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2.0 INTRODUCTION é J ! _\C}
4 \,Y*

The present study aims to investigatwm:soc'ﬁpra atic @e.ption) and
pragmalinguistc (production) compet@the speec

second language speakers JL2Ss C(ﬁged tot grd - ‘rW\non-Eninsh speakers
S
0 i

JNESs and English native sp NSs. Pragmatic 2‘/ er from L1 to L2 was
%c aT agmaling @&t levels. In this respect, this

investigated at both socio
chapter discusses the %t speech ac thlaor»bpoliteness theory, individualism
2
on

’
Versus coIIectivis&hﬁltures‘ \HQ a assifications of apology strategies,
en

pragmatic com C tra 9&( Besides, the common data collection

[
methods in Ei%ct researc

general "and Jordanian conte@# particular, highlighting the gaps that the study

he chapter ends with the summary of the chapter.
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2.1 SPEECH ACT THEORY

Y.

Speech act theory is considered as one of the significant cornerstone of@d of
linguistic pragmatics. It dates back to the British philosopher of the tics John

Austin (1962) in his book how to do things with words. This book is@ on lectures
given at Oxford between 1951 and 1954 and later at Harv%in. 55. Speech act

theory is later further developed by Austin’s student, John le¥1 6? 1975, 1976).

These two philosophers created the taxonom e speech a'd @lfled

the conditions for achieving a successful nc cf peech\jgcts The
framework of the speech act theory depe mainly 01 eorl |IIocut|onary
acts which are originally mtroducN stin (1 u@ (1962) believes
thatlanguage is not only used for s thlngs, r, 0 a‘(mg things viewing it

as saying something as domgt%zuch'és making r((, paying compliments,
apology and others. \‘A
Cf) I ' 0%
d %

Austin (19 wplami mu 'on IS a matter of doing things in
which he reali thatys es ce)&ﬁunlcate meanings and perform actions
simultaneously-"He dev op;‘?ys'tercjgdlstmgmsh between three types of acts that
are S|m eously perfor thr uttering something: the locutionary act, the
iII ry act and the prel@nary act. The locutionary acts are performance of

‘% f saying something that is what the utterance is about; for instance, when
ne says I'm thirsty; this utterance is a statement shows that this speaker

Qperlences a thirst. This statement also could be understood as a request for someone

to bring water to the speaker which is called the illocutionary act; it is also called
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illocutionary force. The last component is the prelocutionary act which is performed

with the intention of achieving some kind of effect on the hearer by means of w

the sentence. For the above example, the prelocutionary act will be perfm@y the

hearer after hearing the sentence I’'m thirsty, the hearer might offer wa omething

to the speaker to drink. ?

Yule (2014) points out that among these three tZ the 'most discussed

e

dimensions are the illocutionary acts. These illocutiona ts are m orated by

Austin (1962, p.150-151) according to their force as

1. Verdictives, acts giving of a verdict'er judgme

appraise) \

2. Exercitives acts exercising F% right, 0

advise) ‘% f q %"}

3. Commissives acts assum o,l' 10M) or t@lfillment of an undertaking

(e.g., to promis or guarantee [
4 $ &
4. Behabitives iQadopfl \\ ttitu .g., to apologize, compliment, or
complai ’)&

5. Expl 5@ acts clarify s or arguments and/or expounding views
%’e ;

Ausﬁ&axonomy is later @zed by Searle (1969) and Leech (1983) due to

o%éa ing criteria among these categories. Therefore, drawing on Austin’s (1962)
otion

that a theory of language is a theory of action, Searle (1969, 1975, 1976)

Qeﬁned Austin’s 1illocutionary acts into speech act theory and added five new
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categories for the speech acts based on Austin notion of speech acts. These are as

follows: Yv

1. Directives: which are the attempts done by the speaker to let t@er do
something such as (request, questioning) *

2. Representatives: which commit the speakers to the trutme expressed
proposition such as (asserting, concluding)

3. Commissives: which commit the speaker to Yt:re' action such as
(promising, threatening, offering)

4. Expressive: which explain the speaker sta h as (thanki ﬁp@zmg,

welcoming, congratulating) T

g ng @e institutional

5. Declarations: which have imm te ect

state of affairs such as (declaring @r, christeniag, fm@‘rom work)
) N
Speech acts are defined, accor earl (1969) as t%(,“ asic or minimal units of
linguistic communications’. ) II\ 1 ab(‘)év%lentloned categories clearly

‘ght orm. The present study attempts

suggest the type of act atthe speaker mi
; &
to explore one sp act \0;1 spe ct of apology that belongs to the

v

expressive cate arle ' at artyJ%foposed speech act could be performed

either direct dlre Iy F mGre illustration, the following example taken from
NN

Searle 1), 16 er say.&o his friend “lets’ go to the movie tonight” and

by the hearer is “I to study for an exam”. This statement indirectly

p the speech act of refusal while the direct way will be I cannot go with you.
%T

Q , Searle adds that the hearer ability to understand such indirect speech acts
epends on the mutual shared background information between both interlocutors.
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On the other hand, Cohen (1996) classified the speech acts into five major categories

as explained below: Yv

1. Representatives, which contains the speech acts asserﬂons@), and
reports;

2. Directives, which contains suggestions, requests, and ¢

'?l

3. Expressives, which contains complaint and than SV
4. Commisives, which contains promises, threats; ffer
5. Declaratives, which contains decrees and rations .\d

are [oftep jthg &ﬁ%rned

petenfn -pative kers and

forn‘ funetions 3@3;5 thanking,
complimenting, requesting, refusing, Na)g and co mm€§

\ Y
&
It is obvious from al% elﬂlone alass&t’galons that each scholar

creates his/ her own classi %’n
consider one of these ications a ;J t'( & Olshtain, 1981). Speech act
theory has greatly enced nal ts of the pragmatic theory, and has

been used in a oo mb mcat%ddles on interlanguage and intercultural

Furthermore, Cohen (2008) explains that speech
routinized language that natives and pragmatic

writers in a glven speech communlty USERL0

S acts there is no consensus to

pragmatics. t|on few (A{ @am 2009; Al-Shboul & Maros, 2013; Al-
anikal ros -&3 Blum-Kulka et al., 1989; Nureddeen, 2008;
al., 2012; Trosborg{@%) Moreover, it has also been remarkably used in

t \d of second and foreign language teaching since it provides a good tool to

0 ify the speakers’ perception and production about the target language.
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2.1.1 Criticism of Speech Act Theory

X
Speech act theory is not immune from criticism regardless of its Signlfl%\l the
field of linguistics. This theory has been criticized by number of t such as
(Gajaseni, 1994; Levinson, 1983; McCarthy 2001; Mey, 2007 and zbicka, 1991).
The main criticism regarding this theory is attributed to t ek&lof universality
versus cultural specificity. Austin (1962) and Searle (196 &‘

tha' speech acts are

operated by universal pragmatic principles; while Wier a(2 BWthat there
L ]

act conc a'z@vand
c% \&.rs from
i L@Zﬁervaﬂon of

ethnocentrism because speech acts conclus' Sa basei mainly on

are variations across cultures regarding the sp

verbalization. Wierzbicka (2003) argues t

English language speakers regardl her cult ancéfher speech acts

communities. This argument is also ortedﬁn '}ﬁl (1989).
% Q‘?
gﬁxn S
Another critique ha aja e 994), who criticizes speech

act theory due to the %

allow for the consi tion of

mg olﬁte@peech acts does not necessarily

ey are spoken. That is, theory itself

cannot fully ex in a s@ﬁc utterance but rather understanding of
this utteran c ds 0 the C e{t @cq‘urther adds that Speech act theory depends

on a su% for egch u Pnce ‘@rmg that in some cases the utterances are not
clewmblguous and mg@‘hvey more than one locutionary acts or forces. For

, the utterance, I’m thirsty might be an act of informing, requesting, or

laining consequently, it is a context dependent.
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On the other hand, Mey (2007) argues that all speech acts are situated speech
and never just an act of speech, but rather should be considered in the total situw
activity and therefore it is a pragmatic act rather than speech act. AIthoug@h act
theory has some limitations, it has had much influence in the study #&and CCP
and is still the most commonly used framework into the functignal aspects of
pragmatic theory (Al-Momani, 2009; Bella, 2014; Binasfour, %Fntidou, 2014).

l

The ethnographer of communication Dell Hyme 62) d.?‘sogéignificant
L ]

contributions to the speech act theory. He argues th ch acts ar r‘:tl_& units
in communication and thus governed by soegi urﬂ\lﬁl a g@ﬁ speech
ersta@%b speech acts

in communications as well as ident three concep r thé&xonomy: speech

situations, speech events and spee%ts. Wit \gsu'? t,@\peech situations, he
<igd

community communication. Hymes proposes, taxonom

postulates that this might take speglflc ech cozgﬂmunity in a form of party

N %Q
or meal for example, whileQe SE chl s take pg ithin these speech situations
eal.

such as a conversation% rty or 'ilé Iabne Is the speech act which takes
'3

place within this s Q@ver@n\ apcgy or promising for example between
the interlocutors,Of thisrparty: {V
z? ' ?
2.9
(e &
es¥ (1962).c

0 'spt ofstommunicative competence shifted the path of

NS,
Iang‘Aresearch from stuci@"z;anguage in isolation to the study of language
@icaﬁon in a specific speech community. For Hymes, to be a competent
G er, one should acquire not only the grammatical knowledge of a sentence but
so the sociolinguistic knowledge that is the one should be aware of when to speak

and with whom and what a specific manner should be used within a specific context.
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Remarkably, the concept of communicative competence by Hymes has been

considered as the most important contribution to the speech act theory. Yv
This significance stems from the importance of this concep field of

second language education as well as its usage as the base forg¢the theoretical
investigation of the speech acts. As such, the present study inyestigatés the speech act
|Z ai

of apology due to its importance as a remedial interchang n]s to re-establish

the social harmony after a real or virtual offence has perf er-Kulka,
X
983). Withip the _@rd of

own an nso@S?) has
ork.ﬁ herefore, D@XSS theory is
&

discussed in the next section. \: , O
\ Y
&
2.2 POLITENESS THEORY‘% / <§9
\ _ﬁo
Vol RIS
Politeness theory atte% explaivyahd@y people in different cultures
n

4 ¢ &
\Ne atio gbrough language. Politeness theory is

1983; Cohen & Sykes, 2013; Olshtain & Coh
pragmatics, the theory of politeness propose

influenced most of the theoretical and anal

-9

>

establish, maintain supportIs

developed on @s 0

!
developed b %e (1969). T re{ortjipls argued that any discussion of speech act
% NN
investiq% mands the mgtion o&oliteness (Al-Shboul & Maros 2013; Brown &
usdh,

Lev 1987; Fraser, 199 ;@Hks, 2010; Goffman, 1967; Haugh, 2004; Lakoff,

act Cﬁ;%dry established by Austin (1962) and

1 \eech, 1983; Matsumoto 1988). For the purpose of the present study, Brown
ndv Levinson’s (1987) politeness theory is adopted for its impact as the most
fluential theory for investigating politeness in human interaction (Al- Adaileh, 2007;

Al-Momani, 2009; Al-Shboul, 2013; Alfattah, 2010; Al-Issa, 1998; Aydin, 2013;
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Shardakova, 2005; Thijittang, 2010). Brown and Levinson (1987) based their
politeness theory on Goffman’s (1967) notion of face assuming that certain k

acts are intrinsically Face Threatening Acts (FTAs henceforth). C}

These acts are subcategorized into four kinds of acts: acts t@] the hearer
negative face such as requesting, ordering, advising. Acts threaten hearer positive
face such as complaining, criticizing and disagreeing. malen the speaker
negative face such as accepting an offer or thanks. The main focu o\‘%ent study
is ap@logizi g,B&&q{md
F{ str@es differ

