
and the likelihood of cceptance the @nded party. The results showed
4 ’ &
ont

that the JL2Ss’ rm'%z?re mair gbperception of the hierarchical power
and on the level o familiari

etw, he offender and the offended parties.
¢
Besides, JL ated the likeli oJof(a_B ogy acceptance as high in almost all DCT
o N
situations. b o -é\
7 4
N
9
dditionally, all of the interviewees commented that they expect their other
d ded parties to accept their apology because the offenders already showed
oliteness so the offended parties should accept the apology and show return

politeness as well. These findings confirm the classification of Jordanian culture as

¥
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hierarchical which is influenced by social power and social distance. On contrast,
English culture is depicted as a horizontal culture which is influenced more b?ul
distance and less by social power (Al-Issa, 1998; Al-Momani, 2009; Al-S ,2013;

Banikalef & Maros, 2013; Beeb et al., 1990; Wagner & Roebuck, ZOlA

This next section discusses the results of the research questio N 2.c, and 2.d of

the study. '

é N
5.1.2 THE PRODUCTION OF APOLOGY ﬂ%&lEs BY J sp&%s
AND ENSs. ’ b &

5.1.2.1 Similarities and differences in roajction of ay @‘QSS, JNESs and
ENSs. (0 \Y ,(‘*

S
RQ.2.a is formulated to investi imllgritie nd dif@mes in the production of

apology strategies by the th Xps I
?( N
4 $ &
In terms of similarities, findir that fhe' three groups of participants have

similar tendencﬂ t usi ' sub(:&(egies which are: implicit explanation,
E ‘

expression rrassment, elidig se, justify hearer, refusal to acknowledge
quilt, d%krespm ili

i L S |
the threéygroups of partmpan@bw similarities in the frequencies of usage of some

S egies which are: explicit self-blame, which is a sub-strategy of taking on

1)
>
—
'

N
2 blam&le hearer and pretend to be offended. Further,

esponsibility strategy and promise of forbearance. The similarities in the use of these
rategies indicate that there are cross-cultural similarities between Jordanian and

English cultures.
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In terms of differences findings show that ENSs employed IFIW
intensifiers significantly higher than both Jordanian groups excluding @r of
apology which was used by both Jordanian groups more often NSs did.
According to Blum-Kulka and Olshtain (1984), intensification rem the use of
adverbial e.g. terribly, very, extremely. The most used intensifier he three groups

\&

of participants was the form “very”. It is notable that trese intensified

IFIDs significantly more than both Jordanian gr as aw negative
L ]

Y'
pragmalinguistic transfer occurred in all of these su@kgies
4

| &
\ \‘,T
. . Y
Ogiermann (2009) found in her apoh%s) dy th?t ish n speakers and

on@did and the most

b(\\/ery” and “terribly.”

Polish tended to use intensifiers more m’w Russian

popular intensifiers used by ENSS% “really™{0

N,
Using intensifiers might be du%seveﬂty of;the of(fgfca as perceived by ENSs.

In addition, both Jordanian.gro emJI plicit Q}Ianation significantly higher

-

u
than ENSs did which % ered asfa po i:i\;e @‘teness strategy used to save the

4
offenders positive faees. Explar N ons@as an indirect apology strategy and

ct @Hzation Project (CCSARP) researchers

defined by Cr ral |
¢
(1989) as a -Justification hi% @ ves explaining the source of the offence

commit keoffﬂh er f é\

% 9
9
\urther, lack of intent, concern for the hearer and offer of repair are
%. it

icantly used by both Jordanian groups higher than ENSs did. Offer of repair
pology strategy is assumed to be a situation-specific as explained by Blum-Kulka et

al. (1989) which is used when physical damage is involved. However, this strategy is
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also used by the three groups when emotional damage is concerned that is, because

¥

The other significant differences include the following strategi only by

damage includes physical and emotional offences.

