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Abstract

Apology is one of the most frequently used speech acts in day-to-day conversation. To
maintain harmony and restore pleasing relations between offender / apologizer and the
offended / apologizee are among its basic functions. People are expected to apologize in
case they have disrupted some social norms. The current research aims to study apology
strategies applied by Kashmiri speakers. Urdu is national language of Kashmir while
English is enjoying status of official language. So, both languages are spoken and
understood especially by educated people, with more application of English in formal
settings. The focus of this research is on form and function of different apology strategies
applied for apologizing in both these languages; and influence of different socio-cultural
factors e.g., social status, social distance. severity of offence and conversational setting on
their execution; and to measure effects of change of language on apologetic attitude and
expressions of the respondents. To investigate apologies both in formal and informal
setlings; and to get respondents with equally good command of both the languages the
population is selected from universities working in Azad Kashmir. The sample comprises
250 students of MA English. To maintain reliability, data is collected through Discourse
Completion Tests (DCTs), observations and interviews. To analyse current data and
accommodate indigenous apologizing trends, based on CC SARP model (Blum- Kulka et
al.. 1989) which has already been replicated in many languages around the globe, a new
taxonomy has been devised. The findings reveal that Kashmiris are not explicit in their
apologies rather they depend heavily on implicit apologies and application or use of
apologies as communication management devises. Socio-cultural factors have
considerable effects on respondents’ selection and application rate of apology strategies.
Change of language - English and /or Urdu — affects use of apology strategies, but not

apologetic attitude of the respondents.
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SOME I+ RTANT SIGNPOSTS

In the current work:

o Strategies, apology strategies and apology semantic formulae are used in synonym
terms when discussing about the expressions used to apologize.

e Terms model and taxonomy have been used alternatively.

e Names of apology strategies are italicized to differentiate from rest of the text.

e Equals / equal stand for those who owe similar social status.

e [Hligher /Highers represent participants having higher social status than their
interlocutors.

e Lowers / lower indicate those participants who have lower social status than their
addressees

e Urdu ftext is italicised throughout this research work to separate from that of
English.

e In the current research study, DCT stands both for discourse completion test and
discourse completion task which have been interchangabley used by many
researchers like Ahangar etal., 2015; Blum-Kulka, S. 1982; Obeng,1999 elc.

o The transcription key used in the current work is taken from Rasul, S (20006).

e Azad Kashmir, AJ&K and; the state of Kashmir all stands for state of Azad Jammu

& Kashmir.



CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION

f.1- Introduction of the Chapter

This chapter sets out to shed light on the current research work. For this purpose, ﬁllstly
it introduces concept of politeness in general, followed by introduction and explanation of
different approaches regarding, speech act, definitions of speech acts, speech act of
apology, definitions of apologies and the relationship between politeness and speech acts.
It also throws light on background of the current research, its aims and objectives, its
significance, research design and organizational pattern.

In the fields of pragmatics and sociolinguistics linguistic, politeness has been
subject of extensive research since publishing of Brown & Levinson’s (B&L) influential
article “Universals in language usage: politeness phenomena™ in 1978. Their later emerged
theory of politeness (B&L: 1987) consists of three basic notions called face, face-
threatening acts (FTAs) and politeness strategies. An individual's face consists of two
nwants™ freedom to act freely without impeded by others which is termed as "negative
face", and the desire that others admire and value one's wants is termed as “positive face".
Fither or both of these face aspects can be threatened while interacting with other social
members because of certain inherently face-threatening acts (FTAs) which they recognize
at two levels: firstly. which face want is threatened and secondly whose face, speaker's
(S's) or hearer's (H's). is at stake. The gravity of an FTA is calculated in view of social
variables including social distance, social power, and rank of imposition (p.”®), and it

influences selection and application of politeness strategies in performing an FTA. B&L



model (1987) identifies apologies as “negative polileness strategies” as they convey
distance, respect and deference rather than friendliness and involvement. It is an avoidance-
based, on-record strategy of sel f.effacement and restraint. The theory assumes that negative
politeness is a universally preferred approach to face work. This assumption, according to
Matsumoto (1988) and Gu (1990) do not apply to Asian culture. The society under being
unexplored with respect to politeness phenomenon provides an important research area.
An application of Brown and Levinson's theory to this society/ culture would help decipher
not only its polieteness orientation but will also help to contribute in the ongoing debate
about universality of politeness phenomen and or role of culture in this regard.

A threatened face engendered by an FTA lcads to emergence of politeness on the
scene in the form of either positive or negative politeness strategies. Positive politeness
strategies termed as expressions of solidarity, intimacy, informality, and familiarity are
addressed to I's positive face wants. For example, use of in-group identity markers,
promising, exaggerating interest in H and avoiding disagreement. Conversely, negative
politeness strategies categorised as expressions of restraint, formality, and distancing are
addressed to H's negative face. B&L (1987) while recognizing relativity among cultures,
claim for universality of face to the extent that two face wants are present in every
individual (p.%?). However, what appears as a face threat and to whom, in addition to
different strategy preferences, are left open to cultural variation. For example, to insist for
something, give invitation, to laugh or to suggest are not perceived as face threatening in
the society under consideration wheras they pose face threat to the hearer in many societies
(Deutschmann, 2003) According to Go ffiman (1971) ‘interaction practices’ equate cultural

norms of politeness; and shape and usage of such norms in different cultures keep revealing



in many ways. On macro level, politeness norms of a society can be perceived as an
outcome of socio-economic factors (Brown & Gilman 1960). Different forms of linguistic
politeness and their practice norms in any culture are a reflection, not merely of the existing
societal structure but also of those historical circumstances which lead to the emergence of
theses norms.

Indeed, intercultural -politeness research, focusing on comparing linguistic
politeness of various languages as a reflection of societal differences has been a dominant
area of research in the field of pragmatics during last two decades (Blum-Kulka & Olshtain
1984}, While on micro level, study of patterns of politeness usage as a product of
distribution of status and power within groups becomes one of the major areas of rescarch
by many researchers (Brown & Levinson 1987, Holmes 1995). In this context focus has
been on studying who is polite to whom, gender differences with regard to application of
several politeness formulae have also been investigated with reference to compliments
(Wolfson 1983; Holmes 1988; Holmes 1989), and apologies (Holmes 1989, Tannen 1994,
Aijmer 1995).

In the present research work, rather than studying politeness in general, use of
apology - a speech act which comprises politeness to a considerable extent - would be
studied in detail. The process of apologising is not merely a matter of routine, but it
involves many of the complex social and psychological issues which are at the heart of
politeness tesearch. An apology must involve some redressive action that ‘gives face’ to
the addressee. Apologising, at the same time, may result inapologizer’s losing the face.
Deciding whether to apologise or not is thus likely to be affected by such factors as power

relationships, social distance etc. We can easily predict that ap employer will thank his



employee after being presented with a gift. This is a matter of mere routine and involves
few face considerations. Whether the same employer would apologise to the employee
after making a mistake is less predictable, and thus of academic interest when studying
politeness from a sociclinguistic perspective.

Apologies as well as other politeness behaviours/ strategies are influenced by the
cultural background of the speakers. People are dictated by their cultures about application
of apologies in their daily lives. Sometimes, in case of interaction among individuals of
different cultures these differences can result in intercultural miscommunication, for
example, as reports Rintell & Mitchell (cited in Wagner 2000) that an American
businessman was confused by repeated apologies from his Japanese colleagues for filing a
report late. because instead of mere apologies he was expecting explanations for and
solutions to the problem.

According to Blum-Kulka, House and Kasper (1989), research studies focusing on
cultural anthropology, pragmatics, and communication advocate that apology is a cuitural
phenomenon. Thus, an understanding of what occasions demand an apology as well as
what are the most preferred forms and expressions of the apology can be a lens to discover
cultural characteristics. Before going into much detail, it seems important to set a
background for the current study by discussing speech acts in general as well as speech act
of apology- that is focus of the present study- in particular.

1.2- Speech Act

Presence of speech acts is universal (B & L), but their content, forms and
frequency are culture-specific matters. When studied, the speech acts reflect cultural norms

and social values of any target language revealing particular rules of language usage in that
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specific speech community. Knowledge of pragmatic and cultural competence has always
been a point of consideration in research studies. An awareness regarding the way these
culturally and socially specific features of language function in various languages 1s
indispensable because one must be fully acquainted with the differences prevailing notonly
between their native language and other languages around the globe but also among
different cultures. An understanding of such similarities and differences would not only
play a vital role in better understanding of other cultures but also in producing conflict free
result-oriented communication. For example, some one who belongs to a culture which
prefers an apology by encoding ex planations and solutions for the problem s/he had to face
would be distressed by receiving an apology having just an IFID.

Speech acts are probably more culture specific than any other aspect of language.
They are defined in multiple ways, but the most general and common view of speech acts
is that of utterances that perform an action (Austin, 1975) when uttered. The focus of the
present study is speech act of apology. In general, apology is a speech act that becomes
obligatory in case the social norms of politeness require mending of a behaviour or a
linguistic expression has offended somebady (Trosborg, 1995) or if a person is offended
due to failure in fulfilment of personal expectations, says F raser,1981 (cited in
Deutschmann 2003). This speech act usually requires presence of at least two participants,

namely a person who is apologizing and the one who expects apology.



To interpret all these actions taken by the elder as as soothing and apologizing to put the

things right need a cultural understanding.

1.2.1.1 Speech acts and politeness

Politeness is closely related to speech act theory. Farlier research studies on
politeness claimed for universality of this concept (Brown & Levinson, 1987; Lakoff,
1973). According to Lakoffl (1973) there are three primary rules of politeness: “don’t
impose.” “give options.” and “make [the hearer] feel good — be friendly™ (p. 98,
Answering the objections raised by many researchers like Sifianou (1992: pp. 2% and
Tannen (1986: p.”7) regarding his claim for universality of politeness he asserted that his
theory was not in conflict with undeniable existence of different customs in different
cultures. Adding to this point, he claimed that differences in interpretation of politeness
across various cultures was due to the order these rules take precedence over each other.

Brown and Levinson (1987) claim that members of every society tend to keep
certain image of themselves, an image that they call “face”™. They distinguish between
“positive face” and “negative face™ - two types of face namely. While the first one indicates
that people expect that their needs should be desirable to others and they should get
appreciation from other social members; the second implies one’s desire that his or her
actions should not be impeded by others. With the help of specch acts it is intended either
to avoid any potential threat to speaker’s or hearer’s face by being more polite in case of
requesting something or to save or recover the face in case of any need to apologize (Staab,

1983). As far as apologies are concerned. Lubecka (2000) proclaimed that they are face



threatening because apologizing means confessing that one has done something wrong, but
ihey also carry face saving role, as if accepted, it alleviates offence of the apologizer.
However, quite a considerable number of scholars still confront that concept of face is
universal (Matsumoto, 1988; Gu. 1990). Many research studies have revealed that Brown
and Levinson's theory (1987) of face does not relate to Japanese (Matsumoto, 1988) or
Chinese (Gu, 1990) speakers which manifest that the notion of face is a culture specific.
According to Matsumoto (1988) the Japanese. contrary to Europeans do not like to define
themselves as individuals but in relation to a group. Thus, for them saving face, for
example, stands for something more than caring for the individual’s own well-being.

Gu (1990) also claims the same about Chinese culture. Acording to him, in that
culture politeness is more than what Brown and Levinson (1987) claim: it is a social norm
which demands social reprimand in case of its violation. It maintains that negative face is
never threatened for a Chinese as speech acts. lor example, offering or inviting someone,
are never perceived as threatening to one’s face. For the Chinese, according to Gu,
“politeness exercises its normalive function in constraining individual speech acts as well
as the sequence of talk exchanges™ (p.243). Thus, as speech acts are associated with the
concept of face it can be concluded that application of wrong speech act can be a reason of
differences in perception of face iu cross-cultural communication which may lead to
misunderstanding and confrontation.

To sum up this section on speech acts, it can be asseried that speech act theory is a
largely disputed field and issues such as nature and definition of speech acts and what are
the ways to classify them appropriately seem to be not universal but culture specific, as

some research studies have claimed. Differences in realization and perception of different
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speech acts in different cultures have manifested a need for more research to be carried out
in order to purport a theory that may have an integrated approach towards them. Thus, in
addition to thoroughly defining all the terms used in research and constructing a
comprehensive taxonomy, social, cultural, and pragmatic impacts on the construction and
interpretation of meaning, perception, and production of speech acts must be considered.
The socicty under consideration has a rich variety of expressions to execute speech act of
apology- the one to be explored in the current research- ranging from non-verbal
expressions to long apology expressions involving application of multiple strategies [
insider view]. The apologies forwarded accompany swearing to Allah almighty on the one
hand and taughter, silence and smile on the other hand. So, there comes a need to explore

execution, interpretation and social perception / acceptance of these apology strategics.

[.3- Speech Act of Apology

As stated above, this research focuses on speech act of apology — one of the most
frequently used speech acts in day-to-day conversation. To maintain harmony and restore
pleasing relations between offender / apologizer and the offended / apologizee is among
the functions of apology. People are expected to apologize according to Olshtain & Cohen
(1983) in case it is perceived that they have disrupted some social norms. According to
Brown & Levinson (1987) like requests and refusals, apology too is a face-threatening
speech act which demands a comprehensive understanding of its application to avoid
miscommunication and confrontations.

On the global level apologies differ cross-linguistically. In each society they carry

exclusive cultural values thus have different patterns of realization from country to country
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and society to society. Apology as a type of speech acts has been a dominant subject of
numerous studies which were dirccted to elucidate nature of apology, its classification
system and the ways it is perceived and performed in different languages existing around
the globe. As in case of other speech acts, different research scholars have defined
apologies in different ways. Also, like existence of different types of speech acts there are
many categories and types of apologies as well. Some of these widely discussed categories
overlap in different research studies. However, others are exclusive lo certain studies
mostly according to distinct features of different populations being studied. The following

section will give an averview of these issues.

1.3.1- Definitions of Apologies

According to Bergman and Kasper (1993: p.*%) an apology is a “compensatory
action to an offense in the doing of which speaker (8) was casually involved and which is
costly to hearer (H)". the cost might be in the form of losing the face or a sheer
misunderstanding. Different cultures perceive intensity of severity of an offence differently
resulting in a difference in perception regarding obligation to apologize - whether to
apologize or not. In their (Bergman and Kasper) view an action considered very offensive,
deserving a serious apology in one culture may not be deserving apology at all in another
culture. Also, there is a direct relationship between severity of face threatening acts and the
expressions of apology chosen for face saving. However, Brown and Levinson (1987)
assert that under the same conditions all the speakers employ same strategy. They made an

attempt to validate this claim by analysing data collected in three different languages,
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namely English, South Indian Tamil and Tzeltal (a Mayan language). However, many
researchers criticised this theory claiming that contrary to their view different factors
involve boti in considering an action as face threatening and in selection of a strategy used
to apologize (Trosborg, 1987). These factors, according to Trosborg (1987) are determined
in view of cultural values, social patterns and behavioural norms of the speaker which leads
to the perception that speakers of different languages not only recognize the need of an
apology differently but also realize their apologies in different ways.

Different patterns in application of apology strategies have been associated with
cross-cultural differences by the researchers of both interlanguage studies and studies that
focused on the way speakers of different languages apologize in their respective languages.
Such research studies give a certain view on existence of relationship between speech acts
and cultural values (Suszczynska, 1999). The selection of apology strategies is also
influenced by social parameters, for example, age, sex, and social status. Holmes (1993) in
a study on New Zealanders has revealed significant differences in distribution of apologics
among men and women, and that women tend to apologize more than men.

In the view of Holmes (1990). apologies are “social acts conveying affective
meaning” (p. '*%), and she believes that on the part of the speaker politeness strategies are
supposed to remedy an offense. Holmes, thus. has forwarded an interesting as well as
important clarification that has not been considered before that when defining apologies,
one must keep under consideration the probability of a speaker to apologize for wrong
behaviour of someone else. This point leads to the inference that “the definition refers to

the person who takes responsibility for the offense rather than the offender™ (p.'*").
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Understanding and producing speech acts {e.g., apology) appears to have been
among the most difficult aspects as far as socio-pragmatic competence of speakers or
lcarners of a foreign or second language is concerned. Lacking a good level of
understanding with respect to social. cultural, and pragmatic context may lead to
misunderstandings in cross-cultural communication, both in realization of appropriate
speech act and in comprehension of meaning or message intended by someone else. This
is what makes it desirable to know how to produce speech acls in both native and target
language of the leamers.

Thus. in general, this research work aims to investigate speech act of apology in
Urdu and Fnglish languages as is used by students of universities in Azad Jammu &
Kashmir (AJ&K). It also intends to explore how this usage varies depending on identity of
the speaker, the addressee, severity of offence; and nature of conversational setting.
Analysis of apologies exchanged by representative speakers, participating in conversations
at different formality levels will shed further light on this phenomenon. Following section

sets a comprehensive background of the current study.

1.4- Background of the Current Research

Urdu is a language being spoken in many countries around the globe, It is national
language of Pakistan (Rehman, 1996). Pakistan is an independent Muslim state which came
into being on 14™ August 1947 and Azad Jummu &Kashmir is a part of it.

According to Encyclopaedia Britannica' there are 60 to 70 million native speakers of

this language throughout the world. According to 2001 census, in India there were 52

'www. britannica.com/
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million speakers of this langnage and, in Pakistan in 2008 number of speakers of this
language were 13 million while several hundred thousand reside in different parts of the
world like Saudi Arabia, Bangladesh, United States and United Kingdom. Though national
language of Pakistan, Urdu is mostly learned as second or third language because mother
tongue of about 93% Pakistanis is other than this. In Pakistan Urdu is national language
whereas English has been enjoying status of second official language since its inception in
1947, Being taught as second official language, importance of English cannot be
overemphasized. It enjoys the same status in Azad Jammu & Kashmir (AJ&K). In past, it
was taught in educational institutes from class 6" to graduate level as a compulsory subject
but since 1997 it has become a compulsory subject from class one (01) to graduate level.
So, it can be said that English is not only second official language of Pakistan but is taught,
tearnt. and understood at almost all levels of social life in general and in official settings in
particular,

Unfortunately, no detailed research has been done on the use of Urdu language in
the field of sociolinguistics till date. Likewise, it is not yet among those languages which
have been discovered with respect to apologies either alone or in comparison to any other
tanguage in general and English language in particular. Thus, still there is a gap/ blank
about linguistic behaviour of Kashmiri speakers in general and in terms of how they
process apologetic expressions in Urdu and English languages. Thus, current research work
intends to fill in this gap by finding out linguistic behaviour of Kashmiri speakers when
they apologize both in English and Urdu languages and by exploring socio-cultural aspects
which affect this phenomenon. Moreover, this work is going to be an extensive

investigation of this phenomenon covering its functions, the variety of expressions or
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strategies being used to apelogize, their syntactic and semantic structure, as well as some
aspects of the sociolinguistic distribution of apologies. The analysis will be made within
context of Brown and Levinson's theory (1978. 1987) of politeness. Thus while analysing
data in relation to B&L’s parameters called R. P. and D, where “R™ denotes ranking of
imposition, “P" stands for relative power the hearer (11) owes over the speaker (S}, and “D”
refers to social distance existing between the interlocutors (B & L 1978: p.”) 1 will focus
on social factors which seem to affect the manner in which speakers apologize for some
offence to find out extent of the effect of those factors on selection and application of
various apology strategies. Thus, this research will fill in the existing gap in terms of

research in this particular area.

1.5-  Ohbhjectives of the Current Research

Current research aims to investigate form and function of routine formulae associated
with apologising in Urdu and English languages, as well as the sociolinguistic factors that
affect frequency and types of apologies produced in different contexts by the students in
the universities of AJI&K. However, the objectives can be more specifically summarised as
follows:

» To isolate expressions of apology in the selected population of the study and to
identify their functions. The relationship between function and form will also be
investigated.

o To examine in comparison and contrast the choices of apologies in Urdu and

English in terms of their nature, frequency, form and respective function.
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e To examine effects of social status on realization pattern of speech act of apology
in the society under study.

e To explore how frequency and typology of apologies differ depending on
conversational setting. The aspect of conversational setting includes formality
level.

e To examine the manner in which relationship between the speaker and the
addressee affect frequency and typology of apologies.

e To calculate impact of severity of offence on form and frequency of apologetic
expressions of the respondents.

¢ To find out to what extent and in what ways change in language (Urdu / English)
affects apologetic behaviour/ expression of the speakers.

e To explore the most prevalent type of politeness (positive or negative) in the
apologies uttered by the subjects under study.

The ultimate goal is to reveal general characteristics of use of politeness formulae
in Urdu and English languages by looking at speech act of apology in AJ&K as is used by

university students.

1.6-  Significance of the Current Study

As speech acts are culture-oriented phenomenon pragmatic failure has attracted much
attention in intercultural communication. People belonging to different cultures often fail

to attain communicative goals due to lack of understanding with people from other cultures.
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Being polite is although a universally appreciated and preferred behaviour connotation of
politeness differs across cultures. Therefore, it is pertinent for the purpose of global
intelligibility to carry out research on apologies as a speech act among different cultures to
trace out differences and similarities in its perception and realization patterns. The
significance of current research can be assessed in view of following points:
¢ In real-life there might he contradictions between Kashmiris (majority of whom
goes abroad in search of career. Over 800,000 Kashmiris, at the momeunt, are living
in different foreign countries) and the people of other countries who speak different
languages which may lead to failure in effective communication. This research
study will make known some differences between Kashmiris and foreigners as it
relates to politeness during apologizing.
¢ This research is going to be very first attempt of its type with respect to the
population under study. Till date. no detailed research work in sociolinguistics in
general and on the topic of apology in particular has been done in Azad Jammu &
Kashmir. So. it will open a door for the researchers to look into this important area
which  will ultimately contribute towards understanding at national and
international level.
¢ Cultural understanding with respect to this part of the world will enhance as a result
of portraying the specific features, strategies etc., involved in the process of
apology.
® The researcher aimns at developing a model, if necessary, on the bases of collected

data which will enhance research methodology in the present field.
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1.7-  Research Design

For carrving out this research, both qualitative and quantitative paradigms are used to
give objectivity and authenticity to the data. For this purpose, a combination of data
collection tools i.e. Discourse Completion Task (DCT), observation and interview is used
which is believed to be helpful in triangulation of data and thus reaching at objective
findings. Apologies forwarded by the respondents are analysed by applying taxonomy
(Figures: 3.1 & 3.2) formulated based on the model applied for data analysis in CCSARP
(1984 &1989), and the particular expressions found in the data collected for the present
study. To trace out nature of politeness - either positive or negative- prevailing in the
society under study, data is further analysed in the light of Brown & Levinson's model
(1987) which according to many linguists like Locher & Watts (2005) and Christie (2003)
is still the most wide-ranging, empirical and comprehensive approach to study politeness

_phen omenon.

1.8-  Organization of Thesis

In this thesis there are eight chapters in total. The focus of Chapter It: Review of
Literature is firstly to bring under discussion significant theoretical concepts on which the
current study is based, and secondly to provide an overview of previous research works
that have been carried out on apologies in different languages. Methodology - Chapter
Il — primarnily focuses on methodological issue of the current work. It also describes
procedure and instruments to be used for collection of data, the participants of the study

and the taxonomy devised for data analysis. In Chapter IV: Explicit Apologies: Data
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Presentation and Analysis- data collected for first mega apology category i.e., ‘Explicit
Apologies” (see section 3.6.1-figure, 3.2) through DCTs (appendix 1), observations
(appendix 2) and interviews (appendix 3) is presented and analysed in detail. Chapter V:
‘Implicit Apologies’: Data Presentation and Analysis- deals with the data collected for
second mega apology category i.e.. ‘fmplicit Apologies " (section 3.6.1-figure, 3.2) with the
help of DCTs (appendix 1), observations (appendix 2} and interviews (appendix 3).
Chapter VI: Apologies as CMDs: Data Presentation and Analysis — brings under
discussion data collected for third mega apology category i.e., ‘Apologies as CMDs’
(section 3.6.1-figure. 3.2) by employing DCTs (appendix 1), observations (appendix 2) and
interviews (appendix 3) is presented and analysed in this chapter. Chapter VI1: Synthesis
of Data - gives a comprehensive presentation of data analysed and discussed in previous
chapters (4, 5 & 6). In this chapter, data presented in these chapters is discussed in relation
to each other to get a compact picture and answer the objectives set for the current research.
Chapter VI11: Summary and Conclusion - summarizes findings of the current study in

relation to the set objectives,
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CITAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1- Introduction to Chapter 2

Production and comprehension of speech acts are considered among the most
difTicult aspects of sociopragmatic competence of second or foreign language learners.
l.acking social, cultural, and pragmatic understanding in cross cultural communication can
lead to misunderstandings both in producing appropriate speech acts, and in perceiving
intended meaning encoded in an utterance. It makes it imperative to know how speech acts
are produced in different languages across the globe and how do they work.

The present research work sets out to investigate usage of a specific linguistic form-a
speech act- called apology which from sociolinguistic perspective is associated with
politeness phenomenon. The methodological approach adopted for the said purpose is
mainly empirical; rather than depending merely on the existing theories and taxonomies,
conclusions about response of the interlocutors in case of happening of some offence and
usage of different apology expressions are based on the data collected through three
different modes: discourse completion tasks (DCT), observations and interviews.
Correspontding to the collected data, based on CCSARP model (1989) a newly devised
taxonomy has been employed for accommodation and analysis of all the major apology
strategies found in the society under study. To establish relevant background, this chapter
will cover related concepts about nature and functions of politeness in general and the

apologies - the object of investigation in present study-in particular.
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In every culture, people have nnique patterns to communicate intended meaning
through verbal and nonverbal expressions. Thus, it hecomes imperative to understand
variations in cominunication patterns and the meanings associated with different linguistic
and para linguistic expressions in different cultures and languages. A large number of
research studies have explored apologies as made in different languages from different
perspectives, for example, specific cultural norms and values reflected in the realization of
an apology. the factors which affect choice of a certain strategy, politeness strategics
employed more frequently, and those exclusive strategies employed by interlocutors of a
particular culture. For example, Deutschmann, 2003; Obeng, 1999; Vollmer &
Olshtain,1989; Kotani, 1999; Suzuki, 1999 etc. However, before discussing the
approaches, findings, and interpretations of these studies, it is necessary to present an

overview of different concepts related to of speech act of apology.

2.2. Politeness: An Introduction

The word polite drives from the Latin word ‘politus’ which stands for ‘polished” or
‘smooth’, more or less synonymous to modem terms i.e., elegant, refined, scholarly,
correct, or exhibiting a refined and cultured taste (The Oxford English Dictionary (OED,
1993). Thus, being polite is something like being civilized, cultured, cultivated, or well-
bred. The primary definitions of the term in contemporary dictionaries include some aspect
of ‘showing consideration for others™. as well as display of ‘manners’. for example: “having
or showing that one has good manners and consideration for other people™ (Oxford
Advanced Learner’s Dictionary 1995). or “someone who is polite, has good manners and

hehaves in a way that is socially correct and considerate of other people’s feelings™ (Collins
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English Language Dictionary 1993). These definitions associate politeness with the more
universal human trait called consideration on the one hand and on the other hand to
personal codes of conduct like manners and sociaily correct. It is essential to be polite
towards others in every culture. However, how to express politeness and what is

appropriate way of expressing it differs according to language and culture.

2.2.1- Socio-Cultural and Historical Perspectives on Politeness

Difterent societies are characterized by different conventional prescriptive rules
which define politeness phenomenon in a given situation. When an action is in line with
the norms of the society, positive evaluation (politeness) arises and negative cvaluation
(impoliteness. rudeness) takes place when the action does not match with those norms or
standards. According to Marquez Reiter (2000: p.%)

In order for an act to be regarded as ‘polite” it has to be set upon a standard,
a standard which lies beyond the act itself, but which is recognised by both
the actor and the hearer or a third party who might be part of the interaction,
This standard is based on collective values or norms which have been
acquired by individual agents usually early in their lives as part of a

socialisation process.

Generally, different communities associate politeness with certain set formulae and attach
moral and ethical values to it. The degree of adhierence to the standard formulae can thus
become a way of signalling one’s position towards its application. Fraser {1999: p*) asserts

that it would be naive to assume that any such consensus exists in society at large about
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inherent polite linguistic markers because there are “no inherently polite markers, lexical
items. svntactic structures, sentences, ulterances or even speech acts™.

Contrary to that approach, many researchers are of the view that socialization
process or cultural experience is main source of shaping patterns of behaviour (Tannen
1994a: p.'Y). Lakoff (1975) and Tannen (1991; 1994a; 1994b) claim that differences in the
ways boys and girls are brought up explain gender differences in politeness norms. Tannen
(1991: p.18) even goes to the extent of saying that “talk between women and men is cross-
cultural communication”. They have different conversational styles, to which she assigns
the labels rapport-talk and report-talk, respectively. According to Tannen, gender
differences in conversational styles reflect in the politeness norms of men and women.
O'Barr & Atkins 1980, Deuchar 1989, Cameron & Coates 1989, Coates 1993 in their
explanations of gender differences in politeness place more emphasis on gender-based
power differences in society.

Scollon and Scollon (1995: pp*%) also made remarkable contribution by defining
the notion of “face™ as “the negotiated public image, mutually granted to each other by
participants in a communicative event.” According to them three different politeness
systems exist: solidarity politeness; the hierarchical politeness and deference politeness.
Among these three systems, the difference is primarily due to power difference (-P or +P)
and social gap (+D or —D) between interlocutors. In the first one called deference politeness
system, the participants are equal or near equal, but they maintain a distance or gap between
them, for example, professional colleagues. While solidarity politeness system is
characterized by no power difference (-P') nor social distance (-D) among its members.

Relationship bearing closeness and frankness prevailing among the colleagues who are
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very closely intimate demonstrate solidarity politeness system. Contrary to that in third
tvpe known as hierarchical politeness system, participants fall back on various politeness
strategies, for example, the people who belong to upper social position employ
involvement-based strategies while communicating downword and those belonging to
lower social position apply independence-based politeness strategies in upward
communication. Speakers owing different positions in some organization are examples of
this lvierarchical system,

Contrary to Brown & Levinson's (1987) notion of apology as face threatening to
positive face of the speaker, according to Davies et al (2007) it might be beneficial to both
- the apologiser and the apologizee (P™). Further, it might be employed according to Kampf
& Blum-Kulka (2007: p.'*) to “save the face of the other or that of the self as well as to
threaten them”. Such different approaches played significant role in comprehension of
sociolinguistics and pragmatics. Politeness theories besides focussing on role of politeness
in society differ in their definition of politeness phenomenon. The current discussion will
revolve round Goffman's conception of face (1967,1971). theory of politeness presented
by Lakoff (1973,1975,1990), Brown & Levinson's theory of politeness (1978,1987),
conversational contract view forwarded by Fraser & Nolen's principles (1981) and maxims
of interaction given by Leech (1983), politic verbal behaviour (Watts: 1989,2003,2005),
and Locher & Watts" notion of relational work (2005), Spencer-Qatey (2005), and
Arundale (2006). It is worth noting that Goffman's theory of social interaction is included
in the discussion because of its relevance to the notion of face. Also, a discussion of Watts
et al's (1992) distinction between first-order politeness (politeness 1) and second-order

politeness (politeness 2) will lead to a discussion of how Eelen (2001) further develops
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such distinction by outlining what politeness 1 and politeness 2 consist of, and by spelling
out main characteristics of each. In this chapter further light will be shed on distinguishing
features and outlines of the above-mentioned polileness theories to explore politeness
phenomenon in detail. It is significant to have a clear understading of all these theories,
and other relevant concepts as it will provide a good foundation to study concept of face,

face threats and politeness orientation with respect to population under study.

2.3-  Overview of Politeness Theories

DifTerent theories related to the current research study will be critically evaluated to trace
out their fundamental postulates and contribution towards understanding phenomenon
under discussion i.e.. politeness.

Different theories related to the current research study will be critically evaluated to trace
out their fundamental postulates and contribution to voderstand fully the phenomenon

under discussion i.e.. politeness.

2.3.1- Goffman’s Concept of Face

Speec act of Apology has attracted much attention in the recent years. According
to Goffinan (1971: p'") apologies are a vital part of remedial work which is concerned
with transforming something hostile and unkind to what may appear and can be conceived
as something pleasant and appropriate. His idea of remedial work includes not only

apologies but also accounts.
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Goffman (1971: p'"™) counts apelogy as a process or gesture in which the speaker
(individual) splits his / her personality in two equal parts. One of which is guilty for being
responsible for the oiTence and “the part that dissociates itself from it and affirms a belief
in the offended rule™. He further states that remedial work includes two processes: one of
which is ritualistic and second is restitutive (p.!'®). The offender, in the former case, focuses
on rules which have been violated and to those whose domains might have been secured
by these rules. While in the latter case, the offended person receives some compensation.
Goffman proposes regarding weightiness of apologies that greater compensation and
claborated apologies are required for sever insults or in case of other sever offences
whereas slight or negligible violations and offences result in shortened apologies. He
(Goffinan, 1967: p°) counts apologies an essential constituent of social interaction which
must be viewed in relation to "face” or "face wants.” According to him, term face may be
defined as the positive social value a person effectively claims for himself by the line others
assume he has taken during a particular contact. Face is an image of self delineated in terms
of approved social attributes - albeit an image that others may. Thus, during social
interactions participants and events are bound by moral rules. However, according to him
(Goffman, 1967: p.F) there might be some instances representing the individual in " wrong
face™ or "out of face". In the earlier case, the individual while interacting with others,
follows a line quite different from the one s/he has adopted for herself or himself, while in
the later case, the individual gets him/ herself involved in an interaction without having a
line identical to those others are expected to take. Opposing to these cases, an individual

possessing a constant face, or a permanent behaviour remains more confident.
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Face-saving acts are rooted in some socially oriented “face-saving rules” every

society and individuals possess, says Goffman (1967: pp.'*'*). In this context, he

differentiates between two approaches that every individual will have “a defensive
orientation” and “a protective orientation”. The individuals. in the first case show primary
concern towards their own face saving whereas in the second case main concern of the
individuals becomes others' face. While talking about offence he points out its three types:
Firstly. “unintended offences™: secondly. “intended offences™ (p'* ') which are planned to
insult someone and thirdly, all those offences which though not intentional can be
predicted. Anyone can plot them and can be directed towards anybody.

Goffman (1967: pp.'*2%) further states that “face-work™ expresses two types of
processes “avotdance process” and "corrective process”. The “avoidance™ based approach
is generally adopted to avoid face threats. The corrective process contrary to it, implies a
person's contribution to social encounter and committing of actions different from normal
course of action adopted by other social members. "Corrective interchange™ according to
Goffman (1967: p*) must involve a group of various basic steps. It sets off by taking on
responsibility for an offence by the offender followed by compensation offered by him to
the offended one. For example, when someone says that he is feeling sorry for what has
happened and offers to reset the things as they were. This offer of compensation is regarded
as an attempt to pay back for the damage resulting in re-establishing the shattered and
wrecked social balance and mutual relationship. Probable third step in this regard is related

to those enjoying the power either to refuse or approve the offer: if forgiven, offending

person is supposed to express a sign of gratitude to them.
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2.3.2- Lakefl's Theory of Politeness

According to Eelen (2001: p.2) Lakoff is rightly claimed to be the founder of
modern politeness as he was the one who brought linguistic politeness under discussion.
Politeness, according to him (Lakoff, 1990: p-**) stands for a set of "interpersonal relations™
intended to reduce clashes and contradictions, to produce smooth communication. His
conception of politeness stems out from Grice's cooperative principles which shed light on
conversational maxims and language use. Grice's principles reveal four maxims named as
quality, quantity, manner, and relation. Application of these principles helps in “the
effective exchange of information™ (Grice 1989: p.2%). Lakoff's (1990) maxims can be
disrupted or flouted, for example, an individual during communication may intend to
convey more than what is being said which indicates a variance existing between utterance
meaning and sentence meaning. According to Lakoff (1973). in order to give a
comprehensive description of flouting and deviation of leading conversational codes it is
prerequisite to have full mastery of grammatical and pragmatic rules. Lakoff (1973: p.*")
recommends subsuming the whole of Grice’s conversational maxims under the first rule
called “be clear” because al] the remaining rules also insist on this very point i.e., clarity in
conversation. Her second rule is then further divided in three sub-rules: 1- Don't impose,
2- Give options, 3- Make A feel good -be friendly. Later Lakoff renamed these maxims as:
Formality: Keep aloof; Deference: give options; Camaraderie: show sympathy (1975: 65).

Though all the three sub- rules symbolize different ideas i.e., first one stands for
distance, second denotes deference, and third indicates an effort to make addressee feel

good/ approved of, they collectively signify not to encroach others” personal zones. Eelen
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(2001: p.3) claims that rules of politeness forwarded by Lakoff are valued in every culture,
but different societies prioritize them in different orders resulting in intercultural
inconsistency in perception of politeness phenomenon.

Many linguists severely criticised Lakoff™s concept of politeness. For example,
pointing out weaknesses of Lakoff's theory (1973), Brown (1976: p2*%) asserts that "she
offers no integrating theory which places these rules of politeness in a framework that
makes them non-arbitrary, that explains their form in terms of social relationships and
expectations about humans as interactants”. Likewise, Tannen (1984) asserts that instead
of rules of communication more emphasis is put on elaboration of scale of "stylistic
preferences”. Tannen (1986: p %) further calls her postulates "senses" individuals generally
apply during natural speech instead of being “rules”. While criticising Lakoff's theory,
Sifianou (1992: pp222%) ascribes its flaws to defining the terminology used in theory as
according to him it undermines its universality, for example, formality does not equate
politeness all the times, as opines Tannen (19806: p>"), expressing that Americans behave
friendly without rendering any imposition and they try to maintain a space or distance
avoiding social aloofbess. Sifianou (1992: p*) further expresses concerns about the claim
Lakoff” makes for her postulates to be universal saying that her theory may not claim for
universality unless his terms, for example, “aloof” enjoy similar connotations and

pragmatic implications around the globe.
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2.3.3- Fraser & Nolen's Conversational-Contract View

In order to describe politeness, Fraser & Nolen (1981) based on the notion that
when participants indulge in conversation they must follow rules set down by social bodies
regarding “rights” and “obligations” introduced “conversational-contract view". Fraser &
Nolen's theory demands individuals to bebave in socially endorsed manner to fulfil
expectations of their counterparts. Fraser & Nolen (1981: p”) contend that being polite
relates to application of terms of conversation and failure to observe those terms and
conditions tum into impoliteness. Their emphasis on rigidly following conversational
conditions corresponds to Goffinan's (1967) "traffic rules” which bound individuals to
some moral obligations which govern different happenings in social life. They (Fraser &
Nolen, 1981) acknowledge contribution of listener or the audience who regard speaker
either as polite or impolite.