&
S

is on acts that threaten the speaker’s negative face

Levinson (1987) propose different strategies f

A
$

%
nbi‘do the FTA

§ Positive politeness  negative politeness
i

gure 1: Possible strategies for doing FTAs (Brown & Levinson, 1987, p. 69).
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According to Brown and Levinson (1987), the first decision the speaker might make is
whether to perform the FTA or not. If the speaker decides to perform the FTT
she can use on-record strategy or off record. Bald-on-record strateg@ out
redressive actions) are usually performed by means of a direct speech Mhich the

speaker's communicative intention is unambiguous and concise (e.g.Wogize). Off-

record strategies are usually performed by means of an indi(%cwh act in which

the speaker's communicative intention is ambiguous and e On-'ecord acts with

redressive action could emphasize either positive politeness strategi I negative
L ]

politeness strategies. Positive politeness strategies p re concer t’ue ker’s

face and also to show familiarity and solidarity@ tener |fy ing self-punishment,
liste&iesire to be

proverbs, determinism strategies, which a

liked or acknowledged. \: ,

freedom of action and p h CI n ner’s face by using direct
; D (1

Illocutionary Force Indicati evic Dd heB’eforth) and not to damage the
4 ¢ &
speaker’s positiv@hich i \ele ires gb.e liked and accepted by others. Off-
record strategie% em und(@fements, rhetorical questions and hints.
¢
To sum up, &Dpolo y stra iés V@Ij are IFIDs i.e. an expression of regret, e.g.
NN

I’'m sormy.

uest/1 ?Vene%nd accepting the apology, e.g., please forgive
\Qr’offer of apology e.g., | apologize shows respect to

t Xer’ positive face, indirect apology strategies show respect to the hearer’

& tive face. These indirect apology strategies are: explanation, taking on
sponsibility, concern for the hearer, offer of repair, and promise of forbearance.

me/please accept my apology
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IFIDs are considered as negative politeness strategies since the apologizer harms
his/her negative face and saves the hearer’s positive face while those who Ym
other strategies are considered as positive politeness since they save their @ face
by not apologizing directly to the hearer. Brown and Levinson (1987 pologies

as intrinsically negative politeness strategies that damage the speake®’s positive face.

Thus, an apology is face-saving for the hearer and face-threa Wr the speaker in
i eCoI

Brown and Levinson's terms. According to their view, p it'ness comes out

®

as a need for mutual support between interlocutors su co pIWnd offers,

while negative politeness comes out as a need for re between i rlﬁc@ after
interpersonal infractions such as apologies an : % Levm/gﬁ (1987)
introduce three sociological parameters to me‘t of‘any pote@;TA. These
parameters are: \% é

S
Social power: The degree to \A% hea i e@."@ own plans and his own

self-evaluation (face) at th ense o
& Levinson, 1987, p. 7%?

exchan% een tife ow

I%\ion rankings: were regarded as “culturally and situationally defined” in terms
he degree to which they are considered to interfere with an agent’s wants of self-

Q;termination or of approval” (Brown & Levinson, 1987, p. 77).
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The strategies chosen by the speaker depend on the weightiness of these three
culturally sensitive variables. The formula claimed by Brown and Levinson |Tud
on the assumption that an increase in the weight of these three socmlogl@h\sﬁables
will definitely increase the threat to the listener’s face. The more the FNwreats the
speaker or listener’s face, the more likely for mitigating strateglmsed by the
speaker to mitigate and soften the effect of this FTA and sa possibility for
listener’s face damage. Apology is an inherent element of 'R;b cause it aims at

restoring the breached harmony between the speake d th WBrown &

Levinson, 1978; Leech, 1983). ¢ J _\0}
4 \)‘Z*

Apology serves as an instrument to uplw ’S puiolic e andég;lltaneously,

ce. This ad@-the definition of

politeness suggested in the work o an w q@“ﬁnd Levinson (1978,

1987) who conceptualize poli terms of tﬁrloc@\s face, the public self-
image that every member n|ty s to claim for her/himself.
Literature shows that I% ]son n‘: %ohteness is the most influential
for linguistic theor arc@Adalleh 2007; Al-Ali & Alawneh,
2010; Al-Momani 9; OCI:%’AIfattah, 2010; Al-lssa, 1998; Belza,

2008; Bani idou-Kogetsidis, 2011; Shardakova, 2005;

Thij jltta

E urthermore, Al-Momani (2009) explains that “any discussion of speech act

Q rmance inherently invokes notions of politeness.” (p. 23). For instance, Al-
daileh (2007) in his apology study found that Jordanian culture is positive politeness

and British is a negative politeness culture, that is, the strategies used by Jordanian
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respondents were, in general, face saving acts for both speakers and listeners and
Jordanian used IFIDs less than their British counterparts which are considered?!!s
dangerous strategies to the speakers’ positive face. IFIDs are considere% tive
politeness strategies since they harm the speakers’ negative face, whil strategies
such as explanation and taking on responsibilities are considered as pasitive politeness
strategies since they save the speakers positive face. Jordani

s used/indirect apology

strategies to save their positive face which is to be liked a ved by others while

English used direct apology IFIDs which focuses on selfsprotec or!‘auqdeplng safe

distance from others. é ' _\L}
\/‘T

The present study attempts to investig ; th cultu@arlables that

influence the apology perception an@lon socl Wer@ ial distance and
b{\degree of imposition

N
variable investigated in this s% mea'?ls ofsthe fo ntext-internal variables

&
proposed by Bergman and@(lT man e@ Kasper (1993) explain that
I

these internal variable% n as the de e‘s lof\@posmon variable by Brown and

Levinson (1987). sitions

degree of imposition. It is note to me Wat

O
=
o
‘Cf‘
;:"
=
o
=
o
=
o
=<
w2
o)
©
o
o
o
=
o
=
4]
<
g
o
o

wants. Thus, the,assessmen
of the offen %he 0 ende : F(ﬁ e(J le, if the offenders assess the severity of
offence ighy it mga y cons’:&@ this offence as highly imposed on their faces.

Indlgmlsm versus coIIectw@h cultures is discussed in the following section.

3
N
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2.3 INDIVIDUALISM VERSUS COLLECTIVISM IN CULTURES

Triandis et al. (1988) classified the countries of Asia, Africa, Middle \outh
America and pacific as collectivist culture countries. In contrast, coumkuch as in
Western Europe and the United States of America are classified as being
individualistic culture countries. The cultural dimension_o ividualism vs.

collectivism is defined as follows.

loose: everyone is expected to look after him

family. Collectivism as its opposite pertal

onwards are integrated into strong, col\;)

(Hofstede, 1991.p.51). ,<\
o ‘-}

In the present stud oII vi acteri by individual subordination
of personal goals to% Is of“ IIe’ct groups while individualism is
characterized by s dlnatIOIl roup’ (gbals to an individual’s own goals
(Hofstede, 199 ﬁbaﬂ |on ople in collectivist cultures is that the

smallest unlf V|vaI in th oléct(:? power. On the other hand, in individualist
a

cultures h llest” uni }surwﬁ is the individuals themselves (Bella, 2014;

Ifan MA 2014; Triandis, Bn&@\& Hui 1988; Ogiermann, 2009). The interactional

S people in individualistic cultures is that they join and leave the group on the

6 dation of costs and benefits of relationship in the group.
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Further, Individualists do not involve in close relationships with strangers as
a result collectivists avoid confrontation while individualists do notYﬂd
confrontation since they prefer the clarity of situations over harmony (@}992,
Ogiermann, 2009; Wagner & Roebuck, 2010). Consequently, t h@kent study

considers the dimension of individualism-collectivism in the ‘analysis of the

sociopragmatic and pragmalinguistic competences of speech agt of apology.

The notion and classifications of apology speech act strategies a Wcance are

discussed in the following section. é J _{a)
<

2.4 THE NOTION AND CLASSIFICAT%;F NYO GY S@ EGIES

Among the speech acts that peoplesengage \d-su géituatlons, apology is

N
frequently used and much rese ince ﬁ functions as@medlal for restoring and

&
maintaining harmony betw. \tmspj’; and the h@r (Aydin, 2013; Al-Zumor,
2011; Jebahi, 2010; %tm 0

people when they %the sl)

addition, apology ha

its significa t%)rtan as

social h fter & real ywtual&fence has been performed (Brown & Levinson,

5; sb g} '20@ Apologies are expected from
cultg_norms (Olshtain & Cohen, 1983). In
t att h/ﬁ‘dn in the field of sociolinguistics due to

elﬂed(j'?nterchange which aims to re-establish the

198Afman 1981). Olsh@ﬂ 989) defines an apology as “a speech act which is

i to provide support for the hearer who was actually or potentially mal-

6 ted by a violation” (p. 165).
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Blum-Kulka and Olshtain (1984) explain that apology is post event act and

when the speaker apologizes he/she recognizes that he/she commits a violatiowme

hearer’s social norms and consequently he/she should apologize. Henc% gies
involve loss of face for the speaker and support for the hearer. Furthéf;*@lshtain and

Cohen (1983) explain that apology strategies are divided into two Erts: direct and

indirect. V
: l

The utterances that convey the meaning of ap or gWonsidered

L 2
lude explicit) IFIDsCsvich as

direct apology. These are the expressions that most

the performative verbs “I am sorry”, “I apologi

“Excue-meX nd@ apology,

ot Wclu perfq@g\./e verbs or

(IFIDs) such as providing an explan , aaacknowle en@esponsibility, an

offer of repair and a promise of fort&@ce (Ols;h'_bg\q! C g{,"IQSS, p. 22-23).

N,
&

.% % 4
\r &

Various classificati f apc’ strategie @ve been proposed by many
scholars, reflecting thei ;zfs and! attitlides. @se classifications are used by
4 ¢ &
researchers as mod hen cor \ﬂﬂg speeﬁam of apology research. For example,

Fraser (1990) divides apolo i 'ine ;tj-)ééfolestrategiesasexplained below:
fo@%gming through clauses like 1 (hereby)

¢
1-Announ@ apology “is
N
apologi% 4 <

on other hand, include the expressions that d

o,

P
2. S@he offender’s oblig®to apology with words like I must apologize;

@ing to apologize to show the sincerity of the act with sentences like do you
e to apologize?

&Requesting the acceptance of the given apology with clauses like please accept my

apology for...;
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5. Expressing regret for the offenses through the use of intensifiers like truly, terribly,
very and so; Y
6. Requesting forgiveness for the offense. q

7. Acknowledging responsibility for the act; A

8. Promising forbearance from a similar offending act with sentenWe | promise
you that will never happen again.

9. Offering redress to show that the offender really regret oz:ns with offers like

Please let me pay for the damage | have done. ‘\d
Holmes (1990) categorizes the apology strategiesi@r main strat ds %-I) eight

sub-categories: 4 b
Y' \ N
1. Explicit expression of apology V g

a. An offer of apology e.g. | 0gize; please a tm@%logles

b. An expression of regret ‘m sorry,\hxj%ra ,'\k

S
C. Arequestforforgw% E&use gforéane
ﬁs{

2. Explanation or acco . L -ré us.
a. Acknowle f respansibi t‘xl 0’
'
b. Acceptiwba \&l f(u‘y‘,/snlyme

c. Expessingself- e.gd}%/as confused; | forgot.
¢
d. %izing as e&i apology e.g. you’re right.
N\~
essidg Jac i inteﬂ%g. I didn’t mean to break it.
Q‘ferlng repair/ redre@ I’ll get a new one for you.

romlse of forbearance e.g. I promise it won’t happen again.