Jordanian participants: justify the hearer, Invoking Allah name, requififig the offended

b

party not to be angry, and define relationship. The expression, I raid + sentence
eZ po

was used only by ENSs. As it is clear, Jordanians u itive politeness

strategies such as offer of repair and concern for the he to mini threat on

®
the hearers’ positive faces and make them feel relaxe feel as on t}‘e &feh)
4
\ \/‘z~
Regarding the additional expressions,used by gro@ participants

in addition to Olshtain and Cohen (19@@ classifieation @%I, the expression
Inshallah, (If God wills) is used o%/ Jordan\aﬁ?ici q@This stems from the
ué o

Muslim nature of Jordanian cu mentione arlie(r(/ dell (2005) explains that
Islam plays a vital role in % att @Z: ; des stems from the idea that
h%;knovll‘edg :ﬂli@mer that He is the controller of
everything and everything epi IS w%@is is obvious from the usage of the
expression Inshallah us Qlifeé(/ersations.
)l AS %

%v N
he%same foke nik and Maros (2013) found also that Jordanians

everyone believes in

use(;@ous expression to ir@‘fy their apology; they used swearing by God which

i Nered as significant device in the social life of Arabic context in general and
ordanian Arabic in particular. These expressions are deeply rooted in Jordanians
ultural and religious beliefs.  These religious expressions found as well in other

Arabic studies, for example Eshreteh (2014) found that Palestinian Arabs have the
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tendency to use religious expressions such as for god sake and inshallah to enhance

the solidarity and cooperation with their interlocutors. Yv
Second, using define relationship terms such as dear, brother f seem to

be for showing sympathy and show warm relation with the interlocu Al-Momani,

2007; Wagner & Roebuck, 2010). According to Brown and_Levinson (1978), using

in-groups address terms such as calling a person in his/her'firsttname and employing

endearment such as dear, darling, sir etc is to emphasis the solidarit iendliness

x "X
between the speaker and the hearer. Third, requir e offende arty @o be

angry was used by only JNESs and was not u% 2% ight show JL2Ss

V %T'
Employing such these exﬁﬁon

pragmatically appropriate whilegi cting with

pragmatic development.

—X

w

&
transferred from L1 and usis}he (I L2. ;§ r the additional expression
used by only ENSs, whichgis Tam afraid + ente IS a language specific since it is
4 ¢ &
used only by ENS&?). @ C usﬁ_@f this expression by ENSs supports
hl

w
%)

e these expressions are

&

the claim that e uag [ 'wn @éntional expressions (Olshtain & Blum-
¢

Kulka, 1985?.‘@ sole! usa f&hees trategies by both Jordanian groups might

indicate r influence. However, for the rest of sub-

al specifi P/ an

straﬁgAboth cultures show ment since none of the three groups of participants
B

7

\y of these sub-strategies which indicate cultural similarities between both

Ganian and English cultures (Al-Adaileh, 2007; Bataineh, 2008).
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5. 1. 2.2. Influence of social power and social distance in JL2Ss’ production of

apology strategies compared to that of INESs and ENSs. Yv

RQ.2.b is formulated to investigate the influence of social power and so€i ance

on JL2Ss’ production of apology strategies compared to that of JNESSE&NSS
X~

Finding revealed that the influence of social power is evident in the'esponses of both

Jordanian groups and no clear influence to the social pow 'ms onses of ENSs.

As such, it is apparent that Jordanians have much co abo twial power
"X

social|| po ’ef@from

eir\lw power

more than ENSs. That is, Jordanians who have

Moreover, Jordani

strategies while apolo%w their h i r interlocutors. Findings of this

4
section confirm a&he o@ %oi IFIDs and intensifiers by ENSs

significantly higher than J [ 'with(t:}%fch familiar and unfamiliar interlocutors.
¢
This might @Gﬂ@ that) Jordafiand C@' er the offence taken against their familiar
iiarvin

N

and unf interlocutors as noteSevere; as a consequence, it does not require an

Y-
inten;ﬁ explicit apology. Thc's\)w‘light be due the tendency of Jordanians to consider

N
t \hrs as in-group members despite the fact they are unfamiliar to the offenders

d daileh, 2007; Bataineh, 2008; Hussein & Hammouri, 1998). Conversely, ENSs
on

sider the offence as severe even if it is taken against their familiar interlocutors.