Fraser & Nolen (1981) differentiate four terms in relation to the rules of the
interaction called situational. conventional, institational, and historical. Conventional
terms exist in almost all social interaction and are usually termed as general rules including
turn-taking, loudness or softness while talking to each other. “Situational rules” stand for
individuals' mutual awareness as well as evaluation of social status and power of the
interlocutors. Contrary to others, the category called “conventional” is not controversial
because it characterizes fundamentals of interaction. On the other hand, “institutional
rules™ relate to the principles imposed by some institution and histerical terms suggest that

past happenings work as a foundation for existing interactions. In sum, categorised under
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the social norms. Fraser & Nolen's (1981) conversation rules are set to control social

dealings and make individuals yield linguistically suitable behaviour.

2.3.4- Leech’s Theory of Interaction

Based on Grice's conversational principles Leech (1983: p’) developed a theory
which regarded politeness as an agent or factor to regulate interaction among members of
any society. Politeness principles proposed by Leech closely resemble to cooperative
principles but contain maxims different from those: “tact. generosity, approbation,
modesty, agreement and sympathy™ (Leech, 1983: p'?). Following is a detail of these
maxims:

o The first maxim called “Tact” minimizes cost to other and maximizes benefit to
other.

o “Generositv maxim - the second one, minimizes benefit to self and maximizes cost
to self.

e The third maxim named as “approbation maxim™ aims at minimizing dispraise of
other and maximizing dispraise of self.

e The fourth maxim termed as “modesty maxim’™ results in minimizing praise of self
and maximizing that of others.

e The fifih maxim classified as “agreement maxim™ aims at minimizing
disagreement and differences between individuals. Thus, it maximizes agreement

between them.
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o “Svmpathy maxim™ aims at minimizing hostility among the individuals, thus results
in maximization of sympathy.

Leech (1983} also states that each maxim contains sub-maxims and all of them are
not of equal importance in sociat interactions. Thus, participants can rely on more than one
maxims of politeness simultaneously. Further, according to him these maxims may be
valued differently in different cultures.

Many linguists have raised serious concerns aboul Leech's theory. It has been point
of criticism by many of them. Fraser (1990) and Spencer-Oatey & Jiang (2003) hold that
his theory suffers from problem in categorizing “illocutionary acts™ as intrinsically either
polite or impolite. While in Fraser's (1990) opinion, problem resides in his attempt to
classify acts as inherently polite or impolite neglecting cultural and situational variables.
Some other researchers like Turner (1996); Lavandera (1988): and Dillons et al., (1985)
also criticised arguing that Leech's view is not comprchensive as it is completely silent

about the requisite number of principles for explanation of politeness phenomenon,

2.3.5- Brown & Levinson's Model of Politeness

Brown & Levinson's politeness model (1978 &1987) was constructed in an attempt
to complement Grice’s (1975: pp*'**) Cooperative Principles and four associated maxims.
The idea of ‘face” derived from the everyday terms “losing face”™ and “saving face™ was
base of B&L.’s theory of politeness. The term was first adopted by Goffman (1967 & 1971).
I1e was the first to adopt this term to describe people’s need to hold and maintain a positive

image of themselves in presence of others. Usually people try to project as positive an
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image of themselves as possible, Goflman pointed out that individuals also tend to avoid
threats to other people’s self-images as an apology can make recipient feel as embarrassed
as the apologiser. So, they try to avoid such embarrassing moments. Building on Goffman’s
theory of *face needs” B&I. formulated their linguistic politeness theory. FFor them “face™
stands for “something that is emotionally invested, and that can be lost, maintained or
enhanced, and must be constant!y attended to in interaction.” (1987:61). “Face™ refers to
favourable public image bearing two types of wants: firstly, a desire to be free from
imposition and not to be impeded by othets™ actions, and secondly to get public approval
for one’s desires and preferences. B&L nation of face encompasses three basic ideas: face,
face threatening acts (FTAs) and politeness strategies. It is claimed that every social
member possesses these two face types:

Negative face- the want of every ‘competent adult member” that his actions

be unimpeded by others [and] positive face- the want of every member that

his wants be desirable to at least some others. (B&L 1987: p©7)

Every utterance is potentially face threatening act (FTA) either to the positive or negative
face. Some obvious FTAs include negative evaluations of, or disregard for other people’s
positive ‘face’. These may encompass expressions of contradictions. disapproval, or
ridicule directed towards another person, as well as impetuous manners such as raising
taboo subjects, expressing exaggerated or inappropriate emotions, or being uncooperative
by showing lack of interest to what somebody is saying. Less pronounced FTAs include
requests, suggestions, advice, reminders, and predictions of future action, since they all

infringe on another person’s freedom of action. i.e. a person’s negative face. Consequently,
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individuals depend on different strategies for minimizing effect of potential face
threatening acts.

According to B & 1. (1987) those actions which are potentially a threat to hearer’s
positive face contain criticism, mentioning of taboo topics, disapproval or disagreement,
and the. Further, they maintain that people avoid face threatening acts and try to lessen any
face threatening element their acts carry while doing something under normal situations.
Any rational speaker not only avoids acts bearing face threats but also adopts some
strategies for lessening the threat. B & L's view of applying or avoiding politeness

strategies as well as committing face threatening act is represented in figure 2.7

Creymstancas celermyning chofce of strategy.
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w
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According to the authors, application of politeness strategies is determined by the level of
face threat an action hears. When the risk is greater more politeness strategies are employed
and low risk calls for nominal strategies.

The first strategy. “without redressive action called baldly™ is used in case of no risk of
‘face’ loss. The remaining strategies called positive and negative politeness strategies take

account of those acts which are likely to lessen possible face threat and are directed towards
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saving the face. So, in case the speaker appeals to positive face of the hearer, positive
politeness strategies are applied which is stated by B&L (1987: p.""") as:

_redress directed to the addressee’s positive face. his perennial desire that
his wants (or the actions/acquisitions/values resulting from them) should be
thought of as desirable. redress consists in partially satisfying that desire by
communicating that one’s own wants (or some of them) are in some respect

similar to the addressee’s wants,

Associated with high solidarity, this kind of politeness entails speaker’s desire that the
hearer should feel wanted. appreciated and somehow part of the group, as say Brown &
Levinson:

positive-politeness utterances are used as a kind of metaphorical
extension of intimacy. to imply common ground or sharing of wants to a
limited extent even between strangers who perceive themselves, for the

purposes of the interaction. as somehow similar. (1987: p'™)

Positive politeness strategies include use of in-group markers, complementing, showing an
exaggerated interest in hearer’s needs. joking, avoiding disagreement, including hearer in
any activity arranged by group etc. B&L (1987: p'®!) point out that positive politeness
hehaviour is very similar to everyday normal communicative behaviour, and the only
distinguishing factor between them is *an element of exaggeration’.

Third strategy called negative politeness strategy, too, carries redressive action.
While applying it, the speaker entertains hearer’s desire not to be impended on or treated
unfairly. It involves application of more formalised behavioural codes and linguistic
formulae to minimise any such threat. The use of negative politeness involves an inherent

conflict: wishing the message to have the desired effect on the hearer and also attempting
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to minimise imposition felt by the hearer. It thus acts to redress assumed impact of an FTA.
For example. use of negative politeness strategies in case of requests leave the addressee
with an option of easily declining the request along with strong desire on part of the speaker
to maximise the chance that the intended meaning may take effect. For redressing impact
of an FTA, a number of strategies are employed, and apologizing according to B&L IS one
of them.

With reference to application of these redressive strategies, B&L (1987) proposed
{hree variables to be considered by every rational individual while assessing seriousness of
a particular FTA. These variables are: The ‘social distance’ (D) existing between speaker
(S) and hearer (I1); the ‘relative power™ (P) of the speaker (5) and the hearer (H); and
“absolute ranking of imposition” (R) in any culture. B&I. describe social distance (D) “as
a symmetric social dimension of similarity /difference™ (1987: p’®) and its size diminishes
with frequent interaction. and social exchange among interlocutors. “Relative power (P)”
stands for “degree to which H can impose his own plans and his own self-evaluation (face)
at the expense of S’s plans and self-evaluation™ (B&L 1987 p’"). Two sources of relative
power have been identified by the authors i.e.. “material control (economic and physical
force)” and the “metaphysical control”™ (B&I1. 1987: p.”N).

The absolute ranking of imposition. (R) is situational and cultural specific. One
important factor that influences ‘R’ is role a participant has in a specific situation: a teacher
asking students to put away their books is an expected act and will thus not be regarded as
face threatening: a doctor asking someone to take clothes off for a surgery is a similar case.

But, a doctor asking a waiting patient to put away his/her book, or a teacher asking a student
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to take his/her clothes off is. of course, entirely different. D, P and R tngether influence
how face threatening an act is. B&L propose following formula:
Wx ~D(S. )+ P(H,S)+Rx

Where. Wx stands for the total caleulation of “weightiness™ or “seriousness™ of an FTA, D
(S. H) stands for social distance between interlocutors, P (11, S) is measurement of social
power which hearer enjoys over speaker. while Rx stands for degree of imposition in a
society (B&I. 1987: p7%). The seriousness of an FTA subsequently affects selection of
strategy to apologies or to render politeness. They, however, indicate that evaluation of
these factors is not objective, but they are intended to serve as “sociologists” ratings of
actual power, distance etc.” (B&L.1987: p7). They are actors’ subjective assumptions
“assumed to be mutually assumed™. However, these assumptions are influenced by many
factors including cultural norms of different speech communities, different situations;

239 contends that impact of

individual factors and individual differences. Rosaldo (1982: p
variable ‘P is quite different in an egalitarian society as compared to a hierarchical one.

Brown & Levinson's model despite its role with regard to universals of politeness
existing in many languages got severe criticism. Some of the prominent critics of this
theory are Fraser & Nolen (1981): Wierzbicka (1985); Matsumoto (1988), 1989); Ide
(1989); Sifianou (1989, 1992); Gu (1990); Mao (1994); Mills (2003) and Watts (2003).
They have raised issues regarding universality of face in addition to raising objections on
neglecting some important factors like context and discourse.

Contrary to Goffiman’s perception of face as a public or interpersonal image

according to B & L it is a “sel{-oriented image™ — an approach which according to

Wierzbicka (1985) is western oriented which is not suitable for non- western cultures.
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Many other linguists and research scholars have contested existence of “negative” and
“positive” politeness besides the fact that these notions have extensively being used in
exploration of politeness rules and standards in various cultures, For example. Gu (1990),
Mao (1994), Matsumoto (1989), and lde (1989) refuted Brown & Levinson’s (1978&1987)
theory claiming its insignificance and inappropriateness in the cultures like Japanese and
Chinese. For example, Gu (1990: p*") draws difference between concept of negative
politeness in Chinese culture and (hat of Brown & Levinson's on the basis that speech acts
like inviting do not comprise any sort of threat for negative face of hearer in China, even

4%y too. maintains that in

if rejected by the invitee due Lo any reason. Matsumoto (1988: p.
Japan putting emphasis on interpersonal relations does not hurt face. Thus, these non-
western cultures - Japanese and Chinese- highlight a different aspect of refationship among
members of a community. In these cultures, less importance is given to personal autonomy
and more important are considered social relations among their members. According to
Watts (2003), existence of such societies and cultures challenges universal application of
Brown & Levinson's concept of politeness and at the same time declares its
inappropriateness for “collective societies” merely corresponding to “individualistic™
western culture (Wierzhicka 1985; Mao 1994} Nwoye (1989), too, claims inapplicability
of Brown & Levinson's theory of politeness to Igbo culture where notion of “face” stands
for “group face™ indicating group image in collective form focussing less on individuals.
Thus, based on the aforesaid discussion it seems that Igbo, Japanese, and Chinese
communities regard “face” as “other-oriented™ contrary to Brown & Levinson’s notion of

face, i.e.. “self~oriented”. The same is true for Kashmiri culture where even the concept of

face moves [rom ‘family or caste’ to the ‘religious identity” and the wron deed ol the one
¥
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is assessed in terms of bad name it brings to the whole of his/ her group or family. In case,
if someone commits a wrong deed it is very common to here sentences like. “tmhari vaja
sv pora khandan bud nam hog ga (English translation: the whole family will suffer
huamiliation and defame because of you™.

Other than criticizing claim for universality, Mills (2003a: pp 8991y criticises
“Model Speaker™ proposed by B & L (1978). According to her the model merely focuses
on analysing “the speaker” ignoring role of “the hearer”. Idea of “Model Speaker”,
according to her assumes sharing of background by both the speaker and the hearer which
rarely happens in real life.

Brown & Levinson's model of politeness has repeatedly been claimed for being
oversimplified and lacking account for all the factors which affect politeness. Mills (2003:
pp ™14, for example, doubts their classification of social variables namely: social power,
social distance, and ranking of impositions. As far as first factor i.e., social power is
concerned- according to her it is not to be calculated merely in relation to position
somebody holds in some particular circamstances rather it might be observed thoroughly
in general terms. Social distance, the second variable in Brown & Levinson's model, is
defined as something stable categorizing interlocutors as familiar or distant, ignoring its
dynamic nature depending on many other factors as Mills (2003) relates it to the “mood™
of the interlocutors during a social interaction. Further, Mills (2003: p.'"™) discovers
difference of perception older and younger people have about nature of politeness during
the interviews she conducted. According to her the elders value politeness more than the
youngsters do which raise serious concerns regarding missing of “age™ as a social factor in

B&L model.



40

Above discussion makes it obvious that in spite of lot of critique Brown &
Ievinson's contribution to the formulation and understanding of ‘theory of politeness’ is
remarkable because it sets foundation to undertake cross-cultural comparison of politeness,
a phenomenon which is somehow linguistically encoded in the speech act of apology. |
will now turh my attention to the specific object of investigation in this study, namely the

speech act of apology.

2.4-  Speech Acts

Speech acts exist globally but their perception, execution and interpretation remain
culture specific. These acts reveal essential values a culture possess; and the societal norms
reflected through any language. The central point of concern in current study is apology-
most frequently used speech act in daily conversation. It differs cross-linguistically and
cross-culturally. In different communities they are realized in different ways following
different patterns carrying specific cultural values. The apologies are ultimately directed
towards maintaining harmonious relationship among the interlocutors. Olshtain & Cohen
(1983) state that generally people “apologize™ on apprehension that violation of some
societal rules has taken place. Different theories presented from time to time, for example,
Austin's (1962) Secarle's (1979) Gricean (1975) concept of conversational implicatures
contributed heavily in comprehension of speech acts. An analysis of these models is going
to be focussed to set necessary base for analysis of multiple issues related to speech act of
apology- the specific object of investigation in this study.

Austin (1962) categorizes all those acts which can be executed through mere

utterances e.g., making promises or giving orders as speech acts. He recommends
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following types of such acts: firstly. “Locutionary act™ which according to him stands for
physical articulation of a statement. Secondly. “Illocutionary act”™ which deals with
contextual function of the act. Thirdly. he elaborates “Perlocutionary act” which represents
effect of the utterance made by first speaker on next speaker.

With the production of an utterance, speakers perform a locutionary act. For
example, at dining table the speaker by utlering sentence, ‘Can you pass me the sugar?” not
only makes an enquiry but wants the hearer to give sugar to him/her. Thus, implied sense
is that of a request in fact. Such types of actions taking place through utterances, produced
bearing some purpose in mind are commonly called illocutionary act. The communicative
purpose is in fact illocutionary act which is attained through utterance. While, speaker’s
desire to get desired effect of a speech act by uttering a statement result in perlocutionary
acts. In pragmatics. Austin’s work resulted in commencing this utterly novel field called
speech acts.

Searle (1976: 1979) criticizes Austin’s work and holds the opinion that his is a
categorization of verbs not that of acts. He classifies speech acts in following five
categories: first one called representatives are those speech acts which aim at describing
different situations prevailing in the world. They represent statements which may be judged
true or false. They also include asserting and concluding. Second, named as directives
include acts such as commands and requests which make the recipient do something to fit
the uttered content or statement, for example, request or order. Commissives- third
category- oblige a speaker to something as is proposed by the content being spoken, for
example, offers and promises. While fourth category — expressives- refers to psychological

condition or behaviour of the speaker. for example, apologizing or thanking. The final
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category titled as (ieclarati\'es when uttered leads to prevailing of certain situations, for
example. marrying, appointing, or declaring. This category brings forth a change in others
Jife whenever uttered.
According to Trosborg (1995). Austin (1962) and Searle’s (1969b) views have been

very valuable frameworks to study interlanguage pragmatics. TTowever, Leech (1983)
asserls that it is impracticable to imagine taxonomy of illocutionary acts. He disiinguishes
these acts with the help of those verbs which specify them. His categorization of specch
acts includes assertive verbs, directive verbs, commisive verbs, interrogative verbs, and
expressing verbs. On the basis of previously offered classifications, Cohen (1996b)
proposed his taxonomy of speech acts which contains fourteen points which have been
grouped under following five major categories:

o Representatives. dealing with speech acts of claim, assertion, and report;

e Directives, containing acts like suggestion, command; and request;

» Expressives, dealing with complaints and thanks;

o Commisives, those which cover threats, promises, and offers;

e Declaratives, dealing with verdicts and declarations.

Different scholars have given different names to the groups of speech acts in their
respective classifications. Yet, still none of the taxonomies could be deemed
comprehensive and the best with regard to addressing all the related issues because speech
acts incorporate multiple interactions take place in real life so it becones imperative to
have not only a good understanding of language but also to know correct use of language
in target community (Cohen & Olshtain, 1981; Hatch, 1992). This lack of consensus leads

researchers to construct their own classification of speech acts to meet particular
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requirements of their research studies. Having discussed diverse conventional approaches
regarding speech acts in general, now there would be a detailed discussion on the speech
act of apology in particular by going through available empirical research studies in this
field. This detailed review of literature regarding speech act of apology is essential {o
explore different dimensions of apologies including the way they are perceived, executed,

interpreted, and responded in the population under study.

2.5-  Speech Act of Apology

Term “apology’has been derived from a Greek term Gmoloyia, stands for ‘defence’,
or a ‘speech in defence’ (OED 1993). The dictionary (1993) describes this meaning of the
term as follows:

pleading off from a charge or imputation, whether expressed, implied, or
only conceived as possible; defence of a person, or vindication of an
institution, ete., from accusation or aspersion. (OED 1993)

Gradually the term started to be used in the meaning of defence or justification of a specific
action: “Justification, explanation, or excuse, of an incident or course of action” (OED
1993). More current applications of the term entail an expression of ‘regre’ for any
committed act on behalf of the speaker:

An explanation offered to a person affected by one's action that no offence
was intended. coupled with the expression of regret for any that may have
been given; or, a frank acknowledgement of the offence with expression of

regret for it, by way of reparation. (OED 1993)

Other current dictionary definitions of the term apology include “an act of saying sorry”

(Cambridge International Dictionary of English, C D-ROM version 2001), “something that
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you say or write to show that you are sorry for doing something wrong.” (The Longman
Dictionary. Web version 2001), and “something that vou say or write in order to say that
vou are sory that vou have hurt them. upset them. or caused them trouble.” {Collins
CoBuild English Language Dictionary 1993). A very close association between the word
apology [emphasis mine] and sorry [emphasis mine] is obvious in the above definitions.

Apology has been a point of investigation in numerous research studies in the field
of linguistic politeness (Aijmer 1995, Holmes 1995 and Marquez Reiter 2000, (just to name
few). Goffinan (1971) elaborates apologies as “remedial interchanges,” which aim at
restoring social coordination after happening of some actual or simulated offence or
transgression. According to him apology:

allows the participants to go on their way, if not with satisfaction that
matters are closed, then at least with the right to act as if they feel that

matters are closed, and that ritual equilibrium has been restored. ("M

He mentions two categories of apologies: first category helps redress the offences,
generally by merely putting forward an apologetic formula, second category includes those
expressions which redress a real loss by not only forwarding an apologetic formula but by

159

making some offer of reparation. On a similar note. Holmes (1990: p'*%) purports following

definition of apology:

An apology is a speech act addressed to B’s face-needs and intended to
remedy an offence for which A takes responsibility, and thus to restore
equilibrium between A and B (where Ais the apolugiscr, and B is the person

offended).

According to Leech (1983) apologies are an attempt 1o restore halance between the

interlocutors lost due to the reason that the speaker did something offensive against the
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listener. According to him, this is not sufficient just to express regret, but an apology should
be effective by getting forgiveness from the hearer. Olshtain describes apology as, “a
speech act which is intended to provide support for the hearer who was actually or
potentially mal-affected by a violation™ (1989: p.'**7). Blum-Kulka and Olshtain (1984)
consider apologies as ‘post-event” acts which indicate that some unpleasant incident has
already occurred. By apologizing, the individual acknowtedges that breach of a social norm
has occurred. and s/he is. at least partially, involved in it. TTence, it is said that apologies
bring loss of face for the speaker and saving of face for the listener.

For analysing socio-psychological processes involved in apologising, concept of
‘face’ becomes a useful tool. Issues involving both — the positive and negalive face needs
must be considered while trying to explore diverse functions of this speech act. In addition,
156-7)

hoth hearer’s and speaker’s perspectives should be considered. Olshtain (1989: pp.

asserts in this context that:

An apology is basically a speech act which is intended to provide support
for the 11 (hearer) who was actually or potentially malaffected by a vielation
X. In the decision to carry out the verbal apology. the S (speaker) is willing
to humiliate himself or herself to some extent and to admit to fault and
responsibility for X. Hence the act of apologizing is face-saving for the H

and face-threatening for the S, in Brown & Levinson’s (1978) terms.

Majority of research conducted in this field has focused on hearer benefits (Meier
1995: p.**%) but the function of apologies as devices for enhancing the speaker’s image
should not be overlooked. This aspect of apologies has also been discussed by Holmes
(1990: p'93). Norrick (1978: p?*"). also believes that apologies can serve functions as “to

evince good manners. to assuage the addressee’s wrath, or simply to get off the hook and
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be on one’s way”. Apologising conventionally stands for confession that speaker is at fault
and somehow accountable for a transgression. This is arguable why people sometimes feel
reluctant to apologise. Apologising in fact needs to be leart: tremendous efforts are
required to learn to say soiry or to apologize. This socialisation process is encouraged by
societal norms. According to Aijmer (1995). “A person who does not apologise in
situations where it is demanded by the social norm runs the risk of being regarded as
impolite and rude and as a less competent member of society™. (p*%).

At times adults also find it hard to apologise, especially in public situations. Tannen
(1998) describes a similar situation in her article “Apologies: What It Means to Say
“Sorry”™ by referring to Clinton Lewinsky affair. President Clinton was severely criticised
by the press for not having apologised sufficiently. According to Tannen, this criticism
emerged due to the fact that he never explicitly said “I'm sorry™ or “1 apologise™. In her
view. such an apology was likely to damage his public image.

The above discussion regarding speech act of apology and its possible functions
explain different approaches emerged from time to time regarding concept of face, face-
wants. societal norms. and role of politeness in different societies. In relation to it, linguists
and researchers have defined apologies in numerous ways. To embrace various potential
features of apologies, a study should focus a combination of definitions or take features of
all the definitions expressed by research scholars in this field into account. The variety in
classification of apologies results in a variety of taxonomies of apology strategies. This
speech act — apology- is very complicated and can make use of different strategies. Many

researchers have proposed unique classifying schemes to arrange apology stralegies in
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several ways. For example, Olshtain and Cohen (1983) propose a model containing five
apology strategies which are briefly discussed below:

o ‘Expression of Apology’: It contains application of expressions containing
relevant performative verb, e.g.. “I'm sorry.” “l apologize.” “Excuse me.” or
“Please forgive me.” “Pardon me.”

o ‘Acknowledgement of Responsibility”: It illustrales acknowledgment of
responsibility in triggering an offense by the apologizer e.g.. “That was my fault.”
“[ admit that | am wrong.”

» ‘Explanation”: It includes an explanation of circumstances which made the
apologizer to make offense i.e. “1 have some family problems.” “I'm late for my
class due to traffic jam.”

e ‘Offer of Repair’: It stands for the situation in which apologizer promises for
provision of compensation for any damage committed by him, either specific or
nonspecific. e.g.. “Tomorrow I will do extra work to finish my task.”

e ‘Promise of Non-recurrence': apologizer makes a commitment for not letting the

offense occur in future. .g., “I assure you. it won't happen again.”

IFraser (1981) divides ‘apologies™ in following nine different types: “announcing
that you are apologizing.” “stating one’s obligation to apologize,” “offering to apologize,”
“requesting the hearer accept an apology.” “expressing regret for the offense.” ©
acknowledging responsibility for the offending act.” “promising forbearance from a similar
offending act.” and “offering redress™ ( p2%*} while, according to model proposed by Blum-

Kulka, House and Kasper (1989) apologies can be classified in five kinds having

subcategories as follows:
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e Illocutionary Force Indicating Devices (1¥ IDs): These are routine formula called
formulaic in nature. These expressions are used to manifest speaker’s apology
overtly and openly. Examples of ‘IFIDs® are: an offer of apology, e.g., ‘I
apologize'; ‘an expression of regret” e.g ‘I am sorry’; or ‘an appeal for forgiveness’
e.g., ‘kindly forgives me’.

e Taking on Responsibility: It is an effort to calm down listener or apologizee. For
this purpose, apologizer takes on respousibility for the offence. Speaker admits
responsibility of an offence by applying any of the formulae; e.g., accepting the
blame: expressing self-deficiency; recognizing the hearer as deserving an apology;
or expressing lack of intent.

e Explanation or Account: It includes description of the reasons because of which
the offensive act fook place. by explaining factors which were out of control for the
apologizer. e.g.. ‘1 could not get the vehicle on time.’

e Offer of Repair: The apologizer makes an offer to compensate the loss, which can
be compensated. For example, ‘T will pay for your loss.

e Promise of Forbearance: It shows a high sense of responsibility and guilt. In a
situation where some offence takes place the apologizer prefers to make promise to
avoid doing the same thing in the future e.g., “It will not bappen again, | guarantee

you'.

Another frequently applied classification of apology strategics is proposed by Holmes
(1990). She has classified apology strategies in four super- strategies having eight sub-

strategies:
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1- An explicit expression of apology
s Offer apology / IFID (i.e.. illocutionary force indicating device), e.g., "l
apologize”
e Fxpress regret. e.g., "I'm afraid"; "I'm sorry”

e Request forgiveness, e.g., "excuse me"; "lorgive me”

2- An explanation or account / an excuse or justification

e c.g. "l wasn't expecting it to be you"; "we're both new to this"

3- An acknowledgment of responsibility
e Accept blame, e.g., "it was my fault”

o [xpress self-deficiency, e.g., "l was confused”: "T wasn't thinking"; "I didn't
see you"
e Recognize H as entitled to an apology, e.g., "you're right"; "you deserve
apologyv™
e Txpress lack of intent. e.g.. "I didn’t mean to”
e Offer repairredress, e.g., "we'll replace it for you™: "I'll bring you another”

4- A promise of forbearance

o e "l promise it won't happen again™ (p.'"")
g I PP g I

in addition to different strategies used for apologizing which have been discussed
above. different intensifiers are also used sometimes to enhance apologetic power of the
apology statement. According to Reiter (2000) some intensifving devices in English are

application of adverbials like very, terribly and awfully. Likewise, apologies can be
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downgraded to lessen responsibility for an offense or to lessen its severity e.g., Am I really
late for the meeting?

According to taxonomies proposed by different researchers number of apology
strategies differs. For example, according to many of them ‘explanation’ can be employed
as a way of apologizing on its own; its effectiveness depends on how successfully and
effectively the apologizer shifts allegation to some other source or some third party (Fraser,
1981). However, in Thai culture “to explain™ is hardly taken as an instance of ‘apologizing’
if it is not used along with some explicit apology form as says Thijittang (2010) “If one
were to give an explanation without first apologizing, it might sound like an excuse to
avoid hlame rather than an apology™. Butler (2001) reveals that the act of apologizing is a
very complicated and multifarious process for second language learners as if the apologizer
does not succeed in making a proper apology he might be considered as unapologetic. To
make an apology worth getting acceptance from the apologizee, it should be a reflection of
true emotions of the apologizer. Unless one reveals his sincere feeling of regret and repents

for whatever wrong he has committed he cannot apologize successfully.

2.6-  Research into Apologies across Cultures

Apologies have been a matter of discussion in most of the research studies carried
out in the field of cross-cultural pragmatics till date. It has ofien been reported that second
language speakers besides having good theoretical knowledge of grammar and vocabulary
often fail to communicate effectively due to lack of knowledge about differences in speech
act realisation patterns across cultures (Blum-Kulka & Olshtain 1984: p'%). The central

theme of such studies has thus been to investigate similarities and dissimilarities in
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application of speech act of apology in various languages. In addition to it, an attempt has
been made to classify contextual factors like severity of the offence and relationship
between interlocutors that influence speakers’ choices. Most studies focus on comparison
between native and non-native apologising expressions in English to trace out differences

in view of linguistic and cultural background of interlocutors,

2.6.1- Inter- Culture / langnage Studies

Focus of research held in the realm of interlanguage pragmatics has always been to
trace out whether norms and usages of second language arc universal in nature or unique
to some specific target or native language. In this context, to determine tmpact to first
language of the learers an effective way was to compare performance the second language
learners yield with that of native speakers. Here, 1 will focus on those works which valuably
contributed in highlighting those primary factors which result in pragmatic failure of non-
native speakers whilst apologizing in target language.

Taking the above point under consideration. Borkin & Reinhart (1978) draw
differences between “I'm sorry”™ and “excuse me”™. They hold the opinion that the former is
used as a sign of regret in case of an infringement by the speaker while the latter is applied
“to remedy a past or immediately forthcoming breach of etiquette or other minor offense
on the part of the speaker” p 7. Though both these expressions are analogous their
application in diverse situations has been point of concern for many researchers. According
to whom correct application of these two expressions turmns out to be a difficult task

especially for non-native speakers of English. They (1978: pp***?) further assert in
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Goffiman's term these are "remedial interchanges”, applied as "remedies”. Further, they
label "remedy™ as initial move in a remedial procedure where the speaker acknowledges
his responsibility for any offence and attempls to minimize its gravity by apologizing
vividly and explicitly. s’he gives an account of reason by explaining responsible factors
which caused that offence to happen to lessen the negative effect of that offence. According
{o some researchers. alternative application of these two expressions, with slight variation,
is possible in certain situations. for instance, “when two people accidentally bump into
each other in the aisle of a supermarket™. Anyhow, in many situations there are differences
regarding their appropriate application, for instance. the expression “excuse me” appears
as the most suitable expression prior to the occurrence of offence, as in a situation when
somebody attempts to find a way while passing through a crowd, though their alternate
application is frequent. Thus, the researchers (1978: pp 661y conclude that “I'm sorry™ is
applied 10 express emotions of regret when the speaker perceives something as an
infraction whereas “excuse me™ is perceived as a manifestation of remedy. According to
many researchers the best use of “excuse me™ is at the time of breach of a social rule.
Coulmas (1981) while investigating application of thanks and apologies states that
helief system, cultural values and societal norms of a speech community establish and
govern relationship between “thanks and apologies™ p.*. She attributes functional
hreakdowns carried out by second language learners to pragmatic transfer of rules from
their native language to foreign or second language. It is substantiated by foreign language
speakers’ observance of rules shaping apologies in their mother language. Consequently.
non-native speakers lack the idea how to match a particular form to its corresponding

function in target language.
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Coutmas (1981 p.°) maintains that the speakers may resort to semantic and
communicative tasks these linguistic formulas hold in both the languages but these two
attributes i.e.. apologies and thanks are largely culture bound. So, they reflect particular
cultural values of the society to which the speaker belongs to. Her claim supports
Gioffman’s (1971) notion that ‘apologies and thavnks’ are indispensable constituents of
refined and cultured behaviour in each society. She while talking about their nature and
position in everyday interactions declares that both these speech acts are reactive in nature
following any happening or act which calls for acknowledgement or apology.

Another objective of Coulmas’ research (1981: pp*¥*%) is to explore characteristics
found in apologies forwarded in Japan. Her research reveals that there are many differences
in forms of apologies and their respective functions. For example, expressions which are
used for apologies can be applied for greeting someone, saying thanks or making offers.
She discovers “functional failure™ in application of this particular speech act in Japanese
by non-native speakers. She attributes this failure to their inadequate and insufficient
knowledge of distinctive characteristics of Japanese culture. This finding supports her
hypothesis that cultures vary with respect to their perceptions regarding interactional
practices including apology.

Non- native speakers’ proficiency in target language is another most focused
research area in interlanguage research carried out with respect to apologies. In this relation
Cohen & Olshiain (1981) conducted a study on native Hebrew speakers making apologies
in English language. The researchers primarily attempted to trace oul the speakers'
competence to observe sociocultural norms appropriately while apologizing in English

language. For this purpose, the researchers modified Fraser's list of strategics to calculate
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ie 114
)

differences between non-native and native speakers (p.''”). The researchers (1981: p
claimed that “developing a measure of sociocultural competence in a second language is
not an easy task.” Further. in their (1981: pp'?*'**} opinion low grammatical competency
and least or no knowledge of sociocultural norms makes them deviate from set social
values and pattemn of behaviour native English speakers exhibit. Likely. in case of Hebrew
learners, there occurs a transfer of socio-cultural patterns they use in their native language
to the target language while apologizing in it.

Cohen & Olshtain designed another study (1985) based on Hebrew speakers who
were learning English as second language. The study aimed at exploring their proficiency
while apologizing in English. On the basis of their study it is claimed that there are many
differences in the “socio-cultural” norms influencing realization of apologies across
different cultures (p'”%). Thus, for successful communication the learners must possess
not only adequate knowledge of linguistic rules but should also be well-versed in societal
nonns to have "communicative competence” in Hymes' term (1964) which will help them
behave in accordance with behaviour pattern of that language.

In the same work. Cohen & Olshtain (1985) recommend that if a rescarch work is
directed to compare apologies across different cultures it should select similar situations
and participants with similar social status. Morcover, familiarity with the conduct which
can lead to some transgression or violation of societal norms is also imperative for smooth
communication. 1t will make it easier to differentiate language specific offences from that
of cross-cultural. The researchers (1985: p'”") claimed that apologies forwarded by
Hehrew speakers were deeply grounded in their native language e.g., they intensified

apologies by repeating intensifier "very". The collected data was replete with examples like
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“Oh, {'m very. very sorry” whereas native English speakers use adverbs like "really very”
to intensify their apology expression.

Further, they (1985: p "7} count this transfer as a strategy through which second
tanguage learners use rules and pattern of their native language while using second
language whereas Kellerman (1977) labels this “transfer’ as speakers’ expectations based
on their first language. Transfer also appears as a strategy when the leamers lack
competence in application of basic language paiterns of the target language and need to
depend on their equivalents in their first language. Cohen & Olshtain (1985: p'™®) while
investigating the factors responsible for second language speakers' failure to effectively
apologize in second language refer to several factors including. the situation, knowledge
of grammar and lexical items. As regards situation, they believe that the speakers depend
largely on their perception how to behave in their first language in identical situation.
Grammatical and lexical factors are believed as outcome of non-native speakers' limited
linguistic knowledge. Researchers quote following examples to support their point: "I'm
very sorry but what can 1 do? It can't be stopped.”

Cohen & Olshtain (1985: p'*) relate application of "stopped” rather than "avoided”
to speaker's poor command of English language. They further present following example
to support their point of view: “1 really very sorry. [ just forgot. I fell asleep. Understand™?
They (Cohen & Olshtain, 1985) relate application of "understand” in Hebrew speakers’
expressions to transfer of language. In that society, the expression "understand” typically
indicates cooperation among the interlocutors. € onversely, in English culture use of this

word "understand" is perceived arrogant. These examples reveal cultural differences in



56

perception of this semantic formula and endorses that pragmatic and connotative meanings
are culture specific.

Focusing on Americans and Venezuelans, Garcia (1989; p*) made a comparative
study to investigate use of politeness strategies by native and non- native users of English
language in an “English language situation™ involving apologizing to a friend for missing
his invitation to attend a party. She used open-ended role-plays to collect data and her
sample consisted on twenty participants. Out of them ten were young native Spanish female
while remaining were native English speakers with similar number and proportion. Role
play technique was used for data collection. Responses provided by the respondents were
recorded and then (ranscribed followed by an analysis made to discover different apology
and politeness strategies applied by the respondents.

Garcia (1989; p®) reveals that native speakers prefer to apply “negative politeness
strategies™ by showing deference whereas non-native speakers favour application of
“positive politeness strategies™ by displaying familiarity and cooperation. Analysing the
data. Garcia (1989) concludes thal Venezuelan responses are likely to gencrate disharmony
resulting in communicative breakdown and misunderstanding. But, the researcher
recommends that Venezuelans, in the light of these findings should not be charged being
impolite because their expressions are rooted in socio-cultural norms of their first language
that require the speaker to establish companionship with interlocutors. Likewise, House
(1988) studied patterns apologies are carried out by German learners of English language.
Data collected throqgh Discourse Completion Task (DCT) exposed a tendency of subjeccts
of the study to transfer their native style of communication to English. Likewise, Trosborg

(1987) also carried out a research on Danish subjects who were learning English as second
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language. His focus of study was apologies forwarded by Danish speakers in English
Janguage. He did not discover negative [.1 pragma-linguistic transfer from Danish to
English.