: tain and Cohen (1983) propose that the classification of speech act of apology
0

uld consist of six main apology strategies:

—X

1. Hlocutionary force indicating devices IFIDs, e.g.
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a. An expression of regret, e.g. I’'m sorry.

b. A request for forgiveness and accepting the apology, e.g., pleasew

me/please accept my apology. %\

c. An offer of apology e.qg., | apologize
2. Explanation or account: any external mitigating circumstanégs, ‘‘objective’’

reasons for the violation, e.g. \,

a. Explicit explanation: the Traffic was terrible. z '

b. Implicit explanation: traffic is always so heavyain the morhi
'S
3. Taking on responsibility l _\C}
a. Explicit self-blame, e.g., It is my fa istake! \Y

b. Lack of intent, e.g., I didn’t me% w\ g
c. Expression of self-deficie was confuse n’t@onorgot.
d. Expression of embarras% e.g.,&&ll g@“rt

S

e. Self-dispraise, e.g., %n a diﬁiwit! q <§

f. Justify hearer, e %re Ngg

g. Refusal to @;e gui"t. [ 0’

h. Denial Wnsibfl \e';,wt{%&ny fault

I Blar\ ™ .

jo P e%to bejoffen LI/%?the one to be offended.
N

N
or thie.he e.g.;Ehope I didn’t upset you/Are you all right?

&% L 3

fer of repair, e.g. Il p@“for the damage.

SN

é\romise of Forbearance, e.g., It won’t happen again (p. 113-134).

Qr the purpose of the present study, Olshtain and Cohen (1983) apology

classification model is employed to investigate JL2Ss’ production of speech act of
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apology for the following reasons: first, this model has been used in the cornerstone
project in the field of second language pragmatics i.e. A Cross-cultural ST!
Speech Act Realization Patterns (CCSARP henceforth) by Blum-Kulka @htain
(1984). Second, this model could be considered as a universal clas ion model

since it has been successfully used and tested on several langua in CCSARP

project. Besides, this apology model is used in many Arabic awio related studies
AN

This model used to answer research question 2a, 2b a c. T s.e\q@)ns are as

follows: §'\ J _\‘—}

RQ 2a What are the similarities and differe in"th pr i o@glogy by
JL2Ss, JNESs and ENSs?

cia@%\/er (high, equial,
and low) ; and (b) social dista%familiaﬁ;k‘nf 'ﬁﬁr) influence JL2Ss’
production of speech act of apa%npar&i to thatof J(Q \sand ENSs?

RQ 2c. Is there negative p@ trr r from I§L2 in JL2Ss’ production of

apology in English? [ 0
4 ¢ &
Q B S
iCi anahéé’ with reference to the components of

The participanits’ re
K ¢ J (.,g
apologies m ned in Olshtai a‘d @h n (1983) classification. The frequencies of
\
I Ekt e

(Alfattah, 2010; Al-Zumor, 2010; Jebahi, 2010; Nureddee

&

RQ 2b. How do the context-external lal )ariables:

every a rategy tic fermula) calculated in each situation to find out the

s

mo;&&strategies by each @and also to find out if there are any similarities and

@es in all of the produced strategies by all groups (Al-Momani, 2009; Hatch,
Q raton & Jolliffe, 1991; Lin, 2014). (Details regarding data analysis are discussed
Chapter 3). ILP studies including this particular study are concerned with the

documentation of the SL/FL speakers’ pragmatic competence, such as their ability to
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employ different linguistic means appropriately when interacting in target language
context (Murray, 2010; Uso’-Juan &Martinez-Flor, 2008; Yamashita, .

Pragmatic competence is further discussed in the following section. (q\

2.5 PRAGMATIC COMPETENCE q

First of all, in order to understand pragmatic competence, tec prrgmatics should

be firstly explained. Pragmatics as a term is firstly initi by Mor 9) to refer
orris d

X
to the study of the relation between signs and in@. M ; ndui@three
types of inquiry: semantics, syntax and pragr?; Ac@ him\?&gmatics

n

takes into account the human perspective W ob?ein ken i onsideration

in syntax and semantics related studies: ) 6

& NN

In the same vein, Cutti 08) Qoint t that.pragmatics is a field of

=

c

linguistics which examine hng

context they are being% eat att,n

and many scholarsgdefined ;ir

froé.bheir different point of views. For

example, Crystal (199%) de matic}!%é “the study of language from the point
¢

of view of u e%::eci ly of cﬁoiess ey make, the constraints they encounter in

using Ia% in sogi

- \ -
?ctlon-é?d the effects their use of language has on other
participants in the act of com @ation” (p. 301).

QE Pragmatics is mainly concerned with the study of meaning as communicated
y a speaker or a writer and interpreted by a listener or reader, consequently pragmatic

is more to do with the intended meaning of the utterances more than the meaning of
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the utterances by themselves (Yule, 2014). Moreover, Belza (2008) argues that
pragmatics is the science of language seen in relation to its users who are gove?&y
the conditions of society that determine the users’ control of their co@ative
means. In addition, Roever (2011) argues that the study of pragmatics trates on
the relationship between the language use and the context in which s used, that is,
the effects of the outside-real world context on the language u%y

l

The aforementioned interpretations of pragmati e al w supported
L ]

by Kecskes (2013) who explains that “Pragmaticsyi branch o inku@ that

focuses on the use of language in social co?& nd% in \@1 people

produce and comprehend meanings tl% lan

competence is the ability to understal e relationship

(p-6) , pragmatic

een @ and context that

enables us to accurately and appr@'sely exp\$~a¥i [ tgfg\ret intended meaning
N,

(Murray, 2010). There are son%retic Isshav n identified to describe
X &
kn i

i Iecjlle. raser (19 inks pragmatic competence

the nature of this pragmat

with the term of conveyi ; attitude, thak is, ﬂ@ommunication is accomplished
4 ’ &

successfully betw%spe@ de aﬁwarer only when the speaker conveys

his/her attitude% ear addt‘t-}&a’t this attitude could only be interpreted
[
through pra ceomp ter@" (j')

b) é\
NGRS
Acording to Bachma®990) communicative model, pragmatic competence

ane, organizational competence are treated as a part of language competence that
equires illocutionary competence namely, the knowledge and speech functions and
eech acts as well as sociolinguistic competence. That is, the knowledge of

appropriateness usage of a language in a given context, while organizational

Ly
3
o
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competence requires knowledge of grammatical and textual competence. In this
manner, pragmatic competence is subordinated to the ability to operate an appwme
communicative acts and strategies in a specific situation. Pragmatic compet is an

integral part of communicative competence for “the speaker’s knowl%nd use of

rules of appropriateness and politeness dictate the way the speakw understand

and formulate speech acts” (Koike, 1989, p. 279). : V
Thomas (1983) further breaks down atich ¢ nce into

. _ o oy
sociopragmatic competence (perception) which is d to the 0' @oper
speech act in the appropriate context, and pra i uis% nce\@;aduction)
which refers to the use of appropriate Iaw to realiz parti@bspeech act.

Moreover, pragmalinguistic compet zpaduction) beeO rceived as the

knowledge of forms and strategies %nvey pa\u{axsp eeh cts i.e. the linguistic
-)" y N,

resources (including strategie%as (ﬂrect, 'ndire(c'S(Zﬁd hedging) to convey

communicative acts and p Mail ctio@sper & Rose, 2001; Kasper

&Roever, 2005). Soc tic compete f‘ (pe@ption) has been perceived as the

’ &
knowledge of the fthes@ straﬁies in an appropriate context (Kasper

& Rose, 2001; Kasper& R et ;L@',’ 1983: Thomas, 1983).
( ¢ ? (J(..)
\
%%’c campe ?a (p alinguistic competence and sociopragmatic

g

con]g&:e) have been systematically investigated by numerous studies (Eslami &
Sk

& 2014; Pattrawut; 2014; Ji, 2008; Kim, 2001; Rose, 2009; Salehi, 2014;

:T moto, 2009; Thomas, 1983; Trosborg, 2010; Tsutagawa, 2013) as a prominent

ctor for achieving the ultimate speech acts appropriateness in particular target

culture. There are also Arabic related studies that investigated the pragmatic
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competence of the speakers of the target language (Sattar, Lah & Suleiman, 2011;

Alfattah, 2010; Al-Zumor, 2011; Aribi, 2012; Banikalef & Maros, 2013; Jebahwﬂ;

Morkus, 2009; Nureddeen, 2008). cq\

Lack of second language speakers’ (L2Ss henceforth) pragmatic competence

could lead to failure in achieving the sociocultural rules and patterns that govern the
target language (Bu, 2011; Tang & Zhang, 2009; Thomas ?P.ra matic failure is
the inability to understand what is meant by what is Said i.e. jit W&lbility to
interpret utterances the way the speaker intends the ich might | t¢ fﬂé}?t;on,

misunderstandings and cross-cultural communicati breakd (Ta@ Zhang,

2009; Thomas, 1983). Therefore, botw prag‘na and @Ygrnalinguistic

competencies are investigated in thewzpstudy SO 0 u@%tand the JL2Ss’
production of apology strategies%raise Ehﬁ\i’\()%g a;x@\awareness to avoid

pragmatic failure which is furt ssedfh the pext secti
\ _ﬁo
voll FIRS
2.7 PRAGMATIC F (S
s

DY &
Pragmatic failure is define abilj <‘1'6 understand what is meant by what is

said (Thom ,(@). T orr:as rthe'ré):aains that there are two types of pragmatic
failure: i0 gmaﬁgufg']}e andé\agmalinguistic failure. Sociopragmatic failure
refe e social conditions @zgon language in use. It stems from cross-culturally
\ perceptions of what constitutes appropriate linguistic behaviour. It deals with
heWmistaken beliefs about the society and results from failure to identify some aspect
f the situation correctly. This failure lies among speakers who have different cultural

backgrounds with different ideas about appropriate social behaviour. Pragmalinguistic
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failure occurs when the pragmatic force by non-native speakers (NNSs henceforth)
mapped onto a given utterance is systematically different from the forc
frequently assigned by native speakers (NSs henceforth) of the target @e or
when speech act strategies are inappropriately transferred from L1 to E2*his type of
failure might also occur when the L2Ss fail to follow the way of ex&;ﬁg the target
language the same way as the NSs i.e. way of expression is_base@fon their mother
tongues. This is claimed to be a linguistic problem (Ari le

Feebe & Zhang

Waring, 2001; Jingwei, 2013; Muir & Xu, 2011; Umale, 2011). \d
23

NS
i ur% ses t@%llowing

istic fa\Iure, nd pr tic failure in
cross-cultural communication. Sociwaic failur

demonstrates no concern to the S@Status an\ldeaity 0,@'19 listener during the

N,
conversation, the speaker ma)%ce régma' Jailu({fl?)y addressing a remote

person or someone of a hi mialf S With an im}nate form. Pragmalinguistic

Ziran (1988) further explains that prag

three parts: sociopragmatic failure, pragmali

cur Qnen the speaker

failure occurs when th% takes for gr 't'eh ﬂ@the listener is able to understand
’ &

what the speaker s but In fia i teneg)mmits pragmatic failure by deducing
the meaning of % ker 'ce ine%éctly. The results of sociopragmatic and

¢
pragmaling 'S,G@Iure ad t ragmti(}aailurein cross-cultural communication.
Qf NN
Aagmatic failure mi@éause serious difficulties for NNSs, such as the
Xy to establish social relations with NSs in addition to the difficulty of
ccessing various professional or educational opportunities. Besides, it operates as a

arrier that hinder the cross-cultural understanding to be achieved between the NSs

and NNSs (Blum-Kulka & Olshtain, 1986; Jingwei, 2013; Tanaka & Yokoo, 1999).
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Lin (2008), for example, found that interlocutors from different social and cultural
traditions tend to use their own cultural values and systems to comprehe

interpret new social situations and thus leads to pragmatic failure. cq\

Fernandez Amaya (2008) explains that the native speakewS might easily
identify the grammatical errors and cope with them but it_is difficult for them to
identify the pragmatic errors that hinder their understandi mp'akers’ intended
meaning. Luo and Gao (2011) argue that when the s ers o tw‘language

d speakers, buf \@Yt'hey

ad beta
\

commit grammatical mistakes, they are depectied

commit pragmatic mistakes they are depicte iourspeakers. Hence,

pragmatic competence should be adequat (bﬂby spea@ggf the target
language in order to be a pragmaticall avoi his@matic failure.
IS
N,
One of the main conc udy | raise the awareness of