Further, Jordanians opted to use lengthy explanation to minimize the severity of the
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offence when it occurs. By contrast, ENSs prefer to use offer of repair instead of

giving lengthy explanation. Yv

Concern for the hearer, offer of repair and promise of forbeaAgstrategies
are frequently used by both Jordanian groups when apologizing to theif’equal and high
social power interlocutors. By contrast, they are used by E SSN than Jordanian
participants when apologizing to their familiar and unfamili intfrlocutors. This

might show that Jordanians are much influenced by S@eial power*while' ENSs are
L ]

ins that since an ap Feﬁ/isa
ers@ en t@verity of

the offence on the offended interlocutors byausin ffep?f répair as a@icit remedy

form of apology. Whereas Goffman @nsiders of @ as a corrective

move employed by the offender to offenc \he‘nd g@@ the social harmony
N,

among interlocutors. Further, requiring the gffen opart to be angry and define

more influenced by social distance. Jebahi (2011) e

face-threatening act, the offender tries to humb

iar interlocutors and are not

relationship expressions are‘Ehy JT

used by JL2Ss or ENS l 0’
4 ¢ &
N O

By the \éebken, @s usédpology strategies with their unfamiliar
#
interlocutorf &@than familiar Jn b‘mﬂch indicates that social distance has an

e
N
Jordania Polog oductions. In addition, Jordanians consider the

A not severe when i@e’ommitted against their familiar interlocutors since

ffe
t%%h considered among the same social group. Unfamiliar interlocutors also are
reated

influence o

0]

by Jordanians as close ones but with some cautions. These findings are in line

ith Al-Adaileh (2007) apology study results who found that Jordanians are more
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influenced by social power when they apologize to their interlocutors more often than

English speakers do. Yv

5.1.3.2 The negative pragmatic transfer from L1 to L2 in the producti eech act

of apology Q

RQ.2.c is formulated to investigate whether negative pragmatii transfer from L1 to L2

NY.
Findings revealed that pragmatic transfer oc requently 'L&e)\‘g in
most of Jordanian groups’ responses. As wgi in_ Ch 4, t@?negative
'\nd i@forms: the
trat@%. JL2Ss clearly

occurs in the production of speech act of apology.

pragmalinguistic transfer in the apologywdgion

frequency of apology usage and the ctia of apol

show a deviation from the native age spe\m?fo 'l%ﬁc expressions. From

N
inter-language pragmatic persp%his o%viati is dueﬁl? the influence of the L1
&
aticy k

as well as the little expos he [1a no @e. JL2Ss assigned different

degrees to the severi% offence ba g low@cial power and social distance
’ &
nd toluse

variations. Both Jo&hﬁn groml é less apology strategies than ENSs
in overall respogﬁ in owec'%d social distance categories.
(q ‘P2 .9

&

%kore,ﬂ d ?1 transferred some new expressions from their native

c

a M to justify the hearer and requiring the offended party not to be angry. This
ragmalinguistic transfer indicates that JL2Ss are still influenced by their L1 cultural
orms when apologizing in English despite their high English proficiency. These

findings confirm the claims by some researchers (Arsie, 2012; Al-Shboul, 2013;
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Bardovi-Harlige, 2010; Bataineh, 2014) that even the L2Ss are highly proficient in

English this does not mean that they are pragmatically proficient which nece?!s

the pragmatic instruction. cq\

5.1.4.2 JL2Ss’ justifications for their apology production given by theR

RQ.2.d was formulated to investigate reasons caused pragmaligsuis transfer by

l

\d

indication ofithg (Kéé‘gnce
rvie

JL2Ss collected by semi-structured interviews.