Apology strategies of German speakers were investigated by Vollmer and Olshtain
(1989). They studied influence of different situational and social factors including social
distance. social status and severity of offence. Collection of data was made by employing
a DCT containing seven situations requiring apology. Analysis of data demonstrated
highest use of “expressions of apology™ and “responsibility” in addition to considerable
influence of the factors under study.

Another significant research to discover realization of apology phenomenon by
Japanese speakers in English language was undertaken by Kondo (1997). He collected data
from 45 Japanese students studying in United States (US) by using a DCT (pre-test-post-
test). Five broader apology semantic expressions were used for coding of data in
manageable units. The researcher found that the Japanese speakers yielded a preference for
“expression of apology (e.g. sorry)” or “showing concern for the hearcr” whereas
Americans most often forwarded “explanations”™. 1t was noted that after completion of first
year of their stay in US they transformed their apologetic expressions in accordance with
American pattern of apologies. For instance, they started preferring “explanations” in their
apology statements. Kondo ascribed this linguistic shift to students’ acquired linguistic
ability to apply that certain apology semantic formula, though, he adds on the basis of his
analysis. they could not developed ‘saciopragmatic ability” for using it appropriately in

English.
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Holmes (1989) found out application of a rich variety of strategies used by New
Zealanders corresponding to various social factors. She also discovered varying patterns of
apologies used by male and female respondents. Her findings are presented in three parts
i.e.. firstly, both male and female respondents exploit same formulas for apologizing;
secondly. female respondents have a tendency to apologize more frequently than male;
thirdly, female are more apologetic to female interlocutors than the male and male
apologize more frequently to female than the male participants.

Bergman and Kasper (1993) conducted a research to explore the manner apologies are
realized by Thai speakers learning Fnglish as second language. They used DCT containing 20
apology situations for collection of data. The results exhibited ‘negative transfer of L1- based
preference” in apology semantic formulae. According to the researchers, Thai speakers showed
|i‘lt|e deviation in application of “Illocutionary Force Indicating Device (IFIDY” and “taking on
Responsibility™ while apologizing in English.

Obeng (1999) worked on realization of apologies in Akan language with reference to
different social parameters like social power and solidarity. It was found that the subjects of the
study preferred “explicit expression” to apologizing implicitly. Similar to many Asian languages
like Korean and Japanese, in Akan language too, certain units or grammatical features symbolize
politeness.

Romanian apology sirategies were worked out by Demeter (2006). Data was
collected by using a DCT containing 10 apology demanding situations based on a TV play
(Friends). 158 students studying English in a Romanian university were taken as sample
of study. Some of the results of this research correspond to the findings of earlier research
carried on regarding various other languages like German, English and Akan, whereas

many features of apologizing are found to be specific to Romanian language which are in
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opposition to the features discovered in languages like New Zealand English, Lombok and
German.

Research into interlanguage apologies illustrates that besides having complete
theoretical knowledge of apology strategies, non- native speakers” apologies diverge from
that of natives. This discrepancy has been identified as result of causes such as: difference
in strategy-orientations, adherence to different postulates of politeness, and quantitative
differences in strategy use. In addition to all these factors, speaker might consciously be
deviating from set patterns of target language to maintain his / her own identity as a person
having distinct cultural values and norms. After having brought some inter-language
research on apologies under discussion, now cross-cultural studies will be analysed to trace

out people's conception in this regard in different communities around the globe.

2.6.2- Cross-Cultural Studies

Different styles of interaction prevailing in different socicties give birth to cross-
cultural variations with respect to variety of strategies and their interpretation which may
result in communicative breakdown. Most of the research carried out in cross-cultural
lingnistics deals with proficiency and performance of the speakers, highlighting differences
and similarities found in different languages and cultures. As discussed earlier, many
researchers while working on speech acts have focussed an related social factors that have
a potential effect on selection of language expressions. This tendency conforms to the
differences made by Leech (1983: p'') i.e., "pragma-linguistics” and "sociopragmatics”.

The earlier points out "the particular resources that a given language provides for
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conveying particular illocutions”, while the later sheds light on how situational and societal
parameters affect selection of linguistic expressions which leads to differences in
perception regarding application of speech acts, In the current section some cross-cultural
researches will be examined which focus on realization of speech act of apology in difterent
languages around different cultures and the factors which influence selection and
application of different linguistic expressions. Discussion will mainly focus on the studies
of Frescura (1993); Kasanga & Lwanga-Lumu (2007); Wouk (2006); Reiter (2000);
Suszezynska (1999) and Lipson (1994) etc.

Frescura (1993), unlike the prevailing trend of applying DCTs for data collection
in cross cultural research dealing with apologies made use of role play for this purpose. In
her research she worked on apologies produced by two different groups: one from native
English-speaking people and other comprising of native Italian people. For coding of data,
she applied two types of semantic formulae i.c., ‘sell- supportive formula® and ‘hearer
supportive formula’. The first formula is applied in the case the speaker for saving his or
her face refutes the blame or provides explanation which caused the offence to happen
while the second formula is applicable to the situations in which the speaker accepts his /
her fault and apologizes by acknowledging the hearer’s right to be apologized or by merely
offering some compensation directly. The results of the study claimed that native ltalians
mostly go for self-supportive formulas while hearer-supportive formula is preferred by
native speakers of English. No exclusive preference was delineated by Native English-
speaking learners of ltalian whereas Italians residing in Canada supported certain native

Italian expressions.
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Lipson (1994: p'?) analysed realization of speech act of apology in American
English and Italian. He based his work on coding categories proposed by Owen 1983 and
Olshtain & Cohen's model (1983). 1ie (1994) employed a very unusual method for data
collection. Ten Italian students were first shown a series of American sitcoms then they
were assigned a task to reproduce (in Italian) apologetic expressions occurred in those
sitcoms. He, thus, focused on dissimilarities found amongst apologies forwarded in
respondents’ replies and the actual dialogues of the sitcoms which enabled him to compare
speech act of apology and other remedial strategies in both the societies and cultures.
Importance of data collection instrument used by Lipson lies in availability of verbal
expressions which during examination make it possible to consider prosodic characteristics
of communication e.g., tone, paralinguistic features or non-verbal expressions such as
laughter, smiles or gestures. Data collected through this instrument is also important as
television programmes are usually assumed to be a reflection of socio-cultural values and
norms.

After analysing the collected data, he (1994 pp2'?7) concluded that out of the
remedial moves proposed by Owen (1983) strategy number four- “requesting restoration
of balance™ has been the most frequently applied semantic formula. According to him, high
application of this semantic formula favours Owen's claim about the most widespread use
of this strategy. This led researcher to conclusion that remedial moves in Italian do not
differ much from those being applied in English. He (1994: p™°) concludes that “request
for the restoration of balance”- apology sub-formulas like “asking forgiveness” and “joking
to minimize severity of the offence” constitute major part of remedial exchanges in Italian.

While discussing differences he points out their existence in application of sub-formulas
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(1994). For examples, sub formula- “I am sorry” is most commonly found in English
whereas in Italians sub-formula “excuse me™ is the most preferred one. Iie relates these
differences to sociocultural variations. Analysis of data also reveals that Halian students’
selection of apology strategies is also largely influenced by their sensitivity towards “social
status, social role. and authority™ the hearer holds (p™).

Another apology study conducted by Sugimoto ( 1997) compared Japanese
language with American English. Sample of the study was consisted of two hundred
American and 181 Japanese college students. Data was collected through a questionnaire
which they were required to respond in approximately fifteen to twenty minutes during
their regular class. The questionnaire was open ended containing some apology deserving
situations. The research delineated a preference for compensation by majority of Japanese
students. Statement of remorse, accounts, description of damage, and compensation were
most frequently applied strategies. Except accounts the other strategies are morte used by
Japanese students than Americans. Cultural differences were also noted down in case of
application of apologies. Japanese respondents applied exaggerated, regretful and detailed
statements. They also showed an inclination towards repetition of words for emphasizing
apologies whereas American respondents tend to use intensifiers for this purpose. Contrary
to Americans, Japanese respondents focused on negative side of apology situations.

Fussein and Hammouri (1998) undertook an empirical research on realization of
apology strategies by American and Jordanian speakers of English. According to them
Jordanians were found exploiting a host of strategies to apologize whereas Americans were
exploiting comparatively limited apology strategies. Common apology semantic formulas

used by these two groups were, “the expression of apology, the offer of repair,
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acknowledgement of responsibility, and the promise of forbearance™. Additional strategies
found in Jordanian apologies were strategies like “praising Allah (God). attacking the
victim, and minimizing the degree of offense and interjection™. Another distinguishing
feature was Jordanians’ inclination to apply less direct and more elahorated apology
strategies. The researchers ascribed such differences to religious orientation, thought
patterns, and influence of culture.

Suszczynska (1999: p'™ M studied effects of cultural differences on selection of
linguistic expressions of Hungarian, English, and Polish in realisation of apology
strategies. The researcher on the basis of model proposed by Blum-Kulka et al., (1989)
constituted a DCT containing eight apology demanding situations. She distributed it to 76
Polish. 20 Hungarian and 14 American students. She laid special stress on the situation
“bumping into an elderly lady in a supermarket” based on the assumption that it is almost
universally shared experience which is supposed to be least effected by social variables
like profession and status.

Analysis of her data disclosed presence of apology strategy called lllocutionary
Force Indicating Devices (IFIDs) varyingly from expression of regret to plead for
forgiveness in all the languages under study. Suszezynska (1999: p ' %) like Holmes (1990)
and Owen (1983) asserts that expression of regret e.g., “I'm sorry” is the most recurrent
found apology strategy in English while application rate of other strategies like “forgive
me”, “I apologise” and “excuse me”™ remain rare in the collected data. Whereas the strategy
called expression of regret appeared less universal in Hungarian and Polish data. Such a
distinction led her to the finding that realization of apologies is a culture-specific

phenomenon, Recurrent use of expression of regret by native English speakers is not
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considered much face-threatening for any of the interlocutors. On the other hand, apology
responses provided by Polish and Hungarian respondents are realized to have a sound
inclination to make a request to the effected person to control anger or request for
forgiveness is made.

Reiter (2000) made research to compare realization of politeness phenomenon in
Uruguayan Spanish and British English. The research study focussed on realization of two
speech acts — apologies and requests. A part of his research which is related to apologies
is going to bring under discussion here. I'or collection of data open role-play technique was
employed both in Great Britain and Uruguayan Spanish. The instrument used for eliciting
required data consisted of twelve situations resulting both in apologies and requests. Data
was collected from 61 native British English speakers and 64 Uruguayan Spanish native
speakers. The respondents were university students who were not studying linguistics or
languages as subjects. The data compiled in both the languages were analysed by applying
Olshtain & Cohen's (1983) taxonomy. He maintains that the most frequently used semantic
expressions in both languages are “Hocutionary I'orce Indicating Devices (IFI1Ds) and

148-159) His research

expression of responsibility across the whole range of situations™ (pp
findings correspond to the findings of Blum-Kulka et al (1989) who also count /F/Ds and
expression of responsibility universal in nature and situation free apology formulas. The
findings also stress differences between both the languages in terms of application of
intensified apologies by stating that British English speakers stress expression like I'm
sorry through applying some adverbs, like terribly, dreadfully, really, awfully and so while

the speakers from Uruguayan do not normally intensify their apology semantic

expressions. He concludes (2000: p'®7) that in Spanish application of exaggerated apology
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expression are not considered appropriate. While admission of facts to admit responsibility
is commonly found in both the cultures.

Analysing data in terms of the situational parameters proposed by Brown and
Levinson {1987) i.e., social distance, social power, and severity of the offence, Reiter
(2000: p'%") examined that Britain and Uruguayans have similar perception regarding
seriousness of the offences but the British apologise more than the Uruguayans. Both
languages require mote apologies when the offence is perceived severe. The researcher
added that relationship between social power and seriousness of offence is prime
combination to decide number of apologies while social distance appears secondary in this
regard. Reiter's results in this regard contradict findings of Fraser (1981) and Holmes
(1995) according to whom social distance is the most significant factor in context of speech
act of apologies. Moreover, the apology patterns found in Uruguayan and British are not
according to Brown & Levinson's (1987) model of politeness which relates apologies to
the seriousness of offence and social distance existing between interlocutors. Reiter (2000
pp'5597) finds no significant variations in apology responses forwarded by Uruguayan
males and females during cross-gender and inter- gender interaction in both the cultures.

Wouk (2006) investigated pragma-linguistic features of speech act of apology in
Lombok Indonesia in compatison with the studies made in other societics. Tor collection
of data he used a discourse completion test comprising six apology situations; and to
classify it he applied coding categories proposed by Trosborg (1995) and Blum-Kulka et
al (1989). Wouk (2006: p?**) concluded that as Olshtain (1989) said direct apology
formulae appeared in approximately all the situations with varying frequency of their

appearance in different situations. It was also reported that Indonesians yielded an intense
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preference for using repcated requests for forgiveness in contrast to English speakers who
according to Holmes (1990) and Suszczynska (1999) had an obvious inclination for using
apology strategy c;;lled expressions of regret. Wouk (2006: p?°%) relates this inclination to
unavailability of any lexis in Indonesian language carrying similar meaning to that of
apologies. Further, he confirms Olshtain (1989) saying that the status of participants
determines frequency occurrence of explicit apology expressions. Wouk (2000: p2%)
admits that her results are in a conflict to some already carried out research (Troshorg 1995
and Olshtain 1989) as in her research Indonesians are found employing weak expressions
to acknowledge their responsibility which is term ed as their unwillingness to openly take
responsibility for any wrong happening in comparison to native English speakers who
behave otherwise. With respect to relationship between gender and apology strategies, like
Fraser (1981) he (2006: p.**") she sdeclares no substantial gender influence in selection of
apology strategies.

Another important reseach study related to realisation pattern of the apologies in a
South African language of Setswana (Se) in comparison to a "nativised" variety of English
(SeE) and a native variety of English (EL]J) used by white South Africans as first language
was conducted by Kasanga & Lwanga-Lumu (2007). Respondents of the study were
university students. Two types of data were used i.e., quantitative and qualitative. Former
type of data was gathered by applying discourse completion tasks (DCTs) while for
collection of qualitative data video-taped role plays were used. Their research combined
both types of analysis i.e., quantitative and qualitative. The former was applied to reveal
"pragma-linguistic” and sociopragmatic features of apologising while the latter intended to

provide an account of deference and politeness strategies. For analysis of data though the
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researchers applied Cohen et al. (1986) classification mode! containing five strategics they
confined their discussion to expression of responsibility and strategies of IFIDs were
identified as situation independent general strategies preferred in any situation to apologize
(Olshtain 1989).

Kasanga & Lwanga-Lumu's (2007: p ) research was based on two hypotheses.
Firstly, a considerable disparity was expected with respect to [FFIDs and responsibility
between Se and ELI and between Sel and ELI, but not between Se and SeE. Secondly,
the variation will be remarkable between Se and ELIL, or SeE and ELI, as compared to Se
and SeE with respect to behaviour patterns. They (2007: pp ™77y found their first
hypothesis confirmed by identifying significant statistical differences in application of
IFiDs and responsibility together among the speaking groups Se and ELI; and SeE and
ELI. As IFIDs (taken separately) were found existing in similar manner (without major
slatistical differences) across all the three languages it partly nullifies their second
hypothesis. With regard to its application in Se and SeE no big difference was found. The
researchers (2007: p7") attributed ELL’s inclination to apply responsibility strategy more
than Se and SeE 1o supposition that their (ELI's) culture attributes more value to
acknowledgement of responsibility than the Setswana culture. Use of offer of repair is,
however. found abundant in Se and SeE speakers which according to them is essenttal
feature of apologies in Setswana.

Based on the findings of their research, like Gu (1990): Mao (1994) and Matsumoto
(1988), Kasanga & Lwanga-Lumu (2007: pp ") contest Brown & Levinson's (1987)
concept about universality of "dualistic” nature of face i.e.. positive and negative face. They

agree with the notion that "group-based socio-cultural norms™ stress "group face” more
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than "individual face". The authors believe that the Setswana society is of "collectivist”
type and is rigidly graded according to age, gender, and social status. The researchers
(2007: p™) assert that Setswana being a "shame culture” has a preference for public face.

During qualitative analysis, the researchers (2007: pp %) focused on nonverbal
politeness only and traced out two types of non-vocal behaviour. First type is called
restricted and the second type is called non-restricted. To differentiate these two non-verbal
behaviour patterns, they proposed a situation containing a professor (perceived as having
non-restricted form of non-verbal politeness) who needed to apologize to a student (seem
as having restricted form of non-verbal politeness) for not marking an assignment to
exemplify asymmetrical relations holding two parties; superior (the professor) and the
subordinate (a student). They further claim that a particular behaviour in Setswana is
marked as polite or impolite on the hases of collective impact produced by eye-gaze,
proxemics (distance), posture and prosody. For example, in that particular culture cye-gaze
can be interpreted in terms of politeness or impoliteness. According to them the student
used “restricted gestures” to demonstrate regard and humility whereas the professor while
addressing the student was giving attention to paperwork. This example explains
interdependence of pragma-linguistics and paralinguistic in realising act of apologising and
politeness/impoliteness in general.

All these research studies by and large have consensus that on the onc hand there
are similarities in the way speakers of different languages make apologies and on the other
hand there are influences of culture; beliefs and religious orientation on selection of

apology strategies.
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2.6.3- Urdu Langnage and the Use of Apology Strategies: Some Research References

Current section of this chapters deals with work on politeness and speech act of
apology done with reference either to Urdu language or Pakistani population. Before going
into detail of such work it seems pertinent to shortly describe general characteristics,
concept of social life and belief system prevailing in Azad Jammu & Kashmir (AJ&K).
Kashmir is known to the world as a disputed area- a part of which is occupied by India,
which is called Tndian occupied Kashmir while its remaining pari is administered by
Pakistan which is called Azad Kashmir. The current research is based on data collected
from Azad Kashmir. It contains moe than 99% Muslim population with the exception of
few Qadyani families. People fry to follow their religious teachings at any cost. Similarly,
adhering to social norms and traditions is believed to be a mark of dignity, re'spect and
social acceptance whereas betrayal of social norms and anti-social actions carry
embarrassment, humiliation and disrespect not only for the individual who does so but also
to the family and group he belongs to.

With the advent of modem technology and fast interaction at global level
individualism has started peeping in Kashmiri society too. however a significant
characteristic still prevailing there strongly is deep and siccere concern social members
owe for each other. This concern results in close intitmacy, friendship and mutual
dependence which is marked with beautiful colours of helping each other, exchange of
food and gifts on many social occasions, hospitality and sharing of happiness and grief.

Responsibilities and obligations are shared not only at family level but even among the
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neighbours at the time of need if someone falls in any sort of crises. To help each other and
bring good name to the family rematos 2 priority for every individual [insider’s view].

As far as concept of an individual's face or public image in the society under
consideration is concemned, it is perceived in view of different perspectives like personal
character. individual’s notion of self- respect, honour, behaviour at personal a.nd public
Jevel as well as social standing. These characteristics mark status and position of the
individuals in the society. To help protect face needs of the individuals, mutual respect
(called ehtram in Urdu) is taken as a basic unit. [t is maintained in mutual interactions and
relationships. If analyzed in view of B&L (1978 & 1987) conception of face and face
wants, mutual respect in social relations and interactions help save face needs (both
positive and negative) of the individuals. An example of role of ehtram and respect as face
saving agent in case of apologies is that an elderly person if apologises in case he commits
some mistake or does something to anybody, he is just interrupted not to apologize. It is
not at all appreciated at social level to make or wait an elderly person to apologize for
anything, rather things are just let go without it. Doing so, saves face of both the apologizer
and the apologizee otherwise being impolite or disrespectful may bring face loss to both of
them.

There are many ways of showing respect to others e.g., using appropriate address
terms, avoiding discussion about taboos, not to laugh loudly in front of elders or Seniors,
unnecessary jokes, etc., even there are socially approved/disapproved ways of sitting,
standing and walking in front of others. In short, conformity to those rules decide how
much respectful somebody is which gives an idea about how much politeness someone 1s

carrying or is being offered with. It is a very dynamic concept, moving from speaker to
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addressee and vice versa. Similarly, in the culture under study disregard to conventional
social values is likely to cause face-threatening situation not only for the speaker but also
for the addressee and even sometimes for their families and friends as well. Thus, impolite
or disrespectful behaviour brings face loss both to the speaker and the addressee at
individual level and to the groups and families they belong to, at collective level. FFace thus
does not remain confined to individual s face wants i.e., positive and negative but primarily
depends on one’s adherence to traditional norms. So deeply rooted in social values is this
concept of face and politeness that it can be called more a public face or what is catled
“group face™ (Nwoye, 1992)- a concept wider in scope than the one presented by B&L
(1978 & 1989).

An investigation into communication patterns prevailing in a certain society can
help not only to understand value of that society but also promotes intercultural relations
and global understanding. Some common helpful human expressions in this regard are:
ways of greeting each other, making compliments, requesting favours, making complaints,
giving excuses and jusfifications, and apologizing. Apologies (an area under discussion in
the current research), for example, are a regular part of everyday life. Individuals generally
apologize if consciously or unconsciously they commit mistake. In the society under study,
sometimes people do apologize on behalf of others i.e., some relative, friend or group
member to settle down conflicts. In Kashmiri culture, people apologize sometimes even
as a social convention, for the factors and/or behaviours which negatively affect others
which Kotani (1999, p.*) calls “situationally required feel-good apology™. [le defines it as
a kind of apology forwarded “when the situation requires him or her to apologize, even

when the speaker does not feel responsible for the offense, to make the other party feel
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good™ (p.*). As people are dictated b: *heir respective cultures when and how to apologize
different studies on anthropology, communication and pragmatics suggest that apologies
are cultural phenomenon (e.g., Blum-Kulka & House, 1989). Hence, having an
understanding of the occasions demanding an apology, along with different forms and
expressions used for apologizing can prove a lens through which exclusive cultural
characteristics can be examined. Following are the research studies which have been
conducted on the basis of either Pakistani population (Azad Kashmir is also a part of
Pakistan) or Urdu language.

Majeed & Janjua (2013) conducted a research to trace out structure of speech act
of apology in Urdu Punjabi and English languages. They concluded that in English
language, ratio of explicit apologies was higher as head act in comparison with Punjabi and
Urdu whereas application of implicit apology strategies was found highest in Punjabi. Data
was collected from students of English at National University of Modern Languages,
Islamabad by using DCT having 9 different situations. Dominance, social distance among
the apologizer and apologizee were kept controlled to escape influence of formality level.
In another study Majeed & Janjua (2014) brought under discussion application of speech
act of apology in Urdu with reference to gender. Their matn emphasis was on the way
different genders extend apologies in diverse situations. Findings of their study revealed
that females were more conscious about their face wants than the males. They preferred
application of less dangerous strategies even when apologizing to their fiiends and
relatives. However, while apologizing in formal settings both adopted similar types of
strategies. Sample of their study consisted of 25 University students (15 males and 10

females). They used open ended questionnaire for collecting data. The questionnaire
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contained ten situations requiring the respondents to apologize for committing the stated
offence. To measure effects of social variables like social status, social relation and severity
of offence different situations were designed embedding them. For data analysis, Blum-
Kulka et al.. (1989) model was used.

This study provides an understanding of politeness strategies as used in society and
whether their application is systematic and formulaic in Urdu. 1t also discloses whether the
apologizers behave in defensive or authoritative way along with stating that social variables
affect respondents. The study also claims use of /1D and Explanation in almost all the
situations which according to writers tend to save positive face wants of the apologizers.
While interacting with intimate relations like relatives and close friends the apologizers
used offer of repair to a considerable extent. According to writers, application of this
strategy was not imeant to be dan gerous for positive face needs, but it was indicative of lack
of formality among them. They do so not because they have any threat or fear from the
other person but to negotiate the relations with their intimate partners. Urdu apologetic
strategies were found non-formulaic. Furthermore, there was noticed a mixing of English
apology strategies while apologizing in Urdu languages which also reiterates that Urdu
apologetic strategies are non-formulaic. For example, 1 am sorry, myjy deir ho gei (Einglish
translation: [ am late).

In another research, Yasmeen & Akram (2014) examined politeness as applied by
Pakistani politicians during a Privileged Motives session. Communication, according to
them. was affected by some external (status social distance, social values, age, and power)
and internal factors {(degree of imposition and friendliness). For this research work data

was collected from documented debates of Punjab Assembly from 2008 to 2013. The
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researchers applied Brown & Levinson™ (1978, 1987) model of politeness for analysis of
data. The researchers analysed different strategies e.g.. bald on record, positive politeness,
negative politeness and off record. Bald on record was found to have been the most
frequently used strategy to demonstrate power and carefree communication. Likewise,
social distance is maintained through certain linguistic expressions by paying reverence (o
those enjoying higher social status or authority. Power difference prevailing among
patliamentarians obliged them to hchave politely and avoid application of imperatives.
Finally, it was also noted that Pakistani politicians mostly used a less formal, mixed
language without paying much attention to the formality. As power difference, social
distance. formality level are the variables to be assessed in terms of effect they exert on
selection of apology strategies in the context of Kashmir, so such research studies are
believed to provide a base for research in this context.

Gillani & Mahmood (2014) attempted to explore politeness strategies used in
Pakistani business letters. According to their research politeness strategies are culture
bound e.g.. Pakistanis use such a rich variety of politeness strategies that even B&L's
model (1987) could not be proved sufficient for analysis of data. Their study examined
differences between Pakistani and American techniques of applying politeness strategies
in business letters by combining both qualitative and quantitative approaches. According
to the writers, many differcnces with respect to politeness strategies were noted e.g.,
Pakistanis preferred salutations along with address form like “dear sir” while Americans
showed a tendency to use definite names of the recipients of letters. Moreover, Pakistanis
had a traditional practice of showing submissiveness to the authority, but Americans did

not yield submissive attitude readily. Writers ascribed these differcnces between
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Americans and Pakistanis to different cultural norms and social values. Pakistanis appeared
politer in their writings than Americans and they displayed unique strategies which crossed
boundary of politeness model given by Brown and Levinson (1987). Data of this study
consisted of 1000 Pakistani business English letters from government and semi-
government institutes and a modified version of B &L (1987) model of politeness strategies

was used for analysis of data.

Kousar (2015) investigating the extent to which social status of the interlocutors
influence politeness among the speakers of Urdu language. Analysis of data was done
within the domain of Brown and Levinson (1978, 1987). For this purpose, the rescarcher
(p™") used a Discourse Completion Task (DCT) for collection of data from a sample
consisting of 152 respondents. Analysis of data shows “preference for strategies of negative
politeness is strikingly higher than the strategies encoding as positive politeness strategies”.
Pattern of application of apology strategies disclosed a preference for negative politeness
strategies (o have been applied for apologizing to the recipients having high or low social
status while those having equal social status received maximum number of positive
politeness strategies when they were apologized. Severity of offense and social distance
were found influential. The Urdu speakers were found not only saving negative face needs
of the interlocutors by preferring negative politeness strategies but also save their own face
by applving less face threatening strategies like “offering compliments, paying thanks and
giving suggestion™ (p.93). The study also confirms Brown & Levinson’s (1978, 1987)
claim tegarding preference of negative politeness over positive politeness.

Rahman (1998) conducted a comprehensive research to trace out linguistic features

of politeness among Pakistanis. For this purpose. dafa was collected through DCTs,
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naturally occurring conversations and interviews of selected respondents. In total three
hundred questionnaires were distributed bul hundred filled in properly were employed in
the study while twenty-five people were interviewed, and hundreds of conversations were
analyzed. Data was collected in both formal and informal settings.

Findings of the report (Raman: 1998) suggest that politeness functions in terms of
verbal or non-verbal signals which serve to enhance ego and offer pleasure by
compensating the offence to the addressee. Further, in Pakistan apologies are carried out
differently in formal and informal settings. 1le (Raman: 1998) adds, “Words, originating
from Persian and Arabic and used in Urdu, are used only in the formal contexts and not
among family and friends. With the latter, one may use body language and certain less
formal words to thank and apologize™ ( p.'"). This report is one of the few research studies
existing with respect to apologizing in Pakistan. Reliability of data is made sure though
application of multiple data collection tools i.e., DCT, observation and interviews but it
cannot be generalized because it addresses a small portion of population.

In another research, Saleem (2014) investigated application of speech act of
apology and differences among male and female respondents. Data was collected from 106
university students who were doing M.A English. Analysis of data was made on the basis
of Holmes' (1990) and Blum-Kulka's (1989) taxonomies. The study revealed that almost
all the respondents applied “explanation or account” Out of fifteen different apology
strategy types, respondents were found focusing on only four strategies i.e., explanation or
account, explicit apology (IFID) expressing self-deficiency and intensifiers of apology.
Whereas. none of them used “recognizing I as deserving apology™ and “acknowledgment

of responsibility” strategies. This research also aimed at examining differences among male
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and female respondents with respect to application of apology strategies. The writer
(Saleem: 2014) concluded that the participants were lacking knowledge about variety of
apology strategies which could be used in different contexts. According to her, there were
found no significant differences in male and female respondents as far as selection and
application of apology strategies are concerned.

Similarities and differences between Urdu and Pashtu speaking students regarding
application of apology strategies in varying situations; and effects of gender on selection
of these strategies were studied by Sultana & Khan (2014). This research is based on two-
culture theory forwarded by Troemel-Ploetz (1991) which purports separate cultures for
men and women. Sample of the study containing 32 students (16 male and 16 female) is
randomly selected from different undergraduate programs being offered at National
University of Modern Languages (NUML), Islamabad. For data collection, DCT
containing ten situations demanding the respondents to apologize is employed while
analysis of data is done by applying CCSARP taxonomy proposed by Blum-Kulka et al.,
(1989). The findings reveal that respondents more often apologized by using /1D in
majority of the situations which according to the researchers (Sultana & Khan, 2014) helps
them save their positive face needs. They also use “promise of forbearance” to maintain
their relationship with others.

The findings of this study reveal that the respondents are less dif ferent in their
responses while interacting with members of the same gender while differences in
apologetic behaviour are reported while apologizing to the opposite gender. Further, it is
claimed that gender effects are quite visible in the situations where respondents are more

formal and less caring in offering apologies to the same gender. Further. the researchers
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also point out another function of apology i.e.. a means of establishing intimacy and
connectedness with opposit gender. Thus, it is also claimed that the respondents of the
study remain careful while dealing with the opposite gender which suggests that they are
socialized to adhere to gender based social structure which formulates their behaviour. In
addition to it, relationship between nature of offence and selection of apology strategies is
also found. It is also found that Urdu speaking respondents are more liberal and
accommodative, while Pashtuns appear rather conservative and formal while interacting
with opposite gender. Differences between Urdu-speaking and Pashtu-speaking
respondents in this regard highlight radical differences in their respective social structure
and cultural legacy they carry. Though helpful in finding out apologetic attitude of Urdu
and Pashtu-speakers, these findings are not to generalize owing to its small population size.
Using Cross Cultural Speech Act Realization Project (CCSARP) model proposed
by Blum-Kulka et al., (1989) Ahangar et al., (2015) examined influence of power and
gender on selection of apology strategies. Data is collected from (50) male university
students (SBMUS). The findings of the study, according to the writers, support universality
of the claimed apology strategies as the strategies used by SBMUS are generally the same
used by the respondents of other languages cited in CCSARP. “IFID" has been most
frequent strategy in the apologies forwarded by the respondents, however respondents have
also used some other strategies as ‘evoking the name of God (God willing)'. ‘swearing
etc., and special terms of address like ‘gohat’ and 'bras’ which mean ‘sister” and ‘brother’, _
which did not appear in CCSARP model (1989) which reflect influence of religion and
culture. It is thus found that culture, context, religion and the situations in which an apology

occurs have significant effect on the type and number of apology strategics. However,
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power and gender are not found among those factors which affect application of apology
strategies. This study has been conducted not only on the basis of data collected through
only one tool i.e., DCT which, according to many critics, if applied in isolation could not
generate dependable data but also on a skewed sample of having only fifty male
respondents. Thus. both the selection of data collection tool and sample makes it limited in
its scope.

[usain & Wahid (2008) applying Cohen & Olshtain (1981) and Cohen, Olshtain
and Rosenstein (1986) models conducted a small-scale study on 30 undergraduate students
having Urdu/ Hindi as their mother tongue to study role of L1 transfer while performing
speech acts of apologizing and thanking. The study revealed that Urdu / Hindi speaking
respondents do not encounter any severe problems in giving thanks or apologizing in
English except lack of good command on vocabulary and structures of target language. 1.1
socio-cultural transfer manifests itsel{ in merely a few areas e.g.. ‘offer of repair” was rarely
applied in case of apologies. Little use of this strategy might also be interpreted with
reference to Indian socio-cultural values as due to heightened impression of indebtedness
il carries it has limited application. The study has many limitations including a small corpus
i.e.. data is collected by using a written task contained only four situations to he replied
while interviews are also conducted on the basis of four situations. Further, data has been
elicited through interviews which can be made better by adding other data collection tools
e.g.. DCT, observations or role plays. Different social variables like formal and informal
setting. social status, social distance cfc., have also not been observed.

Mousavil & Samar (2012) examined commercial emails from four Asian countries

i.e.. Pakistan. China, India, and Iran applying a mixed-method design. The focus of the
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research was to trace out features of politeness and intimacy. For quantitative analysis of
the data Brown & Levinson's model (1987) and Coulmas’ (2005) were used while for
qualitative and descriptive analysis formality level i salutation and opening clause was
analyzed. Findings of the study manifest that in business letters, Iranians are the politest
whereas Chinese prefer using intimate discourse. Conversely, Indians adopt least polite
and intimate style while Pakistanis™ style is not as obvious as that of Iranian and Chinese.
One of the main objectives of this research was to promote inter-cultural understanding,
particularly with reference to written rhetorical characteristics.

All these studies by and large show consensus about influence of culture; belief

system and religious otientation in selection of apology strategies made by Urdu speakers.

2.7-  Concluding Remarks of Chapter 2

Review of previous studies reveals some important issues about speech act of
apology. Several of them demonstrate existence of similarities and differences in
realisation patterns of speech act of apology cross-culturally. Further, some studics also
insist that kinds of apology strategies on which apologisers resort for apologising are
controlled hy situational and social factors. Thus, apologisers manage application of
apology semantic formulas in accordance with the status of the addressee and the nature of
the situations invelved. Likewise, non-native users of any language have tendency to use
speech act of apology according to sociopragmatic norms of their native language. It results
in transfer of socio-cultural rules of first language of the speakers to the target language
while making apologies which makes non-native speakers apologize in target language in

a different way. This difference can also be ascribed to speakers’ poor grammatical and
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pragmatic knowledge of target language as well. Speakers’ lack of sociopragmatic
competence of target language also affect apology realization pattern. Speakers” idea about
severity level of the offence and nature of situation in the target culture can entirely be
changed from the norms and practices of target culture and language which may also lead
to differences in apologizing practices.

Discussion made throughout the current chapter leads to this finn assumption that
conception of politeness phenomenon varies across cultures and realization of speech act
of apology is immensely influenced by the soceital norms of different speech communities.
Apologies are realized in relation to different social variables e.g., social distance, social
status, severity of offence as perceived in a culture, and conversational setting. Difference
in perceptions regarding these social and cultural variables by members of different
societies results in variation of realization patterns of apologies. To address all these
varying patterns and types of apology strategies it is pertinent to develop a research
methodology that can address them successfully. For this purpose, firstly a comprehensive
discussion about relevant taxonomies applied for analysis of data will be made, followed
by a detailed discussion about scope and limitations of different tools developed for
collection of data leading towards selection / adaptation or formulation of an appropriate
research methodology for current research study. Thus, in the next chapter an account of
different methodological approaches regarding study of speech act of apologies will be

taken.
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CHAPTER 3

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

3.1- Introduction to Chapter 3

The current research, as stated carlier, aims at analysing realization patterns of
speech act of apology in two differemt languages. English and Urdu, among selected
ropulation of Azad Jammu & Kashmir (AJ&K). Focus of the study is not only on tracing
out similarities and / or dissimilarities in execution of this speech act but also on the factors
affecting its application in the society. The rationale behind selection of this speech act as
a tool to examine politeness in the culture under study lies in the reliability entrusted by
many researchers to apply it in evaluating the way politeness works in different cultures.
As apologising imparts breach of some certain social norm it is taken as a vehicle to explore
individuals' perception regarding the degree to which remediation is thought necessary. In
order to conduct research in applied linguistics one of the primary concerns remains
validation of data collection instruments.

In the current study, a comprehensive data collection procedure is required to
understand people's perception of whether to apologize or not, and, if yes then how to
apologize in a particular situation which would be a step to explore speakers” apologetic
preferences. It is intended to explore how linguistic politeness is operating in two languages
among the habitants of one culture. As two different languages (English and Urdu} being
used in the society under review are selected, a comparison of the apologetic expressions

employed by informants in both the languages would be of assistance to uncover
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similarities and / or differences the respondents display in application of apology strategies
in these two languages; and in their consideration of social and contextual variables. For
this purpose. both, qualitative and quantitative paradigms are used to give objectivity and
authenticity to the data. So, a combination of data collection tools i.e. Discourse
Completion Task (DCT), observation and interview is used. A combination of these tools
is believed to be more helpful in triangulation of data resulting in reaching at objective
findings.

Following is a detailed discussion on all the related areas e.g., population of study,
data collection tools and process; presentation and analysis of data. This discussion 1s
primarily set out to investigate relative strengths and weaknesses of each tool, to justify

their selection as research method/ tools for the current study.