JL2Ss about using speech aiih
NSs to avoid sociopr% n

with NSs of the ta wnguagie i
social and cultuw sin
[
0

Id lead to p ati ‘f-z;'ﬂure (Bu, 2011). This phenomenon is called

d

etla g&fe{ge, and produce inappropriate linguistic

behaviours t
% NN
pragma% er which i Pcusse&\m the next section.
A \‘,'("
&
N

£ GMATIC TRANSFER

lethora of definitions has been proposed for the term pragmatic transfer by a number

of linguists and L2 educators. According to Kasper and Dahl (1991), pragmatic
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transfer is any use by L2Ss of speech act realization strategies or linguistic means that
is different from the target language use and similar to native speaker langua .
Olshtain (1983) explains that pragmatic transfer is the speakers’ @y of
incorporating native language based elements in target language prA@n. While
Beebe, Takahashi, and Uliss-Weltz (1990) refer to pragmatic transfé“‘as transfer of

the first language socio cultural pragmatic competence in perf rmecond language
hgsp

speech acts or any other aspects of L2 conversation wh

achieve a particular function of a language” (p. 56). \d
®

N4
| S
e inflde erted By learner’
n thejé;prehension,

7).@%matic transfer is
p@bmalinguistic transfer

eaker is trying to

Kasper (1992) defines pragmatic transfi

argued to have two different Iev{s,yciopra \re%n

(Thomas, 1983). Sociopragm%sfer'fs evident \/\4‘? the social perceptions

underlying L1language use ’%ret apjejf@‘nce of linguistic action in L.2

are influenced by their@n't of sly/ely s@ivalent L1 context.
N

In other@soci \a@ traeiéf occurs when L2Ss assess and evaluate
¢

the target | pragmatic oﬁ;eéﬁ?e according to their L1 social norms and
beliefs. (%r'e, the.Co }t ext&&l variables such as the social power and social
dist nd context internal @bles such as severity of the situation, the difficulty
o%%hgizing and others are considered the main factors that decide the speech act
d gy in a given context. Pragmalinguistic transfer is the NNSs’ application of first
nguage linguistic form to L2 that naturally influences the illocutionary force or the

degree of politeness of the interlanguage utterance. Pragmatic transfer occurs in two
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ways: (1) negative transfer or ‘interference' occurs where the two languages do not
share the same language system, resulting in production of errors; and (2) w

transfer or ‘facilitation’, where the two languages share the same Ianguag@ and

the target form is correctly transferred (O'Driscoll, 2007). A

Y'

The present study is interested in investigating the negative pragmatic transfer
in both sociopragmatic (perception) and pragmalinguist rcucti’)n) levels. The

emphasis is put on the negative pragmatic transfer due tosits pot ntWeading to
X
; Al-Zumor Ojli\ﬂa'attah,

a, % i ei,@é Luo &

idely in@saated in the
T a@‘KaSper’s (1992)

gﬁp\ﬁbn and production of

pragmatic failure (Al-Momani, 2009; Al-Shboul,

2010; Banikalef & Maros, 2013; Kasper & Bl

Gao, 2011). Moreover, pragmatic transfe

speech act of apology by JL2Ss. In t%&} the resea
definition of pragmatic transfer as%als wi \ﬁh%

N
I-S}’@I, 2013; Alfattah, 2010;

&

speech acts (Al-Adaileh, 2007; manf," 200

Al-Issa, 1998; Aydin, 2013; Shardakova, Thiji% , 2010).
i
4 ’ &
In the prod quevel,| i of p atic transfer in the present study is
considered if Jk2Ss ‘differ Ss regard to their production of apology

!

¢

strategy in rS@:ect, fnd i hege eJi‘ﬁ%rences reflect the native norms given by
% NN

JNESs. word ',simihu‘}ﬁes between JL2Ss and JNESs considered as

s

neg@ragmatic transfer. @diﬁerence might be in the percentages and maybe

J se some strategies are not used by ENSs and others. In the perception level,
G tive pragmatic transfer is operational if there is statistically significant difference
etween JNESs and ENSs group and between JL2Ss and ENSs group and no

significant difference between JL2Ss and JNESs. Negative transfer in both
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sociopragmatic and pragmalinguistic competencies is considered in this study due to
its supposed negative impact in cross-cultural communication which
consequently lead to cross-cultural communication breakdown and prag(%\ulure
(Al-Momani, 2009; Al-Shboul, 2013; Bu, 2011; Lin, 2014). *
X"
Speech acts’ researchers utilize numerous data collec methods for
investigating pragmatic competencies in different lan Y:n

(i cultures. The

following section discusses the pertinent data collecti etho SWS that are

X
employed by researchers of speech acts, in ger@d speech act flag@y, in
4
<

particular. Y_
N =) &
2.8 DATA COLLECTION METH %I%PEEC S @DIES

NS

N
No research method is best or% in rﬁture the((, arch methods should be

determined by research questio (1 1 ddle$- asas, Churchill, Green &
Garrett, 2008; CresMC; Jucker 09’). reover, Bardovi-Harlig (1999)

F &
explains that looki ra supe( nt tgﬁks for all verities is like looking for a

phantom. Hen&v\it ar 'usirgﬁulti-method approaches enhances the
¢
findings of &)esea h (B bJ, I&a}r a & Cummings, 1996; Blum-Kulka &

N
Olshtail% Kasper. ihl, 19é\f; Rose & Ono, 1995; Wolfson, 1989). Kasper
and mlggl) divide speec@ data collection methods into two major categories.

Irst category is production-based methods which include observation of authentic
, discourse completion test (DCT henceforth) and role plays. A researcher may

&
oose to employ one or more of the listed tools. The second category is

perception/comprehension-based methods that include the use of multiple-choice or
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scaled response questionnaire (SRQ henceforth) and interviews. A researcher may

choose to employ one or more of the listed tools. Yv
According to Wolfson (1989), data collection tools used ﬂAgeech acts

investigation are grouped under two major categories: observationdand elicitation
where observation refers to the authentic data that is obtained by means of observation

of the participants or field notes, and elicitation methods the'use of oral role
play, discourse completion tests (DCT) and scaled re se q em\l‘dzs (SRQ).
L ]
. MR\
e data/ collegtioh @Wlth
fso@ or t@ﬁrpose of
aﬁ se '-struct@?nterview in

order to investigate the sociopragmati zpaception) Dcd% investigate the

pragmalinguistc (production) com;%ies of \p% a,(\of apology by JL2Ss
dfé ° Qc}
0

compared to that of JNESs an q &
SRQ and DCT are Qe}ﬁn d[&%{n §¥ in the present study while
semi-structured intew% es asla ¢ 'B!emaary tool to seek participants’

justifications for n\answerf

Economidou-Kagetsidis, 2

Speech act related studies adopt and adapt the appr

reference to their objetives (Kasper & Dahl, 1

this particular study, the researcher empl

d |%(S<?2/Q and DCT (Al-Shboul, 2013;
'daktaé.VZOOS). In addition to investigate the
sociopragmatic*(perception)_a p'ra@‘mnguistc (production) competencies of the

%og J fs in ecﬁ)arison with ENSs and JNESs, the study is also

to find out whether @' Is pragmatic transfer from L1 to L2.

E Previous speech act studies employed multiple methodologies to elicit the
articipants’ responses, as such, there is no consensus on one methodology but the

nature of the research questions decides the appropriate methodology should be used
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(Creswell, 2012; Clark et al., 2008). Most of the speech acts studies utilized either

quantitative or mixed method methodologies based on the research questiow

following subsections highlight the use of SRQ, DCT and interview as d@ction

tools in speech act studies. *

2.8.1 Scaled-Response Questionnaire (SRQ)

Kasper and Rose (2002) explain that SRQ is a metho metapr judgment
X
socioprag ic'cc@ence

smi\ﬁr ic vaﬂgﬁles such

task, a five point rating scale used to elicit respond
which is the perception about the weight of ¢

as social power, social distance, rights, i tionﬂ and~athers @;ﬂuence the
linguistic choices. This is the most commonly/used tool btai@tbe respondents’
sociopragmatic competence and @jeen mg b @y researchers (Al-
N,
Momani, 2009; Al-Shboul, 2oxéman & Kasper, 1&{3'7 Hou, 2006; Mir, 1995;
Lin, 2014; Olshtain, 1989; r va, Zﬂ;sj%‘é
I N
4 ¢ &
Brown ar&%nson I argue Qhat differences in the participants’
perception comw infl 'r pro@don of a specific speech acts. According
¢

to Chen (19 t&@Q senves as g&)d c‘;c? in uncovering the sociocultural rules in the

NN
speaker% unicdtive ‘mpetes& Moreover, Olshtain and Blum-Kulka (1984)

i o

exp at the sociopragmat@dgment which is elicited via SRQ could provide or

[a})

e%\N degree of equivalence between two or more languages at both sociocultural
G pragmalinguistic levels. Consequently, this data collection tool is a valuable
strument to corroborate the findings of the production tests (Kashkouli &

Eslamirasekh, 2013; Martinez-Flor & Us6-Juan, 2010; Takimoto, 2012).
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It is a five point Likert scale embedded with DCT to elicit partiz?!’
perception about the aforementioned variables (see Appendix A). SRQ(%been
adopted and adapted by many researchers (e.g. Al-Momani, 2009; Al* ul, 2013;
Hou, 2006; Economidou-Kogetsidis, 2010; Lin, 2014; Olshtain, 1Whardakova,
2005). These studies have combined the SRQ with DCT gituatiens in which the
participants rate the situations in five point likert scale a gpro'iuce the speech
act. In the present study, SRQ and DCT are combined her i oWnderstand

"X
the sociopragmatic as well as pragmalinguistic com@ies of Spee a<# O_@ology
by JL2Ss compared to that of ENSs and JNESSY ' 4 \Y

Y W\ o
This instrument has been u %ently to “mwvesti Q‘the participants’

perception of the contextual varia%for mo\ﬂugra ﬁéﬂergman and Kasper
;?e_; y N,

(1993) investigated Thai ES glislf' speakers’ p@pﬁons of the choice of

&

he partiCipants were 423 Thai ESL at

apology strategies within a m}of c[

intermediate level of ishproficiency and @(&E}rglish NSs. SRQ was combined
4 ¢ &
with DCT and Stat'*:{Packal \Nh Socg.science. (SPSS henceforth) was used
in the process of,analysis. 'nalyéi-sjﬁ Variance ANOVA was run to find out
¢

the differen een grou asfd (C‘;s"hQ findings.

N3 S

O\t
e results showed th hen the speaker is closer to the interlocutor, the
iy

0 X accepts more responsibility for the offensive act. Moreover, findings revealed

G ificant differences between the two groups in rating of some context internal

ariables i.e. severity of offence, likelihood to apologize and others. DCT findings

revealed that 50% of the differences between the two groups are attributed to the
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pragmatic transfer from L1 to L2. The study shed light on the sociopragmatic

competence of apology by Thai ESL compared with NSs Yv

Likewise, Al-Momani (2009) combined the SRQ with DCT tf%tigate the
perception and production of speech act of request by JL2Ss and Wr there was
pragmatic transfer or not. He followed Ellis (1994), Ka em Dahl’s (1993)
suggestion that in order to investigate L2Ss’ pragmati §%zlcres, the sample
should include three groups of respondents and each g should Wt least 30

™
hat begaus e'e@es of

ories, 43 cipants for each
dogoonay

P rﬂear uesti& herefore, in
order to increase the validity of the r&;a particip ncl three groups: 44

NSs of Jordanian Arabic, 44 NS@SEnglish\G\éqJ ;@\The SRQ data was
-:E y N,

analysed by One-way ANO\%nvesﬁgate he tlng:)groups’ sociopragmatic

participants. In addition, Kasper and Dahl (1991) exp

the ILP participants cluster around specific

group is sufficient sample to answer most W

s &
norms of speech, th%tinuef nifiﬁﬂy influenced by their L1.