The selection of the semantic formulas is@
of the pragmalinguistic transfer in JL2Ss’ res InK Its Q/S@iled two
major reasons caused pragmalinguistic tra&@is. se reaéf'fg:nclude: the

s

Jordanian religious orientation an& rdanian ura@tkground about

hierarchical values. The interviewe%laine@){segu q@\eterm Inshallah when
N,

apologizing in English due to i%giou orientation of:ga;\ng Muslims. Moreover,

&
the interviewees who used hhe r1 ns ex‘pé{#}lons explained that they used
these expressions to% oliteness a 'res@t to their high social power

F o 4
interlocutors such ofesso@ %C}Q
>

N l
[

Simi gf)ani alﬁ?ijerJ%? (2013) found also that Jordanians used
Q NN

religioug” expressions’to_intepsify @r apology such as swearing by god which is

cong’d& as significant devi\ca)\XEhe Muslims social life. These expressions are
@!ooted in Jordanians cultural and religious beliefs. Furthermore, Al-Shboul
q 3) found that JL2Ss used some religious expressions when they refuse such as
ay Allah bless you, God will and All praise to God. The use of these expressions

according to the researcher was due to the religion of the participants which is Islam.
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Moreover, in Arabic context, using the religious expressions existed as well, for

example Eshreteh (2014) found the Palestinian Arabic had a tendency to use r?ﬂs

expressions such as for god sake and inshallah to enhance the so@\sﬁ and

cooperation with their interlocutors. *

5.2 IMPLICATIONS OF THE STUDY

5.2.1Theoretical Implications \d
X

5.2.1.1 Implications to Speech Acts of ap eo(K itehesstheory and

\ g
Individualism-Collectivism theory V “\ ¢
S \\{ &
This study is considered as a cf, %\ural‘ﬁ\v I
? @

since it investigates the cross-\ra similaritiesiand &@ences between Jordanian

and English cultures in t ech jact polo@and investigates the JL2Ss’
olo

sociopragmatic and pr% uistc

act of apology r N werg

investigating tE@Q@I r tlEf
between J@ and Enghi 4
fill tha %mvesﬂ'g ing Both {ociopragmatic (perception) and pragmalinguistc

o : -
(pr ) of speech act ofn&@logy by JL2Ss to shed light on their inter-language

‘@ ic competence.

The findings of this study might contribute to the existing knowledge about

P
>
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how the speech behaviour of apology is realized by Jordanian and English societies.
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Findings also might contribute to the language universality and culture-specificity
debate since the present study finds that both universality and culture-speva
coexisted in the speech act of apology in terms of perception of the cor(eé}ernal

variables as well as the context-external variables of social power an distance.
Besides, it investigates the degree of imposition context-external variable by means of
the four SRQ context-internal variables by Bergman and Kas em). Bergman and
Kasper (1993) explain that these internal variables &:s ' the degree of
imposition variable proposed by Brown and Levinso 87). Imw‘refers to
somebody’s time, money, space, energy, face want us, the ass rn':n& hese

internal variables reflects the level of impositio o% e ofgaaér.

N &
Further, the present study has m the sco spe@{‘u\ct of apology in
Jordanian context by investigatin%h the s\)pr

competencies in order to incre warghess oth @JI’GS members regarding

&
the cultural differences aq inCreas ability 2Ss to produce the most
appropriate apology s% when lolo i'it{gﬁnglish. As a consequence, this
’ &
kn%ﬂge regarding the inter-language and

could contribute to wivejb\isﬂn
cross-cultural s ec&hht of Q"
S5
O

%v "
The% based 'ge significant theories: speech acts theory, Austin (1962)

s

and Searle (1969), politeness,thepry Brown and Levinson (1987) and individualism-
st

g t,i(\nd pragmalinguistic

-9

c \cﬁvism theory (Hofstede, Hofstede & Mankov, 1991).