3.2-Population and Sample: Selection of Participants

As the current research is directed to investigate realization of speech act ofapology
by university students in Azad Jammu and Kashmir (AJ&K), it is indispensable to select
university students as population of study. Thus, the population of the study consists of
graduate students of all the five universities currently working in AJ&K,

The sample is selected from five universities of AJ&K: University of Azad Jammu
& Kashmir Muzaffarabad; University of Poonch, Rawlakot: Mirpur University of Science
and Technology, Bagh Women University and University of Kotli, AJ&K- which are
public secretor universities. Alkheir University and Mohi-ud-Din Islamic University being

run in private sector have been exciuded from the sample on the basis of unavailability of
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MA FEnglish classes there. For homogeneity of the sample all the students were selected
from the same level i.e., MA English, final year (third and final semester). Students of final
vear are chosen hecause of two reasons: firstly, till then they (sample students) would have
studied subjects of Pragmatics and Research Methodology, which 1 (the researcher) helieve
would help them play their role as respondents of the present research in a better way; and
secondly. for observation in informal setting would be in a need to have co-rescarchers
from among the sample of the study and as they will have studied these two subjects, they
would be better able to perform their role and take care of research cthics as co-researchers.
Being at the same academic level they (the sample) are almost of the same age and
educational background. Fifty (50) students from each of the five universities are randomly
selected which makes sample consisting of 250 students / respondents in total. To make
samplc proportionate and representative of total population the number of respondents is
finalized on the basis of total students of MA English, final year in each university. It is
worth mentioning that the number of students in selected universities were lacking a
balance in terms of male and female ration. So, instead of stratified sampleing technique,
simple random sampling technique is used for selection of desired sample for the current

study.

3.3- Methodological Considerations

There is a diversily of data collection nstruments available for studies in
pragmatics, out of which application of observations, role plays, and DCTs are most
frequently applied. But, none of the tools has gone without severe criticism from

researchers in this field. In the forthcoming sections a thorough discussion is made in this
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regard to find out the most appropriate data collection instrument for the current research
study. Following is a detailed discussion about three most commonly applied data

collection tools:

1.3.1- Observation of Authentic Speech

It has always been debateable among linguists to define 'natural language'.
According to Wolfson (1976: p.2%) the difficulty lies in the fact that any piece of talk can
be regarded natural in a context provided it is applicable in that contextual setting for
accomplishing some particular goal. Stuhbs (1983: p.”*%) believes, "the hunt for pure,
natural. or authentic data is chimera,” because speakers manipulate their linguistic
structures and language choices to meet requirements of the target situations. The changes
speakers make in their language to correspond appropriately to some specific situation
reduces probability of existence of entirely "natural” speech or language. Wolfson (1976)
even considers ethnographic collection of data - by observing and recording naturally
occurring apologies unreliable. She adds that if the researcher aims at observing multiple
instances of a particular speech act situational and interpersonal context unchanged in the
similar context it becomes practically impossible to keep the context including relevant
social variahles constant in case when the same phenomenon takes place again.

Besides controversies, many research scholars have acknowledged application of
‘ohservation” as a research tool by reckoning it more useful and dependable to collect
reliable data when dealing with societal norms and realities. While others alleged it as

insufficient to help know the reality entirely and thus appears extremely deficient to offer
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comprehensive picture of the target community. The way of conducting observations
whether to write notes, use recording tools or to take short notes and transcribe them
depends entirely on observer- the one who actually knows purpose of undertaking this data
collection exercise.

While discussing different methods of observations, Frankfort-Nachmias &
Nachmias (2000: p.'**1!) emphasize significance of “participant observation method”
declaring it “the most direct method™ for data collection as the research no more needs to
inquire anyone about a particular behaviour. Bums (2000: p.*'"y also argue in this context
that the data collected through observations directly represent behaviour of the population
under study. In addition to its usefulness due to happening in natural settings Frankfort
Naclunias & Nachmias (2000: pp."*™'®") consider it the most convenient method in
situations where the respondents or people under study may not have a tendency lo express
about themselves. They (2000: p.'®) identify two kinds of observations, “controlled and
non-controtled”™. The earlier deals with a situation when it is decided prior to starting the
process what, how. and when to observe, whereas in the latter category, the researcher has
less explicitly defined objectives regarding what to do and how to do. According to them,
“non-controlled observational method™ is more adaptable and less organized than the other
one called “controlled”. Anyhow, they assert that research questions to be addressed in a
research study and research design planned for that purpose play fundamental role in
deciding which of these methods is more appropriate.

Punch (2005: p.'*) states that participative observation gives the observer more
oppottunities o become familiar with the group being investigated and to comprehend

“shated cultural meanings™ that are helpful in understanding behaviour of that particular
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societal group. Likewise, May (2001: p."* too, holds the opinion that participant
observation is a more flexible method as it provides a chance to the observer to observe
participants” behaviour in uncontrolled natural situations and having with them discussion
regarding their perceptions. belief system, and inspirations. Obsetvation as a research tool
is also significant in the sense that it gives the researcher an access to the areas unknown
i.e.. which were not predicted in advance and allows gaining "first-hand knowledge”
regarding them (Bryman: 1989).l1e discusses three different types of observations i.e.,
“covert. full, and indirect participant observation™ (1989: pp. 117y and brings out
differences among them. According to him. one difference between “covert participant
observation™ and “full participant observation™ is that in the former category. the researcher
ohserves with his/her identity being concealed while during the latter type he holds a work
position in particular area or organization under study and is known as a rescarcher by co-
workers. Whereas during “indirect participant observation™ the researcher does not occupy
any position in the target organization but actively participates in different activities and
events like arrangements for parties and working lunches etc. He (1989: p.'*} declares
“covert method™ more useful than other methods because by concealing identity. the
researcher is assured that his/her presence may not disturb natural course of happenings.
[Towever. its shortcoming resides in breaching the ethics by encroaching of the population
under study without their prior consent. Walsh (1998: p.2%%) wams about ncgative
implications of this technique by reckoning in threatening and detrimental for the lives of
people being investigated without letting them know. It also delimits its scope of

223)

integration of other methods like interviews. Similarly, Gomm (2004: p. also holds

similar opinion that veiled identity of observer impedes him/her from writing down notes
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quickly resulting in their late writing which has a potential for data loss as a result of
forgetting its detail or inaccurate recording. Contrary to that, “indirect participant
abservations™ (Gomm (2004: p.22%) seldom face such difficultics, however there might be
problems in getting contact to the organization and presence of the researcher may
influence attitude of the people under study.

Resides varying opinions, the researchers acknowledge use of ‘observation” as a
research tool to collect reliable data when dealing with societal norms and realities. In view
of the above discussion and inline with the nature of current research and its objectves use
of ‘ohservarions” as a data collection 100! has emerged as a compulsion to crosscheck

validaty of data collected through DCTs.

3.3.2- Discourse Completion Tests (DCTs)

The questions used for data collection in the field of pragmatics usually take form
of Discourse Completion Tests (DCTs) also called Discourse Completion Tasks (by many
researchers).It is “a series of short writlen role-plays based on everyday situations which
are designed to elicit a specific speech act by requiring informants to complete a tum of
dialogue for each item’” (Barron. 2003: p. ). DCT originally developed to compare speech
act realization patterns of native speakers and learners (Blum-Kulka, 1982) was used by
many researchers including Blum-Kulka et al.. (1989: p.') who developed a coding
scheme based on ‘Cross-Cultural Speech Act Realization Project’ (CCSARDP) to compare
speech acts of native and non-native speakers. They claim for appropriateness of this model

fo investigate similarities and differences in realization patterns of speech acts between
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native and non-native speakers of a given language. It has been repeatedly reported for
having nimerous benefits as data collection tool. Many linguists including Jones (1989)
veckon it as the most successful instrument for collecting huge data in a comparatively little
time. They are time saving as when applied in comparison to role plays PCTs make
possible to casily address considerably more respondents at one lime resulting in a more
feasible statistical analysis. Rose (1992} prefers DCTs over natural data because they can
help to manage a consistent context to study a speech act and thus can help generate large
quantity of data quickly. Many linguists including Cohen & Olshtain (1981); Olshtain &
Cohen (1983); Blum-Kulka & Olshtain (1984); Olshtain and Blum-Kulka (1985); Blum-
Kulka and Olshtain (1986); Iwai and Rinnert (2001); Rintell & Mitchell (1989); Wouk
(2006) and Kasanga & Lwanga-Lumu (2007) applied DCTs in their research projects to
compare apology strategics applied in different languages. Data collected through this tool
i« considered more reliable because all the respondents reply under controlled situations
and social variables.

This generalisation is however conditional with respect to type of the questionnaire,
main ohjectives it addresses, and the total responses provided by the respondents. May
(2001: p.”') maintains that before designing DCTs research hypothesis should be
"operationalised into measures” sO (hat based on it some logical and comprehensive
questions can be developed which respondents can reply. These responses should be
classifiable as well as quantifiable to help researcher find out whether or not the theory or
concept under consideration s applicable. Lewin (2005 p2%) favours use of
questionnaires as a research tool as it can help the researcher gathering structured and

unstructured data which is possible to present numerically and can be statistically analysed
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by applying different formulae or techniques. Contrasting to observations, DCTs can be
duplicated and used by other researchers as many times as required. May (2001)
emphasises that to generalize results of a study about some selected population, it is
necessary for the researcher to take a representative sample. Moreover, language of DCT
ought to be simple and clear without any ambiguity so that different interpretations could
he ceased. (Moser & Kalton 2004: pp.™ 7).

As for as different kinds of questionnaires are concerned, Oppenheim (2003: pp.'>
103} jdentifies: “self-administered questionnaires, mail questionnaires, and group-
administered questionnaires”, Mail questionnaires are posted to the respondents of the
study. whereas the rest of the types are personally invigilated by the researcher and got
filled in either by individual or group. The only difference between self- administered
gnestionnaires and group-administered questionnaires is that the earlier is circulated to an
individual while the latter is circulated to a cluster of people to get their response. May
(2001: p.*) discredited mail questionnaires for their fow response generating ratio and lack
of opportunity to amend any misconception. While Bryman (1989: p.*?) supports sclf-
administered questionnaires considering them economical and time saving than interviews,
especially in case of large number of respondents or they are scattered in different areas.
Nonetheless, he suspects that respondents might read the whole questionnaire before
answering the very first query which might assist them to respond the initial queries under
influence of the knowledge delivered through later questions in the questionnaire.

Further, this method is also criticized for lacking complete context (Rintell &
Mitchell: 1989) which is often required for collecting desired data. They (1989) suspect

production of responses lacking originality which characterize naturally occurring
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conversation because for majority of the people writing appears {0 be a formal activity
yielding very ceremosious responses while replying to a questionnaire. While conducting
a research on speech act of refusals Beebe and Cummings (1996) made a comparison
hetween DCTs and naturally occurring data. For this purpose, they based their research on
the responses produced in DCT and during telephonic conversations by native speakers of
American English. They concluded that the responses provided in DCT do not satisfactorily
correspond to the language spoken in everyday communication in multiple ways including
response length, turn taking, depth of emotions, variety of formulae and strategies applied;
number of repetitions and elaborations etc. Rintell and Mitchell also conducted a research
study (1989: p.2’!y to explore if employing a role-play technique stimulate different
responses from those elicited employing a DCT. They found similarity in the data collected
through both the techniques.

Johnston et al (1998: p.'™") claim that DCTs enable researchers to collect huge
amount of quantifiable data quickly from a large number of habitants of diverse speech
communities which makes it a commonly applied technique for collection of data in
interlanguage and cross-cultural pragmatics. They (1998: pp.*75%) further claim that data
coltected through DCTs is easier to code as compared to conversational data because
coding process nornally demand written material or data. The data, they add, collected
through the first technigue is always in the similar form whereas in case of conversational
data there remains a need to transcribe the collected data. But. they have shown concerns
ahout validity of the data collected through DCTs with respect to their natural occurrence
as they lack in many factors which typically supplement speech acts during naturally

occurring interactions like intonation pattern. turn taking etc.
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Another similar research cc...,.aring responses elicited from DCTs and naturally
occurring interactions was catried out by Hartford and Bardovi-Harlig (1992). Unlike
Beebe and Cumming's work it deals with non-native speakers and asymmetrical power
encounters. The researchers compared refusals realized by native and non- native speakers
of graduate level. They found that a narrower range of semantic formulas was employed
and DCT replies were less polite as the respondents rarely applied face-saving strategies.
Negotiation techniques and turn taking which mark natural conversation were absent from
the data. Some other research studies (Galato, 2003, Hartford & Bardovi-Harlig, 1992;
Holmes, 1991) also manifest that data collected through DCT differs significantly from the
one coliccted in natural settings. So, good and bad, positive and negative, aidvantages and
disadvantages- guite a mixed appraisal it has got from the researchers. Thus, it can be
assumed that deficiencies of the questionnaires can be overcome by incorporation of some
other data collection tool e.g., interviews to help the researcher generate more response
which can help him/her amend any misinterpretation. Based on similar perception, May
(2001: p.'"?) suggests multiple-method approach integrating interviews with guestionnaires
which according to Oppenheim (2003: p.'%?) are even more suitable than questionnaires

when the respondents are not proficient in reading or language usage in general.
3.3.3- Interviewing
Another useful methed of data collection is called interviews. Application of face-

to-face interviews prove more advantageous as compared to other methods like

questionnaires and observations. By applying this tool, the researcher gets a chance to
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collect data exactly describing respondents’ notion regarding their actions in accordance
with societal norms. Burns (2000: pp.?***¢) discusses differences found between
«structured closed- ended and semi-structured open-ended™ interviews. According to him
during structured interviews a list of questions place in a particular order is asked to all the
respondents which is also beneficial for interviewer in case of making comparison between
different groups of the respondents. Specific nature of questions and their closed-ended
form suggests that the respondents will produce exact answers. Because of this quality, this
category of interview is considered inflexible which can impede the interviewer vision and
stop him/her from looking bevond the fixed questionnaire to investigate respondents’
opinions, attitudes, belief system etc. Contrary to structured interviews, according to Punch
(2005: p.' ) open-ended interviews are more fiexible which makes them more dependable
data collection tool for gelting effective responses regarding respondents” perception of
reality existing around them. Burns (2000 p.**%) says that it requires the interviewer to
spend considerably large time with the interviewee and thus results in high response rate.
During this type of interview as there is no pre-decided list of questions so instead of using
specific terms natural expressions are used. According to Gomm (2004: p.**") some
researchers view this approach naturalistic because of being simtlar to dialogues or
everyday talk. However, this methed, too. doesn’t go without criticism. Denscombe (2007)
says that different respondents respond differently depending on their perception of the
interviewer, “in particular, the sex, the age, and the ethnic origins of the interviewer have
a bearing on the amount of information people are willing to divulge and their honesty
about what they reveal™ (p.!*). Gomm (2004: p.") asserts that interviewee’s responses are

influenced by his/ her perception of the situation and what s’he believes the situation
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demands or what, according to their imagination, the interviewer would like to hear or even
they may say something opposite of what they think they want to hear thus, might not be
providing accurate interpretations and conceptions of reality. So, responsibility lies with

researcher to pull out the data which sounds convincing, credible and reliable.

3.3.4- Selected Data Collection Tools for the Current Study

Review of different data collection instruments indicates that none of them is
sufficient to meet objectives of the current research work. So, I have employed a mixture
of methods, in order to collect required data to find out apologetic attitude of the population
under study. Mere application of participant observation method does not suffice purpose
of the current study due to its inability to provide sufficient data. Further, observation of
authentic speech may lack presence of variables i.e., social power. social distance, ranking
of imposition, and dilferent conversational settings required according to nature of the
study. Though it has always been preferred in the research areas related to pragmatics and
sociolinguistics to use natural data, sometimes it becomes unfeasible to attain research goat
by merclv depending on it. Even if applied, participant observation does not promise
generating comparable semantic formulae in both languages keeping the social variables
constant. Moreover. random selection of respondents may lead to have helerogeneous

sample of population which may result in unrepresentative or skewed data.
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In view of aforementioned limitations of observations, in the current research study
I have applied discourse completion tests (DCTs) along with it which allows to rapidly
accumulate huge sum of comparable data. In addition to it, interviews have also been used
for data collection believing that addition of interviews Lo these instruments will render
more reliable data and remove shortcomings of DCTs and observations. The significance
of interviews is also stressed by Neuman (2003: p.>*) who has emphasised effective role
of interviews by asserting that a skilled interviewer can manipulate diverse questions which
may not be included in DCTs. Likewise. Holland & Campbell (2005: p.>) also count it a
reliable source to get useful data.

It is believed that integration of more than one research methods: using DCT,
interviews and observation is beneficial to design a comprehensive research. Numerous
researchers like Labov (1972). Wolfson (1976). and Stubbs (1983) stress application of

1e

multiple methods in the investigation of languages. Labov (1972: p.” ") recommends the

researchers not to adhere to one research method. Likewise, Brown & Yule (1983: p.?™%)
suggest not to highlight importance of a single research method at the cost of others.
Recommending “mixed-method approach™, Greene et al., (2005: p.2”%) asserts that
combining several research techniques together makes the research more valid and

credible. Such mixed approach, in their opinion provides the researcher enriched ideas and

a better understanding of the meanings and perspectives. But combining different methods
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together demands extreme care to attain objectives set out for the research study. As says
Mason (2002: p.%%) if integration of methods is not carried out carefully research outcomes

might not be as beneficial as expected.

3.3.4.1- Detail of data collection instruments employed in the current study

Analysis of different data collection instruments and a look at their respective
benefits and drawbacks suggest that a researcher must select those instruments which
sound most suitable to the fundamental objectives of his/ her research. Thus, keeping under
consideration objectives of the current study a combination of tools i.e, DCTs,
observations and inlerviews is used for data collection.

The very first instrument applied for this purpose is observation of real-life
encounters. Observations are made both in formal and informal settings. Participative
observation technique, assuming the best to correspond to the research objectives is chosen
for data collection. 1 am teaching in one of the universities selected for collection of data,
so my presence could be a hurdle in gelting natural data. Therefore, data is collected by
engaging two co-tesearchers for this purpose. The co-researchers were fully briefed
regarding ohjectives of the obscrvations and were provided a checklist stating what they

were supposed to note: who is apologizing to whom; relation between apologizer and the
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apologizee; status of both of them: conversational setting along with the apology forwarded
ete {Appendix 2).

Discourse Completion Tests (DCT) used in the current research study (table 3.1) is
devised by adopting some of the apology eliciting situations proposed by Blum-Kulka &
Olshtain (1984) in addition to some situations respondents are believed to encounter during
their everyday life. The justification for addition of more situations in DCTs ltes in the fact
that for measuring effect of certain variables like social distance social status, severiety of
offence and formality level it was pertinent to have a balance in the given situations
(table 3.1) which was lacking otherwise. Thus, the DCTs (English and Urdu) finalized {or
the current research work encompass 15 apology eliciting situations (Appendix-1).
Stemming from Brown & Levinson's model of politeness (1978, 1987), the DCTs consist
of diverse situations covering varying social status and social distance between
participants, different types of offences, time, space, possession damage; and severity level
of the offences. Conversational setting of the given offences in terms of formal and
informal is also included in contextual parameters. The situations primarily designed to
elicit apologetic responses (similar in both DCTs- English & Urdu) are based on such
situations which are likely to be commonly known by the respondents/ subjects of current

study (table 3.1). Thus, it will become obvious which social factor or combination of
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factors influence apologies realized in two different languages (English and Urdu) in the

same culture.

Table: 3.1-Different apology situations corresponding to prohable differences in social variables

i.e., social power and social distance between the interlocutors; conversational setting and severity

of offence. (A= the apologiser, O= the offended)

Situations Social | Social Severity | Formality
status | Distance | level Level
I-professor not returning term paper on time A=>0 [0 - Formal
2- student forgets bringing teacher’s book back A<O |0 - Formal
3-employee got late for meeting with boss. who is A<QO |- f- Formal
his younger brother too
4. One forgets a scheduled meeting with friend A=O |- - Informal
5- One forgets to take his/her son for shopping A= - - Informal
6-bumping into a car and breaking its window A=0 |+ + Informal
7- reaching late to receive elder brother at airpoit A< - - Informal
8-boss visiting employee’s father whe is hospitalized A>0 |+ - Informal
9. serving chicken instead of fish to a diet conscious A<Q |+ -
customer
10- Bump into an elderly passenger and hurting his toe | A = + + Informal
I 1- Head of a department forgets to intimate junior A>0 |0 + Formal
employee about meeting with dean
12- your comments wrongly interpreted by a colleague | A =0 |0 - Informal
13- An MD) forgets meeting with another MD A=0 10 + Formal
14- A manager kept a junior colleague, who is his A>0 |- + Formal
close friend too, waiting for a long time
15- A visitor drops glass of water on the table of Boss | A<O | + + Formal

Social status (>= high; < = low; and = = equal)
Social Distance (- = close; + = distant; 0 = neutral)
Severity of offense (- = severe, - = not severe)
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Third teol used for data collcction in the present study is interview. The interviews
designed for this purpose are semi-structured focused to provide the interviewees with
more comfortable feelings. It is presumed that a guided interview with pre-decided list of
questions may fail in eliciting the desired data resulting in provision of short and
insufficient answers which may fail to explain politeness phenomenon in the languages
under study. The interview questions focus on the same situations used in DCT (appendix
1). The main purpose of interviews, as explained earlier, is to provide the interviewees a
chance to elaborate or justify the responses they provided in DCTs. Thus, interviews are
believed to help attain a more comprehensive illustration of essential societal norms and
concepts regarding speech act of apology and their (interviewees) approach towards
variables influencing realization of this speech act. During interviews primary focus has
been to dig deep into the minds of the respondents to get access to their belief system
regarding speech act of apology. They are asked not only about their usual responses but
also regarding some of the unusual or expected replies provided by them in response to
DCTs. Thus, this instrument i.e., interview is believed to be helpful in knowing
interviewees™ perception regarding whether to apologize or not and how to apologize in
addition to their perception about some social factors counted influential in selection of
apology strategies and the way of apologizing. Thus, it can be concluded that exercise of
going over the DCTs data with the interviewees is likely to reflect respondents’ sensitivity
towards weightiness of the offence, regard for social status of the apologizee and formality

level of conversational setting.
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3.4- The Pilot Study

Pilot study is conducted in order to assess appropriateness and utility of DCTs as a
data colection tool though the situations proposed by Blum-Kulka & Olshtain (1984) have
already been tested several times in different parts of the world in many languages. The
situations praposed by them are universal in nature so can also commonly be observed in
the society under study. But some new situations have also been included in the DCTs so,
it deems essential to pilot test new version of DCTs (both in English and Urdu) to check
its suitability to meet research objectives set for the current study.

DCTs are pilot-tested with a group of twenty respondents (students of M. A English)
who are well versed in both the languages i.e., English and Urdu, to check validity and
reliability of this modified version. Students were also directed to mark the given situations
in the DCT with respect to severerity level (severe/not severe); diference in social status of
the interlocutors (high, low & equal) and level of intimacy (close, acquainted & distant).
In addition to it, another purpose has been to identify unexpected difficulties e.g., whether
the DCTs instructions are unambiguously understandable to all respondents and they casily
identify the situations provided in DCTs to those they encounter in their routine life.
Further, length of DCT questions, required time to respond to them and interest level of
the respondents are also kept under consideration during this exercise. Findings of pilot
study revealed that no modifications are required as not only the response rate has been
satisfactory but also the responses exposed no sign of respondents' misunderstanding or

misreading of any situation provided in DCTs. It has also been satisfactory that respondents
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have not pointed any situation foreign to them, thus their interest rate during responding

the DCTs remained high.

1.5- Daia Collection- Use of Observations, DCTs, and Interviews

For the purpose of data collection, I personally visited the selected universities and
met heads of the departments of English. 1 introduced myself to the heads and explained
the purpose of my research and requested for their cooperation in this regard. Keeping the
nature of the DCTs and the length of the questionnaires in mind | requested them for some
extra time than their normal class duration consisting of one hour. They were generous
enough to grant relaxation in this regard. So, two days were finalized in alternate weeks to
get English and Urdu DCTs filled in. This schedule was finalized firstly to get English and
Urdu DCTs filled in on separate days after a break of one week so that respondents might
not get influenced by their responses to earlier filled DCT. Secondly, time relaxation was
taken so that they might not fall a prey to shortage of time and can reply satisfactorily after
grasping the situations fully. It was decided that interviews would be held once analysis of
DCTs data was done so that based on that data interviews could be conducted. Regarding
observations the researcher was allowed not only to engage co-researchers from the sample
students but was also granted permission letter to visit for observations in formal setting.
So, the data collection started with observations both in formal and informal settings. In
formal setling i.e., during classes, in staff room and admin offices, I made observations
myself. Data collected was jotted down simultaneously and promptly along with the

required information (e.g., status, social distance, nature of offence etc.) necessary to
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answer research questions sct for the current study. Observation data from informal
conversational settings like cafeterta. playground, gymnasium, library, hostels, homes etc.,
were collected by the co-researchers. They were also provided with the same framework |
applied during observations made in formal settings. The interviews were of particular
importance as participants were required to justify their responses provided in the DCTs.
For this purpose, in an entirely informal and stress-free setting they were interviewed. The
interviews included demographic or warm up questions to find out age, educational
background, family background ete., to develop a rapport and put respondents at ease in
addition to the questions aimed 1o find out their opinion regarding various issues relevant
to the apology situations given in DCT. Some of the questions were focused to elicit
information regarding their view of socio-cultural norms and their influence on apologizing
process.

After observations, 1 visited all the selected universities as per fixed schedule to get
DCTs filled. The administration of the respective universities allowed me (o use one of the
class rooms to get assignment done. Thus, on the decided time and day [ visited all the
selected universities and got the DCTs (illed. T administered the whole process myself
describing the purpose of the study briefly and reading out some guidelines which deemed
necessary for the respondents to consider while responding to the given situations. Having
read instructions the respondents were asked to silently read the given apology situations
which were provided to them in typed form in DCT (appendix ). And, the researcher also
explained all the situations loudly and clearly to remove any chance of misunderstanding.

Fifty students (25 male and 25 female) participated in the next stage of data

collection called interview. From each university five male and five female students were
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randomly selectected for interviews. Interviews were also conducted according to mutually
agreed schedule between administration of the selected universities and me, the researcher,
whereas students were informed by the relevant departments. Students were requested to
voluntarily participate in interviews in general, but few students were personally requested
for interviews because of the unusual responses they provided in DCTs. Main focus of
interviews (appendix 3) was to discover rationality existing behind the responses provided
in DCTs. Thus, focus of the interviews was to investigate respondents’ sensitivity towards
severity of offence and its influence on selection of apology strategies; in addition to their
perception of social variables like status and distance which affect their responses. General
questions also addressed respondents’ consciousness of their religious and cultural values

that directly or indirectly control speech act of apology in the society they belong to.

3.6- Theoretical Underpinnings for the Current Research

As discussed in chapter 2 (section, 2.5) different researchers have proposed
different taxonomies for analysis of apologies but none of them can be claimed as
comprehensive enough to cover variety of apology expressions prevailing in different parts
of the world. Thus, while finalizing taxonomy for different research projects it is pertinent
to consider objectives these projects aim at entertaining. For linguistic and functuional
analysis of apologies in thr current data, initially was sélected the taxonomy proposed in
the project of Cross-Cultural Speech Act Realization Patterns (Blum- Kulka et. al., (1989)).
This taxonomy is commonly known as CCSARP model; and from here onward it would be
mentioned likewise. The most obvious reason of selecting this model for analysis of the

current data lies in its widespread application in research on speech acts in many languages
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around the globe. It also covers main postulates of coding schemes proposed by Cohen &
Olshtain (1981: p.'!*) and Olshtain & Cohen (1983: pp.2*2%). As the current research also
aims at explaining, analysing, and interpreting the data in different terms i.e., influence of
sacial variables like social distance (D), social power (P) and degree of imposition (R) on
selection of apology strategies leading towards politeness phenomenon, the analysis will
also touch upon Brown and Levinson's theory (1978 &1987). Selection of B& L model
(1978 &1987) is made on the basis of its wide spread application in different languages
across the globe e.g., Demeter (2000), Deutschmann (2003)... chap 7

While examining the collected data it is realized that due to varied and complex
attitude of the respondents at occurrence of an offence, this model (CCSA RP, 1989) is not
sufficient to comprehensively elaborate realization of apologies in the society under study.
Thus, contrasting to the view of many linguists (e.g. Miles & Huberman, 1994 p3*yand a
common practice that researchers keep a set of strategies before them and start coding
collected data accordingly. it is thought necessary that the model should be adapted in view
of collected data to embrace exclusive local trends of apologizing to increase its potential
of locating more concepts that might remain unnoticed otherwise. Hence, the modified
model includes some newly added postulates on the bases of collected data. Those points
can be termed exclusive in nature as they have not been part of previous taxonomies.
CCSARP model (1989), selected for analysis of data in the present study, is as follows:

1- Mocutionary Foree Indicating Device (IFID)
2- Explanatién or account

3- Taking on responsibility

4- Concem for the hearer

5- Offer of repair/restitution

6- Promise of forbearance
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Two of the strategies i.e., ‘IFI/) ' and ‘Taking on responsibilify " are further divided into sub
strategies. The first apology formula ‘7FID" contains foltowing sub-formulas:

*  An expression of regret, e. g.. I am sorry;
» Anoffer of apology e.g., | apologise;

» A request for forgiveness, e. g., Excuse me, please forgive me or pardon me

According to Olshtain & Cohen (1983: p.””), these sub-formulas contain direct
apology expressions e.g., “apologise, be sorry, forgive, excuse and pardon”. They add “the
major semantic formulas in a speech act set are non-language specific and that each
language has direct expressions of apology using one or more of the apology verbs™
(p.22). Second apology semantic formula, “an explanation or account of situation”
according to them is indirect expression used to apologize which can be combined with
other expressions. It indicates that apologising could be fulfilled indirectly. According to
Bilal (2007) Olshtain & Cohen's idea of indirectness in apologies seems to be an extension
of theories forwarded by Searle (1975), Labov & Fanshel (1977) and Blum- Kulka (1982)
who emphasise basic notion of indirectness in speech act theory. Next semantic formula
“an acknowledgement of responsibility” is also “non-language specific”. It includes
following sub-fonmulae:

a- Accepting the blame - it is my mistake.

b- Expressing self-deficiency- I got confused.

c- Recognising the other person as deserving apology- you are right, Mr. X.
d- Expressing lack of intent-I didn't mean to. ( p>h)

As regards last two formulas, according 1o Olshtain & Cohen (1983: p.2%) they are
“situation- specific”. as ‘an offer of repair” would be applied in case of physical injury or
if damage is involved. whereas “promise of forbearance” is normally resorted to in

situations when the offence could have been avoided but the offender did not try. They
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have also suggested two cases when the apologizer may not deem necessary to apologize:

“a denial of the need to apologize and a denial of responsibility” p??

3.6.1- Presentation and Analysis of Data in the Current Study

Keeping in view insufficiency of above discussed CCSARP taxonomy (1989), and
to make it appropriate to cater data collected for current study some new strategies and sub
stratcgies are added fo it and some are removed i.c., expressing lack of intent was removed
from the list of sub strategies of ‘acknowledging responsibilify " strategy due to the reason
{hat it contradicts essence the main strategy called ‘acknowledging responsibility” carries
whereas ‘cxpression of embarrassment” has been added under ‘TFI) as a sub- strategy due
{o its considerable application in the current data. Concern for the hearer and denial of
offence proposed in CCSARP model (1989) as intensifiers and down graders have becn
included as independent apology strategies according to the nature of their application in
ihe current data. Some other strategies and sub-strategies have also been added to this
model (Fig 3.1), out of which last strategy called some other apologetic tactics
encompasses many sub-stratcgies which are repeatedly encountered during observations
but some of them are found difficult to be produced in DCTs e.g., offer of eatables
(chocolates, tea, meal), application of conjunctions as apology mark, etc., laughter, gaze,
smile. bowing head, silence etc., so are not found to that extent in DCTs data. Thus, it can
be calculated that the taxonomy applied in the current study has been devised by integrating
the CCSARP model (1989) and the apologetic expressions emerged out of the data

collected for the current study. A complete demonstration of apology stratcgies included
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in the model going to be applied in current study for data analysis is as presented in figures
3.1land 3.2.

Figure: 3.1
Apology semantic formulae :

constituting taxonomy for
cutrent study

e

" CCSARP model (1989) : " newly added apology

semantic formulae:
L-IFID 1- Minimization of offence
2- Explanation/ account - 2- Suggestion
. 3- Acknowledgement of 3- Counter attack
| responsibility : - 4- Showing intimacy
- 4 Offer of repair 5- Some other apology
" 5.Promise of forbearance " tactics

© 6- Concern for hearer
7- Denial of offence

i

Taxonomy (fig: 3.2) applied
In the current study

Figure 3.1. Distibution of apology stiafegies encompassing faxonomy for current study.

For the purpose of convenient handling of data, apology strategies presented in Fig:
3| are subsumed under three mega apology categories namely: explicit apologies, implicit
apologies and apologies as communication management devices (CMDs). While placing
different strategies under these three mega apology categories, their application in different
situations provided in DCTs, their application as encountered during observations and
respondents’ opinion during interview have been kept under consideration. Following is

detail of mega apology categories:
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Figure: 3.2

«|FID

« Taking on responsibility A
i»Offer of compensation

#» Promise of forbearance

p
h « Explanation O
Minimization of offence

+Suggestions L

«Concern for hearer
O
» *Denail of offence G

1 « Counter attack

+ Showing intimicy v

=Some other apology tactics

Figure 3.2. Taxonomy applied for analysis of data in the current study

This coding scheme has not only provided units for analysis of data in the current
study but also helped me (the researcher) organise such a huge data in manageable units.
Further, it has also enabled me to compare distribution of strategies in different situations.
This taxonomy is applied for analysis of data collected through DCTs both in English and
Urdu languages.

As for as data collected through interviews is concerned, reviewing related literature
offers an understanding about process of successfully dealing with qualitative data. Strauss
and Corbin (2004: p.3®), for example, endorse open coding to organise 'raw’ data into
meaningful categories which can be labelled, scrutinized and then compared which is

normally followed by placing similar concepts under appropriate categories to decrease list
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of elements. Strauss (1987) proposes three different methods to be applied for coding of
qualitative data: open coding, axial coding and sclective coding. But, his definition of these
methods seems as if they are three stages of coding and catcgorising data in a single
process. As for as open coding is concerned it includes tracking down of concepts,
recognition of relevant categories and labelling to convert large data into manageable
categories. According to Strauss (1987), during coding and labelling of data one should
attempt to draw linkages between different categories. He adds, here the researcher
concentrates on primary coding he did at open-coding stage and begins relating causes and
conditions. Besides, he can pool related ideas under one theme or split them into sub-
categories. Selective coding occupies higher place on data-coding ladder. During this
phase/method, data is scanned to draw comparisons. Strauss (1987) concludes it (selective
coding) helps researchers reach at certain conclustons.

As stated earlier. in the current research the main objective of interviews is to gain in-
depth awareness ol respondents’ aspirations, their behaviour and ideas of why, when, and
how to make an apology or not to apologize at all. During interviews respondents are asked
to explain / justify theit unusual replies produced in DCTs. Thus, data coltected through
interviews get labelled and categorised automatjcally. This data needs not to strictly pass
through above mentioned three-stages because of its role to explain the answers
respondents have already provided in DCTs. Thus, data collected through interviews and
observations is used simply to strengthen the finding of analysis of data collected through
DCTs in both the languages. These tools are applied to make up shortcoming and
weaknesses of tool called DCT as almost all researchers show unanimify regarding

insufficiency of every research tool and recommended integration of tools.



110

3.7- Concluding Remarks about Present Chapter

This chapter brings under discussion methodology used in the current research
study. Firstly, a detailed discussion is made regarding strengths and drawbacks of three
most used data collection techniques: observation, discourse completion tests (DCTs) and
interviews. The discussion has asserted that application of ‘observation’ does not seem to
address objectives of the current research because getting desired apology situations
naturally may not be possible. In addition to it, this method is not perceived appropriate for
generating sufficient data because it is rarcly possible to have required social parameters
naturally available which are indispensable to comprehend realization of apologies. Moved
by the necessity to collect data which can be helpful to comprehensively understand
opinion of the respondents regarding apologies as well as politeness phenomenon in the
society under consideration it is decided to integrate different methods ie., DCTs,
interviews and observations.

The DCT will help to collect huge data from the respondents whereas, the other
tool called interview will be a source to uncover their perception regarding speech act of
apology and politeness phenomenon. Application of observation — third data collection
tool- would help counter apprehension about DCT data for being less reliable due to
production in unnatural atmosphere by engaging a limited number of respondents
providing them few imaginary sttuations. Shortly, in this chapter, | (the researcher) have
described respondents of the current research work, different instruments being applied for
data collection, and taxonomy devised for data analysis. In the light of this discussion data

analysis would be made in next chaptets.
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CHAPTER: 4

EXPLICIT APOLOGIES: DATA PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS

4.1- Introduction to Chapter 4

As discussed earlier, apologies are verbal and/or non-verbal expressions intended to
repair any injury / toss or offence for which the apologizer is believed to be responsible.
Once nsed effectively these formulae lead to yield speech act having high f)tagﬂmtic
influence and significance. As discussed in chapter 3, different researchers have forwarded
their own models having different strategies to be used for apologizing. Fraser (1981:
p.2t4, for instance. provided a taxonomy baving nine-apology strategies. Cohen & Olshtain
(1981: pp.'*H, and Olshtain & Cohen (1983: pp.222%) also forwarded a model containing
five main apology categories and many other sub-categories. Aijmer (1996) refer to
thirteen apology strategies and labelled them as explicit or implicit, emotional or non-
emotional. The present research, as thoroughly discussed in chapter 3 (section, 3.6), is
primarily established on taxonomy proposed by Blum-Kulka et al., (1989) for Cross
Cultural Speech Act Realization Project (CCSARP). For the current study data is collected
by employing three different tools - DCT, observation and interviews - so that the topic,
under discussion, can comprehensively be explored. To get this purpose when data coding
is started it is found that the strategies proposed by CCSARP model (Blum-Kulka et al.,
(1989)) are not enough to cover the whole range of strategies employed by the respondents

for apologizing purpose. Thus, some new strategies emerged from the collected data, a
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discussion of which has already been made in chapter 3 (section, 3.6.1), are added to that
model resulting in the taxonomy (figure, 3.2) which is applied in the current research study.