N &
\ P ' L)(J
ework of rc@pt@ and production, Al-Shboul (2013) in his

In t a
N
refusal % mbinéd_th Q ws% the DCT to investigate JL2Ss’ perception and

pro% of refusal strategie{%‘ﬂe participants were three groups, 30 JL2s, 15 NSs

0 \&nian Arabic and 15 NSs of English. For DCT analysis, refusal strategies

perception of contextual faqizrs. ph € %
although the JL2Ss de% d a develop gr‘takﬁttern towards the use of English

semantic formulas) produced by the three groups were calculated to find out the
imilarities and differences between the refusal strategy use among the three groups.

Descriptive statistics were performed to analyse data obtained from DCT to find out
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the rank, occurrences and percentages of refusal strategies used by the three groups,
and how the social distance and social power influence these refusal strategT.
One way-ANOVA was performed to analyse the SRQ data so as to find ere
are significant differences between the three groups or not. The resxﬁ%wed that

JL2Ss and ENSs differed based on their sociopragmatic assessment indicating that the

sociopragmatic competence for the JL2Ss is still in the develoglmf

Moreover, Hou (2006) investigated the Chi NSs a.n\i\cdese L2Ss
perception of speech act of apology via SRQ. Resul icated that t r{ vyég\ome
cultural differences in the perception of severi en% the Q}RE groups.
Likewise, Kashkouli and Eslamirasekh (2 d SR? 'nvesti;éiz‘uzg~ speech act
of apology by Iranian NSs and Armen\*ﬂ? 40 Irania S aré‘? Armenians NSs

responded to 10 SRQ situations. esults r t t e are cross-cultural
"?n

differences between these two in trﬁ ass menzg. e contextual variables.
The study also includes \Mct:r |ews h two Armenians and two
Iranians respondents. % pose the | l'er was to validate the findings
obtained by SRQ Nget nio 1ficati bout these participants’ answers in
SRQ. One-way &A w ed t@\'/estlgate the similarities and differences
between gro ha as set t 0&:’

XS

dltlonally, another @erceptlon and production attempt conducted by Lin

% o investigate the Chinese L2Ss’ perception and production of the speech act
d fusal. The participants were 30 NSs of Chinese, 30 L2Ss of Chinese and 30 NSs
f English. SRQ was combined with DCT to elicit the participants’ refusal strategies.

Results indicated that Chinese L2Ss used more strategies and softening devices than
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other groups. As for the SRQ data analysis, One-way ANOVA was used to examine
the means among the three groups. The results of one-way ANOVA showed th?!ve
were significant differences among groups. DCT data were analysed b;(%\ware
test which was run to examine the frequency of participant group&tegy use.
Alpha was set at p <.05. These researches clearly indicated the emineqt importance of
the SRQ in uncovering the participants’ perceptive no SM explain their
perception of the contextual variables such as power and "X..Tt]ese variables as
shown by Brown and Levinson (1987) play significant in determini De degree

Yv
of politeness by the members of different cultures.é J ' _\‘-}
4
<

N\

rules in the speakers’ comm\% corﬁ‘pete “ M(()'Q er Olshtain and Blum-
M

Kulka (1984) explain that hio;la
could help to establis f equivalen blatm@’u two or more languages at both
4 ¢ &
\'e-.ze s. C

sociocultural and pwlingu'r 0 uently, this data collection method

seems to be a valuablerinst

' corroborate the findings of the production tests
(Kashkoul@mir ek‘h, 018: &Sa?inez-Flor & Uso-Juan, 2010; Takimoto,
2012).T£r{/ , SRQ Is oneg'}\ the present study in order to understand the
JL2Ss’ “sociopragmatic com,@dce (perception) about speech act of apology

Cc Xd to that of ENSs and JNESS.

N
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The present study refers to the SRQ by Bergman and Kasper (1993) in their
apology study because it has been tested across various speech communit
regarded as reliable instrument i.e. Chinese and American (Hou, 200@ and
American (Bergman & Kasper,1993) and Iranians and Americam‘&hkouli &
Eslamirasekh, 2013). In Jordanian context, there is a lack of investigation on the
context-internal variables (Discussed below). Hence, it is sig 'fim understand the
way JL2Ss perceive and assess the weights of the nms' with different
socialpower and social distance levels. This significanee,stems fr ilbility of
SRQ to provide more information and interpretatio ut the‘perce tig’n ﬁtgbze'ech

act strategies employed by the participants (C?g' 009; € Ol@htain &

Blum-Kulka, 1984). \, °\ {\T
S WS

The adopted SRQ for this %cont&%o e&lérnternal variables that

N,
are rated by the respondents § tma
0

st de and 1 is the lowest as
illustrated in the exampl h. 'Il

ing s?bext-internal variables were

adapted from Bergmar% per (1993). h'leSbscenarios were adapted from Al-
s &

Adaileh (2007). Th oIIowin? wrg.«is taken from this study developed

questionnaire (see Appendi S t e situation requires an assessment for
¢
the context-i wvari les a after(t_r} an apology by the offender who is in high
N
social pgwer (@niversit issor)@the offended party who is in low social power

(stu hould be initiated. €Y
S

QE You are a university professor and you promised to return the students term
aper that day but you did not finish reading it.

Student: "'l hope you are happy with it. "
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1-Severity of the offence is high54 321 low
2-The possibility of you apologizing is high54 3 T
3- Difficulty of the apology for me is high (‘%\ low
4- Likelihood of the apology acceptance is higﬂ&a 21low

I would apologize by saying...........cocoviiiiiiiiiiiiiiniinann, q

This study employs SRQ because it is considered as an appr Mel for obtaining
the needed sociopragmatic values from the participants % Kasper, 1993;
Kasper & Rose, 1992). Moreover, it has been utilized%in ma w::t related
studies as discussed earlier. The internal variable “f: ss” in Ber ad a@asper
original SRQ was replaced by the difficulty of by the'r ent.Qe/YEuse face
loss was not the main concern of this stuw e dhses @3; remedy to

maintain interpersonal harmony. Besi\%;ulty of a y i@ﬁsidered as a face

threatening act and may post great I@Bn the ap\izg. ,<\
S
[} 5
“« Q-
\” &
Data elicited from ere'I yS usizg“}eparate one-way ANOVAs,
Tukey HSD post hoc pai arisonsitests to ﬂind@m the similarities and differences
4 $ &
between the three ups of I) \1'pa ts. @ne-way ANOVA is chosen in the
current study siace i1t'is fou 's thiﬁéﬁfst appropriate statistical technique used
¢
for examini e significance fg'm@} fferences. Besides, this analysis procedure
NN
has beep”used“in multiple ies sm\}as (Al-Momani, 2009; Al-Shboul, 2013; Hou,

Y—v

2006;_Kasper & Dahl, 199@60nomidou-}<ogetsidis, 2013; Lin; 2014; Nakhle,

@X & Razavi, 2014).
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The findings of this instrument answered the following research questions

RQl.a. What are the similarities and differences in the perception of apolw

JL2Ss, JNESs and ENSs in terms of context-internal variables below? q
1. The assessment of the severity of the offence A

2. The assessment of the possibility of the speaker apology ?

3. The assessment of difficulty of the apology by the spea
aZe

4. The assessment of the likelihood of apology a

\.d, T
RQ1.b. How do the context external soci@es; (a) soci q/v@gher,
equal, and lower) ; and (b) social distance (famili d unfdmiliag) influerice JL2Ss’
perception of the context-internal variablesw ed

RQ1.c. Is there negative pragmatic trwam L1t

contextual variables?

applied dir i i
Moman%% Al-Shhoul#2013; Hol, 2006; Kasper & Dahl, 1991; Nurani, 2009;

Y—v

OlsﬁlQSQ). DCT is a form@'f production questionnaire that was first developed
N

b -Kulka (1982) contains a set of described situations followed by incomplete

3 dialogues filled by the respondents.
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The dialogue scenarios of DCT include some contextual variables such as the
relative power, distance, age and gender. However, for the purpose of this st
design of each situation is based on systematic variation of two cultur \ltive
social variables; social power (P) and social distance (D), which M&oth been
shown to be significant variables in determining speech-act behavioWLP research
(Al-Momani, 2009; Al-lIssa, 1998; Al-Shboul, 2003; Aydin, % m-Kulka et al.,

1989; Brown & Levinson, 1987; Hudson, Brown & Det 1995; Thijittang, 2010;

Economidou-Kogetsidis, 2010; Lin, 2014). \d
L ]
|
=\

Ktﬁe allows for large

. Thﬁ claim has upported by

Rose (1992) who adds that DCT h h/antage 0

data) in that it provides a controlle@sext for s\:h ct ap@can be used to collect
-:B y N,
%\ (ﬁp to aesifyqé?

Ellis (1994) explains that a controlled

amounts of data to be collected quickly anéheasi

at Qdata (observation
©

large amounts of data quite qui formulas and strategies

&
; (199@consider DCT as the most

effective research inst%| speech ‘e;a{rch@e to the following advantages:
4

1- Gathering a larg Wnt of ickly %(J

2. Creating an iaéessif' Qsem@%\é formulas and strategies that will occur
¢

in natural sp &) 4 (j')

3. Stu% e stereot j‘,al, ceived requirements for socially appropriate

that may occur in natural %l BT e
actr

respens c.'}/
\
4% \Nng insight into social and psychological factors that are likely to affect speech
nchperformance

. Ascertaining the canonical shape of speech acts in the minds of speakers of that

language (p.80).



Despite its widespread popularity, DCT is not immune from criticism. Th

popular concern is regarding the validity issue i.e. how representative the @ta is

compared to natural collected data by the participants. It does not actu lect what
the participant would say in the natural settings but what may think tw would say in

given situation (Economidou-Kogetsidis, 2013; Fel'lEI-B defer, 2010;

Woodfield, 2012). However, it is argued that DCT i icate]s the particular
forms and strategies used by the participants of pragm tudi W still valid
@

o | A%
and utilized in huge body of pragmatic research un w (Ahar slﬁm_\(\%sekh,
2011; Aydin, 2013; Daftari & Tavil, 2015; Ehli 94;{ 015-\Bi"n, 2014;
Martinez-Flor; 2012; Nakhle et al., 2014; @h@h, 013\ Thijittang, @ngsutagawa,
2012). \f— ) é

AN
A

&, | S
The original DCT forn%ists cff a fallow u ponse or what is called
rejoinder. This rejoinder co %&r tr:l cription o@scenario.
q

The following % ation requirés 4 rs@st is an example of this format
4
(Blum-Kulka, 1982 &6): |

Policeman: is that youwcar

!
[
Driv r.% | leff it ther® oAly @hfew minutes
TS
eman:... & ... P Ry
O. i .

&)
Q%CE

%

: E The other format of DCT is called open-ended dialogue without rejoinder; this
rmat used by many speech act studies (Al-Adailah, 2007; Al-Issa, 1998; Al-

Momani, 2009; Al-Zumor, 2011; Banikalef & Maros, 2013; Thijitang, 2010). The
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following DCT situation is an example of open-ended dialogue that requires an

apology (Olshtain & Cohen, 1983, p. 247): Yv

You are at meeting and you say something that one of the @Bpants

interprets as a personal insult to him A

He: "I feel that your last remark was directed at me and I take effence.”