Q Speech acts is considered as one of the most influential theories in the field of

linguistic pragmatics. The framework of this theory is based mainly on the theory of
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illocutionary acts which is originally introduced by Austin (1962). Austin believes that

language is not just used for saying things, but rather for doing things. He vieWﬂs

saying something as doing things such as making request, paying t@\ents,

apology and others. *

Politeness theory attempts to explain how and why peoqlefoerent cultures

establish, maintain, or support social relations through . P')Iiteness theory

was developed on the basis of speech acts theory. T ore, it i that any
L ]

of politen (Nﬁgl:l &

5; Bréwn &/ Levinon, 1987;
n zn\d L 'nson,@;% politeness
theory is adopted in this study forwact as th st i@l%ntial theory for

investigating politeness in human i@ﬁ:tion ( Ve ; Al-Momani, 2009;
& N
998

Al-Shboul, 2013; Alfattah, 2 Issa, 1 di 13; Shardakova, 2005;
Thijittang, 2010). N Aj N
Z N
4 ¢ &

Brown a&wﬂson I asedgﬁﬁr politeness theory on Goffman’s
(1967) notion o% hic ' tha@}%dain kinds of acts are intrinsically Face
¢
he face, b edrorup' theory, is divided into negative face and

NN

discussion of speech act investigation demands the n

Maros 2013; Bella, 2014; Kitao, 2014; Kou

e

Threatenin

positive ; Negatiye.fac jthe n@ of the person not to be interrupted and to have

his ng&al space and freed@;arer negative face is threated if he is told to do

S \'ﬁng, to have opinion about something or if he is spoken to in a way that

& tens his/her integrity. If these occur then the hearer negative face is threatened.
0

sitive face is the need of person to be accepted by others and to feel as one of the

group. Hearer positive face is threatened if the other participants in the conversation
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show differing views and critical and if the speaker does not agree with the listener
(see Chapter 2 for further discussion). Brown and Levinson (1987) cons‘?ﬁn

apology as FTAs which damages the apologizer positive face and sav arer

K\
Yv

In addition, Brown and Levinson (1987) claim that apolo are intrinsically
Z, an

negative face.

negative politeness strategies that they convey respect, d c' distance rather

than friendliness and involvement. This claim is not s rted yw , that is,

Jordanians used positive politeness strategies to ize thelthr oﬁ @earer
positive face and to make the offended party f rt f the su concern
for the hearer, offer of repair, justify the h er. eyq{so d soI terms such
as dear, Dr, my friend, and my cousin rlendllne rs

However, it is noticed l%amarﬂ em yed e |t explanation, which is

considered as negative politenes tr an ENSs. This might show

aI
that Jordanians try to % own vj ogizing directly to the offended

parties and also @lr hezl\ y making them feel relaxed after
lan

hearing more e nf 'ons em do the offences. Explanations in
this case mi use em a;zecj mon ground between the offender and the
offende wthus seryi sm\r@hteness considerations (Bella, 2014).

N
O
s for ENSs’ responses, it was found that they preferred negative politeness
Q gies which are used to satisfy the hearer negative face by not invading in his/her
r

ritory and not considering him/her as part of the group. These strategies include, the

heavy use of the IFIDs, acknowledging the responsibility and also explanation.
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Consequently, the results of this study do not confirm Brown and Levinson’s (1978)
claim of the universality of their theory. Brown and Levinson (1978) claw
negative politeness is universally preferred approach to face work by stati@‘it is
safer to assume that hearer prefers his peace and self-determinatio than he

b

prefers your expressions of regard, unless are certain to contrary” (p. 74).

Y
m Py Olshtain and

nsiti eWact set of
L ]

| | | A

semantic formulae or strategies. Jordanians are fo prefer p |v'e &%ness

strategy, that is, they refrain from giving direcv y %- peciquwith the

in-group or familiar members since the me% fsau‘e communi Yzﬁot prefer to

apologize for every single oﬁenceway for seri of Q‘es. Furthermore,

Jordanians prefer to give offer of V%over verbah %g g@ology whereas ENSs

Politeness theory is found to be culture specific a

Cohen (1983) who point out that apology is a cultu

N,

apologized even for less serio%ces shd e n«amgg&‘beople belonging to the

same level of social power_or iIiLr eagh ot%eé On other hand, English is

considered as an indi negative p Iiténe@:ulture since its members prefer
’ 4 ’ &
the autonomy ani@a ThL‘S N mogse of I am sorry by English offenders
sta

seem to build a

offe nd the offended party.