In order to address research questions, set out for present research work, the desired
data collected by employing DCT (appendix 1), observations (appendix 2) and interviews
(appendix 3) is analysed both quantitatively and qualitatively. Analysis of data shows that
realization of the speech act of apology may take one or any combination of these
strategies: 1-Illocutionary Force Indicating Device (IFID), 2- Explanation or account, 3-
Taking on responsibility, 4- Concern for the hearer, 5- Offer of repair, 6- Promise of
forbearance, 7- Minimization of offence. 8- Suggestion, 9- Counter attack, 10- Denial of
offence. 11- Showing intimacy, 12- Some other apology tactics (rveligious references, offer
of chacolates, tea, meal elc., gestures- smile, laughter. silence etc.,) discussed thoroughly
in section 3.6.1.

For convenient handling of data, these strategies (figure 3.2) are subsumed under three
mega apology categories i.e. explicit apologies, implicit apologies and apologies as
commmication management devices (CMDs). The present chapter revolves around overall
analysis and results concerning use of one of these mega apology categories called explicit
apologies. This mega apology category (figure, 3.2) encompasses four strategies i.e. IFID,
taking on responsibility, offer of repair, and promise of forbearance. All these strategies
are illustrated below with the help of examples taken from English and Urdu data collected

for the current study through DCTs.

4.2- Description of Explicit Apologises- First Mega Apology Category

As stated above, apology strategies used by the respondents of current study are
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subsumed under three mega apology categories. Out of those three, explicit apologies- first
mega apology category includes 111D, taking on responsibilitv, offer of compensation and
promise of forbearance as its constituent strategies. All these four strategies yield vivid,
unambiguous, clear, unconditional and explicit acceptance of offence. Following is a

discussion of these strategies:

4.2.1- IFID — An Explicit Apology Strategy

The very first apology formula called IFII) contains those expressions which are vivid,
clear and direct in nature. While apologizing it is always realized through such linguistic
expressions or words which include a performative verb like “forgive, excuse, pardon, or
be sorry” Olshtain & Cohen (1983: p.2%). This strategy further contains following sub-

formulas:

4.2.1.1- An expression of regret

As discussed in chapter 3 (section 3.6) this is one of the core semantic formulas
constituting CCSARP model. This sub-formula has appeared in the apologies made in both
the languages i.e., Fnglish and Urdu. In English it has appeared through the expressions
like regret, regretfully etc., while in Urdu it has been used through expressions like ‘afsoos
hova va afsoos hy’ which carry the same sense which word ‘regret’ carries in English
language. So, it can be considered Urdu equivalent of English word regret. Though the
expression of regret assembles different words that are identical in nature and can be used

intercliangeably to execute explicit apologies it hias no scope to make up the offence and
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put the things right. Instead, it merely reflects apologizer's regret without having any
potential remedial function. It is perceived less face threatening for the apologizer because
of being a meek apologetic expression, according to the interviewees. This might be the
main reason that this expression has occupied second highest application from among the
sub- strategies of /FIDs, in both the languages (FEnglish & Urdu). Following are the
examples taken from both the DCTs (appendix 1):
e Iregret, please ighore my comments. (English DCT - Situation :12)
o mujhay bohat afsoos hai k mai apki book wapus lana bhool gia. (English translation’
1 really regret for not bringing your book back. 1 know you need that book). - Urdu

DCT- situation: 2(appendix 1),

4.2.1.2-An offer of apology

In the current study, realization of explicit apologies in the two languages (English &
Urdu) is also executed by employing offer of apology- a sub- strategy of 1FFIDs that consists
of some set lexes, for example, through applying some verbs like pardon, excuse, and
apologise etc., in English and mahzrut chahna in Urdu language which carries same
meaning to those of aforementioned English apologetic expressions. Following examples
have been taken from both the DCTs:

e Iam sorry, I got busy in a meeting so got late. - English DCT, situation: 7(appendix 1)

o Mai mazrut chahta hun. mai ny a pko bohat intzar kurwaya. (English translation. 1

am sorry. | kept you waiting for quite a long time). - Urdu DCT- Situation: 14

(appendix 1)
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4.2.1.3- Request for forgiveness

This sub- formula taken from Blum-Kulka et al_, (1989) makes considerable number of
apologies in many research studies but in the current study it has not been employed by the
respondents in replies provided in response to DCTs in both the languages. But, during

observations it has been encountered occasionally.

4.2.1.4- Expression of embarrassment

This is a newly added sub- strategy in the taxonomy devised for data analysis in the present
study (3.6.1). It has emerged from the data collected for this research study in both the
languages — English and Urdu. It is found in considerable number in the data appeared in
both DCTs.
e | am really embarrassed for what happened during the meeting. But, believe me |
was not talking about you. - English DCT, Situation 12 (appendix 1)
o Uncle Mai bohat sharminda lnn keh a” pko davkhnaey jaldi nuhin @™ saka. (English
translation: I am ashamed that I could not visit you earlier). - Urdu DCT - Situation: 8

{appendix 1)

4.2.2- Taking on Responsibility

Next apology formula under the umbrella of first mega apology category called
explicit apologies is taking on responsibility (section, 3.6.1- figure 3.2). It is applied when
the apologizer recognizes him/ herself accountable for the mistake. The offender admits

his responsibility by selecting any of the sub-formulae of this strategy, for example, by
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accepting the blame. expressing self-deficiency or justifying the hearer. The application of
any or combination of these sub-formulas determines the intensity of accountability the
apologizer is ready to undertake. This strategy, though included in almost all the existing
taxonomies is not found in the data collected for present study through Urdu DCT while in
Fuglish data. too, if is rarely applied by the respondents. Following is a discussion about

its sub-formulae and the way they are being used in English DCT.

4.2.2.1- Accepting the blame

By applying accepting the blame sub category, the offender openly confesses his/her
mistake. Though application of this semantic formula could help appease the offended, it
threatens positive face of the apologiser. This sub- strategy is rarcly used by the subjects
of the current study in both the languages. Following are examples of its appearance in
English DCT:

o Itis my fault, I should not have brought that topic under discussion. - English DCT,

Situation 12 (appendix 1)

4.1.2.2- Expressing sell-deficiency

This linguistic expression is used by the respondents to acknowledge their mistake by
explicitly accepting responsibility. Being explicit in nature it is more likely than other
formulae to bring loss to the apologisers’ positive face. It might be a reason of its rare
application by the speakers of high social status in the data collected both through
observations and DCTs in both the languages. Following are instances of this sub- strategy

taken from English DCT (appendix 1)
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e [ got confused so could not control my car. - English DCT?: Situation, 6 (appendix 1)
e Today, in the office there was lot of work to do. Just because of that | forgot my

promise. - English DCT, Situation- 5 (appendix 1)

4.1.2.3- Recognising the hearer as deserving apology

This sub-formula when applied gives an impression of unconditional acceptance of
responsibility about the offence by declaring the hearer or the offended deserving an
apology. The respondents of the current study are not prone to apply it in any of the two
languages i.e., English and Urdu though it has been occasionally heard during observations.
During ohservation its application (Appendix2) was noted as follows:

¢ English: You are right. [ agree with your statement I was extremely careless.

o Urdu: Ap theek keh ruhav huin mjy aisa nuin kurna chahiay tha. (English

translation- You are right I should not have done that).

4.2.3- Offer of Compensation or Repair

The next semantic formula included under first mega apology category - explicit
apologies - is offer of repair. It is used in such situations where apologizer carries a deep
sense of guilt and believes him / herself responsible for some serious damage occurred to
the apologizee and makes some offer or provides payment to make up for that damage.
Although it is believed to be a “situation-specific” (Olshtain & Cohen, 1983, p.?*) strategy
which is frequently applied in case of physical injury (Blum-Kulka et al., 1989), in the

current research it is found that the respondents have employed it in in both languages
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regardless of any such condition. It suggests that word damage must not be specified
merely in context of physical harm, but it should embrace both physical and emotional
violations. It has appeared in English and Urdu DCTs in the following way:
+ Sorry, I perhaps mixed your order with that of some other customer. Let me change
it for you. - English DCT. Situation 9 (appendix 1)
o Mai a p ka nugsan poora kur doun ga. (English translation: 'l will pay for your loss).

— Urdn DCT, Situationt (appendix 1)

4.1.5- Promise of Forbearance

The last semantic formula under first mega apology category - explicit apologies-
is called promise of forbearance (figure 3.2). It implies that the offender takes
responsibility for what has happened that is why he commits not to do so again. This
strategy too, like others, is resorted to for saving positive face of the apologiser and redress
negative face of the offended party. For example:

e I promise it won't happen again. - English DCT, situation 13 (appendix 1)

o dobara avsa kabih nuhin ho ga. (English translation: It won't happen again). - Urdu

DCT, situation 3 (appendix 1)

4.3- Demonstration of Explicit apologies in Data

Frequency and percentage values of different apology strategies grouped under the

heading of explicit apologies (section, 3.6.1) are listed in table (4.1) to give an overall
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snapshot of first mega apology category. Data, presented in this table, is based on responses

provided for both the DCTs (En glish and Urdu).

Table 4.1. ‘Explicit apologies - first mega apology category ( English & Urdu

DCTs data)
STRATEGIES ENGLISH URDU
No % No %

IFID 1299 48% 812 33.3%
RESPONSIBILITY | 181 7% 0 0%
COMPENSATION | 1130 41% 12908 [ 53.2%
TORBEARANCE | 118 43% |328 13.4%
TOTAL 2728 [00% | 2438 | 100

The above-mentioned strategies (IFID, taking on responsibility, offer of ffepai}' and
promise for forbearance) not only provide units of analysis for explicit apologies in the
current study but are also helpful to organize the huge data into manageable entities. This
organization is of significance as it has enabled the researcher to compare distribution of
apology strategies used in diverse situations in both the languages. The analysis is thus
based on detecting expressions that contain an [FID, the apologizer’s accepting
accountability for the offence, offer of repair, and apologizer's promise of forbearance.

For comprehensive analysis, firstly overall results concerning use of apology
strategies defined above under the umbrella of ‘explicit apologies’ are going to be
caleulated to trace out which strategies are most frequently used. In total, 3750 remedial
exchanges have been provided in response to 15 situations provided in each DCT (English

& Urdu) by 250 respondents. Thus, it becomes clear from application of such an ample
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number of apologies that participants of the study strongly prefer application of more than
one strategy in their apologies. A detailed analysis of each of the strategies and sub
strategies grouped under the heading of explicit apologies is given below:

Table 4.4 further highlights differences in application of these strategies in both the
DCTs. In English data collected through DCT, IFIDis the most applied apology strategy
(47.6%) while in Urdu DCT data offer of compensation has been top most used explicit
apology strategy (53%) which makes more than half of the explicit apologies in Urdu DCT.
While 11D is second highly favoured strategy (33.38%) in Urdu data and offer of
compensation is second mostly used strategy in English data (41.43%). None of the other
strategies could get more than 7% value in English DCT and 13% in Urdu DCT. Another
interesting point regarding the strategy faking on responsibility which is a part of all the
apology taxonomies presented till day is that it has not made even a single application tn
Urdu DCT data. The interviewees ascribe absence of this apology strategy from Urdu data

to its face threatening nature.

4.4- Application of Explicit Apologies in Different Situations

Frequency of apology strategies encompassing first inega apology category called
explicit apologies in each of the given situations (15) n DCTs (appendix 1) responses in

English and Urdu is given in table 4.2
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Table 4.2, Frequency of apology semantic formudas in first four situations given in DC1s

Situations Situation 1 Situation 2 Situation 3 Situation 4
Strategies Eng. Urdu | Eng. Urdu Eng. Urdu Eng. Urdu
1-1¥1D
a-  offer 30 20 115 120 i12 145 15 y}
h- r(‘gret 0 0 123 35 104 50 0 0
c- forgiveness ] 0 0 0 0 0 G 0
d- embarrassment 0 0 0 55 0 0 0 0
sub-total 30 20 238 210 216 195 15 0
2- responsibility
a-  accepting blame 0 0 64 0 20 Y & 0
h-  self-deficiency 0 0 76 0 0 0 0 0
c- hearer deserving apology 0 0 0 4] 0 0 0 0
sub- total ¢ 0 140 0 20 L1 0 0
3- compensafion 113 172 18] 140 0 0 0 4]
4- forbearance 0 ¢ 25 136 91 192 0 0
Total 143 192 584 486 327 87 t5 0

Table 4.2-Frequency of apology semantic formulas in situations from 5 to 8, provided in

DCTs
Sitnations Situation 5 Situation 6 Situation 7 | Situation 8
Urdu | Eng. Urdu | Eng. | Urdu | Lng. Urdu
Strategies Lng.
i-1F1D
| a Offer 33 7 101 |69 Jo Jo [29 [35
b- regret 0 34 11 0 0 0 24
¢- forgiveness 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
d- embarrassment O 0 0 29 0 61 0 0
sub-total 33 7 135 80 29 0 9 59
1- Responsihility
a- accepting hlame }_0 0 21 0 0 0 0 0
b- self-deficiency 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
c- hearer deserving
apology 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
sub- total 0 0 21 0 0 0 0 0
3- compensation 120 189 154 200 | O 0 170 159
4. forbearance 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total 153 196 310 280 | 29 0 260 218
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Table 4.2 Freguency of apology semantic formulas in situations. from 9 to 12, provided in DCTs

Situations Situation 9 Situation 10 Situation ¥1 Situation 12
Fng. Urdu Frg, Urdu Fng. Urdu Eng. Urdu
_Strategies
1-1F1D
a-  offer 51 23 44 30 43 20 5 0
h-  regret () \] 60 0 0 "] 20 0
c- forgiveness 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 &
d- embarrassment 0 0 ( 0 0 0 0 O
sub-total 51 23 194 30 43 20 25 0
2- responsibility
a- accepting blame 0 0 ] 0 0 0 0 0
b- self-deficiency ¢ 0 0 1.0 0 9 0 0
c-  hearer deserving apology | 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
sub- total 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
3- compensation 104 i 106 170 0 3 0 ¢
4- forbearance 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
| Total 155 134 210 200 43 23 25 0

Table 4.2 Frequency of apology semantic formulas in situations from 13 to 15, provided in DCTs

Situations Situtionl3 Situation 14 Situationl3 Total
Eng. 1rdu Eng. Urdn | Eng. | Urdu { Eng. Urdu
= Strategies
1-§FIT B
a  offer {0 41 4() 35 R0 40 718 585
b-  regret 20 0 ] 0 0 0 161 120
¢ forgiveness 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
d- embarrassment ] 0 0 0 70 52 160 107
sub-total 100 41 40 35 150 92 1299 812
2-Responsibility
a- accepting blame 0 0 0 0 U 0 105 0
h-  self-deficiency 0 0 0 0 0 0 76 0
c- hearer deserving apology 0 0 4] 0 0 0 0 0
sub- total 0 0 0 0 0 0 181 0
3- compensation 18 0 104 64 60 90) 1130 1298
| 4- forbearance 2 0 0 0 0 0 118 328
| Total 120 41 144 9% 210 182 2728 2438

4.4.1- IFIDs (Mocutionary Force Indicating Devices)

An investigation of data presented in table 4.2 makes it noticeable that /I"/Ds are

used with different ratio across almost all the situations in both languages. In English data

it is the most frequently used strategy (n=1299) which supports findings of many

researchers like 1olmes, Intachakra and Marquez Reiter who claim that ZFID is the most
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regularly used apology semantic formula by English speakers. In English data, application
of IFIDs ranges from highest (n= 238) in situation no 2 (a student forgets to bring
professor’s book back) to the lowest (n=15) in situation 4 (forgetting commitment with a
friend). The top three situations with highest values of this apology strategy are situation 2
(a student forgets to return professor’s book), situation 3 (reaching late in a meeting with
boss) and situation 6 (hitting a car and breaking its window). An analysis of these three
situations delineates that all these are formal in their conversational setup and are severe in
nature. On the other hand, IFIDs in Urdu language come out as fourth main strategy
(n=812) ranging from highest value (n=210) in situation no 2 to the lowest value (n=07} in
situation no 5 (father forgets his promise to take his son for shopping). Here, an important
point 1o note is that in Urdu data four out of the given situations could not earn even single
IFID (table 4.2) and three situations which have got higher application rate of /FIDs,
though with different values, are same in both the languages (situation 2 (U: 210, E: 238),
situation 3 (U: 195, E: 216) & situation 6 (U: 80, E: 135)). The lowest application of ZI'/Ds
occurred in situation 5 (forgetting promise with son} which implies that use of explicit
apologies in this situation is considered undesirable and inappropriate by the respondents
of the study.

A kind of simitar practice has been noticed during observations® too: many times it
is observed that in the situations where some elder happens to be in a situation owing to
acknowledge his / her mistake towards a kid, s’he prefers to kiss the kid, hug him/her or

offer some sweets etc.. in addition to saying some love rendering expressions like, my

? . The data collection tool called ‘observation’ is discussed in detail in chapter 3: Methodology {sections,
3.3.1,3.3.4 & 3.3.4.1). Data collected through observations is incorporated in analysis as and when required
to support the claims. However, these observations are not numbered as they are incorporated. Detailed
summary of all the observations is provided in appendix 2- attached in soft copy.
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baby, my love, my darling etc., instead of literally apologizing. When discussed, the
respondents express their perception of JFIDs as face threatening in some situations on the
one hand, and less effective and insufficient in others. Their application is assumed face
threatening especially for seniors and elders, so they rarely apologize; and even are not
supposed to apologize in the society under consideration. As says one of the respondent in
his interview. “Yup, one should apologize for mistake but to apologize explicitly suggests
that one is not capable of futfiling his responsibilities....hmmm... so... so..... there comes
a question about capability actually. One who accepts or acknowledges his responsibility
for his failure. how could he be trusted for something important ... rrrr... thus it is better
not to apologize explicitly and forcefully when you are enjoying a higher social status”.
Their perception of taking it face threatening is perhaps the reason of confining use of this
strategy to official setting or merely to very severe accidents where it is used in

combination with other strategies like ‘explanation’ or ‘offer of repair’ etc.

4.4.1.1- Structure of IFIDs in English and Urdu apologies

‘The first mega apology category called ‘explicit apologies’ is realized in both the
languages through application of /7'7Ds which contain fixed syntactic expressions like
excuse, pardon apologise, and ashamed in English whereas in Urdu, IFIDs are manifested
via a limited range of verbs e.g., afsoos (sotry, pardon, excuse), ma ‘afi chahna (apologise),
ma af krna (forgive), shurminda hona (embarrassed).

As far as use of sub- strategies of II'IDs is concerned, it is found (table, 4.2) that

request for forgiveness has not been used in either of the languages whereas offer of
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apology is the most commonly applied one in both English and Urdu data (Eng: 778, Urdu:
585). Fxpression of regret is also applied in both the languages (E: 361, U: 120) along with
a newly found sub- strategy named expression of embarrassment (E: 160, U: 107). As far
as missing of sub strategy called request for forgiveness from data collected in both the
languages is concerned, its application is perceived as a more intense apology than
expression of regret and offer of apology in the society under study. Thus, itis perceived a
threat to cause face loss to the apologizer according to the interviewees as says one of the
interviewees, “it questions credibility of the speaker and brings face loss in public eye™.
Mardly any example of extending this sub-strategy- request for forgiveness- could be found
during observation as well. This can be due to high formality level which performative
verbs like ma afi chalma (apologise) and ma ‘af krna (forgive) bear or because of the great
potential face loss encoded in them in Urdu language. Thus, the sub stralegy offer of an
apology is the most commonly used /7D in the data collected for this study, both in Urdu
and English languages, which resembles to the findings of Thijittang (2010) who asserts
that native speakers of English prefer using one of the apology routines such as sorry,
excuse me and pardon me; and Shariati and Chamani (2010) who reported it as the most
frequent strategy in Persian.

An analysis of English IFIDs expressions demonstrates that majority of them are
different forms of ‘sorry” which are applied in dilferent contexts. And, there is no example
of application of an IFID) in isolation; but in combination with different other strategies
which goes in line with Owen (1983: p.*) who asserts that in many cases the mere
expression ‘sorrv’ may not fulfil purpose of genuine apology and Olshtain & Cohen's

(1989: p.*%) assertion, “I'm sorry” might be viewed as less sufficient to express apology™.
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Although the sub - strategy expression of regret is a repository of various linguistic
expressions that could interchangeably be used to make explicit apologies does not amend
the real offence. Rather, it merely mirrors offender's regret for the offence without carrying
any remedial function. This might be the reason that it never appeared alone in the data but
along with one or more of the other apology expressions especially with offer of
compensation. The reason behind its high ratio in the responses than request for forgiveness
might be that it is perceived less face threatening than the other /FIDs, according to the
interviewees. For instance, one of the respondents said in his interview, “Yes... one should
have a regret for wrong doing. To say sorry is never enough... hmmmm... but, it is more
important to show concern for the sufferer... hmmm, expression of regret or things like
showing concern for the hearer can do magic in soothing the anger of the disturbed party
without damaging save of the apologizers™. High application of this sub-strategy -
expression of regret - is similar to the findings of many other researchers Iike Owen, 1983;
Blum Kalka and Olshtain, 1984: Holmes, 1990; Deutschimann, 2003; and, Mattson and
Johnstone, 1994, During interviews (appendix 3) majority of the respondents have opined,
regarding this sub- strategy, that it is less face threatening for the apologizer than request

for forgiveness or any other [IIDs.

For apologizing. the respondents have also employed sub-formula called
expressing embarrassment in data collected through observations and DCTs in both the
languages. Its application might be linked to the fact that it renders not only confession of
offence but is less likely than any other strategy / sub strategy to yield apologizers’ positive
face loss. An interesting point to note about this sub-strategy is that in most of the cases it

is accompanied with swearing to God (both in field data and DCTs) to intensify apology
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and make the recipient believe the statement. While discussing apology strategies of
Mersian speakers, Shariati and Chamani (2010: p.2%) asserts that swearing, in that society
“was used as a device to intensify apology. Thus, swearing has a genuine power (o confirm

the truth among interlocutors™,

4.4.2- Taking ou Responsibility

Second strategy under the umbrella of explicit apologies called taking on
responsibility is usually applied when the apologizer accepts responsibility for the mistake
or offence. He (the offender) affirms responsibility via applying any sub- formula of this
strategy: accepting the blame, expressing self-deficiency or Justifving the hearer. These
sub- formulas are seen in the respective culture at different levels of acceptance of the
mistake or responsibility of the harm caused to the apologizee. The selection of any one or
more of these sub-formulas determines the responsibility level the apologizer intends to

undertake. Following is a discussion in this regard:
4.2.2.1- Structure of ‘Taking on responsibility’ in English and Urdu DCTs

This apology strategy has not at all been employed by the respondents while replying to
Urdu DCT. On the contrary, in the responses yielded to English DCT it has been employed
in various ways by resorting on its different sub-strategies. For example, accept?ng blame
is the most employed sub-strategy in English data (n: 105= 4%) according to table, 4.2. By

opting it the apologiser explicitly admits his / her fault. Whereas expressing self-deficiency



128

is the least used sub-strategy (3°%) which the interviewees reckon as extremely face
threatening for apologizer. According to many of them it is too difficult to face people in
society after accepting the fault openly and unconditionally because it decreases the social
position of the person in public eye and raises questions about his potential and abilities
with regard to meeting social obligations. But, those who used it in English data support
its application on the basis that it can help soothe the offended person as its application
implies that the offender is trying to avoid conflict with him / her. An interesting point
about its application in English data is that its maximum use has been made in formal
situations except situation 6 (hitting a car) which implies that people are more careful and
feel threatened toward their face in informal situations.

« That was utterly my fault. In fact, | don’t know how to drive perfectly. -English DCT

—Situation: 6 (appendix 1)

As for as sub- formula recognizing hearer as deserving apology is concerned it has not
found any place in the data collected through DCTs though it has been occasionally found
in the data gathered through observations i.e, haan tum theek kel relty ho mein akser late
ho jata houn but mera ger bee tu buoht door hy na.| translation in English: yes, you are
right but my house/ residence is quite far from here] . When interviewees are asked about
this discrepancy, they hold the view that it becomes extremely face threatening for them-
the apologizers- to apply it, as it implies that they are totally wrong and incapable of doing
good. Saleem (2014) also reports none of the respondents using “recognizing H as
deserving apology”™ among Pakistani EFL university students. Whereas ‘expressing self-

deficiency” has also appeared in his data in a very small ratio.
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4.4.3- Offer of Repair

This strategy is presumed to be “situation specific and is often resorted to in situations
when physical damage is involved” (Blum-Kulka et al., 1989), but in the present study it
doesn’t confine itself to any such condition. Data collected in both the languages
demonstrate that the respondenis have employed this semantic formula in all situations
except few (3, 7, |1, and 12). Such a wide application of this strategy suggests that the term
‘damage” in the society under consideration is not defined only in physical terms but
psychological, financial and emotional damage (offences) are also included in that domain.
It is found applied in many situations where there is no actual physical loss. As has been
mentioned in chapter 3, situation 6 is included in DCTs to set up an appropriate context for
offer of repair strategy where the loss is severe which is also expected to warrant more
offers of repair. This situation, no doubt, has received quite a big number of this strategy
(Eng: 154 & Urdu: 200) but there are many other situations which have earned even bigger
amount of this strategy though no physical loss or damage is involved there e.g., situation
8 (Eng: 160 & Urdu: 159). To substantiate this point use of this strategy in situations 2, 8
and 10 can also be considered which involve no physical injury or Joss and there seems no
apparent reason for compensation but respondents offered compensation or repair while
apologizing in both the languages. This strategy appears in data (both the languages) with
varying values ranging from n=0 to n= 181 in English and from n=0 (situations: 3,7,11
& 12) to n=200 (situation 6), in Urdu data which imply existence of no relationship between
the severity of the offence and occurtence of offer of compensation or repair strategy.

Some of the examples of this strategy among the DCTs data are as follows:
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e | have a free period at 1070 clock, so T can go home to bring vour book sir.
- English DCT — Situation, 2 (appendix 1)

e Sorry, | could not come to see you. I am really embarrassed for that, please take
money and buy some fruits for you. English DCT - Situation, 8(appendix 1)

o Ohho, maira chota sa baita, perishan nah ho, mei bohat musroof tha is liay a”p kay
liav a pka favourite chocolate lava hi”n. (English Translation- Ohho my little son,
don’t worry [ was busy. so | have brought your favourite chocolate for you}. Urdu

DCT — situation, 5 {(appendix 1)

4.4.4-Promise of Forhearance

This apology semantic formula, like others, is applied to redress the offended party's
negative face and to save the apologiser's positive face. It embeds assurance not to repeat
such an offence in future so is presumed to have strong soothing effect and healing impact
on the apologizee. This strategy, too. has got a low occurrence it both the languages (Eng:
n =118, Urdu: n= 328) and is not employed across all the situations which resembles
Afghart’s findings (2007), according to which promise of forbearance is rarely applied by
Persian speakers and Thijittang (2010) who discovered same for Thai speakers. In the
current study situation 3 has triggered the most frequent use of this strategy in both the
languages (Urdu: 192 & English: 91). It might be related to the supposition that the
employees will have frequent meetings with their boss and are less bothered and conscious
about their face in official or formal settings whereas, there is not even a single instance of
using this strategy with strangers. Use of this strategy is frequently observed in formal

conversational settings during observations too.
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e | will not do so again, promise. - English DCT, Situation 3 (appendix 1)

« | won't be late next time. - English PCT, Situation 3 (appendix 1)

e I will be more careful next time, sir. - English DCT, Situation 2 (appendix 1)

o Sorrv sir, ainda aysa mihin ho ga. (EnglishTranslation- Sorry sir, it will not happen
again). - Urda DCT, Situation 3 (appendix 1)

An interesting point about use of this strategy is that it has not been used in informal
situations.

To conclude, it can be said on the basis of discussion made above that though explicit
apologies — first mega apology category has appeared as less used mega category in data
collected in both the languages, IFIDs stand out as the most often used strategy in English
language data. This finding cotrespond to many previous studies, which find out that
apologies given are mostly direct making /FID the most frequently applied strategy in
various languages e.g., in Persian (Shariati and Chamani, 2010; Chamani and Zareipur,
2010); in Russian (Ogiermann,2008); in American English (Banikalef and Marlyna,2013);
Norwegian (Awedyk, 2011) and Romanian (Demeter, 2000) etc., (Bamntund & Yoshioka,
1990: Nagano. 1985; Taguchi, 1991: Shartati and Chamani 2010; Oriermana, 2008). Offer
of compensation has emerged as second most favoured strategy in English DCT. While,
analysis of data collected in Urdu language brings out explanation as top most preferred
apology strategy and offer of compensation as second highly preferred strategy for
apologizing. This finding corresponds to Afghari (2007) who asserts that ‘accounts/
explanations™ and ‘reparation’ are the most common strategics among Persian speakers
and Suszczyniska (1999) who discovered the same for Hungarian speakers. Strategy taking

on responsibility has not been used even in a single response in Urdu DCT.
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An analysis at macro level brings out some interesting points to be noted. The
application of strategies subsumed under mega apology category called “explicit apologies’
convey an idea about overall aptitude and preferences of the society under consideration.
It is important to note that all the explicit apologies made maximum application in formal
cituations both in the data collected through observations and DCTs, whereas the
interviewees also categorized them as more face threatening in informal routine interaction.
Thus. it might be calculated that Kashmiri speakers (regardless of the language they use)
feel it unnecessary and face threatening to apologize explicitly particularly in informal
situations which corresponds to Sori, Yallah (2014): p.'%) who discussing about apology
strategies of Saudi speakers states, “they do not like to apologize outright; consequently,
they avoid using terms such as apologize™. For the current work, it might be because of
the social traditions of this particular society according to which it is deemed less pertinent
to explicitly apologize, but more important is to care for each other which is evident from
the frequent use of rest of the apology strategies e.g., concern for the hearer and many
others included under the mega apology categories called implicit apologies and apologies
as communication management devices (CMDs) to be addressed in detail in next chapiers.

The high application rate of the apology semantic formula offer of repair in data
collected in both the languages suggests that the respondents of the study are very
conscious about saving face of the offended ones. Following are some very interesting
examples of application of this strategy in English DCT:

e Sorry uncle, I was standing, and you should not have jumped into this little place.

Anyhow, please take my seat. - English DCT, Situation10 (appendix 1)
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e Ohhh, sorry uncle 1 could not come to hospital. Please take this money and buy
some food item for you. - English DCT, Situation 8 (appendix 1)

+ Are you ok? You just suddenly came into my way ... Please take my seat haba gee
and let me move to some other place. - English DCT, Situation 10 (appendix 1)

« [ am sorry sir for being late. In fact, [ was informed about date but about the exact
time. - English DCT, Situation 3 (appendix 1)

It is quite visible from the above examples that sometimes the respondents
forward explicit apologies even in the cases where they believe they are not responsible
for any inconvenience or trouble. But, similarly in many examples they apologized
explicitly followed by an attempt either to deny obligation or blaming the offended one.
So, it can be inferred that in both the cases (he purpose is to maintain their image in
front of others - thus transforming apologies into a self-image elevator. Such incidents
have also been encountered many times during observations when the apologtzers are
found apologizing unwillingly due to not being on fault but because they are required
not to offend somebody because of merely just good relationship (friendship) between
the parents of the twa parties or due to ones being a part of some noble family. This
consideration and importance given to one’s face corresponds to Reiter’s (2000)
findings about British speakers of English and to what Nwoye (1992) calls group face,
or Akan speakers’ desire to save the [ace of the entire ethnic group as Obeng (1999)
has revealed.

4.5-Apologies and Sociocultural Factors in Kashmir

Sociocultural variables such as social status, social distance, formality level and

severity of offence have been described as influential factors to characterize expressions in
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different languages. However, the relative importance different languages and societies
ascribe to each variable differs from one another. For example, in Kashmir variables called
social status and formality level of conversational sctting seem more influential. In
everyday dealings it is preferred to know personal references so that suitable pronouns and
forms of address can be selected during conversation. A change of social stratification
necessarily obligates Kashmiri speakers to reconsider and modify their choice of lexical
expressions to fulfil requirements of politeness.

In Kashmir, Urdu is national language while English and Urdu both enjoy status of
official languages. Concerning use of English over there it is more likely that speakers may
transfer their pragmatic norms of Urdu to it because though second official language, at
societal level it becomes third language of majority of the speakers which may cause lack
of mastery in it resulting in communication breakdown or misunderstanding. So, it may be
interesting to find out how people apologize in accordance with changing languages and
sociolinguistic factors. A detailed discussion regarding above mentioned factors is as

under:

4.5.1-Social Status and Apologies

According to many researchers, role of social status during communication process
depends on the ability of the participants to recognize each other’s social position (Brown
& 1 .evinson, 1987; Holmes, 1995; Leech, 1983). In the current research study, respondents
have been supplied with different apology eliciting situations (appendix 1) having

participants owing different social status i.e., high, low and equal (table, 3.1). The speakers
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in the role of a university professor (situation 01), a father (situation 5), a boss (situation
8} head of a department in a university (situation 11), and a manager (situation 14} are
constructed having higher status than the hearers either on the basis of age, family relation,
or professional status. On the other hand, the speaker in the roles of a student (situation 2),
an employee (situation 03), a younger brother (situation 7), waiter (situation 9) and a visitor
(situation 15) are in a lower status. Social status between speakers of situations 04 (friends),
06 &, 10 (strangers). 11 & 12 (colleagues) are assumed to be of equal social status. The
society under discussion, (Azad Kashmir) is very collective and connected in its structure.
People generally know each other, and individuals™ social status play very significant role
in everyday conversation and dealing. Consequently, in the situations where apclogies
become desirable the speakers, both in private and professional dealings, render sensitivity
towards hearers’ social status. For example, sometimes a Kashmniri speaker can even
apologize to an elderly relative or person to avoid his anger though he might not have
committed any offence. The same happens in official life, too, where employees can be
seen apologizing without committing any mistake. Whether private or official it all happens
out of respect for seniors (both in age and seniority). On the other hand, elders and seniors
hesides doing something wrong rarely apologize. Thus, it can be said that in this society
social status is a determinant factor about whether to apologize or not; and how to
apologize. In general, during observations it has been noticed that for apologizing to a
person owing higher social status, apology strategies having more polite and formal
expressions are used and in the cases where apologizer owes a social status higher than the

apologizee, simple forms of apology i.e., indirect in nature are used or just something 1s
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said or done (e.g., smile, laughter or simply shoulder is pressed etc.) instead of apologizing
explicitly or directly to mitigate the effect of the offence.

4.5.1.1- Effect of social status on explicit apologies- first mega apology category

This section deals with effects of social status on application of one of the three mega
apology categories called “explicit apologies’ (section, 3.6.1 & figure, 3.2). In table 4.3, a
detail of frequency distribution of apology sirategies encompassing this mega apology

category with reference to social status is given.

Table 4.3. Frequency and percentage value of explicit apology strategies with eference fo
Different Social Groups (higher, equal & lower) -Social status factor.

apology t¥igher (apologizers Equal (apologizer and | Lower (apologizers Total number of
Stiategies owe higher social apologizee owe equal | owe lower social apologies
status) status) status)
1-  1F1Ds Eng: % Utde: % {Eng: % Urdu: % | Eng: % Urd: % | Eng: % Urde: %

A-Offer of apology
{Sorrv.afvaid. excuse | 175 252% 117 16% | 24532.7%140 26.8% 358 08% 328 27.5% | 77829.6% 3583 24.1%

me, pardon).
B-Expressingregret | 0 0% 24 3.2% | 134 8% 0 0% | 22717.6%96 8.05% | 361 154% 120 2.4%

C-Request of

forgiveness 0 0% 0 0|0 0% 0 0% 10 0% 0 0% |0 0% 0 0%
D-Expression of
embarrassment 6l 9% D 0% |0 0% 11 2% [997.7%9% 803% | 16025% 107 68%

Sub total 236 3% 141 19.3% | 37950.6% |51 29% | 684 53.2%% 520 43.6% | 1299 47.6% 812 33.3%

2-Taking on E: % % [ E: % U: % |E: % U % [E % U %
responsibility
A-Accepting Bame | 0 0% 0 "% [ 25 33% 0 0% [ 80 6.2% O 0% | 105 38% 0 0%
R-Expressing self-
deficiency ¢ 0% 0 o] 16 2.1% 0 0% |60 46% 0 0% |76 27% 0 0%
C-Acknowledging
hearer deserving | 0 0% 0 Ma |0 0% 0 % [0 0% 0 %m0 0% 0 0%

apology

Sub- total ¢ 0" 0 0% | 41 54% 0 0% | 140 110% 0 0% |[i81 66% O (%

3- Offer of E % U o4 E % 4 % |E % U % E U 0%
Compensation 458 66% S87 80.6% | 327 43.6% 370 71% | 34527% 341 28.6% | 113041.4% 1298 53.2%
4-Promise of E: U: E: U: E: % U % E: % U %
Forbearance { 0 2 .26% 0 0% | 1169.0% 328 27.5% | 118 43% 328 13.4%
Total 694 728 749 521 1285 1189 21728 2438
l = ]1001 = ‘100 [ = }300[ = ]lm l = ]100[ = ]100
25.4% 29.8% 27.4% 21.3%. 47% 48.7%.
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As shown in table 4.3, the participants have beeu divided into three groups i.e., the
one in which the apologizers are of lower status is called lower, second group, it which
recipients are of equal social status to that of the apologizers is called equals or equal and
third group containing apologizers owing higher social status is called higher. The analysis
of data reveals that in English DCT data {FID is the most frequently applied explicit
apology strategy (48%) while in Urdu data it turns out to have been the second most
frequently applied explicit apology strategy (33.3%). The highest application of this
strategy has appeared in the cases of apologizers with low social status (E: 53%. U 44%),
and it has touched the least level of application i.e. E: 34%, U: 19.3% in the situations
having apologizers with high social status than that of apologizee. An interviewee while
discussing general pologetic attitude said, “I always apply apology strategies to match
according to status of the apologizee... Hrrrr... I mean I become more formal and explicit
in my apologetic expressions when 1 owe it to someone having higher status in society with
respect to age or social position. ... and ... if | have to apologize to a friend I may not
apologize at all or would use just few simple expressions to make him feel that [ have a
concern for his trouble. As for as those who have a lower status are concerned, 1 will avoid
apologizing explicitly or directly..... yes... rather | will try to make them happy through
some other ways... hmmm.... like a smile in formal setting or a laughter, a hug or by
applying some other loving expressions in informal setting””. Further analysis shows
application of sub strategies in both the languages also exhibit a variation across different
social status. While applying IFIDs, request for forgiveness sub- strategy is totally absent
from the data collected in both the languages (English and Urdu). Observation data doesn’t

support this finding because during observation the apologizers belonging to all the three
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social status groups have occasionally been found requesting for forgiveness which is
totally absent from DCTdata. During interview, the respondents have ascribed absence of
this sub-strategy from their apologies to its highly face threatening nature as says one of
them, “I personally avoid using, reques for forgiveness sirategy as it makes me feel low. ...
I mean it seems to mote face threatening than any other expression™.