You apologize by saying............. V

It is noteworthy to mention that the investigatio Y:pe'ech phenomena
should be based on the analysis of naturally occurring Nonethe difficulty

ion of! usi ahzi@f‘z;ata

o||«1\uﬁt itation fethod. It
tim onsur;éﬁ;rand can be

unsystematic since it has no control thasocial variables ( er, 2009; Kwon,

of conducting naturally occurring data ruled out th
collection tool in favour of using a DCT, am

is argued that collecting naturally occur

2004; Nelson, Carson, Batal & El y, 2002, w QQ\ The DCT, the most

; \
widely used data collection inié in ﬁ'_P reseanch @per & Dahl, 1991), is a
practical and appropriate mii\;um t tT ows for @ol over contextual variables
di ) (

(e.g. social power an%
2010; Golato, 20%0\”@ 05; Kasper, 2009).
&
O

N\, l
¢
DCT %ed tQ be a to' pef:/‘iae a consistent body of data that allows for
% N
investiq% the influenee,of thes?variables across cultures and situations (Beebe

Yv
et a&G; Bergman & Kas@1993; Eisenstein & Bodman, 1986; Kasper, 2009).

N al. (1996) argue that the DCT has been shown to be a highly effective tool
or'gathering large amount of data. Eisenstein and Bodman (1986), and Bergman and
asper (1993), explain that the use of a DCT helps reduce the nervousness and

anxiety that normally affect non-native speakers when tested orally. Therefore, DCT
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is considered appropriate to be employed in the current study so as to find out the

S

In the current study, DCT is adapted from Al-Adaileh’s (Zooﬂ‘%gy study

respondents’ production of apology strategies.

since it is already tested and used to compare speech act of ap&gy production
between Jordanian NSs and ENSs and found to be culturall Me. Data elicited
oz

from this DCT were analysed by calculating the total nu ach 'type of apology

strategies for each group and find out the percentage o apo gwy by each
8

Yv

group. Consequently, finding out the most and @ used apol #r&@es by
each group. The negative pragmatic tran i the{ ion IQ/?I~ or the

pragmalinguistic competence is investigatedsas well. u\ é‘t
Nl )

As suggested by Kasper (]@j the mﬂ' @Jsed to establish the
occurrence or absence of nega.%gmat transfer. N%\e pragmatic transfer is
evident if there is a signifi hatis iﬁzc the frequency of a certain
pragmatic feature betvq*:l\lESsl;\J\Iésgbups and between the JL2Ss and

4 ¢ &
ENSs groups and &N?tistic@ ant difference between the JL2Ss and JNESs
groups. DCT situati we 'ted i <"’Arabic and answered by JNESs group
which is the %’e gr p,‘w e !F\e@ r groups answered it in English. Probability
S

NN
| signific 'ge waséh at p< .05, which is the standard in the applied

-

linguisties field (AI-Momani,@ Al-Shboul, 2013; Hatch et al., 1991; Lin, 2014).

level forfst

: E Open-ended DCT is used in this study due to its high validity in speech act
search because it has been already used widely and achieved very significant

findings in the realm of speech act research (Al-Momani, 2009; Al-Issa, 1998; Al-
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Shboul, 2013; Aydin, 2013; Ahar & Eslami-Rasekh, 2011; Thijittang, 2010; Ohashi,

2013; Tsutagawa, 2012). Further, participants could select a response which

with rejoinders response and this might affect the participants’ response@fore,

open ended DCT is employed. The following scenario is adopted f I-Adaileh

(2007) DCT. Y'

You are a university professor and you promised to return the itude term paper that

day but didn't finish reading it.

Student: "'l hope you are happy with it. " .\d
oy
You apologize by saying...........cooeveiieiiiiinen B N ' _\5}
The findings of DCT answered research questiv nd2c; \Y
&

DCTs have been widely used ean act lite d@its strength over

—X

the other elicitation tools. DCTs er%he rese % c I]Q‘Harge amount of data
N
in short time and enables the ca%er thg1 contextual vqcébles such as age, gender,

educational backgrounds a %s. T er,”BCTs gauld also be administered to a
e

large number of res t9 and therefare 'msbg it possible to compare the
4 ¢ &
responses of nativ sgd\non-r]a \sp akerﬁcposs different cultures (Bella, 2014;
I 1§w

Blum-Kulka etd\ Xeo kes, éﬂ; Kousar, 2015).
¢ ? (J(,)
QN h D) e v
% , DCTs_have, one dity limitation, that is, because DCTs do not

inv@l Interactions betw@ﬁterlocutors but rather they involve what the people

t%\hey would say in the real situation. In spite of this limitation, DCTs are still
onsid

idered valid and reliable to achieve the objectives of the speech act research

Qhangar et al., 2015; Daftari & Tavil, 2015; Jamuna, 2015; Nasiri & Forutan, 2015).
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As for SRQs validity Kasper and Rose (2002) explained that SRQs are the
most commonly used tools for obtaining this type of sociopragmatic data, an

been used by many researchers (e.g. Al-Shboul, 2013; Huwari & AI-S@MS;

Ifantidou, 2014; Lin, 2014; Mir, 1995; Olshtain, 1989). (More discu!kregarding

SRQs and DCTs is in Chapter 3). Q

For the purpose of the present study, the resea ;optid Al-Adaileh’s

(2007) 12 DCT situations, and Bergman and Kasper’s 3) 4 Rw(t-internal

. - e
variables. Further, these DCT situations and SRQ les wefe ¢ blﬁe&Qether
and piloted for reliability and validity and foun eliabl id to\%zﬁieve the

research objectives. Finally, the questionnaires were d

istrib to t&e groups of
participants. \: ,

2.8.3 Interviews

The adoption of vario Zh tools implies a‘s&@ger validity and credibility in the
4 ¢ &
research being co;&gd. In aii \H\I e adoption of interview beside other research
methods enablxth rese ' eli 'answers about the question why and
¢

understand hln the min f{he@ icipants while answering the questionnaire
krk,

NN
(Cresw 2007; ?ene, 2&@5). Interview is considered as a very good tool

to i@ate and elicit the res;@'/dents’ perception of speech act realization (Kasper

P
@ 1991).
N

The main purpose of the interview is to give an opportunity for the researcher

to go over the responses given in SRQ and DCT questionnaires with the respondents
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and thus, gather justifications to the responses given by them. Interviews offer a more
complete picture of the apologisers’ underlying social interpretations of the sp

and the variables regulating appropriate behaviour. Interview is reg@x
excellent tool of inquiry for providing greater in-depth informatio gives the
interviewees more flexibility/freedom of expression about their meellefs and

attitudes regarding their choice of apology strategies (Seliger ohamy, 1989).
tzy, i

Semi-structured interview, which is the one employed in 's'considered asa

good tool for exploring additional information from the icipal s..\d
oy

| &
is_its” flexibility in Which the
\ v

interviewees are asked to answer openly |n<1n I ate a.@g;here and to

add more information as necessar@ & Bo Semi-structured

interview has been used V|gorously vious S %

N,
Al-Issa, 1998; Al-Shboul, ZOl%alef'& Maros; ZOQ(.'Economldou Kogetsidis,

RN
2010; Thujitang, 2010; Ya bl, 02)’ \

o

l
&
For this partieular studr t|C|pgs/were invited to participate in semi-

The main advantage of this type of i

structured interyiewsWpy a m er they approve to participate in the

interview. éf%tmn uesti vsé @dded in the study’s questionnaire and those
who w% ?new nswered yes in the specified blank and wrote
thelm&

e numbers or e- mal@contacted later by the researcher (see Appendix C).

g to Creswell (2012), the number of interview samples varies from one
& itative study to another. He added that it is better to select a few, rather than
any, individuals to study, to provide an in-depth understanding of the phenomenon.

That is because of the need to report details about each individual; the larger number
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of participants can become unwieldy and result in superficial perspectives. Moreover,

collecting qualitative data and analysing it takes considerable time. Yv

by

Creswell (2013) explains that to understand the phenomena fi enty five
interviewees is sufficient number and can achieve sufficient explahation about a
particular phenomenon. The participants were asked to justify their SRQ and DCT
answers i.e. their high or low rating given, the reasons th

ratic transfer if

any, as well as investigating the influence of the conte tern vWi.e. social
L ]

power and social distance on the production of apolo ategy. ' _\‘-}
<
This type of interview gives the space om fi rticipants to

express their views by their own b@

comparable qualitative findings (Bfuning & 1go S T}bructured interview is

preferred over structured intenvi ue to the ymare L@| information could be

between the interview% e interviewe }Ar@& Knight, 1999). In the present
4

&
study those JL2Ss had thel nd lo ratings and transferred expressions
from their L1 gwereinvit int w. However, only nine JL2Ss were
¢
interviewed a(l!j‘uey stifi tlfeir(_r}e sons of perception ratings and apology
_ N
product Iven by th f ~é\

A\ S

\The findings of the semi-structured interviews answered research question 1d

ndv2d concerning the JL2Ss’ justifications for their apology strategies and for the
€

rception rating given by them. The next section discusses some of the research done

obtained from this type int ie:ls nc there{éa two-way communication

in ILP of speech act of apology.
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2.9.1 Inter-language Pragmatic Studies of Speech act of Apology YV
Many ILP studies have recognized the importance of pragmatic co e. These

studies emphasized the appropriate use of speech acts such as ?quest, refusal,

compliment, apology and many others in a specific context_to aveid the pragmatic
tCng

failure and achieve a pragmatic competence in the L'age (AlI-All &

9, B WJL 2008;

"X
Kasper & Rose, 2002; Economidou-Kogetsidis, 2; Mirzaei et’ a_@OlZ;

4
\ \T
. ?‘i‘
The focus of the present stutigis 5} the spee ct (@?ﬁology by JL2Ss

compared to that of JNESs and Er@jlndersta I $o r)@\re speakers NSs use

Alawneh, 2010; Allan, 2010; Blum-Kulka & Olshtain

Nureddeen, 2008; Taguchi, 2009; Trosborg, 19

N,
apologies in their L1 in compari ow NNSS mapolcéf%s in their L2 can help to

&
identify not only social and hﬂl diT Cesy but ‘@ow to better teach apologies
;11

in English to NNSs (7% ; Trasborg, “ZblﬂbGood amount of research in the
d &
i \ch\ ttengaon investigating the speech act of

realm of speech acts, has palf
apology within a,variéty of and éﬂres.
icant arch in the field of second language pragmatics

Gl

ist ss-Cultural Speech @ealization Project (CCSARP) by Blum-Kulka et al.

5
8

(%},\and Blum-Kulka and Olshtain (1989). A series of studies based on this project
ave investigated different speech acts in various languages and cultures. CCSARP
as the first study that investigated the speech act of request and apology cross-

culturally using DCT.
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Since then, it became the benchmark of numerous speech act T
CCSARP addressed the requests and apologies in different languages (e@dian
French, Danish, German, Hebrew and English) to establish English (ﬂ&speakers’
patterns of realization, compare speech acts across languages, and establish the
similarities and differences between NSs and NNSs in the re IiMef these speech
act. The main findings of this project indicated that the st Ytterrs of the speech

acts are universal among all cultures, but these patterns are _cult aIWic in their
L ]

conceptualization and verbalization. The findings re that all h nfoe_'{g}have
access to the same range of strategies to perfo

h acts! er, L@zgtrategies
used by L2Ss may vary and differ from th

S d\the guaqe{gl:m-Kulka et
al., 1989). (ﬂ &

\ Y
&
For example, one of tha%sal f&ture inuthe @ch act of apology is the

use of IFIDs used cross-culturally*by all artic s in this project. In contrast,
I

the findings showed %

difference between erican
a meeting is pe@as

!
¢
results Ame '&D‘udst apo iz;m@' tensely in that situation.

g d

llowing CCSARP, studies have been conducted to investigate the
9

ific lpro@mtic feature illustrated by the

f &

, iInwhich for the Americans, coming late to

tural

'3

us offeace comparing to the Hebrew culture. As

S \hﬂct of apology in various languages and cultures. Blum-Kulka et al. (1989)

d ined that the research issues examined by ILP and CCP are related together in
r

ms of the research issues for each one of them. However, ILP main concern is
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about the influence of the L1 on L2Ss perception and production of the speech act.