‘@n the role of the individual (Al-Adaileh, 2007; Al-Momani, 2009; Al-Shboul,
6 ). However, this is not the case for ENSs who assigned low rating for their
pology to be accepted and did not highly expect apology acceptance from their

offended parties.
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ENSs’ responses might demonstrate the individual orientation of Tﬁ
society whereas Jordanians’ responses might show the collectivist o e\n of
Jordanian society. According to Hofstede et al., (1991) in IndividuaﬂAultures the
ties between individuals are loose; everyone is expected to IookYt? himself or

herself and his or her immediate family, while in Collectiviitmes people from

birth onwards are integrated into strong, cohesive in-gr elations. This claim is
further supported by Peetz (2010) who explains tha me bwollectivist
cultures are highly concerned about the cooperation, With the ather erﬁb@f the
group, by contrast, in individual cultures t itiides of t emb%mre self-

®)

5.2.1.2Implications for Pragmatl sfer T T ,<\
N

o e,
% ‘&
Kasper (1992) defines pr tr “thew uence exerted by learner’

pragmatic knowledge 4% ges anI:ult es'o han L2 on their comprehension,

referential more than group referential. V 0\ g

.‘ .‘
production and w of 1, atlc atlon” (p. 207). As previously
mentioned, pra atichtrans ; of @ nguistic phenomena that influence the
L2Ss’ pra g omp ence ec{use/l might lead to L2 pragmatic failure and
Y
cultural rstarﬂl eII as%swdgement
I

O
é arch indicated that the pragmatic competence of L2Ss would not be
0

Q omitant with their language proficiency; specifically, even L2Ss with high
nguage proficiency would still make pragmatic errors (e.g. Bardovi-Harlig, 1999;

Bataineh, 2014; Bella, 2014; Blum-Kulka et al., 1989; Lin, 2014; Robinson, 1992).
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Thus, in this study, findings revealed that although JL2Ss are competent in English
they still lack the required pragmatic competence. Further, JL2Ss committed nw
pragmatic transfer in both sociopragmatic and pragmalinguistic levels. (q\

The focus on negative pragmatic transfer is to investigate the Ss’ pragmatic

gs of the study

-

&

competence in order to raise their sociopragmatic and prag |MC competencies
which consequently make them avoid the pragmatic trans hefind

confirm that pragmatic transfer is a universal phenome ccurped l‘JS speech
uip L2Ss hth&%&u‘qred
jeve t%%vragmatic

L@&I.uang, 2015;
Ifantidou, 2014; Farahian, 2012). \: , é

5.2.2 Research and Methodolaénpli
Brown and Levinson %Crgue tlat diff llen%' in the participants’ perception
4

iffe

'3

competence influen\their pI ten of %@pecific speech acts. Further, Chang

(2011) adds %&e 'p b&lﬁe’en sociopragmatic competence and

pragmaling 's&)omp encied i¥ s gﬁ& and both levels should be addressed

simultanéouslyr Henge,_a vestlgé%n of the pragmatic variability should address

the n@&;\linguistic forms an@*étegies in relation to the sociopragmatic values and
n \f language speakers.

act studies. Thus, pragmatic instruction is necessary

pragmatic competence in order to avoid prag

N

competence (Bachelor & Hernandez, 201

Q Further, humans’ behaviours and attitudes are governed by their perceptions

of what is polite and appropriate in certain contexts (Brown & Levinson, 1987). Thus,
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understanding these cultural perceptions would help to ease the cross-cultural
tolerance and communications (Kecskes, 2014; Roever, 2011; Takimoto,
Timpe, 2012). Moreover, it is argued that sociopragmatics is a challen@main
and highly culture specific and in order to decrease instances of p ic failure,
L2Ss should understand pragmalinguistic as well as sociopragmatiefaspects of the
target language (Liu, 2007; Schauer, 2009; Trosborg, 2010; Y. tM). Based on the
above discussion, this study investigates the socioprag m ;'ragmalinguistic
competencies of speech act of apology by Jordanian an lish eultores.
L 4 \Y-