The second sub-strategy of IFIDs which is found present in both the languages
across speakers of all the three-social status is expressing regret. In lower and equal status,
K ashmiri speakers use comparatively higher proportion of this semantic formula in case of
English DCT i.e., 18% each while higher status speakers did not use this sub- strategy at
all. Whereas in Urdu data it did not appear at all in the cases of equals and got highest value
in case of lower group i.e. 8%. On the whole, higher status holders avoid using explicit
apologetic expressions, for example, the following responses provided to situation 0 (a
professor gets late to return assignments of students) are without any explicit expression of
apology.

» 1 had a meeting vesterday, so | couldn’t mark your assignment. Why don’t you

come tomorrow? - English DCT, Situation 1{appendix 1)

e 1 was busy, so I couldn’t check your assignments. Come back tomorrow at this
time. - English DCT, Situation 1 (appendix 1)
« 1haven't seen them yet. Let me return them by tomorrow. - English DCT, Situation 1

(appendix 1)

e [ didn't have time. I'll try to return soon. - English DCT, Situation 1 (appendix 1)
In the above examples where the apologizers are in a higher slatus than the
apologizee, they avoid using explicit expression for apologizing. It might be because of the

speakers being conscious about their face value and social status as university professor.
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Apologizing to the students might L. « serious threat to their social esteem, so they prefer
not to use explicit expressions of apology. Similarly, this mega apology category has rarely
been appliéd in other situations, ton, with apologizers having high status (table 4.2) e.g.,
situation 11 where apologizer is head of a department, owing high social status and the
offence has been marked severe (E: 43 & U: 23) and, situation no 5, where the apologizer
is a father (E: 153 U: 196). In traditional Kashmiri society parents are not supposed or
expected to apologize even in the case of extremely sever incidents rather children are
generally accused for being a reason of their annoyance. Those few who happencd to
apologize in this particular situation hold the view that their apelogy does not spring out of
the intention to accept their mistake and apologize for that rather it is to teach this attitude
to their children so that they can learn to accept their mistakes and apologize from others
if somebody gets annoyed to them. The most commonly used /7Din both the languages
(English & Urdu) is offer of an apology with the value E: 808 and Urdu: 585. Like all other
IFIDs it is heavily relied upon by the speakers of low and equal social status holders in
both the languages i.e. highest level of its application in English E: (33%) is found in
speakers of equal group while highest level of it in Urdu (27.5% & 27%) is found in the
speakers of lowers and equal groups respectively. Contrary to it. it is least applied by those
having higher social status than the apologizee (E: 25%, U: 16%). During observations,
application of this sub-strategy in the cases of minor offences is repeatedly observed
whereas in serious confrontations it is rarely used. When discussed during interviews, the
respondents have categorized this sub- strategy - offer of apology - as least effective and

more casual in nature. They have also marked it as severely face threatening in nature. So,
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the least application of this strategy by the speakers of high social status can be ascribed to
its face threatening nature.

Application of the strategy called taking on responsibility (3.6.1) has yielded very
interesting findings about its application: in English data (collected through DCTs) its
application is very low and restricted to formal settings only while in Urdu data it has not
been used even a single time in any of the given situations. When this point is discussed
with interviewees, one of them said, “application of this strategy renders personality
weaknesses so is perceived highly face threatening in our society”. According to him, its
severity even multiplies when used in Urdu language (due to nature of expressions like ye/
meri galti hei or nyj sy galti ho gei)”. In English, it has just appeared in the cases where
either damage is severe as in situation 6 (informal situation) or the apologizee is higher in
status than the apologizer and is enjoying official or formal setting (situations 2 & 3) which
has less face threatening potential. Out of limited application of this strategy its maximum
use has been noted in situation 2 where the apologizer is a student and apologizee is a
university teacher, while it has reached the lowest application level in situation 3 (reaching
late to a meeting with boss) & situation 6 (breaking down of a car). Rest of the situations,
having apologizers of equal or lower social status don’t come up with application of this
strategy even in English language data. Thus, the analysis delineates that this strategy is
only used by the speakers of lower (n=140) and equal statos (n= 41) whereas the third
group containing speakers of high social status does not use it at all. Regarding sub-
strategies of this particular semantic formula, majority of the speakers of both the groups -

lower (n=80) and equal status (n=25) - favoured accepting the blame. Some opted the
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second sub- strategy expressing self-deficiency (fow: 60, equal:16) while third sub- strategy
called recognizing hearer (I) as deserving apology is totally absent from current data.

The next apology strategy under the umbrella of mega apology category called
explicit apologies (3.6.1) called offer of compensation is the most preferred strategy in data
collected through DCTs in Urdu language and second main strategy in English data (table,
4.1). It is used mostly by the apologizers of high status in both the languages (E: 66.1%,
{I: 81%4) and is least used by those ol lower status in English data (I 27%. U: 29%).The
high frequency of this strategy among the speakers of high social status might be due to
the assumption that the society under study holds about * generous - the giving attitude’,
according to which those who lend help to others, either financial or physical, are
considered people of high morale and values; and thus are showered profound respect and
pratitude. So. in the current data maximum of the speakers of high status used this strategy
to safeguard their positive face value. Thijittang (2000) points out a similar sort of attitude
among Thai speakers belonging to higher social status who often prefer not to offer an
explicit expression of apology but as an altemmate they use explanation and/or offering
repair strategy,

Promise of forbearance is second least favoured apology semantic formula in the
data collected in both the languages (E: 4.3%, U: 13.4%). This strategy is most frequently
used by the members of lower group (E: 9.2%, U: 27.5%) and is also used between those
of status equals only in English data (F: .26%) while speakers with high social position
have not used it in either of the languages. This finding is inline with results of Thijittang
(2000: p.'*") who states that promise of forbearance strategy was used “the most by

speakers of lower position and between those of status equals™. From this tendency of
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application, it might be inferred that apologizers belonging to lower social status who have
committed some offence to the apologizee of higher status yield to choose this strategy in
order to redress the seriousness of offence and reduce annoyance of the offended one.
Contrary to it. the speakers with high social status do not opt it at all which might be
because of compromising and meek nature and impact of this strategy. The interview data
also support it, according to some respondents generally, those in higher status are not
expected to overtly apologize in society. In other words, the interlocutors perceive offenses
by speakers having low social status or equal social status as more serious than those by
speakers owing high status. Also, application of this strategy has been restricted to a
particular type of situation i.e., formal in nature with apologizers of lower or equal social
status. Following are the examples:

« Somry for being late. I was informed weli before time about the meeting but got
stuck in some personal assignment. it would not happen again. - English DCT —
Sitnation: 3 (appendix 1)

e Sonry sir. please forgive me. | will be careful again. - English DCT Situation 2

{appendix 1)

«  Ohhooo. | just forgot about it. Be assured, it would not happen again. - English DCT

. Situation 13 (appendix 1)

e [imm. sorry, acinda esa nuhein ho ga. (English franslation: sOrTY, it will not happen
again) Urdu DCT, Sitnation 3 (Appendix )

«  Sorry sir, mein a pki book lana bhool gia. Mein i°s key live bl sharminda houn,
acinda esa nein ho ga. (English translation: Sorry sir. | forgot to bring your book.

[ am really ashamed of it. It would not happen again). Urdn DCT, Situation 2 (Appendix

1)
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o Sir, mein busy tha tu mjv klhval nein raha. Aenida khyal rakhoun ga. (English
translation: Sir, 1 was busy, so [ forgot, Next time | will be careful) Urdu DCT,

Situation 13 (Appendix 1)

From table 4.3, it can be deduced that most apologies by employing explicit
apologies - first mega apology category are made by apologizers with lower social status
(F: 1285, U: 1189) which is contrary to Holmes’s (1995) finding that apologies most
commonly happen among the interlocutors of status equals who rarely remain much afraid
about the potential loss or saving of their positive face among their particular circle. The
finding about the lowest apology rate by speakers of high social status goes in line with
Brown and Levinson’s notion that those who enjoy higher status perceive apology making
a more serious face threatening act to their negative face needs than those in status equals
and lower position do, so they are less inclined to apologize. According to Holmes (1995),
too, people with high social status are more likely to receive courteous behaviour including

linguistic deference and negative politeness.

4.3.2- Effect of Social Distance on Explicit Apologies

According to many linguists social distance is one of those factors that determine
politeness behaviour of interact-ants towards each other (Brown & Levinson, 1987; Leech,
1983). The view of social distance refers to different roles people take in relation to each
another in a certain situation: and the degree of intimacy between them which means how

closely they know each other (Brown & Levinson, 1987: .25,
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In the current study social distance is taken to illustrate level of understanding and
closeness among the respondents. The respondents are provided with DCTs containing
situations having people belonging to three different groups namely: close, acquaintance
or neutral and distant. First group called close consists of closely intimate friends or people
who know each other well. The second group called neutral or acquaintance consists of
acquaintances or people who know each other but not very deeply. And. the third group
called distant consists of strangers who do not know each other. Based on table 3.1, an
employee and a boss who are real brothers (situation 3) two friends (situation 4). a father
and son (situation 5). two brothers (situation 7} and a manager and subordinate who are
best fiiends (situation 14) are the people who know each other well or are close intimates
(close social distance). A university professor and his students (situation 1), a student and
university teacher (situation 2), head of department and a junior lecturer (situation 11), two
colleagues/MDs of twa different departments (situation |3) are acquaintances or those who
know each other but not very closely (neutral social distance); and the third group —distant
or unfamiliar people- are represented as speaker and driver of a car (situation 0), a boss
and employee’s father (situation 8). customer and waiter (situation 11). speaker and
passenger (situation 10), a visitor and officer (situation t5). These arc the characters who
have been taken as individuals wiho do not know each other well or are unfamiliar (distant
social distance).

This section deals with effects of social status on application of one of the three
mega apology categories called explicit apologies (section, 3.6.1& figure, 3.2). In table:
4.4, a detail of frequency distribution of apology strategies encompassing this mega

apology categorywith reference to sacial distance is given.
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Table 4.4. Explicit apology strategies interacting with social distance

apology Close Neutral Distant Total

Strategies

1- 1FIDs F: % U % |E % U % E % % E: % U %

a-Offer of apology 200 30.3% 187 29% | 27329.5% 201 27% | 305 33.6% 197 19.4% | 778 32.1% 585 23.9%

(Sorrv afraid.

excuse me. pardon)

b-Expressing regrel | 10415.7% 50 7.7% | 163 17.6% 35 4.7% | 94 13.3% 33 34% [ 361 154% 120 57%

c-Request of

forgiveness 0 M0 "y |0 0% 0 0% [0 0% 0 0% [0 (0% 0 0%

d-Expression of

embarrassment 29 44% 0 0% [0 0% 55 74% | 131 0% 52 S5.1% 160 0% 107 3.04%
E: % u: % |E: % U % |E % U % (B % U %

Sub total 333 50.5%237 36.6% | 436 47.1% 2913 9.2% | 530 46.3% 284 28% | 129947.6% 812 33.6%

2- Taking on E: % 1 % |[E % U % |E % 1 %

responsibility

a-Accepting blame | 20 3.0% 0 0% |81 8.7% O e |0 0% 0 0% [ 101 3.7% 0 0%

b-Expressing self- 0 0% 0 0% |60 64% O 0% {201.7% O e 180 29% 0 0%

deficiency

c-Acknowledging Hl |0 0% 0 0% (0 0% 0 0a |0 0% 0 e |0 0% 0 0%

deserving apology

Sub- total 03.0% 0 0% | 14115.2%0 0% 2010.7% 0 0% | 18166% 0 0%

3- Offer of

Compensalion ] 21532.6% 253 39.1% | 321 34.7% 31542.4% | 594 52% 730 72% | 113041.4%I1298 53.2%

1-Promise of

Forbearance 911387192 29.6% | 273.0% 136 183% |0 0% 0 0% £ 1i84.3% 328  13.4%
659 682 925 742 1144 1014

Total , = ]IOU = }IDU t = ‘1001 = llﬂ() I = ‘100! = ]1"0 2728 1007 2438 100%
24% 28% 3% 304% 42% 41.5%

With regard to application of strategies encompassing this mega apology category

called explicit apologies (3.6.1) in relation to social distance variable it is found that

maximum apologies are exchanged among the distant interlocutors called- the strangers-

in both the languages i.e.. English (42.4%) & Urdu (41.5%) while the least apologies are

made by the close group of interlocutors (English: 24% & Urdu: 27%), and the number of

apologies occurred among the acquaintances is: 34% and 30% in English and Urdu DCTs

respectively. It indicates that majority of apologies by Kashmiri speakers are conditioned

{o increased social distance (among the strangers). The f{inding confirms Brown and
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Ievinson's{1987) hypot]\es.is that there exists a direct relationship between social distance
and degree of deference which means an increase in social distance (strangers) requires
exhibiting more respect (by making apologies) while reduction or decrease in social
distance doesn’t call for production of such speech acts. This finding is also in line with
Intachakra’s findings (2001) according to which the highest number of apologies were
exchanged among strangers.

Further, a detailed analysis of table 4.4 delineates that in English data /f/Ds hav
cappeared as the most recurring strategy (48%) and in Urdu data it has emerged as the
second largely applied strategy (33.3%) employed by Kashmiri speakers. In English data
only two i.e.. offer of apology and expression of regret out of four sub - strategies of this
semantic formula are used by the respondents while in Urdu data, in addition to these two
sub strategies expression of embarrassment (2.54%) has also been found. The fourth sub
strategy request for forgiveness is not used in either of the languages. Talking about reason
for not using this sub- strategy, majority of the interviewees have marked it too face
threatening to be used. For apologizing in Urdu, offer of compensation is top most used
strategy which makes 53% of total amount of mega apology category called explicit
apologies while it is second most favoured strategy (41.4%) in English data as well. This
strategy is mostly used in the case of strangers or distant interlocutors in both the languages
(Eng: 52%, Urdu: 72%) while lowest use of this strategy has been observed in case of close
or intimate speakers while apologizing in both the languages i.e., English {32%) and Urdu
(39%). Tt clearly denotes that application of this strategy depends directly on social distance
factor between interlocutors which is clearly high in the cases of distant and acquaintances

as compared to the close one. The more distant the speakers are the more frequent use of
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this strategy is made. As if some offence occurs in case of distant interlocutors, because of
non-intimate relationship people are left with no choice except offering compensation to
salisfy the offended party. On the other hand, the closer the interlocutors are the less use of
this strategy is made owing the reason that in the case of intimates even a smile or laughter
can make up the loss as is observed during observations, and says Holmes (1990: p."*,
“intimacy evidently permits shortcuts and substitutions.”

Analysis of third strategy under the umbrella of explicit apologies called taking on
responsibility brings out a very interesting point about its application: in English data it is
used with a very small ratio (6.6%) while in Urdu data it bas not been used even once. Its
maximum use (15.22%6) has been made in the case of apologizing to acquaintances and,
that too in the cases of formal interactions (table 4.4} which dictates that in personal or
private life the population of this research study doesn’t opt this strategy. Deutschmann
(2003: p.*7) also finds about British speakers that in their apologies “explicitly taking on
responsibility for an offence by accepting the blame was relatively rare.”

Among its sub strategies, accepting blame has been used more than other sub
strategies whereas acknowledging hearer deserving apology is not used at all by members
of any of the three groups. Total absence of this sub- strategy from the data corresponds to
the findings of Thijittang (2010) and Intachakra (2001) who explored absence of this
particular sub-sirategy in their works on Thai EFL speakers of English.

Table 4.4 further reveals that forth strategy called promise of forbearance placed
under mega apology category called explicit apologies is the least used strategy in both the
languages. Rare application of this strategy is also reported by Afghari (2007) in the

apologies made by Persian speakers. The table (4.4) gives following detail of distribution
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of this strategy among three groups: 14% in English and 27% in Urdu is the highest number
of this strategy used among the interlocutors of close group while in distant group or
strangers it is not used at all in any of the languages under discussion. It might be because
the distant or none familiar interactants are rarely supposed to meet again in life in the same
situation whereas the members of first group called close are believed to meet repeatedly
so sifuations and incidents may repeat. A look at the table helps conceive an impression
that high rate of this strategy in close group might be a result of some official or formal
situations in which the apologizers belonging to this very group have low social status than
the apologizee, so they are required to apply this strategy otherwise its application in
private life is totally absent from the data. Following is example (situation 3} of close group
interacting in formal situation:
e Last night I slept quite fate so could not get up early and missed the bus. I will be
careful next time”. EnglishDC'T, Situation Yappendix I)
e Mairi sehat khra™d hy... 1 am really sorry. (English Translation: | am not feeling
good. | am really sorry). Urdu DCT, Situation 3,(appendix 1)
While in the following example, the participants (owing close/ intmate relationsh as it is in
situation 3} are interacting in informal situation:
e Lhe traffic was bad so I'm late. Ilow about vour journey. English DCT- Situation 7
(appendix 1)
o Mai kuch \ate ho gia. Kheir a p hataein a’ p ka safar kesa raha. (English translation:
| got a bit late. Leave that, tell me how was your journey). Urdu DCT- Situation 7

(appendix 1B}
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In sum. in both the languages social distance affects not only application of explicit
apologies as a whole but its constituent units, called strategies and sub-strategies have also

shown differences in their application with respect to this factor.

4.5.3 - Effect of Severity of Offence on application of Explicit Apologies

Severity of offense is considered among those factors which influence application
of speech act of apology. In the current study this factor is classified in two categories:
cevere and not severe. The first category called severe. encompasses situation 3 (employee
gets fate for meeting with boss), situation & (hitting a car and breaking its door), situation
10 (bumping into a passenger and hurting his toe), situation 11 (head of a department
forgets to inform junior employee ahout meeting with Dean), situation 13 (An MD forgets
official meeting with MD of another department), situation 14 (manager keeps his
subordinate waiting for long), and situation 15 (a visitor drops water on an officer’s table)
while situation 01 (professor does not return term paper of the students in time), situation
2 (student forgets fo bring teacher’s book back), situation 4 (speaker forgets meeting with
a friend). situation 5 (father forgets to take his son for shopping), situation 7 (speaker
reaches late to receive his elder brother at airport), situation 8 (boss couldn’t visit
emplovee’s father in the hospital), situation 9 (waiter presents wrong meal to the customer)
and; situation 12 (a colleague interprels your comments wrongly) are included in ‘not
cevere® situations. This section deals with effects of severity of o[fence on application of

mega apology category called explicit apologies (section, 3.6.1 & figure. 3.2). In table: 4.5,
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a detail of frequency distribution of apology strategies encompassing this mega apology

category with reference to the factor- severity of offence is given.

Table 4.5. I'requency of explicit apology strategies and severitv of offense factor

apology Strategies Severe Not Severe Total
No % No % Noe % No Yo No % No %
1-IF1Ds Eng. %  Urdu: % Eng. %  Urdw ° | Eng: % Urdw %
a-Offer of apology (Sorrv
.afraid. excuse me. 500 368% 380 31.3% | 278 202% 205 1672% | 778 28.5i% 585 24%
pardon)
b-Expressing regret 28 16% 61 5% | 143 104% 59 480% |3611323% 120 5%
c-Request of forgiveness 0 0% 0 e [0 0% 0 0% [0 0% 0 0%
d-Expression of 70 5.1% 52 42% |90 65% 55 448% | 160 3.86% 1074.38%
embarrassment
Sub total 788 58%% 493 40.6% | 511 37.2% 319 26% | 1299 47.61% 812 33.38%
2- Taking on
responsihility
e-Accepting blame 10 3% 0 0% |81 6% O 0% 105 384% 0 0%
f-Fxpressing self- 0 0% 0 0% |60 43% O 0 |76 27%% 0 0%
deficiency
g-Acknowledging hearer [ 0 (% 0 0 |0 0% ] 0% 0 0% 0 0%
deserving apology
Sub- total 0 3% ] 0% | 141 10.2% 0 0" | 181 6.63% 0 0%
3- Offer of compensation
437 32.01% 527 43.4% | 69350.5% 771 63.00% 113041.42% 1298 53%
I-Promise nf forhearance
93 68% (92 15.8% 25 1.8% 136 11.09% | 118 4.32% 328 13.45%

Total

An over view of table 4.5

1358 1212
49.7% 49.71%

1370 1226
i = ll(}ﬂ‘ = lmn
50.2% 50.28%

2728 100 2438 100

in context of severity of offence factor delineates that in total

{here is some difference in application of explicit apologies in hoth the languages (English:

71728, Urdu: 243R). A look at macro level shows that the factor i.e.. severity of offence, has

least influence on the w

ay speakers apologize to the offended ones by using explicit

expressions but at micro level there are many differences regarding application of strategies

and sub — sirategies assembled under this mega apology category. In the data collected for
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[inglish DCT, the respondents have applied highest number of IFIDs in the cases of
offences categorized as severe as compared to not severe offences i.e.. 57.81%, 37.43%
respectively. Similarly, in Urdu data (DCT). too, incidents marked as sever earned more
IFIDs as compared to not sever marked incidents i.e., 41% and 26% respectively. It shows
a direct relationship in application of IFIDs (in both the languages) and severity of offence.
Observation data. on the other hand doesn’t support this finding fully. As application of
JIIDs has got a strange diversity in the society under study as they are used either in the
case of extremely serious offences or in cases of offences of extremely trivial nature along
with some other apology strategy e.g., explanation. In the collected data, another important
point is restriction of application of IFIDs mainly to the formal situations, in both the
languages.

Offer of compensation highest used strategy in Urdu DCT data and second most used
strategy in English DCT data too, has been used without any reference to the severity of
the offence. lts application ranges from the situations labelled sever e.g. situation umbers:
1. 6. 10 ete., 1o the situations marked as not severe e.g., situation numbers: 1, 2. 8 etc. Few
examples of its application in both the cases are as under:

In Case of Not Severe Offences

. [ couldn't check term paper, I will do it tomorrow. English DCT, Situation 1 (appendix
1
e Sorry sir, I forgot to bring your book. Should T go and bring it during break.

- English DCT - Situation 2 (appendix 1)

« 1 got late to see you. Please take this money and buy some fruit for you. - English

PCT, Situation 8 {appendix 1)
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Sorry my son but look | have brought chocolate for you. - English BCT, Situation 4

(appendix 1)

Manage the work now and next time you will be given full time to enjoy. [ will do
next assignment. my dear friend. - English DCT. Situation 4 (appendix 1)

Please Tum assignment kr do na, phir tumein grand refieshment kurwai jay ge (
English translation: Please do this assignment then you will be served grand
refreshment) Urdu DCT, Situation 4 (appendix I}

Ohho. mera pivara beita. meri jan mein bht busy tha aj. Pomise mein apko next
weekend per outing k live Iv jaon ga. (English transiation: Ohho, my dear son, my
love. today | was very busy. Promise, on next weekend 1 will take you for outing).

Urdu DCT, Sitnation § (appendix 1)

In Case of Severe Offences

I was caught up in many things so could not inform you for meeting. Ok, don’t
worry I will talk to the dean. - English DCT, Situation 11 (appendix 1)

Oh. | am sorry. Don’t worry 1 will pay for it. - English DCT, Situation 6 (appendix 1)
Sorry, sorry uncle, ap preshan na houi mein apki gari theck kiwa doun ga. (English

translation; Sorry, sorry uncle. Don’t worry 1 will manage to get your car fixed).

Urdu DCT, Situation 6 (appendix 1)



153
e Sorry sir, mein bhool gia. Mein ahi ap k office a jaon. (English translation: sorry sir,

I just forgot. Should I come ta your office now)? Urdu DCT, Situation 13 (appendix 1)

[t is interesting to note that this strategy - offerof compensation- is used the most in the
cases of not severe incidents as compared to severc ones in both the languages. Most of the
severe cases which have got highest ratio of this strategy have occurred in formal setting,
having the apologizee owing a higher status than that of the apologizer. Contrary to it, the
data in both the languages show that all those incidents which have been marked as not
severe also carry an offer of compensation in which the apologizer is senior in rank or is in
a more influential position and the recipient of apology is either lower or equal in status,
financial position, social rank or age. So. it can be inferred that rather than just severity of
offence factor, apology is made in accordance with some other soctetal parameters
including age, social status and formality level. It might be because in the society under
consideration, to give. to help or to compensate others is perceived very generous attitude
and is valued high. It is mostly ascribed to the upper-class families and individuals owing
high moral values. An example of this attitude can well be taken [rom a response (stated
above) to the situation no 8 (hoss could not visit emplovee’s sick father in the hospital).
Ihus. it can be deduced that application of this strategy has no ultimate relation with
severity of offence but depends on formality level and social position of the interlocutors.
Recause of its potential to build positive image of the speaker/ apologizer it is preferably
used hy the speakers belonging to high social status.

Next strategy under the umbretia of this category - explicit apologies - (3.6.1) called
taking on responsibility carties some very interesting points about its application in DCTs

with reference to severe and not severe offences. Firstly, frequency of this strategy is higher
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(10.3%5) in the cases of not-severe offences as compared to those labelled as scvere (3%).
Secondly. it is used even once in any situation in Urdu DCT data {table 4.5). Further, from
among its sub- strategies. accepting the hlane has come out as the most used one in both
the cases — severe and not-severe- whereas expressing self-deficiency is only used in the
cases of not severe offences and acknowledging hearer deserving apology is not found at
all in the current data. The reason of less use of this strategy in the DCT responses stands
out from the responses of the interviewees as its extremely face threatening nature. In their
view taking on responsibility of an offence, especially in case of severe offences, may ruin
their public image. So. (o save their public image as well as to sooth the ruffled feelings of
the offended one they mostly relay on some less face threatening strategy. For example, in
DCTs. the responses for some severe marked situations are provided as under:

e ['m sorry. Hope it is not too late.

e Oh sorry, | was caught up in many assignments, so | forgot to inform you about
meeting with the Dean.

e« Ohh...... a p theek hain na". mein ny apko nein deikha. (English translation: ohh,
are you ok? I did not see you) Urdu DCT- Situation 10(appendix 1)

Moreover. in the situations carrying not severe offense the speakers have used a higher
proportion of this strategy - faking on responsibilin: -(10.32%) which might be due to the
less potential such situations have to prove them (apologizers) incompetent or careless. In
English DCT, one of the situations carrying a not-severe offence (sttuation 2 - a student
forgets to bring teacher’s book back) has received highest number of this strategy (n=141).

Few examples of its use (English DCT) are as follows:
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« 1am sorry. | forgot to bring your book; in fact, I was in a hurry in the morning.

e Sorry. I could not bring your beok because I didnot go to my home yesterday.

Regarding promise of forbearance strategy, it is noted (table 4.5) that the apologizers make
its frequent application in case of severe situations (English: 6.82%, Urdu: 15.84%) as
compared to not severe situations (English: 1.83%, Urdu: 11.09%) in both the languages.
This is second least used apology strategy under the umbrella of explicit apologies. And, it
too has got a restricted application i.e.. only in the formal situations when the offended
party belongs to higher status than the apologizers. In Urdu its value ranges from 11.09%
to 15.84% and in English from 1.83% to 6.82%. Following examples show use of this
strategy in DCTs:

o [ am really sorry sir. It will not happen again. -Sitwation 3 (appendix 1}
o [ will never do so again. | apologize, sir. - Situation 2 (appendix 1)
e Sorry sit. acnda esa nein ho ga. (English translation: Sorry sir, it will not happen

again}. Urdn DCT -Situation 3 (appendix 1)

4.5.4- Effects of Conversational Setting on Explicit Apolagies

R&L.’s model of politeness (1978, 1987) has been point of criticism by many

1922y for excluding conversational settings from the list

researchers like Holmes (1995: p.
of factors affecting apology strategies of the interlocutors. They assert that formality as

determined by the setting affects politeness phenomenon. Generally speaking, it seems
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reasonable to assume that the conversation between a student and a teacher in a party will
definitely be quite different in content and style from their conversation in classroom.
Formality is the only aspect of conversational seiling examined in the present work.

In the current research study two formality levels are distinguished: formal and
informal (tahle 3.1). Formal situations are those in which interlocutors act in their
professional roles, and the conversational limits are dictated by the situations and
surrounding. On the other hand, informal situations take place in informal settings and are
characterized high in spontaneity. These are primarily the conversations taking place in the
homes of the participants, and or between friends or interlocutors in parties, parks, play
grounds etc.

In the current study. according to table, 3.1, the formal situations include: situation
01 (professor did not return term paper of the students in time). situation 2 (student forgot
to bring teacher’s book back), situation 3 (employee got late for meeting with boss),
situation 11 (head of a department forgot to inform junior employee about meeting with
dean). situation 13 (an MD forgot official meeting with MD of another department),
situation 14 (manager kept his subordinate waiting for long). and situation 15(a visitor
dropped a glass of water on an officer’s table). The informal situations on the other hand,
encompass following situations: situation 4 (speaker forgot meeting with a friend),
situation no § (father forgot promise with son for shopping). situation 6 (speaker bumped
into a car and broke its window?), situation 7 (speaker reached late to receive elder brother
at airport). situation 8 (boss couldn’t visit employee’s father in hospital). sifuation 9 (waiter
presented wrong meal to the customer), situation 10 (speaker bumped into elderly person

and hurt his leg) and: situation 12 (a colleague interpreted comments wrongly).
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Table 4.6. Application ofExplicit Apology strategies and formality level of conversation setting

apology Strategies Formal situations Informal sitvations Total
| No %o No %o No % No % [ No % No %
1-1F1Ds Eng: % Urdu: %0 Eng: % Urdu: %% Eng: % Urdu: %o
Offer of apology 500 32.17% 421 20.8% | 278 23.7% 164 16% 778 285% 585 24%
[xpressing regret 247 158" &S &% | 114 9.7% 35 34% | 361 13.2% 120 5%
Request of forgiveness | 0 0% 0 0% 0 0"a 0 0% | 0 0% 0 0%
Expression of 70 44 Y 7.5% | 00 7.6% 0 " | 160 58% 107 4.3%
emharrassment

Sub total 8§17 524% 613 43.4% | 48241.1% 199 19.3% | 1259 47.6% 812 33.3%
2-Taking on

responsibility

-Accepting blame RS 5.4% 0 06 | 20 1.7% 0 o | 105 28% O 0%
-Fxprecsing self- 76 4R 0 0% 0 0" ] o6 |76 2.7% 0 %o

deficiency 0 0% 0 0%
-Acknowledging H 0 " 0 0% | 0 A 0 0%
___deserving apology _ . }

Sub-total [ 161 103% 0O % 120 1.7% 0 0" | 181 6.6% 0 0%
3- Offer of 461 29.6™ 49 33,27 | 669 57.1%% K20 80.6% | 113041.4% 1298 53.2%
Compensation N o _

4-Promise of
| Forbearance 118 7.5% 328 23.2% | 0_0% 0 0% 113 43% 328 13.4%

Total 1557 1410 1171 1028 2728 100 2438 100
’ = 1100[ = }I(Jﬂ l = }100 { = }100
57.0% 53.8% 42.9% 46.1%

Current section deals with effects of formality level of conversation selting on

application of first mega apology category called explicit apologies (section 3.6.1 & figure

3.2). In table 4.6, a detail of frequency distribution of apology sirategies encompassing this

mega apology category with reference to this factor is given. There is a greater average

social distance between the participants engaged in formal conversations and consequently

it is expected to have more frequent use of apology - a speech act which according to B&L

is primarily associated with negative politeness. Table 4.6 demonstrates that the

participants apologised considerably more in formal settings in both the languages

(Fnglish: 58% & Urdu: 54%) than in informal settings (English: 42% & Urdu 46%). It 1s

quite interesting to note that there are more apologies in formal setting for the same type

of offences which grabbed less or considerably very low apologics in informal scttings e.g.,
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situation 3 and 7 deal with the same type of offence - time offence - but the number of
explicit apologies (English: 327, Urdu: 387) in situation 3 which is marked as formal
outrides application of apologies in situation no 7 (English: 29, Urdu: 0) which is marked
as an informal situation (table 4.2). Similarly, in formal conversational settings, many other
offences marked as not severe have also got high ratio of apologies c.g., situation 2
(appendix 1- a student forgets to return his teacher’s book). This situation besides being
marked as not severe is onc of the top three situations which have grasped highest number
of apology strategies (table 4.2) whereas in informal setting frequent application of explicit
apologies (3.6.1) is made only in the cases of severe offences e.g.. situation 6.

Parallel to this situation where the same type of offence receives quite different
application ratio of explicit apologies with a change in formality level it is also noticed that
the members of same group classified as high show quite different apologetic attitude with
a change in formality level of conversation (table 4.2). In situation 11 (appendix |- a boss
forgets to inform a junior employee about meeting with Dean) which has been marked as
severe, speaker- the offender- has used less number of explicit apologies (Eng: 43, Urdu:
23) as compared (o situation no 8 which is marked as not severe (appendix 1- boss could
not visit his emplovee s sick father in the hospital) where the use of these apology sirategies
is 260 & 218 in English and Urdu respectively. Thus, effect of conversational setting is
obvious in the current study. Looking deeply into the differences in application of explicit
apaologies and the apologetic attitude of the apologizer (owing high social status}) clearly
brings out impact of conversational setting on him i.e.. in formal setting. being a boss
(situation 11) it is perceived too face threatening to accept mistake and apologize from a

junior whereas in informal situation (8 - visiting an employece’s sick father in the hospital)



159

there is no threat of face loss by apologizing from junior subordinate when the offence is
not severe. Rather in such cases where the offence is minor, and apologizer is of high social
status, to apologize in fact adds o social standing of apologizer and uplifts his face value.
Thus. such instances can abundantly be found in the society under discussion. According
o many inferviewees, their apologetic attitude must undergo a change with changing
conversational setting. So. such examples in data also manifest the social trend and mental
aptitude of society under discussion hence proving conversational setting among the factors
which influence application of apologetic strategies especially explicit apologies- first
mega apology category (figure, 3.2).

Further analysis brings out differences in application of different strategies
encompassing this mega apology category in case of similar type of offence having
different formality levels. For example, number of /F7Ds in formal situations is 817,
whereas in informal situations it is hardly 482 in responses of English DCT. Similarly, in
Urdu DCT the use of /FF1Ds in formal situations is 613 whereas in informal ones it is hardly
199. Likewise, sorry (Urdu equivalent Mahzrut) is mostly favoured in formal speech (table
4.6) both in English and Urdu data which suggests that it is typically formal in style. 1t
supports the claims that /F7D is typically restricted to formal interactions (Fraser {981 and
Holines 1990).

Such examples suggest that politeness etiqueltes are more strictly observed in
formal setting and as a result more apology strategies especially which are grouped under
the umbrella of explicit apologies - category have been used in formal situations to the
extent that application of few of them like promise of forbearance and taking on

responsibilin-is mainly restricted to formal situations onlyin both the languages (table 4.2).
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Further, there is no example of sub-strategy of strategy faking on responsibility called
expressing self~ deficiency in informal conversational settings rather its use is delimited
merely to formal setting (table 4.6). This difference in application of strategies may be a
result of great social distance between the participants in formal settings and less soctal
distance in informal social seltings as says one of the interviewees, “Yes a difference is
alwavs there.... | mean... hmmmm. the way I will apologize to my friend or my close

relative cannot be similar to the way I apologize to my boss or my teacher’,

4.6- Summary of Chapter 4

In this chapter, focus of study is use of explicit apologies -one of the three mega
apology categories (figure, 3.2) - being used to apologize. Firstly, overall ratio of strategies
encompassing this category is studied in detail then application of strategies and sub-
strategies by Kashmiri speakers is investigated in different social contexts following by
effects of different social variables like social status, social distance, severity of offence
and difference in formality levels. The results of the chapter show effects of these factors
on apology strategies of the interlocutors in both the languages i.e., English and Urdu. A
summary of the findings of this chapter is as follows:

Social status has proved to be a determinant factor in application of first mega
apology category i.e., explicit apologies. The results exhibit that speakers of higher social
status hesitate to apply this apology category (table, 4.3) as is demonstrated by its lowest
application ratio (Eng. 28% & Urdu: 30%) by members of this group among the three

groups of respondents i.e. high, low and equal. This finding supports Brown and
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Levinson's (1987) claim that people enjoying higher status rarely lean on explicit apologies
and perceive giving apologies a face threatening act to their negative face needs.

As for as effect of social distance factor is concerned, in the current study contrary
to Wolfson's (1988} study not the apologizers belonging to acquaintance group but the
speakers of distant or stranger group have acknowledged and apologized for their offences,
the most. This finding of the present study can again be explained by using B&L's (1987)
notion that an increase in social distance (strangers) demands a show of deference by
forwarding apologies and decrease in social distance doesn’t entail provision of such
expressions. The ratio of application of apologies in the threc groups is as follows: distant
group (English: 42.4%, Urdu: 41.5%), neuiral or acquaintance group (English: 33.9%,
Urdu: 30.4%) and close group (English 23.6%. Urdu: 26.3%). Besides differences in
overall application ratio inega apology category there are many differences at micro level
in application of strategies and sub- strategies of this category for example there is no
example of taking on responsibility strategy in Urdu data (table, 4.3).