Moreover, pragmatic transfer is the only issue specific to ILP research. Yv

Concerning speech act of apology, various studies have bee ied out to
compare the apology performance by NSs and NNSs. For exampW)use (1988)
investigated the apology realization by German EFL usin Mand found that
German EFL transferred their German communication s yo.

glish. Besides,

Olshtain (1989) studied the speech act of apology I ur | ng.hﬁdeAustralian
'Y
as used f a'a&ékction

\% mdi@?ndicated

refea\rin IDs a@\g;pression of
responsibility apology strategies. \: , Cs<

English, Canadian French, Hebrew and German. D

D

taking into account the social power and socia

that the four languages share a similar trw

Deutschmann (2005) e

by

British national corpus (&C@ _ :
apologies and their saci versatianal riétis@s they appeared in the British
\(" L
National speakers'@gs re\‘e Briti ied to minimize their responsibility
tl

'ItISh gﬁo keep face loss at a minimum stage.

we

which consequw
¢

Furthermore ain/functi

a%a@caies were elucidated, namely prototypical or
NN

real ap%khic esse er the offence and formulaic apologies which

con (5] S an ace apologies wnich are uttere erore expressing
\

. Besides, he found that powerful persons apologized more to powerless

3 le more than vice versa and apologies among equals are deference and formal.

4
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Maros (2006) conducted an ILP study to investigate the patterns of apology
strategies by 27 Malay adult learners of English who went through English la I
intensive immersion program. Out of the 27, there were 19 men and 8 @DCT
consisted of six apology situations used to elicit the respondents’ ap trategles
The occurrences of apologies semantic formulas produced by theWpants were
calculated and tabulated according to Olshtain and Cohen™(1983) apology
classification. The findings showed that the period of e Y’Z glish language
did not guarantee sufficient understanding of the targe ture rw‘nd social

rules. The study argued that even though the adult

T
rs of Englis v'er_r@fough
orateft [ Ingrtlc rules
thew@&?sh learning

cor@‘i‘ence along with

extensive English language program, they sti

into the L2 rules because pragmatics Wasiw

process. Thus, there is a rising newach prag
teaching of the other target Ianguag%s \>T

N,
N

o
\e &
In Malaysian conteﬁ [ shalyan @mrrkhrz (2011) studied the
speech act of apology tion by

Ira a'g lEliJ)nd 15 Malaysian ESL by means

of DCT. Results revealed that I'o rania d Malaysians the use of IFIDs ‘I’'m
sorry’ garnered eh e of &%(34% for Iranians and 39% for Malays).
Furthermore sran partr ar{s &9 found to favour offer of repair strategy

wherea% s preferre er ology However, both Iranian and Malaysian

socrﬂu&/ere found to be not eg%l-ftarran societies such as western cultures.

\

: In term of perception, Bergman and Kasper (1993) by means of SRQ and DCT

vestigated Thai and American English speakers’ perceptions of a committed offense

and the choice of apology strategies within a variety of contexts. Findings revealed
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significant differences between the two groups in rating of some context-internal
variables i.e. severity of offence, likelihood to apologize and others. Moreov

of the differences between the two groups were attributed to the pragmati sfer
from L1 to L2. Furthermore, the results showed that when the speakeFNser to the
interlocutor, the offender accepts more responsibility for the offenS|Ri-r The study
shed light on the sociopragmatic competence of apology by %@compared with

ENSs.

Ross (1996) investigated the Japanese apol

ha% hether there is
relation between pragmatic transfer and E @;;articipated

in the study; 30 Japanese native spe&a English e s@?ers, 30 Japanese

EFL, (intermediate) and 30 Japane L (adva ?rh

the DCT and results indicate%lhat fhe i rmed@fé)group transferred their

fp@"groups responded to

the advanced group. As a

2/
*2,3"'"
/Q/

F_‘FI:@ould be pragmatically instructed

apology behaviour from J
consequence, the stud%z that J
regardless of thel;@angw' ency%

In th vem, ash uliraneJ amirasekh (2013) investigated the Persians
ka

and Ar%
Res@

owed that Armenla@ed the severity of the offence variable higher than

sse }cont@mternal variables by means of SRQ and DCT.

ia atlng Moreover, Armenians are more like western in their formality of their

& viour in which social status and social distance of the offended party does not

fluence their apology production. For Persians, they are more influenced in these

factors.
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In Arabic context, some attempts as well have been conducted to unded
the L2Ss’ apologetic behaviour. Alfattah (2010) investigated apology @s of
Yemeni EFL university students by the means of DCT. The data we ined and
analysed in light of Brown and Levinson (1987) concept of po@e'ss and face
threatening act. Data were collected using Olshtain and Cohen®s/(1983) apology
classification. The findings revealed that respondents u ml s primarily to

express regret which are found in every response in the¥data. The .u\\odlm sorry’
@

| | N
was argued to stem from the respondents’ believe th logies shoul c‘ns_\&j)f this
4

expression. N
Similarly, Jebahi (2010) investi até)

the spe act @%pology by 100

Tunisian university students usin%l’ to e |\p&0 &l%b[egies. The findings
E‘Sy N,

suggested that Tunisian universi ents'hsed anemen@f remorse in three main

&
situations where the offendﬁsh) a EII nd,(@ in age and (iii) having the
A

}iken@‘ percentage of subjects denied

ésponsibility to other sources using

ere: é{flcastigation, offer of repair, blaming the

power to affect the

responsibility for Nﬁenci

accounts. Otheraéess Used st
#

!
victim, invo f%lah’s ame, t&si (f-a?lon, minimization, and humour.
\
& v D

Arther, Al-Zumor (Z@examined apology strategies for a group of Arab

L \\ India. This group of Arab respondents included students from Jordan,
alestine, Sudan and Oman. The comparison has been done between three groups of
spondents, Arab L2Ss, British NSs and American NSs. DCT was used to elicit data

from the respondents and the results categorized and analysed according to Olshtain
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and Cohen’s (1983) apology classification. The apology semantic formulas were

calculated and tabulated after that to find out the most used apology strategy Tm

group of respondents. (q\

Findings revealed that expression of regret e.g. and request fmiveness e.g.

Excuse me were the most used strategies by English and_AmeriCan respondents

respectively. Pragmatic transfer from Arabic to Engli asy been found in the
responses of Arab L2Ss. This negative pragmatic trans ccor 'ng.;\l\tdresearcher
L ]

ive language n‘i @Yl;ttle
ale% relig@?s' beliefs,

concepts and values are responsible for y Viat'rims the A@gr-espondents’
language from that of the native sp%horeover, re@ents used more
h

‘taking on responsibility’ strategie%w:reas the % a@ speakers used more

‘offers of repair’ strategies. % A} q ‘Q
In addition, Bi% i i

production and fo that I]e iversal strategies used were apology

expressions and,explanatio 'ermo <<t'he most common strategies that were
¢

often combi hgeth we e{pr@ns and explanations. Moreover, analysis

_ N _ _
reveale% ial power Jias a no@able impact on students' production of the five

was due to the strong influence of the respondents

exposure to the second language. Findings a

I Arabic speech act of apology

apo trategies. Results in@éd that the higher the social power of the offended,
@ve apology strategies he/she seemed to have received. Besides, Results
indicated that there is an effect to the L2Ss English proficiency on their speech act

roductions.
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Thijittang (2010) conducted a mixed methods approach, which is combining
the quantitative with qualitative tools to investigate the production of a
strategies between Thai L2Ss compared to American English NSs@ and
structured interviews were used to elicit the data from ts. DCT
questionnaires were gathered from 160 Thai undergraduate stumf different
disciplines at a university in Thailand, whereas the partic for interview
involved nine students. Data were analysed based o t 1990) apology
classification. Results revealed that English has more egies fo‘\ggﬁzing than

Thai language. Furthermore, the sociolinguistic fact ocial statu ocja@ance,

and severity of offence) were found to ha flu% p@ction of

V é T‘
Aydin (2013) |nvest|gated eech ac ?Io ‘(\ween three groups of

respondents; 29 NSs of Engh%NSs gf Turkish, ?zﬁ?lS NNSs of English in

Turkey. Data were collectﬁ 1 re e@ed based on Cohen (1986)
coding scheme. Resul% d thatfthe v&ne@'NNSs showed similarities with
4

NSs in their apol&ﬂterms'
O

strategies th y

apologies by Thai L2Ss.

stn%ég)es although in their modification of
ormt-} 1lar to Alfattah’s (2010) study, Aydin
also found t mo used ra!gg aII three groups is the IFIDs. Turkish NSs

are fou t oreindir han rlcan English speakers in their apologies.

ocusing on perception of apology, Hou (2006) investigated the Chinese L2Ss
Epa

Q red to English NSs and Chinese NSs perception of speech act of apology. The
ample of the study contains three groups, 60 Chinese L2Ss and 60 American NSs and

60 Chinese NSs. SRQ was used as the main instrument to investigate the sample
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perception of the contextual internal variables. These variables include severity of the

situation, the possibility of you apologizing, difficulty of the apology for the wm

and the likelihood of the apology accepted by the hearer. Findings @tudy

revealed some similarities between Chinese and American in p n of the

variables and this was attributed to the universality of speechv)f apology.

However, significant cultural differences were found in which th inese rated the
.l

offences as more severe and apology more difficult whi r ted the eastern

politeness. .\d

More recently, Bella (2014) investigat aliz@ ologﬁoductlon

ish Iea@sg)f Greek as
foreign language. The study attempts\%re the t oupé(&ponses based on

DCT and assessment questmnnawe@?mgs re v—\a

transferred their cultural normxéusin L2. Phey hQﬂ}Ll(?y employed IFIDs with

their familiar interlocutors h |[ e th n:éreek native speakers. ENSs
IZ

preferred to use IFID s of the social ﬂ)on@'and distance by contrast Greek
4
did not use IFID w apo ogl \s\ |end rther Greeks were found to prefer
S

apo s whereas English speakers exhibited

by thirty five native speakers of Greek a

ish learners of Greek

positive politengss
the negative rateg S &ddj’bs ENSs used intensifiers such as terribly
sorry m e requently’tha eek h is not appropriate in Greek culture and show
transfer. urthermore analys@dlcated that ENSs view their relations with their

p \rs as equal which is not favoured by Greek native speakers.
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As for pragmatic transfer, previous ILP researches have shown that pragmatic
transfer occur. For example, Bergman and Kasper (2003) found that mostw
pragmatic differences between the Thai and American English WereGj%\ the
negative sociopragmatic transfer. By the same token, Al-Quraishy ( ound that
Iragi EFL learners negatively transferred their L1 pragmatic norms Me'apologizing

Y
g

This section discussed some of speech act of ap relate s. Most of
X

in English.

the studies presented compared the way speakers o

rent languages ﬁp@ze in

beends hat thhoice of

he spég: and that of
th@sented studies in

r)@'e apologizing. These
N

English to the way native speakers of English

—+

apology strategies depends on both the cultual
the hearer and by socio-cultural fact(\mermore,
this section confirmed that there ﬁﬂltural \rm?es
differences are due to many f ch ag' the langua ficiency and pragmatic

competence of the speaker*hlead' nappropri se of apologies in the target

%

language. % uj ( 0’
4 ¢ &
| ey O

N

The implications o res a%éﬁ discussed above confirm that L2Ss
¢
should be hare such ulﬁratérﬁ‘erences on how apologies are produced in
% NN
guagge’ the @et language so as they would be able to be

their na%

pra ally competent an@bid negative pragmatic transfer. Reviewing the

I of speech act of apology contributed to better understanding of the area of
G h act of apology in general. Furthermore, it is important to understand this
revious speech act of apology literature in order to show how the present study is

related to this literature. Moreover, previous studies have provided the researcher with
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useful insights regarding data analysis procedures and methodology suggested in the

present study. Yv

The previous discussions of the speech act of apology researc ighted the
cultural similarities and differences and the importance of understan these cultural
differences to achieve the pragmatic competence. Thus, the present’is an attempt to
investigate these similarities and differences between Jordania and'Eninsh culture

besides investigating the pragmatic transfer from L1 21 OWJLZSS to

_ _ _ N _ X
achieve the sociopragmatic and pragmalinguistic ¢ tencies an vfld_{@atlve
pragmatic transfer. This particular study focuv stu@ gy .@G'ordanian

r.'Th

llowwi gsec@r iscusses the

context based on speech act and politeness theo e

previous studies related to the study o oioa in Jordani

NEY

2.9.2 Research in Jordanian ct of'Apo qy 48:

Speech acts research i Z'an cultlre [ ic&te@lat Jordanians assign large value
4 ’ &
to social power a istance\m?m mc%mce redress when performing FTAs

which make them generall 'ct a nsequently more polite (Al-Issa, 1998;
¢
Al-Momani Besides, rﬁor@cr?ans, the group interest takes priority over
NN

individ%k protgc rmong?among group members is highly important.