.G
% nci%‘zﬁat is, the
stlﬁtegl by th@v‘cipants and
SRQ to elicit the perception of thosewparticipants to the@% context-internal

variables. Further, semi-structure(%rviews \r!\?on

N,
Q reg@ses which consequently
&

led to uncover the invisible m coul eli@uantitatively.
[}
4 $ &

The resulxg.& seii‘;} d ingwws with nine JL2Ss indicated that

their perceptior{ co 'ariab <§énd production of specific expressions

¢
were due to wltur norms and ;ér-ggptions. Adopting this triangulation method
% N
provide% ignificant i Jt,ightsw&mt the perceptive attitudes and the linguistic
behMA

for both Jordanian @nglish cultures. Further, it explained how the social

Triangulation method is used to investi

researcher employed the DCT to elicit th

qz\‘l%d to give the study

participants the chance to justi DC

p nd social distance variables influence the three groups of participants’

6 sments of the context-internal variables.



226

The DCT and SRQ tools help to understand the relation between the context-
external variables of social power and social distance in different Ievels
context-internal variables which was not possible to achieve by DC tely
Further, using these two instruments shed lights on how people of t cultural
backgrounds think and behave when encounter with members of other cultures. Last
but not least, in cross-cultural level findings revealed that Jordanian perception of
politeness is totally different from English ones and in mu

ge level JL2Ss

were found to be influenced by their L1 and committe ativ sw atic and

pragmalinguistic transfers. é J J _\b}
<

5.2.3 Pedagogical Implications 0\ g

There are a number of pedagogica I |cat|ons %n &”}mdlngs of the present
\

study. The findings of the stuﬁy canc de at sociopragmatic and
pragmalinguistic failures e 0 urrr espoﬁés of JL2Ss. Thus, findings
could benefit EFL ¢ |gners and eal:hob‘to develop EFL curricula and

teaching materials w ll N the gSB pragmatic knowledge of the target

language and reduce ‘prag 're ac cultures This may remedy the lack of
pragmatic EE&@ge 0 the gJ I@ ge and exposure to other cultures in the
existm L textbo fCI&”@%E ones used to teaching JL2Ss (Al-Momani,

2009, dow -Harlig et al., Z@asper 1997; Rose, 1992) and thus, improve JL2Ss

S

ic knowledge and reduce pragmatic failure across cultures.
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The study focuses on both perception and production of socially appropriate
language, and the use of a variety of elicitation procedures which can also COT
to a better understanding of L2Ss ILP development and pragmatic knowle ich
ultimately leads to the development of teaching materials that inc agmatlcs
instruction to increase L2Ss communicative skills and intercultural communications.

Y
Further, the pedagogical implications of this uld' be useful for

designers of Arabic curricula so that the learners of ic ag a fereign language
L ]

might benefit from these implications. Finally,@vmgs of th uﬁy_\ d be
argued to shed more light on the cultural diff etween nlan\EG English
cultures. Thus, the findings are hoped to e&s&icu al co

avoid pragmatic failure. \: ,
c,, T /<\
o S

5.3 LIMITATIONS Q
&

ications and

%

The findings of this % uld be ‘nter re tladsb‘the light of its limitations. The

4
study mvestrgated the rir \w\ rag transfer on both perception and

production Ieve du or atrc failure. Moreover, the participants

¢
of the stud e urp efull h&er(_tjh reby the findings could not be generalized
NN
for aIIJ d niamn and Briti nglrs«&eakers Further, all Jordanian participants were

malgﬁgraduate students @éd into high English proficiency and low English
p% cy. Thus, a more varied population of various educational levels might give
re

d nt results but this could be confirmed by future studies. Regardless of its
itations, this particular study has revealed valuable insights on apologetic

behaviour of the Jordanian Arabic and British English societies.
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5.4 SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH

Y.