Turning to the elfects of severity of offense factor. data from both the languages
i.c.. English and Urdu show that Kashmiri speakers tend to apologize using explicit
apologies regardless of categorizing offences into not- severe and severe. The ratio of
overall apologies made by using this apology calegory is: severe offences (English: 49.9%
& Urdu: 49.7%) not severe offences (English: 50% & Urdu: 50.2%). This result, on macro
level has an equal proportion of strategies not only used in both types (severe and not
severed) of offences but also in both the languages which might render an impression of
being manufactured but a look at table 4.6 brings forth the fact that there are lot of

differences in application of strategies and sub-strategies in both the languages e.g., tuking
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on responsibilite has got this difference to the level of English: 181 and Urdu: 0 (zero).
Another attention warranting difference, in English DCT data, is application of taking on
responsihilitc sirategy in case of ‘not- severe” offenses in a higher ratio than in case of
severe offenses which implies that in case of not —severe offense the apologizers need not
to bother much about their face loss so they are quick to apologize by using this strategy.
However. in some severe marked situations (table, 3.1) e.g., situation 6 {speaker bumped
his car into another car and damaged it). respondents have used this strategy along with
offer of repair strategy which helps them save their positive face.

The last factor affccting apologetic attitude of interlocutors is conversational
setting. In this study, conversational setting is divided into two kinds i.e., formal and
informal. The findings of the research show a difference of approach by the speakers
regarding application of first mega apology category called explicit apologies with respect
to formality level of the conversation. Some important differences encountered in this
regard include a difference in overall application of explicit apology strategies: in formal
situations, in both the languages, application of explicit apologies is high as compared to
informal situations i.e. English: 57%, Urdu: 54% and English 42%, Urdu: 46%
respectively.

lience be concluded that while apologizing Kashmiri speakers get influenced by
sacial variables like social status, social distance and formality level while scverity of
offence has been traced as having least significant effect on attitude of Kashmiri speakers
regarding application of first mega apology category explicif apologies. The next chapler

will analyse application of second mega apology category called implicit apologies.
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CHAPTER: 5

IMPLICIT APOLOGIES: PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA

&.1- Introduction to Chapter 5

Apology can be defined as an attempt by the speaker to make up for a previous action that
interfered with the addressee’s face-wants (Brown & Levinson, 1978: p.'"). Thus, the aim
of apologizing is to restore equilibrium between speaker and addressee (Leech, 1983: p.i2).
As Blum-Kulka. et al.. (1989: p.'?) assert that apology is an acknowledgement by the
speaker that a damage has been done; and a confession that he or she is at least partially
responsible for its occurrence. An apology may be considered a “post-event” (Blum- Kulka
& Olshtain. 1984) for it signals that the incident has already taken place. Apologies counted
as remedial work are traditionally viewed as hearer supportive as they provide some
advantage to the addressee at the cost of the speaker (Fraser & Nolan. 1981; Goffinan,

102

1972 1eech. 1983: Owen. 1983). However, Holmes (1990: p."™) extended the probability
of face henefil to the speaker as well by claiming. “apologies may also address aspects of
the victim's positive face needs. such as the desire to be appreciated ... remedial
interchanges involve a complex interweaving of the face needs of S and ™.

Ziesing (2000) asserts that apology is employed to sustain rapport and decrease
conflict among the individuals; and according to Cohen (1996: p.>*%) its appropriate
application can develop feelings of friendliness, association and harmony among the

interlocutors. How to apologize properly and effectively within a society and globally has

been an important area of pragmatic research but unfortunately no detailed research work
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on speech acts espectally apologies in Urdu in the sociely under consideration could be
found among existing research repository. According to Eelen (2001) politeness is a matter
of cultural expectations and it arises {rom social values, cultural patterns and norms. These
nerms are not individual but are shared by all members of a society. He adds that leading
force behind politeness phenomenon in any society is culturally shared norms. While
coding the data collected for the current study there emerged many new apology ‘strategies
which are unique to this society. As. has been discussed in chapter 3 (figure 3.2) duc to
newly emerged apology semantic formulas the model selected for analysis of data
(CCSARP, 1989) became insufficient. And, applying merely that model could have
resulted in omission of many exclusive apology expressions being used in the society under
study. Consequently, newly emerged apology semantic formulas in the current data have
been added to CCSARP model (base model for taxonomy used in current study) to device
a comprehensive taxonomy for analysis of data to get a complete picture of application of
apologies in the society under study. To help manage the data strategies have been divided
into three mega apology categories (section 3.6.1 - figures 3.1 & 3.2). First mega apology
category called explicit apologies has been discussed in chapter 4.

Present chapter deals with a comprehensive study of second mega apology category
called implicit apologies which includes four apology strategies under its umbrella:
explanation, concern for the hearer, minimization of offence and swggestion (section 3.0.1,
figure 3.2). The discussion in the present chapter encompasses presence of these strategies
in the data, their value with respect to different situations given in DCTs. {appendix 1) and
effect of socio cultural factors like social status of the interlocutors, social distance among

interlocutors, severity of offence, and formality level of the interaction. Following is brief
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discussion of apology strategies which constitute the second mega apology category calied

implicit apologies:

5.2- Description of Strategies Constituting Implicit Apologies

This section presents a general introduction concerning the use of the strategies

encompassing apology category called implicit apologies (section 3.6, figure 3.2).

5.2.1- Explanation or Account of Reason - First implicit apology strategy

This strategy includes statement or description of the situations which has made
apologizer to commit offence. A common purpose of apologizing is self-justification which
is gained by describing causes responsible for the mistake e.g., some exterior elements over
which the apologizer may not have any control. Most of the researchers consider it a way
to escape responsibility but in the society under review, according to the respondents of
the interviews, it is an important component of apologizing. An [FID without it, is
considered a ‘half-hearted apology” which is considered too weak to meet the purpose.

. While on the contrary, explanation or account of reason can stand alone and attain purpose
of satisfying ruffled feelings of the offended party. As says, Fraser (1981) explanations can
serve on their own selves the purpose of apologizing; its effectiveness rests upon how
successfully the apologizer transfers the responsibility of offence to some other factor.
Examples of this strategy from the data (English & Urdu DTC) are as follows:

o There was heavy rain yesterday, so 1 could not come to see you uncle. - English

PCT, Situation 8 (appendix 1)
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interest in the hearer. The apologizer also shows concern about the suffering of the
apologizee due to his/ her misdeed though may not essentially imply any feeling of
responsibility. The apologizer expresses embarrassment about the loss caused by his/her

accidental act. Following are examples from English and Urdu DCTs:

» | am sorry sir for the trouble I caused to you. Please forgive me. - English DCT,

Situation 2 (appendix 1}

« A pko Igi tau nuhin, mai bohat sharminda hu n. Mahzrut chahta i n. (English
Translation: Are you ok? 1 am really embarrassed for that. T apologize). Urdu DCT,

Situation 10 (appendix 1)

5.2.4- Suggestion

According to figure 3.1 (chapter 3) this is one of those apology strategies which
have heen added to CCSARP model (Blum Kulka et al., 1989) for devising a taxonomy
being applied for analysis of data in the current study. As emerged from data collected for
the current study, this strategy seems unigue to the members of the society under
discussion. Though newly included in the taxonomy it has got a value higher than many of
the apology strategies proposed by CCSARP model (Blum Kulka et al., 1989) which have
thoroughly been discussed in chapter 3 (section 3.6.1, figure 3.1). The high ratio of its
application in both the languages i.e.. English and Urdu indicates that it is one of the most
favoured strategies used in the situations where an apology becomes due. It has appeared

in the data (DCTs- both Fnglish & Urdu) as follows:
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» 1 have guests at home so cannot come to you. Why don’t you do the assignment
yoursel 7 Yes! Just do it immediately. - English DCT, Situation 4 ( appendix 1)

o Oh ap try tau kurain, humaray hotel ki chicken krhahi bohat famous fai.
(Fnglish Translation: Oh, please try it. We are famous for chicken krhahi. (Urdu DCT,

Situation 9} - (appendix [)

5.3- Application of Implicit .Apologies- Second Mega Apology Category

The above mentioned second mega apology category called implicit apologies
consisting of four strategies (section 3.6.1. figure 3.2) has provided units of analysis for the
data collected for this study. Thus, it has proved helpful in managing the huge data into
manageable units. Analysis of implicit apologies is based on recognizing such responses
that hold either an explanation, concern for hearer, minimization of offence or suggestion.

First of aill, overall results concerning use of above mentioned strategies under the
umbrelia of implicit apologies- second mega apology category (section 3.0. 1) are analysed
to trace out which is the most commonly used basic implicit apology strategy. In total, as
stated in previous chapter. 3750 remedial exchanges have been produced in response to 15
situations provided in both DCTs (appendix 1) by 250 respondents. In those apologies,
application rate of this mega apology category is: 3092 in English and 3193 in Urdu. Thus,
it becomes obvious from such an ample number of these apology semantic formulae in the
data that participants of the current study overwhelmingly prefer using implicit apologies
over other two categories while apologizing. A detailed analysis of each of the stratcgies

grouped under the heading of this apology category is as follows.



Tahle 5.1. Implicit apology strategics a1 their percentage value in English and Urdu data

STRATEGIES ENGLIST URDU
Names No % No %
Explanation 1096 35.4% 1451 45.4%
| Concern for Hearer | 686 22% 563 17.6%
Minimization 447 14.4% 371 11.6%
Suggestion 863 28% 808 25.3%
TOTAL 3092 100%% 3193 100%
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Table 5.1 shows total number of occurrences and percentage value of each apology
strategy in the data collected through DCTs in English and Urdu languages (appendix ).
The table indicates that out of the strategies encompassing this mega apology category,
explanation is the most frequently applied strategy by Kashmiri speakers in both the
languages (Fnglish and Urdu). It has appeared in both the languages with different values
i.e. English 35.4% and Urdu 45.4%. Whereas, the lowest applied strategy is minimization
of offence (English: 14.4 %, Urdu: 11.6%). In Urdu data explanation makes almost half of
the total implicit apologies. According to almost all the interviewees it is the most
important component (strategy) of apologies and without it apologies are considered
incomplete and sometimes even rude. It suggests that Kashmin speakers though not very
direct and explicit in their apologetic expressions care a lot about the face needs of others
and do try to settle the ruffled feelings of the effected ones. This finding is consistent with
Intachakra (2001) and Thijittang (2010) who discovered explanation or account as highly
favoured apology strategy among Thai speakers of English and; and Majeed & Janjua
(2014) according to whom it is most favoured strategy in Urdu apologies.

While taking into consideration implicit apologies. it becomes evident that

suggestion is the second most preferred apology strategy constituting 28% of DCT replics
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in English and 25.3% in Urdu. This considerable usage justifies its inclusion as an
independent apology strategy in the taxonomy devised for analysis of data in the present
study. While using this strategy the apologizer though not refuses to take responsibility of
the offence, in fact does not admit it openly and unconditionally as well. It appears in the
data as follows:

» 1 just mixed up your order with that of some other customer. But, chicken is not
only goad for health, but it is also our speciality, so you should try it. You will
definitely enjoy it. - English DCT, Sitnation 9 (appendix 1)

aik guest g~ gia jis ki wajah saey late ho gia.. Kia kival hai kal meeting rakh lein.-
(English Translation: I had a guest so got late. What do you think should we have it

tomorrow). Urdu DCT -situation 12 {appendix 1)

Fourth strategy under the umbrella of implicit apologies called concern for hearer
appears in the data with the ratio of 22% in English DCT and 18% in Urdu DCT which
makes it third most frequently applied apology strategy of this mega category. An
interesting observation is that newly added strategy suggestion” (English: 28%& Urdu:
25.3%) has got comparatively higher value than the constituent strategy of CCSARPmodel
(selected as base of the taxonomy used in the current study) i.c., concern for hearer
(English: 22% & Urdu: 18%) and in both the languages.

Thus. this mega apology category -implicit apologies- does nol appear language
specific but is deeply rooted in culture as it is employed in both the languages, e.g., in
situation 11 (English: 108, Urdu: 191), situation 12 (English: 200, Urdu: 84) and situation
14 (English: 121, Urdu: 230) as is shown in table 5.2. These results demonstrate that

Kashmiri speakers abundantly use strategies constituting this mega category (tabie 5.1).
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Fven in most of the cases with explicit expression of apology they prefer using an
explanation (implicit apology strategy). Considerable presence of newly added strategies:
minimization of offence and suggestion along with constituent strategies of CCSARP
(1989) taxonomy helps assume that apologies are universal in their nature as suggested by
Brown and Levinson (1987) but their application and preference remain a matter of

respective cultures (Wierzbicka. 1985).

5.4- Application of Implicit Apology Strategies in Different Situations

Situations provided in DCTs (appendix 1} are different from each other on the basis
of different factors like social status of the interlocutors, social distance prevailing between
participants, severity of offence etc. A detail of applications of different implicit apology
strategies (figures, 3.1& 3.2) in response to different sitvations provided in DCTs is given

in table 5.2.

Table 5.2. Percentage value of Implicit Apologies in fivst four situations, provided in

DCTs (appendix])

Situations situation Situation 2 Situation 3 Situation 4

Strategies | English | Urdu | English | Urdu | English | Urdu | English Urdu

Explanation 88 85 66 147 202 239 0 69

“Concern for Hearer 0 0 57 20 22 0 0 0
Minimization of 0 0 0 0 &9 63 40 64
Offence

Suggestion 0 0 0 0 0 0 159 125

Total 88 85 123 176 313 302 199 258
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Table 5.2. Percentage value of Implicit Apologies in situations 5 to 8, provided in DCTs

(uppendixl)
Situations Situation 5 Sitvation 6 Situation 7 Situation 8
Fnglish Urdu Fnglish Urdu Fnglish Urdu Fnglish Urdu
| Strategies :
Explanation 0 2 110 97 168 213 103 100
Concern for Hearer 1 0 156 0 186 120 0 54
[ Minimization foffence | 0 0 u 127 0 37|l 58
Suggestion 30 50 58 20 0 0 100 50
Total 0 52 a4 244 354 370 304 299

Table 5.2. Percentage value of Implicit Apologies in situations 9 to 12, provided in

DCTs (appendixl)

Sitnations Situation 9 Situation 10 Situation 11 Situation 12
Fnglish Urdu Fnglish Urdu English Urdu Fnglish Urdu

Strategics

Explanation 69 42 55 20 ) 67 25 64
Concern for Hearer 0 0 225 180 0 99 40 0
Minimization offence 0 0 0 0 52 25 &5 0
Suggestion 186 158 0 70 36 0 50 20
Total 255 200 280 270 108 191 200 84

Table 5.2. Percentage value of Implicit Apologies in situations 13 to 15, provided in

DCIs (appendix 1)

Situations Situation 13 Sitaation 14 Situation 15 Grand Total

'anliqh Urdu English Urdu Fnglish | Urdu English | Urdu

Strategies

Explanation s 186 N 61 25 36 1096 1451
Concerm for Hearer ' §] ) §] 16 f 35 686 563

Minimization of offence R0 n f 0 0 0 447 371

Suggestion (R 155 71 120 RE! 0 863 ROR

Total 134 RER 121 230 59 ! 3092 3N




173

5.4.1- Application of Explanation/ Account of Reason-An JTmplicit Apology Strategy

Explanation or account of reason, the very first unit of second mega apology
category called implicit apologies is employed by the respondents in both languages. In the
culture under study this strategy is perceived to be of great use in apology process which
is evident from its presence in all the situations except situation No= 4 & 5. The peculiar
characteristics of these (wo situations are their informal nature and apologizee being either
low or equal in status having low social distance. This strategy is used to illustrate those
factors which have caused that offence happen. Thus, it can be said that its application
implicitly extends excuses (o hook the offender off. This strategy does not appear language
specific because it is used in both the Janguages e.g.. in situation 4 {English: 0 & Urdu: 69),
situation 11 (English: 20 & Urdu: 67), 12 (English: 25 & Urdu: 64) and 13 (English: 115
& Urdu: 186). Its highest application is made in situation 3 and 7 i.e., n = 239 and n=213
respectively in Urdu and n=202 and n=168 in English. While relatively low occurrence of
this strategy is made in situations 5 and 10 i.e., =02 & n=20 respectively in Urdu language
and n—0 and n=55 in English in addition tositvation 11 where its application rate is only
n— 20 in English (table 5.2). Situation 10 involves physical damage and giving more
accounts in that case may signal the apologizer's intention to move responsibility to
someone else which may sound more offensive than the original offence to the apologizee.
The same applies to situation 5 where the apology is due towards a son, and to forward
explanations to a son is not commendable in the society under review. Further, in situation
No 11, apologizer — a boss-is holding high social status which might bave resulted in

refraining him from justifying his position by explaining the responsible factors a lot. In
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such cases, thus, responsibility-relocation practice is futile and less likely to get the offence
redressed. Few of the examples of this strategy in the data collected through DCTs
(appendix 1) are as follows:

= There was heavy rain and due to that I could not get taxi and thus got late. | am
sorry for that. (English DCT- Situation 3]

- Mujev achank apny abu kay accident ki call a™i aur mai forun hi office sy chala gia.
Jaldi maen apko btana bih bhool gia. kia hum kal mil saktay hain?- (English
Translation: | suddenly got a telephone call about my father’s accident so | had to
Jeave office quite carly and forgot to inform you even. Can we meet tomorrow?) -

Urdu DCT- Situation 13 (appendix 1)

5.4.2- Application of Concern for Hearer - An Implicit Apology Strategy

This semantic farmula Concern for hearer is third largest applied apology strategy
among the implicit apologies- second mega apology category. [ts ratio remained n=686 in
English and n= 563 in Urdu which makes 22% of total implicit apology strategies in
English and 18% in Urdu DCT data. In Urdu DTC (appendix 1) it has appeared only in
sitnations 2. 7, 8, 10, 11, 14 and 15 whereas in English DCT (appendix 1) it is found in
sitnations 2. 3.6, 7, 10 and 12. Though applied in limited situations, the variety of situations
shows that it is used in multiple contexts which range from a student’s not returning book
to the teacher in time (situation 2) to a colleague interpreting speaker’s comments wrongly
(situation 12) then from situation 7 (younger brother reached late to receive elder brother
at airport) to situation 10 (a passenger got lvurt) which covers both formal /informal; severe

and not-severe incidents. During observations, too, application of this strategy has been
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noticed abundantly without any reference either of nature of offence, social status the
interlocutors owe or formality level of the offence unlike in the work of Deutschmann
(2003: p) who categorizes it “a situation-specific strategy that is resorted to only when a
space offence is involved™. About the current study, it should also be pointed out that
English DCT (appendix 1) data maintained a higher percentage of this strategy than that of
Urdu DCT (appendix 1). This strategy appeared in the data collected in both the languages

as follows:

« Oh, are you ok? Should I take you to doctor. English DCT, Situation 18 (appendix 1)

o Ohh, a pko zvda lagi tau nuhin? Rush ki wajah saey mai a’p saey takra gia.
(English Transtation: Ohh, did [ hurt you severely? It happened due to rush). -Urdu

DCT, Situation 10 (appendix 1)
5.4.3- Application of Minimization of Offence - Implicit Apology Strategy

Minimization of offence is another strategy under the umbrella of second mega apology
category called implicit apologies (figure 3.2). It is applied by the apologizers to achieve
dual purpose: to implicitly acknowledge responsibility for causing the offence and
secondly to lessen the severity level of the offence by turning the offended person to look
at the incident with less ruffied feelings and believe that much harm has yet not approached
him / her. During observations frequent application of thi§ strategy is noticed both in formal
and informal seltings in the society under study. According to respondents this strategy
does not intend to belittle the offence or separate the apologizer from responsibility of the
offence, but it needs to be valued as a socially accepted and endorsed traditional linguistic

expression intended to lessen the offended party's annoyance and severity of the offence.
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According to them, this strategy has marvellous psychological impact on the minds of the
offended ones and makes them feel better and satisfied resulling in settling down their

ruffled feelings. It appeared in DTCs (appendix 1) in the following way:

Are you ok? Thank God, nothing serious happened. -English DCT, Situation 10)
= Sorry I got a bit late. English DCT, Situation 3

s Sorrv mai jaldi maen tha tan @’p saey thora sa” takra gia. Shukar hai a"p ko lagi
nhuin. (English Transtation: Sorry, T was in a hurry so just bumped into you. Thank
God, you are not hurt much)- Urdu DCT, Situation 10 {(appendix 1)

* Mai zvda \ate taw nuhuin hova na? In fact, gari mduin mil vulti thi. (English
Translation: | hope it is not too late to join the meeting. In fact, 1 could not get a taxi

in time}. Urdu PCT - Situation 3 (appendix 1)

5.4.4 -Application of Suggestion - An Implicit Apology Strategy

This is last strategy under umbrella of implicit apologies — second mega apology
category. This is one of the strategies which, based on the data collected from the society
under study, have been included in taxonomy designed for the current study. So, it can be
termed as exclusive to Kashmiri society. It is found one of the most frequently applied
strategies during observations. This is second most frequently applied implicit apology
strategy in the data both in English (863) and Urdu (808) languages (DCTs- appendix 1)
which not only shows its wide spread application in society but also justifies its inclusion
as a new strategy in the analysis model. As says Lakoff (1984, 1990) different cultures and

different languages have different definitions of what it means to be polite, this strategy
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might grab different interpretations across different cultures, but it is neither thought face
threatening nor impolite in the culture under study. Rather, it, in many instances and
contexts, is considered helpful by the offended in understanding the situation thus results
in smoothing his/ her anger. According to interviewees in the case of many offences it is
very supportive in removing misjudgements and thus proves helpful in settling the issue.
Looking at the table 5.2 makes it obvious that maximum use of this strategy has been made
in situation 9 - serving chicken instead of fish to a diet conscious customer({ 1 86), situation
4 - one forgets a scheduled meeting with friend{(159) and situation 13- An MD forgets
meeting with another MD-(139) respectively in English language whereas in Urdu DCT it
has got maximum value in situation 9 (158}, situation 13 (155) and situation 4 (125)
respectively. In both the languages the situations with high value of this strategy are same
with varying number of occurrences. Conversely, this strategy has not made a single
appearance in situations, 1, 2, 3 and 7 in both the languages and there are few situations
where this strategy has been used in either of the languages i.e. 10 (English: 0 & Urdu: 70),
11 (English: 36 & Urdu: 0). An analysis of these situations show that only one formal
situation could attract high number of this strategy and, that too, is the one which has the
interlocutors of equal status (13). Rest of the formal situation have got none or very nominal
number of this strategy. Out of three situation which bagged hi gh number of this strategy
in both the languages two are informal in nature (situation 4 & 9) having less severe
offences. While. in the remaining situations, this strategy is applied in either of the
languages. A look at those situations delineate that one of them i.e. situation 10 is informal
in setting having serious offence (bumping into a baba gee (old man) and hurting histoe)

and second is formal in setting with apologizer of higher social status and offence of serious
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nature (situation 11). So, it can be inferred that this strategy is mostly applied in the
situations having either apologizer of high or equal social status whereas offence can be of
low or high degree of severity and sctting can be either formal or informal. This strategy
being exclusive to the speakers of the community under study seems one of those elements
about which Pandharipande, (1992) states (hat culturally-based models propose that
different cultures encode their peculiar sociopragmatic notions of politeness in 'language,
and the speakers are obligated to stick to them. In this regard, also suggests Lakoff (1984,
1990) that different cultures and different languages have different definitions on what it
means to be polite. Few of the examples taken from DCTs (appendix1), in which this
strategy has appeared are as follows:
o My dear friend, my mother is not feeling good. I have to take her to hospital. So
you prepare assignment yourself. | will see you tomorrow. English DCT- Situation 4
o Yar mai af bohat busy hon. Tum assignment khud kur lo na”. (English Translation:
My dear friend, 1 am very busy today. You do the assigninent yourself). Urdu DCT-

Sitoation 4{appendix 1}

5.5-Implicit Apologies and Effects of Sociocultural Factors

As it is discussed earlier, social status, social distance, formality level and severity
of offence are among the variables which have been reported as having potential to
influence human interaction. These factors vary with respect to importance given to them
in different societies. In previous chapter (4), for instance, social status and formality level
variables are found more powerful than the other factors, in Kashmiri culture. Personal and

professional references and use of pronouns accordingly have a reflection in everyday
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communication. It can be said that even choice of vocabulary and pronouns are made
according to status of interlocutors. A change of social stratification between interlocutors
necessarily obligates Kashmiri speakers to modify and reconsider their choice of linguistic
expressions to fulfil necessities of politeness.

Under consideration society is multilingual in its setup. Out of functional languages
English and Urdu are two major languages which enjoy official status and importance at
national level. Following sections will focus on effects of different social variables on
second mega apology category — implicit apologies- consisting of strategies: explanation,
concern for hearer, minimization of offence and suggestions. A detailed discussion

regarding above mentioned factors and their effect on apology process is as under:

5.5.1- Effects of Social Statuson Application of Implicit Apologies

According to many researchers (Brown & Levinson, 1987; Holmes, 1995; Leech,
1983) role of social status depends on the ability of interlocutors to identify each other’s
social position. In current research study participants, in the situations provided in DCTs
for eliciting data. have different social status: high, low and equal. According to table 3.1,
the speakers in the role of a university professor (situation 01), a father (situation 5), boss
(situation 8) head of a department in a university (situation 11), and a manager in (situation
14) have higher social status than the addressee. Alternatively, the speakers in the roles of
a student (situation 2), an employee (situation 03), a younger brother (situation 7), waiter
(situation 9) and a visitor in (situation 15) have lower status than the addressee. Speakers
in situations 04 (friends), 06 &, 10 (strangers), 11 & 12 (colleagues) are assumed to be of

equal social status.
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In the society under discussion people are generally acquainted with each other and

their social status play very significant role in running everyday affairs; and on the way

they talk to each other, Consequently. the interlocutors display sensitivity towards social

status of each other. The same happens in the situation where apologies become obligatory.

Table 5.2 shows that this mega category implicit apologies has been abundantly used in

the situations demanding apologies. [Tow does social status of interlocutors affect

application of this category is the focus of this section. Based on the table 5.2, it can be

said that in Kashmiri society social status is a decisive factor about whether to apologize

or not; and how to apologize. In previous chapter strategies under the category of explicit

apologies have been found louder in the cases of recipient with high social status. A detail

of application of implicit apologies with respect to social status of the interlocutors is

presented in the table 5.3.

Table 5.3. Frequency distribution of implicit apologies interacting with social status
Apology Higher Equal Lower Total
Strategies | F: % U: % | E: % U. % [E % U: E: % U %
%
Explanation | 261 40 | 318 37.1 | 305 436 361 530 48 | 697 61 | 1096354 | 145145
23
Concern for | 0 0 199 232 | 421 314 | 180 151265 24 | 184 16 | 686 22.1 | 563 18
hearer
Denial of 153 24 | 80 93 | 205 153 | 191 16 | &9 100 9 | 447 144 | 37112
Offence
| Suggestion | 237 36 | 260 30.3 | 406 303 | 390 33 | 220 20 158 14 | 863 28 | 80825
Total 651 /57 1337 1197 1104 1139] 002 100 3193 100
= 100 - ]lr_m | = ‘Iﬂﬂ I = ]mu = ’Iﬂﬂ l = 100
21% 27% 43% Kru % 36 % 36

Table 5.3 represents individual value of each strategy encompassing second mega

apology category-implicit apologies - in the data collected both in English and Urdu

through DCTs (appendix 1). In this table, the data is placed in accordance with social status
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relationship among the participants (lable 3.1). As evident, the participants are divided into
three groups: one group with apologizer of lower social status cailed ‘lower’, second group
with apologizer and apologizee of equal social status called ‘equals’ and the third group
containing apologizer with higher social status called ‘higher”.

A look at the table (5.3) reveals that overall application ratio of implicit apologiesis
higher in Urdu DCT (3193) as compared to English DCT (3092). Highest number of
apologies containing implicit apology strategies have been exchanged between the
interlocutors of the group called ‘equals’ i.e., Fng: 43% and Urdu: 37% whereas the lowest
apology exchange rate is 21% in English and 27% in Urdu; among members of ‘higher’
group. Members of ‘lower” group applied this apology category with the ration 36% in
English and 36% in Urdu. Further analysis regarding application of strategies subsumed
under this mega apology category reveals that explanation is the most frequently applied
implicit apology strategy in both DCTs (E: 35% & U: 40%) having its maximum
application in Urdu DCT where it makes more than hall of all the implicit strategies in case
of apologizers / speakers having low social status (E: 48% & U: 61%). Then comes
speakers with higher social status who have applied second highest number of this strategy
(E: 40 & U: 37) and it touches the least level of application (E: 23%, U: 36%) in the case
of interlocutors with equal social status termed as ‘equals’.

Based on the findings (table 5.3) it can, further, be assumed from the highest use of
this strategy by the ‘lowers’ — the group having apologizers with low social status- that in
the society under consideration it is mostly used by those having low social status perhaps
because they, in the case of any offence, are more obliged to assure the apologizee (having

higher social status) that offence is not done intentionally or in other words they need to
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satisfy the apologizee by stating some reason which has caused that offence to happen. On
the other hand, those having high social status sometimes prefer to use it for saving their
face by forwarding some other element as culprit. It elevates their standing in public eye
and helps them save their public image e.g. in situation 01 this strategy has been used quite
noticeably due to the fact that apologizer- the university professor- is reluctant to offer
explicit apology so to save his/her face and to satisfy students s/he has applied this strategy.
The same reason of uplifting or maintaining good public self-image is at the back of
applying this strategy by speakers of high status. Contrary to that, the third group, having
interlocutors of similar status do not bother much about face needs of each other because
of their equality-based relationship. Their faces are not easily threatened by each other.
And. if some offence even happens they are not supposed lo give clarifi cations as says the
interviewees: talking about application of this strategy, most of the respondents hold that
explaining too much in the case of any offence or giving too much clarification or
justifications in fact sounds worse than the offence in the case of close relationship. It is
one of those strategies which are found frequently used by speakers of all the groups during
ohservations. This observation endorses results of the DCTs, according to which, though
with varied ratio this strategy is found in the apologies of all the three groups. Also, the
imerviewees, in reply to the question about their use of different strategies according to the
level of recipients, state that they shift their strategies according to soctal status of the
apologizee which justifies difference in application of this strategy among the three groups
of respondents. Jebahi (2011) also found explanation as one of the most frequently used

strategy by Tunisian university students.
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Application of second most used implicit apology strategy concern for hearer has
varying proportions with respect to usage, by three social status groups and the languages
of response, in the data (both English and Urdu DCT). In Urdu it has maximum application
by the group called ‘higher’ (23.2%) while as for as its application by the members of the
same group in English DCT is concerned it has not at all been used there. The remaining
two groups, equal and lower, demonstrate almost equal application of this strategy (15%
& 16%) in Urdu language. In English DCT, in the case of higher status speakers this
strategy is totally absent from their responses and has got highest application by the
speakers of ‘equal” group in English language (31.4%) whereas in Urdu its highest
application rate is 24% by ‘lowers’ which implies that this strategy is mostly used by the
speakers of two groups: equals and lowers alternatively. Contrary to it, during observation,
this strategy is found being used by almost all the groups of the speakers with more
preference by speakers of high social status called higher which means that observation
data supports DTCs data merely to the extent that this strategy is applied by the speakers
of all the three social status groups while its low usage by higher status group is not in line
with the results of observation data.

Minimization of offence is the next apology strategy under the umbrella of implicit
apologies. In English DCT, it is the most preferred strategy (24%) by the apologizers
belonging to high social status and is least selected by speakers of lower social status (8%)
while by the apologizers of equal social group its application ratio remained 15.3%. In
Urdu DCT it is the most used strategy (16%) by the speakers of the group having equal
social status and it has got almost equal ratio of application by the remaining groups called

higher and lower (higher: 9.3%& Lower: 9%). This strategy is also one among the newly
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added apology strategies to the CCSARP taxonomy (Blum- Kulka, 1989). Its application
in the data (English & Urdu) shows that its maximum use is made either by higher social
status group or interlocutors of the group having equal social status. Thus, it can be
assumed that restricted application of this strategy is due to the reason that higher status
group needs it for saving their face through belittling the offence they committed instead
of accepting their mistake which can bring lot of face threat for them; and those belong to
equal group apply it to diminish anger of the offended one.

Final strategy under the umbrella of this mega category - implicit apologies- called
suggestion 18 also an addition to Blum Kulka et al., (1989). the taxonomy used as based
for analysis model applied in the cusrent study). The table (5.3) shows that it is second
most frequently applied implicit apology strategy both in English and Urdu DCTs (English:
28%% & 25%). This abundant application of the strategy by all the three clusters of speakers
shows that it is one of the most favoured strategies by Kashmiri speakers. A detailed look
at the table (5.3) manifests that the group with speakers of high social status called ‘higher’
have made the most frequent application of this strategy (English: 36% & Urdu: 30.3%).
Its least application is made by speakers of low social status group called ‘lower’ (English:
20% & Urdu: 14%). While, it is also frequently used by the speakers of third group having
interlocutors of similar social status called, ‘equal” (English: 30.3% & Urdu: 33%) in the
situations demanding apology. Members of this group are second frequent users of this
strategy after the group called “higher’.

During observations, too, it is commonly noticed that those who are senior either
in age or social status make maximum application of this strategy in the situations

demanding apology. Similar attitude has been noticed in case of interlocutors of equal
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social status (age/ position). No instance of suggestion given by juniors (age/social
position) to the seniors or elders during observations could be seen but, in the data,
collected through DCTs, though rare, there are few instances of suggestions in the case of
speakers with lower social status. In the view of interviewees forwarding suggestions to
the elders and seniors (higher in status) itself turns to be an offence so its application is
normally restricted to the speakers belonging to either high or equal social status groups.
Thus, the data collected through DCTs (appendix 1) in both the languages is completely in
line with the data gathered through observations and interviews and the cases where
speakers of low social status have forwarded suggestions to those of seniors are highly
informal with the purpose to quickly propose some solution. From DCTs data, only two
situations i.e. situation 9 (waiter served wrong food item to a customer) and situation 15 (a
visitor dropped glass of water on table in office of a senior) with speakers having low social
status have application of this strategy. Out of these two only situation 9 earned
considerable application of this strategy (English: 186& Urdu: 158) while situation 15
received very low number of its application (English: 34 & Urdu: 0).It has appeared in
DCTs (appendix 1) data as follows:

e [ am busy with guest. Please do it yourself. English DCT, Situation 4 (appendix 1)

e Oh, in fact I got an emergency and forgot to inform you. Let us have a meeting

tomorrow. Eaglish DCT, Situation 12(appendix 1)
o Yar, meri tabivet theek muhuin hai. Tum khud kur lo na”. (English Transiation: My

dear friend, T am not feeling good. Do it yourself. Urdu DCT, Situation 4 (appendix

)
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o  Sirmai bhool gia lavkin ap chiken hi kha lein, yeh vahan ki khas dish hai. (English
Transtation: Sir, | forgot but it is better to eat chicken because it is our speciality.
Urdu DCT, Situation 9 (appendix 1}

Regarding effects of social status on application of second mega apology category-
implicit apologies- it can be claimed (tabie 5.3) that most of the apologies bearing strategies
included under this category are used in the apologies exchanged among those who belong
to the group called ‘equal’. This finding is in harmony with Holmes (1995) who claims that
apologies are more commonly exchanged among status equals who have to care a lot about
their relationship with others: with whom they are neither too close to take the relationship
strong enough to bear apologetic situations smoothly nor is their relationship too weak to
be ignored. Further, they do not bother much about potential loss in admitting inefficiency.
Regarding lowers the table 5.3 reveals that they have made second highest application of
this apology category in their apologies. In everyday life they are found not to offend those
enjoying high social status and express more reverence towards them which results in this
noticeable number of apologies by them. In the current study, those who belong to ‘higher’.
group are found applying this apology the least, which confirms Holines (1990) that those
owing high social positions are more inclined to receive courteous behaviour e.g., linguistic
deference and negative politeness. Overall findings of this rescarch regarding application
of implicit apologies are partially in line with Brown and Levinson’s (1978) conception
that those who enjoy higher status consider giving apologies face threatening to their
negative face needs than status equals and those who belong to a lower position,
consequently they show less tendency to apologize. Further, the findings also partially

support Holmes (1990) about highest application of apologies by members of ‘equal’
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group. It is also in line with the findings of Muhammad (2006: p.**) who asserts “choice of

apology strategy is affected by social status more than social distance™.

5.5.2- Effects of Social Distanceon Application of Implicit Apologies

As has been discussed in previous section, for the purpose of measuring effects of
social variables on apology behaviour of individuals, DCTs in English and Urdu languages
(appendix 1) are designed on the basis of fifteen apology situations. For this purpose, main
variables are taken from Brown & Levinson's theory (1987) i.e., social power, social
distance, and seriousness of offense, in addition to formality level of the incidents requiring
apology. Many linguists including Brown & Levinson, 1987 and Leech, 1983 agree that
social distance is among the factors which govern behaviour of interlocutors towards each
other. Social distance refers to the degree of intimacy participants share, and different roles
people undertake in relation to others in a certain situation (Brown & Levinson, 1987:

p_I?,ﬁ).

In the present study, as discussed in detail in previous chapter too, data was
classified into three groups: close, acquaintance or neutral and distant (table 3.1).
Following is the division of situations according to speakers belonging to these three
groups: an employee and a boss, real brothers (situation 3) two friends (situation 4), a father
and son (situation 5), two brothers (situation 7) and manager and his subordinate who are
close friends too (situation 14) who know each other well are close acquaintances (close
social distance). A university professor and his/her student (situation 1), a student and

university teacher (situation 2), head of department and a junior lecturer (situation 11), two
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colleagues/MDs of two different departments (situation 13) are acquaintances who know
cach other but not very well (neutral social distance); and the third group—distant or
unfamiliar people- are represented as speaker and driver of a car (situation 6), a boss and
employee’s father (situation 8). customer and waiter (situation 11), speaker and passenger
(situation 10), a visitor and an officer (situation 15). Thesc are the characters who do not
know each other well or are unfamiliar constituting distant social distance group (table
3.1). A detailed picture of application of strategies grouped under the umbrella of second
mega apology category- implicit apologies- with respect to social distance factor is given
in Table 5.4.