Morj&\]ordanian culture i@ﬁsidered as a collectivist culture, that is by showing

positiver attitudes toward vertical relationship and accept differences in power (Al-
ul, 2013). Previous research indicated that Jordanians provide more explanation
efore or after committing the FTAs such as request, refusal or apology because they

are often less direct (Al-Adaileh, 2007; Bataineh, 2006).
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Al-Adaileh found that Jordanians prefer positive politeness because twa!e
strategies to minimize the threat to the hearer’s positive face i.e. s@s of
friendship, solidarity, compliments to make the hearer feel as a pa e group.
Positive politeness strategies seek to minimize the threat to the hearewls positive face;

they are used to make the hearer feel good about himself, his 'nMor possessions,
(;s

and are most usually used in situations where the audie n e]ach other fairly

well. These findings contradict with Brown and Le n (198 rsality of
X

politeness of apology who claim that apologies ar insically ne atWe_\ itish

culture, on the other hand, is classified as a ely pGTi ure@ﬁhasising
formality among interlocutors (AI-AdaiIe}guBeﬁa,\él; W@; Roebuck,
2010). (ﬂ CS‘

< NS

Further, British cultur idered as anuindi al culture in which the

Spencer-Oatey & Fra% 4; T'r‘i ndis Br{sl‘r& Hui 1988). The interactional

£
style of people irwualis\tl::; S is gﬂﬂey join and leave the group on the
sts ‘and i
!

&
smallest unit of survival is Midur emselves @-Adaileh, 2007, Peetz, 2010;

foundation of \ b reltb-i}%'fship in the group. English culture is
¢
d as ﬁ@)

ntal jcultur Wl‘ﬁcf(i_‘s:?nfluenced more by social distance and less

NN
by soci% (AN ?98; Aé—?/lomani, 2009; Al-Shboul, 2013; Banikalef &
Mar; 13; Beeb et al., 199@égner & Roebuck, 2010).

N

Q Regarding the speech act of apology research in Jordanian context, there are

some studies conducted in this field. Most of these studies investigated only

pragmalinguistic competence, which is concerned in identifying the similarities and
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differences between JNESs and ENSs in the production of apology strategies. Perhaps
amongst the earliest studies in the speech act of apology by JNESs and ENW
conducted by Hussein and Hammouri (1998). Hussein and Hammouri carri t an

investigation to find out the apology strategies between JNESs and E means of

DCT. VY'

DCT was first designed in English and distributed Zmer"can participants

and then translated into Arabic and distributed into tw: ups f}b‘dédn students

X
from Yarmouk University in Jordan. 50 male@ female J n’ar@ﬁents
nre

responded to the DCT. Findings revealed that sp6 used@@ariety of

apology strategies more than their Americw terpa‘ts, t is, l@;{ian used 12

apology strategies while American used,only seven. er, @ings showed that

social power plays a significant ro%etermgap I,Q@"production in which
N,

the Jordanians opted to use an hé whgh the Tecipie apologies are higher in

&
rank, while this was not fi hthe‘ erican reﬁSeS. In addition, the similar
gnd r

strategies that both Ameri Jordani sdse@'e the expression of apology, the
4 $ &
offer of repair, M:kn@t ogesponsibility, and the promise of

forbearance. O ani 'stra@é like praising Allah (God) for what

¢
happened, a a% the yictim; |ﬁm(zjra the degree of offense and interjection. The

- \ - -
JordamQ, ers alsg_tended to%?e less direct and more elaborate strategies as
con]g&to ENSs. These dif@ées have been attributed to the influence of culture,

hought and religious orientation.
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Al-Adaileh (2007) utilized mixed methods approach to investigate the
politeness orientations regarding the speech act of apology between JNESs and?&
He employed two instruments mainly DCT and semi-structured interwe@llect
the data. The DCT was first constructed in English and complet 0 native
speakers of British English from University of Leeds, United K Wn and then
translated into Arabic and completed by 80 JNESs enrolled in Arabieflanguage classes
in three different universities: Mu'tah University, Al-Huss ?‘I'.al

University and

Yarrnouk University in Jordan. Data were analysed Is nd Cohen
(1983) apology classification. The semantic f(@m apolog rdtegi\@g were
calculated and tabulated according to the ap at yft of each
individual strategy in the two groups was mgj i
more inclined to use IFIDs more th@s did

é

employ the expression of regret sub ory. Y ,<\
N,
0 3l &P
%
The most frequent Ds pr the é nses of JNESs were as the

following: asif, muta’% (sorry), ver " Att@Saf (sorry), a ‘tather (apologise),
4
samehni (forgive &and In

&
\\ afwaicgaardon), alma’thirah, and al’uther
(apology). Bot nd

ed t %ploy the most commonly used remedial

expressions cifically, ‘I m Q‘:?dalleh concluded that Jordanian apology is
NN
strongly ffected byt ext- e@nal variables of the social power and social
L 9
dlst 2V
S

Q Furthermore, Bataineh (2008) investigated the similarities and differences
e

tween JNESs from different majors of study from Yarmouk University and

University of Science and Technology in Jordan, and ENSs from Indiana University
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in the United States of America. The DCT was adopted from Sugmento (2006) and
another test designed by the researcher herself were the study instruments. BTh
found that JNESs used significant apology strategies more than ENS{% ese
strategies include (1) statement of remorse, (2) strategy of promising mxrepeat the
offense, (3) invoking Allah’s (God’s) name, and (4) the use of prove&~
Y
On the other hand, ENSs used more compensation, md'to blame others

as well as themselves when trying to apologize for the mitt WThe study

B
ures and f d'tr@\lESs
es.{ ale\gazd more

S usfd non a,@l:gy strategies

and assigned the blame on themselveStmore than on ot El\éﬁ‘emales tended to

apologize more than males and usev(shSment ﬁv?e ;{\han male did.
% é S
4]
More recently, Bani Md TA s (2013) @ucted a study to investigate
alaysid

apology strategies by %a UKM, " ; Dé and semi-structured interviews
d &)

were employed. ThQKCT v@ frogéA-Adaileh’s study (2007) since this
plo

y&tj}&d cross-culturally investigate similarities

instrument was alreadyptest
¢ I (.)
and differences™between JNES ne"E Ss?The participants of this study were 40 male
SN
2Ss

also compared between males and females in bot

males and females used different apology

statement of remorse strategies while INE

D

postgradta }/I with ‘ages range between 25-40 years old. The

s

fre les of apology strat@ have been analysed and tabulated according to

@ and Cohen’s (1983) apology classification. Findings revealed that JL2Ss
S

Q mostly IFIDs specifically when expressing regret, such as I’m sorry which was

e most used strategy. The results indicated that some new apology strategies used by

JL2Ss which demonstrate that speech act are cultural specific. These new strategies



86

were not listed in the model that was adopted from Olshtain and Cohen (1983). These

new apology strategies include; arrogance and ignorance, blame something ew

swearing to Allah. cq\

Speech acts research in Jordanian context revealed that even3L2Ss with high
English proficiency still lack the pragmatic competence Mani, 2007; Al-
Shboul, 2012; Rababah, 2003; Zayed, 2014). Thus, this ‘%;s'udy focuses on
proficient JL2Ss. The findings of the study could fu she Wr‘n on the
r by JL2Ss. e’]csﬁg\order

ve both saci ragmatic as well

relation between English proficiency and pragmatic t

to reduce and avoid pragmatic failure, JL2Ss s
as pragmalinguistic competencies of L2 m- Ikale . Ifantid@;gom; Liu &
Ou, 2004; Trosborg, 2010; Yates, 201 CS<

\ Y
N
The above discussed a;%\udieg inJ nia&,@utext, seems to be more

interested in investigating Sl 'Iari’i an differe@s in speech act of apology

between JNESs and %f[ he producti “Iévob'e. pragmalinguistic competence

4
\lbp gmﬁ}o’mpetence which is the perception

ddretz%é negative pragmatic transfer by JL2Ss.

!
Reviewing r S of previous rdﬁni(r;;f)eech act of apology research shed light on
Y

the natt% Iogg‘lerJjnian o@we. Thus, the present study tries to fill the gaps
Y-v

in t@/ious literature. It in gates the perception and the production of speech
3

a pology by Jordanian and British cultures. Moreover, it investigates the

@ tive sociopragmatic transfer from L1 to L2 as well as the justifications of this

egative transfer by JL2Ss.
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Besides, the previous research findings provided valuable insights and
contributed to better understanding of the Jordanian apology behaviour. ku,
previous attempts suffered from some methodological limitations such a@only
one instrument which is DCT and highlighted only the pragmalinguiQAgmpetence
of apology by Jordanian and English native speakers. Therefore, thé present study

employs triangulation method by means of DCT, SRQ and s MUred interviews
to investigate the speech act of apology i.e. the socio zic Terception) and
pragmalinguistc (production) competence of JL2Ss wh NESg an served as

"X
the baseline data (for comparison purposes). Besides pragmatic s’e@LZSs
ipvesti :

in the perception and production of apology fr L2 isl g{t&f

2.10 SUMMARY \f— )
This chapter has reviewed the hé
aims to investigate the soci Mu](
competencies of the s% of apolo

»
e
"

y compared to that of JINESs and
4 ¢ &

ENSs. The literaturg*have shov‘ \ﬂap Iog;ﬁsﬁreceived a great amount of attention
e

in the field ofy.socielingu to(iéé’significant importance as a remedial

!
¢
interchange aims to_re=establi r??'ue social harmony after a real or virtual
NN
oﬁence% n perfarm fBIunéZ’ulka and Olshtain, 1984; Brown & Levinson,
Y-v
198@man, 1981). Leech@%) views apology as an attempt to make a balance

eem the interlocutors after a speaker commits an offence against the hearer. While

6 tain (1989) defines an apology as “a speech act intends to provide support for the
e

arer who was actually or potentially mal-affected by a violation” (p. 165).

o
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The conceptual framework of this study includes speech act theory Austin,
(1962) and politeness theory Brown and Levinson, (1974), individualiT.
collectivism theory (Hofstede, Hofstede & Minkov, 1991), classifications o ogy
strategies, pragmatic competence as well as pragmatic transfer. The li e showed
the widespread use of these theories in the realm of pragmatic res&'Apology is
one of the most significant investigated speech acts in multiple languages and context
due to it is impact as a remedial action between inte %s.a er malfunction

happens during conversation (Olshtain & Cohen, 1983).

In Jordanian context, speech act of ap eenl i gate@' find out
the similarities and differences between N nd S. r, the&vsome issues

left uninvestigated in previous researw d be sai pre@s studies focused

more on investigating the producti apolog\-ﬁMgi "\the pragmalinguistic

competence. Lack of research %pra ﬂatlc pete@ and negative pragmatic
transfer from L1 to L2 are*gemhn ati éh?épartlcular study. Hence, this

study investigated b% prag tlc d allngumc competencies and
4