The present study, according to the researcher’s best knowledge, is a%\pt to

investigate the sociopragmatic and pragmalinguistic of speech act of between
Jordanian Arabic and British English cultures. Thus, there is certainly\@ need for more
studies to expand the scope of this research. Future pragmati resm could examine
a wider range of JL2Ss to understand the factors that Re-

th'a speech act of

apology perception and production such as age and er. Futu rch could
X

i.e. beginne ,'nt&ﬁ%diate
io% en %manguage
AN

examine the JL2Ss at different English proficiency
and advanced in order to further understand

proficiency and pragmatic competence. |

the scope of this study, future researc)\w i
speakers. ‘% A}
;omt d L

Finally, it sho inted lout that! this)s
4 ¢ &
language speech act apoloi){‘:}d nian é&m
inter-language area. “Fhus, tudiﬁé
¢
this study a ovide a dit:%i{si%%?nto the development of effective Jordanian

EFLcuAr%. ’V)f ‘g\\
@MMARY
O

is study is an inter-language and cross-cultural research that aims to investigate the

cultural similarities and differences between Jordanian and English cultures, and to
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investigate the JL2Ss’ sociopragmatic and pragmalinguistic competence in the speech
act of apology. Similarities and differences were found between Jordanian and w

cultures which confirms the universality and culture specificity of the s@ct of

apology behaviour. A
First, as for the differences in the perception Ievgliwgs showed that

both Jordanian groups assessed severity of the offence ssibility of apology
variables almost similar to each other and significantly Tewer th Msessment.

L 2
ihood of apglogy K@%‘tv;nce

variable almost similar to each other and signifi hig% Ss@gessment.

w ipanﬂs shoewed aqég:ent in their

As for the similarities, the three groups ar
lower assessment of the difficulty of ay. By the offe : é

NS
i%cﬁ %AT@orientaﬁon of English

Furthermore, both Jordanian groups assessed the |

ENSs’ responses m onstrate the indiv

society whereas Jordania ’mnsT Ig sho@ collectivist orientation of
Jordanian society. In vein, Jordafian pabcipants were found to be more
'3 $ &
influenced by so@er anij \fu\ istargyariables which made them assessed
the contextual@ s signaifi y di@ént from ENSs’ assessment. Negative
¢

sociopragmatic'transfer gccurr

irf'alrc_o‘:s?all the variables. Second, in the production
NN

level fir% owed"that }h Jordanian groups used apology strategies significantly

differentythan ENSs use an d}dnsferred some expressions from their L1 when

@!ing in L2. Jordanian participants were found to be more influenced by social
r

@ and social distance variables which made them produce apology strategies
ignificantly different from ENSs’ production. Negative sociopragmatic transfer

occurred in almost all the variables.
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Furthermore, JL2Ss showed a great deviation from English nativew
perceptive attitudes. This might be due to the Jordanians’ sensitivity t@ocial
power and social distance variations (Al-Adaileh, 2007, AI-ShbouI,'&?) JL2Ss’
responses clearly showed sociopragmatic and pragmalinguistic Ws. Further,
negative pragmatic transfers were found in the responses JL2Ss in both
sociopragmatic and pragmalinguistic levels. That is bec Ype

'ceptions of the

contextual variables were still influenced by the L1 cu norms Wrent from

English native culture. é i _\(—}
P 4
2 i, N, g
Trosborg (2010) explains that itw saryjo i stigat@t only what is
u
etengi

said by whom in a specific situation, sowhy lang us@!e way it is. Thus,

it is of paramount importance to i(v%gate boﬂ_;_x\m% ;K%s*to get a full picture
% *

about the JL2Ss’ pragmatic ¢ ce since t aelaticé."between perception and

production is an inter\l\qien\one" ar vi-H@ 2010; Trosborg, 2010).

Furthermore, Chang serts that a épration of pragmatic competence
4 ¢ &
should address t&@gmali \HQ forrg_and strategies in relation to the
sociopragmatic% and ' Ian@é speakers. Results revealed that these
¢

two compet @are intrinsi Ilf reéﬁai to each other and the JL2Ss’ linguistic
%b "

producti ased’ y pere@on of the internal variables. The results of the

-

semj&tured interviews w@ﬁine JL2Ss indicated that their perception of the

c \al variables and production of specific expressions were due to their cultural
& ptions and norms. That is they transferred their L1 cultural perceptions when
ey assessed the context-internal variables of the study and transferred some

expressions from their L1 when apologizing in the target language.