Table 5.4. Implicit apology strategies interacting with social distance factor

Apology Close Acquaintances Distant Total
Strategies E: % % | E: %o U % | F: "a U % | E U
jExp]analim] 420 41 | 587 48 1314 37 {549 63 | 362 30 315 29 11096 | 1451
Caoncern for hearer | 208 20 1 166 14 | 97 11.3 | i28 14 | 381 31 {269 24 [ 686 563
Minimization 129 13 | 164 14 | 217 254125 3ol 81 182 16 | 447 371
| Suggestion 260 26 | 295 243 | 225 263 | 175 20 1378 31| 338 31 ] 863 808
Total 1017 1212 853 877 1222 1104 3092 | 3193
[ = }mo { = }mn 1 = ]mﬂ { = {0 { = ]IO{) { = {100
(33% 38% 27.5% 27.4% 39.5% 345

With respect to application of implicit apologies category (figure, 3.2) table 5.4
brings forth quite a mixed tendency. With change of language there is found a change
oceurring in application of this category by the members of all the three social groups. In
response to English DCT, its maximum application is made by members of distant group
which is second frequent user of this mega category in Urdu DCT data ( E: 39.5% & Urdu:
34.5%). While, most frequent users of this mega apology category in Urdu DCT are the

members of close group who are its second frequent users in English DCT (Eng: 33% &
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Urdu: 38%). Whercasleast application ol this mega apology category (Eng: 27.5% & Urdu:
27.4%%) is made by the acquaintance group.

Analysis at micro leve!l with respect to application of different strategies
encompassing this mega apology category (table 5.4) further illustrates that explanation-
the largest used strategy in Urdu data collected through DCT (appendix 1)- is the most
favoured strategy by the speakers of acquaintance group and is least used by the speakers
of distant group i.e., 63% & 29% respectively. Contrary to that, in English data (table 5.4}
it is emerged as the highest used sirategy by the apologizers of close group (41%) while
acquaintance group is second most frequent user of this strategy in English language (37%)
and distant group is least user of (his strategy (30%). On the basis of this data it can be said
that highest application of explanation in close (Eng: 41 Urdu:48) and acquaintance (Eng:
37% & Urdu:63%) groups alternatively with respect to language change i.e. English and
Urdu suggests that speakers of the community under study are more concerned about their
kinship i.e. the closer the relation is the more use of this strategy is made which is contrary
{o Brown & Levinson’s theory which asserts that an increase in social distance (e.g. among
strangers) entails expression of more respect by dint of more apologies and less social
distance tends not to oblige frequent application of this speech act. It can be stated here
that though not explicit apologies- first mega apology category- (chapter 4) implicit
apologies are increasingly used in close relations (table 5.4).

It can be inferred that members of distant group being not in close interaction and
relationship with each other feel no need to explain factors responsible for any offence.
During observations it is found as the most frequently applied strategy without any

discrimination to the distance level of the interlocutors. The interviewees claim utility of
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this strategy to the extent that no stralegy, according to them, worth calling a true apology
without satisfactorily stating the reasons which caused the offence to happen. According
to them, the most important purpose of any apology to satisfy the ruffled feelings of the
apologizee is not possible to achieve without presenting him/her a comprehensive
explanation. Thus, these remarks of the interviewees, observations and abundant
application of this strategy (Eng: 1096 & Urdu: 1451) in DCTs (appendix 1) make it the
most applied implicit apology strategy.

When analysed in the same context of social distance factor, sccond strategy under
the umbrella of implicit apologies (figure 3.1) called concern for hearer is found as third
most applied strategy (Eng: n=686 & Urdu: n=563} in data collected through DCTs
(appendix 1). It is most frequently used by the speakers of distant group in both the
tanguages (Eng: 31% & 24%). while the group categorized as close has appeared as second
largest user of this strategy in English DCT (20%) as compared to third group called
acquaintance (11.3%). Conversely, its application in Urdu DCT is similar (14%) in close
and acquaintance groups. The highest employment of this strategy is made by the distant
group. This finding corresponds to Intachakra’s (2001) findings about native English
speakers™ wse of apology strategies. This finding might be a direct result of avoiding
application of strategy called explanation among this group (table 5.2) and its lowest
application by close group may well be ascribed to kinship emotions which make concemn
an obligatory element and there comes vo need to show it off. Its presence (table 5.4) in all
the groups endorses its universal application. Though not among the top applied implicit
apology strategies, the interviewees ranked it most effective in getting the aim of rectifying

offence by making the offended feel that the apologizer has an empathy for him/ her.
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According to them, when uttered it raises a pleasant feeling and image in the offended
party’s mind and helps erase negative image of the offender.

Minimization of offence, the next strategy under the umbrelia of implicit apologies,
is the least applied strategy under this category (Eng: 14% & Urdu: 12%). This strategy,
according to interviewees, has a psychological role in lessening the painful effects offended
party might be suffering from. Though less, it has been applied by the speakers of all social
groups in both the languages i.e., English and Urdu. There is difference in its application
rate in both the languages: in English DCT, its maximum use is made by speakers of
acquaintance group i.e. 25% while in Urdu DCT distant group has made its highest
application (24%). So, it can be calculated that, this strategy is mostly employed by these
two groups: acquaintances and distant. During observations, its presence is abundantly
noticed among almost all the social groups. Conversely, application of explanation strategy
remained high among the interlocutors of close and acquaintance groups which asserts that
close relationships indirectly and amply provide many options to set the things (offences)
right without explicitly apologizing. So, close as well as acquaintances groups do not feel
need to minimize the offence for clearing their position in the eyes of the offended party to
uplift their positive image.

Last strategy included under second mega apology category - implicit apologies
called suggestion is exclusive to the present study. Included on the bases of data collected
through observations, this strategy has made considerable appearance in the data collected
through DCTs (appendix 1). It is second largest employed implicit apology strategy in both
the languages (28% & Urdu: 25%). Micro analysis shows that it is most frequently applied

in both the languages (Eng: 31% & Urdu: 31%) by speakers of distant group. Whereas, its
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Jeast application is made by the acquaintance group (Eng: 26% & Urdu: 20%). It is one of
those strategies which during observations are noticed being used l‘requ.cntly among all the
social groups. According to the interviewees, in the society under study it {this strategy)
associates positive values and helps remove grievances and alleviate face value and public
image of the offender in the eyes of offended one. Thus, it is found used by all the groups
with very low difference in application rate which becomes minimal in case of ‘close” and
‘acquaintance’ groups.

To conclude effects of social distance on application of implicit apologies it can be
asserted that different strategies under the umbrella of illis mega apology category have
gone through different application patterns e.g., explanation- the first strategy under this
category has got its maximum application in close group in English language (41%); and
highest application in Urdu is made by acquaintance group (63%) while, the least use of
this strategy is made by speakers of distant group. Next strategy, concern for hearer has
made its maximum application in both the languages among speakers of distaut group
whileits least application has been made by the interlocutors of acquaintance group.
Suggestion, in both the languages made maximum appearance in the group called distant
and its least application has been made by apologizers of close group in English (26%) and
by acquaintance groups in Urdu (20%). |

In sum, speakers of the society under consideration have made more apologies
applying implicit apologies while apologizing to either distant interlocutors (English DCT,
table:5.4) or to the close one (Urdu DCT, table, 5.4). This finding partially confirms Brown
&1 evinson (1987) assertion that with increasing social distance there occurs increase in

apology strategies because the greater social distance between the participants make an
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FTA appear more serious. In gencral, there can be derived no specific rules about

relationship between application of implicit apologies and social distance factor.

5.5.3- Effects of Severity of Offense on Application of Jmplicit Apologies

Chapter four {section 4.5.3) demonstrates that seriousness of offence is one of those
factors which influence application of speech act of apology. In the current study this factor
is classified into two categories: severe and not-severe. The first category called severe
includes situation 3 (employee got late for meeting with boss), situation 6 (hitting a car
and breaking its door), situation 10 (bumping into a passenger and causing his luggage
fall), situation 11 (head of department forgot to inform junior employee about mecting with
Dean). situation 13 (An MD forgot official meeting with MD of another department),
Situation 14 (manager and subordinate). and situation 15 (a visitor dropped water on table
of an ofTicer in hoss office) while situation 01 (professor did not return term paper of the
students in time), situation 2 (student forgot to bring teacher’s book back), situation
4(speaker forgot mecting with a friend), situation 5 (father forgot to take his son for
shopping), situation 7 (speaker reached late to receive his elder brother at airport), sitnation
R (boss couldn’t visit employee’s father in the hospital), situation 9 {(waiter presented wrong
meal to the customer and: situation 12 { a colleague interpreted your comment wrongly)
are included in “not severe’ situations (table 3.1). A detail of frequency of apology
strategies and their percentage values encompassing second mega apology category-

implicit apologies- with reference to severity of offense is presented in the table 5.5.
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Apology Severe Not - Severe Total
Strategies E: o u: 90 E: % i Yo E: Ta U: %
Fxplanation 577 37.4% | 710 436% | 510 334% [ 722 47.3% | 1096 5.4% | 1451 454%
Concern lor Hearer | 408 26.1% | 360 21.5% | 283 18.2% {203 13.3% | 686 22% 563 17.6%
Minimization 331 143% | 215 13°% | 226 1457 [ 156 102% | 447 144% | 371 11.6%
"Suggestion IR 217 | 365 218% | 525 338% | 443 29% | 863 2R% | 808 25.3%
 Total (1539 1669 1553 1524 3002 100 | 3193 100
{ = ]mn = 100 = 100[{ = {100
49.7% 52.2% 50.2% 47.7%

While trying to find out the extent to which severity of offence affects apologetic
expressions of the apologizers, a detailed examination of table 5.5 delineates that at macro
level there is no much difference in the application of implicit apologies as their values in
both severe and not- severe cases remained almost similar in both the languages (English:
3092, Urdu: 3193) and it seems that severity of offence 1s not among the factors which
affect application of this category- ‘implicit apologies’ when speakers apologize.
Conversely, at micro level further detailed analysis covering application of all the strategies
included under the umbrella of this category demonstrate that selection and application of
these strategies differ with respect to severity of offence.

In context of severity of offence and use of apologies, table (5.5) shows explanation is
the most often used apology semantic formula in both the languages (Eng: I35.4% &
Urdu:45.4%) while minimization of offence is the least favoured strategy out of implicit
apologies (Eng: 14.4% & Urdu: 11.6%).To find out influence of severity of offence factor,
a further look at table (5.5) exhibits that respondents have applied highest frequency of the

strategy called explanation in English DCT, in the cases of offences categorized as ‘severc’

(37.4) as compared to ‘not severe” offences ( 33.4%). Contrary to it in responses of Urdu
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DCT higher ratio of explanation has been applied in the cases of incidents marked as ‘not
sever’ {47.3%) as compared to incidents marked as ‘sever’ (43.6%) which gives birth to an
assumption that there is no direct relationship in application of this strategy (in both the
languages) and severity of offence in the society under discussion. As says Muhammad
(2006) that severity of offence slightly affects choice of strategy used for apology purpose.
The reason of this discrepancy in application of this strategy without any reference to
severity of offence might be related to application of /F7Ds ( top most applied apology
strategy in English) which are more frequently used in the case of ‘severe offences’ in
English DCT (36.8 %) than ‘not severe’(20%) marked offences whereas in Urdu DCT,
IFIDs have been a less frequently applied strategy (top 5‘-" strategy) which might have been
compensated with more application of explanation in Urdu DCT in the case of “not- severe’
offences. This strategy is ranked by the interviewees as the most soothing one because it
helps the offended party understand the situation. Observation data confirms a mixed
application of this strategy around varying types of offences as it is observed frequently
used in almost all types of situations. The table (5.2) shows that in English DCT, the highest
application of this strategy (n=202, situation3) is made in the case of sever offence whereas
some of the not severe situations do not have even a single apptication of it (situations 4 &
5). Similarly, in the case of Urdu DCT, though maximum use of this strategy has appeared
is in the case of not- severe incidents, its highest application has been made in case of
severe incident i.c., situation 3 (n=239) and the least use of it is made in case of not severe
situation i.e. situation 5 (n—02). Few examples of its application in both the cases are as

under:
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o I could not reach in time. In fact, | could not catch a cab due to heavy rain,

English DCT: Situation 3 {severe) — (appendix 1)

« Ohh, you had to wait for such a long time. Mom was not fecling well so before

coming to you I had to go to hospital. English DCT: Situation 7 (Not- severe) - {appendix

L))

o Sorry baita, boss k sath mecting thi tau mai «"s maen busy ho gia. (English
Transfation: Sorry my son, 1 got stuck in office because of an important meeting
with boss). Urdu DCT, Situation 5 (not severe) - (appendix 1}

o Mujev hohat saev kam kurnaey thay is wajah sacy a”pko meeting kay ba”ray maen
mutlah nuhuin ktr saka, (English Translation: I was caught up in many things so
could not inform you for meeting). Urdu DCT, Situation: 11 (severe) - (appendix 1)

It is obvious from the above examples that apparently there is no difference in
the way this strategy is applied in response to different types of offences (scvere and
not- severe). In case of ‘severe offences ‘explanation” is the most frequently applied
strategy in English DCT, while in Urdu it is second most favoured implicit apology
strategy. Moreover, ‘severe’ offences happened in formal selting (situation 3 & 13)
have hagged higher number of this strategy than the sever offences occurred in
informal settings. So. it can be assumed that severity of offence in combination with
formal setting grabs more explanations.

Analysis of next strategy under the caption of implicit apologies called concern

for hearer, shows that in both the languages its maximum application is made in the case
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ol offences termed as severe. [n English DCT (appendix 1) it has got values, 26% and 18%
in severe and not severe cases respectively while in Urdu its values remained 22% and 18%
in severe and not- severe cases respectively. It manifests a direct correlation between
serionsness of offence and application of this strategy i.e. more severe an offence is the
higher the application of strategy concern for hearei is. Colen and Olshtain (1981) and
Trosberg (1987) also mentioned severity of offence as influential factor in selection of
apology strategy. The reason behind this direct relationship might be rooted in the
assumption that severe offences result in more ruffled feelings in offended ones. In the
opinion of interviewees this strategy being recipient oriented helps a lot in shedding anger
of the offended party ofl. The highest number of its application encountered in situation
numbers: 6, 7 and 10 in both the languages (with difference of value). All these situations
carry informal background. Thus, it can be inferred that severe offences occur in informal
setling result in more frequent application of this strategy.

According to the table 5.5, in context of severity of offence factor, minimization of
affence has not delineated much difference in its application. In the case of English DCT
(appendix 1), its value is similar in both severe and not- severe offences i.e.. 14.3% &
14.5% respectively. While in Urdu DCT (appendix 1) in the cases of severe and not-severe
offences its application remained 3% and 10.2% respectively. This strategy 1s a very weak
acceptance of mistake or offence. Its rare application in the apologies makes it the lcast
favoured implicit apology strategy. When discussed about low application of this strategy
in apologies, according to interviewees though it is not refusal of responsibility, in fact it
is a very poor acceptance and instead of lessening the anger it aggravates annoyed feelings

in the offended party. So, instead of building positive image of the apologizer it destroys
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his / her image in the eyes of the apologizee. Thus, it results in low application of this
strategy.

The final strategy under umbrella of implicit apologies called suggestion, being
exclusive (o the population of the present study, has ample display in the data collected in
both the languages i.e. English (28%) and Urdu (25.3%). It is second largest employed
implicit apology strategy in both the languages. A detailed analysis (table, 5.5) about
application of this strategy with respect to severe and not severe offences shows that it has
made its maximum appearance in the case of not severe cases in English DCT (34%). On
the other hand, in case of severe offences it appeared with comparatively very low
percentage (22%) and has become third largest apology strategy in English DCT in the
case of severe offences. In Urdu DCT, too, this strategy has got maximum application in
the cases of not- severe offences (29%) and appeared as the most frequently applied
implicit apology strategy. Converse to that in the case of severe offences its application is
(22%) and thus is second largest applied apology strategy in this case. During observation,
plentiful use of this strategy is noted with very less regard to other related factors like social
distance, social status. severity of offence etc., for example, A teacher to university van
driver: “l was waiting for you and you did not stop to pick me... 1 missed my class today™.
Driver. “ohh. I did not see you madam... why did not you hire a cab then? (Lnglish
translation)”. Similar [inding with respect to its application in context of severity of
offence in both DCTs (appendix 1) have been found out. So, based on this discussion it
could be deduced that in the socicty under discussion, severity of offence has a relationship
inversely proportional to the application of the strategy called suggestion i.e., the more

severe the offence is, the lesser the number of this strategy are applied and vice a versa.
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To sum np discussion about effects of ‘severity of offence” on application of second
mega apology category — implicit apologies - it can be deduced from the aforesaid
discussion that on macro level it has no visible influence on overall application of implicit
apologies in both the languages, but it influences selection and application of different
strategies encompassing this category- implicit apologies. No definite pattern of these
strategies could be deducted on the bases of the ﬁndin'gs of table 5.5 e.g., one of these
strategies explanation has made maximum application in the case of severe offences in
English DCT whereas in Urdu DCT, its maximum use has been made in the case of not
severe offences. In case of next strategy called concern for hearer severity of offence has
made a clear distinction i.e., in the case of severe cases the highest number of this strategy
has been employed in both the languages and with not- severe offences it has been used
less frequently. minimization of offence, another apology strategy, in English DCT has not
got any influence from this factor i.e., severity of offence but in Urdu DCT, its maximum
application has been made in the case of severe offences whereas final strategy called
suggestion has been influenced by severity of offence and is mostly applied in the case of
not-severe offences. So, based on this discussion it can be calculated that there is not
definite pattern found regarding application of constituent strategies of third mega apology
category implicit apologies with reference to severity of offence, in the community under
discussion. Similarly, on macro level too, this factor has slightly effected selection of this
mega strategy in the case on Urdu DCT, and no effects of this factor can be found in case

of English DCT.
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5.5.4- Conversational Setting and Application of Implicit Apologies

Brown & Levinson model of politeness (1987& 1987) though claiming for
universality lacks in many important components which the other researchers consider
influencing apologetic attitude of the apologizers. One of those factors is conversational
setting. Holmes (1995:19-22) has also made B&L model point of criticism for missing this
point from the list of factors affecting apology strategies of the interlocutors. A general
look at the sociely under discussion clearly demonstrates difference in attitudes of the
people according to conversational setting of the incident. Their attitude in formal and
informal settings can be clearly differentiated. It is a matter of everyday observation toothat
none of the individuals behave in similar way in different situations e.g. the way Mr. A,
tatks to Mr. B in a pub or playground is always entirely different from the way he talks to
him in a classroom: and talk taking place in a marriage ceremony would entirely be
different from the one taken place at some funeral. Keeping in view the importance of
conversational setting, one of its aspects called formality level is examined in the present
research. For the said purpose, two formality levels distinguished are formal and informal.
Formal situations are those in which speakers act according to their professional roles, and
the conversational limits are dictated by the situation and surrounding. On the other hand,
informal situations, based on private roles of the interlocutors, normally take place in the
homes of the participants, and or between friends or interlocutors in parties, parks, play
grounds elc.

As discussed previously, formal situations in the present study include (table 3.1):
situation 01 (professor did not return term paper of the students in time), situation 2 (student

forgot to bring teacher's book back). situation 3 (employee got late for meeting with boss),
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situation 11 (head of department forgot to inform junior employee about meeting with
Dean), situation 13 (An MD forgot official meeting with MD of another department),
Situation 14 (manager kept a junior colleague waiting for long time), and situation 15 (a
visitor dropped tea on an officer’s table). The informal situations, on the other hand,
encompass following situations: situation 4 (speaker forgot meeting with a friend),
situation no 5 (father forgot to take his son for shopping), situation 6 (speaker bumped into
a car and broke its window), situation 7(speaker reached late to receive his elder brother at
airport), situation 8 ( hoss couldn’t visit employee’s lather in the hospital), situation 9
(waiter presented wrong meal to the customer), situation 10 speaker bumped into an
elderly speaker and hurt his leg) and situation 12 ( a colleague interpreted your comment
wrongly). A detail of frequency of apology strategies and their percentage values
encompassing second mega apology category- implicit apologies- with reference to
severity of offense is presented in the table 5.6 (forthcoming).

Table 5.6. Implicit apology strategies and formality level of conversation setting

Apology Formal Informal Total
Strategies E: % U % E: % U: % | E: % U: %o
| Explanation 566 493% | 844  60% | 530 27% | 607 34% | 1096  35.4% | 1451 45%
Concern for hearer | 79 s | 209 15% | 607 31% | 354 20% | 686 22% 563 18%
Minimization of 221 19.2% | 88 6% | 226 11% | 2R3 16% | 447 14.4% | 371 12%
Offence
Suggestion 280 24.4% | 275 19% | 583 30% | 533 30% | 863  28% 808 25%
Total [1 146 1416 1946 1777 3092 100% | 3193 100%
= ‘ 100 [ = IIOO | = llOO l = | 100
37% 44%) 63% 56%

According to the data presented in table 5.6, while apologizing in both the languages, the
apologizers have employed more implicit apology strategies in informal situations (Eng:

63% & Urdu: 56™) as compared to formal situations (Eng: 37% & Urdu: 44%). Further,
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difference in application of strategies grouped under this mega apology catcgory (figure
3.2) can also be noted in these two different formality levels. According to interviewees,
they behave differently in different conversational settings as says one of the respondents,
“Yea, definitelv...] mean... the way I apologize to my colleague / comrade or my relative
is never the same as 1 apologize to my boss or my teacher. Observation data also endorse
this attitude. For example, a student getting late for class has always ben noled saying “
sorry sir/ madam™ but, in an example when a group was waiting for a boy when he reaches
and one among the group says, “ var ... itni deir ho gei infazar kriey hovey (English
translation: Buddy, you made us wait for such a long time™ and he replies, © tmhara dost
jo hova, time per kesy a skta tha... hahaha ( 1am your friend so how could I be punctual..
hahha). This excerpt from observation data clearly manifest effect of formaliy level on
behaviour of interlocutors.

In DCTs (appendix 1) data, application of first implicit apology strategy called
explanation in formal situations is higher (Eng: 49% Urdu: 60%) than the informal
situations (Eng: 27% & Urdu: 34%) which means apologizers in formal situations need to
be more careful about their position and face value which leads them to forward more
explanations to clarify their position. The next stralegy concern for hearer is most
frequently applied in informal situations (Eng: 31% & Urdu: 20%) then formal ones (Eng:
7% & Urdu: 15%). The higher application of explanation in formal situation might have
resulted in less need to show concern for hearer in formal situations and conversely, less
application of explanation might have left a room for more application of concern for
hearer strategy in informal situation to put the ruffled feelings of the offended one right.

Further, about the strategy minimization of offence it is noted that conversational setiing
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i.e.. formal or informal makes no cffect on its use in the data collected through DCTs
(appendix 1) because its application has gone through a change with respect to difference
in languages i.c.. in English DCT, it has got higher application in formal situation (19%)
than informal setting (11%) but in Urdu DCT, its maximum application is in informal
situations (16%) than the formal one (6%). Table 5.6 embodies effect of conversational
setting on strategy called suggestion by asserting that, in both the languages, it has been
frequently applied in informal situations (Eng: 583 & Urdu: 533) while its application in
formal situations remained very low (Eng: 280 & Urdu: 275). Another interesting finding
about application of this strategy (see table5.6) is that in the case of informal situations
there is no fixed pattern of its application but in formal situations it is employed mainly in
cases where the apologizee is either of equal or lower status.

Overall altitude of respondents regarding application of this apology category
called implicit apologies undergoes change with occurring change in formality level of
conversational setting (Table: 5.2). In situation 11 (a boss forgets to inform a junior
employee about meeting with Dean) the apologizer — boss- has made low use of this mega
category, (Fng: n=108 & Urdu: n=191) but in situation No 8 (boss could not visit father
of an employee who was hospitalized) apologizer of similar status (boss) made more
frequent application of this calegory in both the languages (Eng: n=304 & Urdu: n=299).
Change in apologetic attitude of the apologizers owing to the formality level of
conversational setting clearly manifest its impact on them which verifies findings of

Dentschmann (2003} about apologetic attitude of British English speakers.
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5.6- Summary of Chapter §

Implicit apologies - second mega apology category (figure 3.2) has been point of
discussion in this chapter. This category embraces four strategies as its constituent uanils
i.e. explanation, concern for hearer, minimization of offence and suggestion. Focus of study
has been to explore overall application of this apology category in the data collected
through DCTs (appendix 1) in English and Urdu langnages: then, to analyse application of
different strategies encompassing it with respect to different situations and lastly to
evaluate effect of different factors like social status, social distance, severity of offence and
conversational setting on apologetic attitude of the respondents in general and application
of implicit apologies in specific. The analysis of data shows effects of these factors on
apology strategies of the interlocutors in both the languages (English and Urdu). Summary
of this chapter is as follows:

Implicit apologieds second mega apology category (figure 3.2) has been abundantly
applied hy the speakers, in both the languages. Its application rate (table 5.1} in Urdu DCT
is higher than English (Fng: 3092 & Urdu: 3193). Following is the attitude of the
respondents regarding different strategies grouped under this category:

Fxplanation, first apology strategy under the umbrella of this category is the most
applied apology strategy in both the languages (Eng: 35% & Urdu: 45%). This finding
endorses assertion of Majeed & Janjua (2014) who writes about Pakistani English speakers
that they mostly use statements and explanations for this (apologizing) purpose. Second
most favoured apology strategy has been, the newly included one called suggestion. 1t has
been second highest (Fng: 28% & Urdu 25 %:) favoured implicit apology strategy which

justifies its inclusion in Blum - Kulka et al.. (1939) mode! resulting in a comprehensive
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taxonomy used in current study for data analysis (figure 3.1 & 3.2). Concern for the hearer
has been second least applied strategy (Eng: 22% & Urdu: 18%) and the least favoured
implicit apology strategy has been minimization of offence.

When the data is analyzed in order to find out application of different apology
strategies constituting this mega apology category with respect to different situations given
in DCTs (appendix 1), it is found that the first strategy called explanation is mostly applied
in situations 3, 7 and 13 whereas its minimum application could be seen in situations 4, 5
and 11. It is perceived on the basis of these situations that maximum application of this
strategy is made in the cases where cither the apologizee is of higher social status or is
having close social relationship. By and large, it is used in all the situation in both the
DCTs. Next strategy. concern for hearer is appeared the most in the situations 6, 7 & 10,
and its least appearance is noted in 9, 4, 5, 8 and 11 which imparts that either thé speakers
of high social status employ this strategy, or it is applied when the apologizee is senior in
age. Next apology strategy. minimization of offence, got maximum application in situations
3.8, 12, 13 and had zero application in many situations like 1, 2, 5, 6, 7 and 8 which
represent quite a random application of this strategy. Last apology semantic formula under
this mega category called suggeszion has made maximum appearance in situations 4, 9 and
13 whereas it is totally absent from situations 1,2,3 and 7, in both the languages which
communicates its rare use in the cases with apologizee having higher social status.

Social status has proved to be a determinant factor in application of the second
mega apology category called implicit apologies (table 3.2). The results from the study
exhibit that in context of social status, application of this apology category is considerably

high among the speakers of equals group. Members of that group have made maximum
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application of this apologetic catc. ., in both the languages (Eng: 43% & Urdu: 37%).
The second group called higher is infrequent user of this apology category in both the
languages (Eng: 21% & Urdu: 27%) while the speakers or apologizers of third group called
lower are second most frequent user of this category of implicit apologies  (Eng: 36% &
Urdu: 36%). As in the case ofexplicit apologies speakers of higher social status are the least
user of implicit apologv strategies too which corresponds to Brown and Levinson’s (1978
&1987) notion that those who enjoy high status believe apology giving a face threatening
act to their negative face. According to respondents of interview, apology strategies placed
under implicit apologies- second mega apology category- are more empathy based so high
ranked people avoid their application to keep a distance and save their public image. The
finding of this research that social status of interlocutor affects selection of apologies
corresponds to the findings of Muhammad (2000), Al- Adaileh (2006), Deutschmann
(2003), Afghari (2007), Nureddeen (2008) and Ogiermann (2009) who also found social
status of the speakers a dominant factor influencing apologies.

As far as application of implicit apologies with respect to social distance factor is
concerned, in the current study social group called distant has been the major user of this
category of apologies in English (39.5%) while in Urdu, its maximum use has been made
by speakers of close group (38%). The ratio of application of apelogies in the three groups
has been as foltows: distant group (English: 39.5%, Urdu: 34.5%), neutral or acquaintance
group (English: 27.5%. Urdu: 27.4%) and close group (English 33%, Urdu: 38%). Based
on the table 5.4 it can be deduced that social distance docs not definitely affect application
pattern of the apology strategies, as in English language DCT high ratio of application

remains with distant group whereas in Urdu it shifted towards close group. Here echoes
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the comment of Muhammad (2006) in this regard who said, “Choice of apology strategy is
affected by social status more than social distance™. Similarly, Olshtain (1989) also denied
anv direct relationship between social distance and apology strategy which also endorses
finding of this study.

Severity of offence has also not been proved a difference making factor in selection
of implicit apologies. Data from both the DCTs (appendix 1) i.e., English and Urdu shows
that the apologizers tend to apologize using this category regardless of categorizing
offences into not- severe and severe. The ratio of overall apologies made in context of this
category is: severe offences (English: 49.7% & Urdu: 52.2%) ‘Not severe’ offences
(English: 50.2% & Urdu: 47.7%). This result, on mega level, has an almost equal
proportion of the category not only used in both types of offences (severe and not severe)
but also in both the languages. [fowever, at micro level there are many differences in
application of apology strategies constituting this mega category e.g., stratcgy called
suggestion has appeared in English data (table: 5.5) with the ratio 22% and 34% in severe
and not- sever offences respectively. Similarly, concern for hearer has appearcd with the
ratio 26% and 18% respectively in severe and not- severe offences in English DCT. In
Urdu data, on the other hand, concern for hearer strategy is applied in case of severe
offences more (21.5%) than not- severe offences (13%) and ‘suggestion” is employed more
(29%%) in not- severe offences than in severe ones (22%). Muhammad (2006) also enlists
severity of offence as least affecting factor in selection of apology strategies in the case of
Sudanese which goes in line with the findings of this study in choosing apology strategies.

The last factor affecting apologetic attitude of interlocutors is conversational

setting. In this study conversational setting has been divided into two kinds: formal and
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informal. The findings of the rescarch show difference of approach by the speakers
regarding application of implicit apologies with respect to formality level of the
conversation. Some important differences encountered in this regard include a difference
in overall application of implicit apology strategies: in formal situations, in both the
languages, application of implicit apologies is higher as compared to informal situations
i.e. English: 57%. Urdu: 54% and English 42%, Urdu: 46% respeclively.

Based on aforesaid discussion, it can be concluded that with respect to application
of second mega category of apologies called implicit apologies Kashmiri speakers are
influenced by social parameters like social status, and formality level while severity of
offence has been traced as having no effect; and social distance slightly effects attitude of
speakers regarding application of implicit apologies- second mega apology calegory
(figure 3.2). The next chapter will analyse and discuss application of final mega category

of apology strategies called apologies as communication managemen! devices (CMDs .
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CHAPTER 6
APOLOGIES AS COMMUNICATION MANAGEMENT DEVICES:

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA

6.1- Introduction to Chapter 6

Apologies are essentially social or affective speech acts; they are primarily oriented
to support relationship between intertocutors rather than the expressions of referential
information or propositional meaning (Holme: 1990). It is evident from many research
studies that concept of linguistic politeness varies from language to language and culture
to eulture. Different cultures nurture their own system of sociolinguistic politeness which
is more pronounced in non-Western studies on speech acts (Blum-Kulka, House and
Kasper, (1989); Blum-Kulka and Olshtain, Wierzbicka (1985). According to Matsumoto
(1988 and 1989) in Japan, people are expected to act according to their position or rank
with regard to others and to maintain that relative position remains a salient aim during
application of apology strategies while interacting with people. Hill et al. (1986), too, clain
that selectivity about sociolinguistic systems of politeness prevails in all the cultures but
with different value ascribed to different elements. In other words, once factors of
addressee, status. and sitvation are identified a Japanese speaker is limited to specific
correct choices, whereas for the American English speaker she/he chooses just how much
politeness to use from a broad range of polite usage choices.

In hearer—ha.sed collective cultures as the one under study in present research wotk,

the hearers are usually provided with many options for interpreting the responses of the
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offenders in the cases of apology demanding situations. For this purpose, ambiguous,
indirect or digressive expressions are generally forwarded which results in a common
observation of that the speakers of the sample community prefer compound and complex
sentences over simple and direct ones. This point goes in line with Ahluwalia et.al. (1990)
(hat in conversation Indian speakers avoid talking straight but indirectly reveal their
motives Lo soothe positive face of hearer that the speakers show both agreement and
disagreement in the same string of conversation. All such expressions which don’t directly
aim at apologizing exactly but intend to provide multiple options to the listener/ apologizee
to interpret them as per his / her own choice and to help continue communication resulting
in managing the offence and satisfying face needs of both the apologizer and the apologizee
are, in current study, termed as apologies as communication management devices (CMDs).

Apologies as communication management devices or (CMDs) have been
categorized as third mega apology category in the present study (figure 3.2). it includes
cormifer attack, denial of offence, showing intimacy and some other apology tactics - further
consisting of many sub strategics noticeably found in data collected through DTCs
(appendix 1) and observations (appendix 2). According to chapter 3 (figure 3.2) the
taxonomy being applied in current study consists of three mega apology categories: explicit
apologies. implicit apologies and, apologies as communication management devices
(CAMDs). First two mega apology categories have been comprehensively discussed in
chapter 4 & chapter 5 respectively whereas thecurrent chapter deals with third mega
apology category called apologies as CMDs. A brief discussion of this category - apologies

asCADs- is as under:
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6.2- Description of Third Mega Apology Category- Apologies as CMDs

As stated in chapter 3 (section 3.6.1) this research study contrary to many
researchers” practise of having a list of strategies in front prior to starting data analysis is
based on a taxonomy devised on the basis of apology semantic formulas found in data
collected for this study. Initially, CCSARP model (1989) was selected for analysis; in which
later were added some strategies emerged from data collected for the current study (figures,
3.1 & 3.2). Out of newly added strategies four are found lacking any actual apologetic
sense or function but they are not only found helpful in handling offensive situations but
also help continue communication smoothly. These strategies in the view of their role are
subsumed under the third mega apology category called apologies as CMDs. Following is

a detail regarding strategies which make up this mega apology category:

6.2.1- Counter Attack

This is one of the strategies which have been included under the umbrella of
apologies as CMDs- third mega apology category. It is neither explicit acceptance nor
denial of responsibility rather its purpose is primartly of sharing the responsibility between
offender and the offended party. Strategies similar to it have also been found in some other
rescarch works like. Banikalel and Marlyna (2013) included * blame the hearer strategy:
Abbas (2015) mentioned *blame the hearer’; Soliman (2003) in his comparative study on
Fgyptian and American apology styles finds that Egyptians tend to ‘attack the offended’:
Yallah (2014) also reported limited presence of “blaming victim strategy in his data; Jebahi
(2011) also discovered ‘blaming the victim’ strategy in his study on investigation of the

use of the speech act of apology by Tunisian university students, and , Hussain and
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[Hammouri (1998) also found ‘attacking the victim® strategy in Jordanian culture.
Application of this strategy in the data under study has been noticed in the form of
compound and complex sentences. In some of the instances it has appeared along with
affirmation in one part of sentence e.g.
e Oh, 1 am sorry, but you have parked your car al wrong place. It is almost in centre
of the road. English DCT, Situation 6, humping inte 2 car]
+ Sorry, I just forgot to inform you that I had to go to another meeting. This is what
you always do (hahaha...laughter). - English DCT, Situation 13 (appendix 1)
e Yur mai nuhin & sakta. Tumhari galti hai tiim naey seriously mujev batava hi~
nuthin tha keh aj i a™na hai ka” m kavliay. (English Translation: | cannot reach now.

This is your mistake that you did not confirm me to come today for work). -Urdu
NCT, Siteation 3 (appendix 1)

o Nuhuin. abi tuk check nuhuin kur ski. Is™ dafa a” p naey assignment hohat late kur
di” thi na”. (English Translation: No, still I could not check assignments. This time

you people submitted your assignments quite late). Urdu DCT, Situation1:(appendix1)

6.2.2- Denial of Offence

This is the second strategy grouped under the category of upology as CMDs. 1t is identified
as down grader in CCSARP model which is used to lessen intensity of offence. But its
application is not found restricted as a down grader in the data collected for the current
study through DCTs and ohservations because it isapplied both as an independent strategy
and in combination with other strategies. Thus, it helps managing communication though

does not carry any true sense of apology. In many taxonomies like that of Tlolme (1990) it
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has been applied as sub strategy under the main apology strategy called raking on
responsihility. Trosborg (1995) has included it in his taxonomy under the heading “opting
out” strategy in which the speaker refuses to take responsibility. Ahangar et al., (2015) also
includes denial of responsibility under the heading of refusal to acknowledge guilt.

In the current work. keeping its nature i.e.. denying responsibility, which is literally
in conflict to the idea of acceptance it has been included as an independent strategy rather
than as a sub strategy of the formula ‘taking on responsibilinv” It acts more as
communication management devise than apologizing. An interesting point noted regarding
its application in the current data is its application with offer of compensation. A similar
sort of language attitude has heen reported by Aliluwalia et.al. {1990) about Indian English
speakers that they employ both agreement and disagreement components within the same
turn which might appear to a non-Indian to be a contradiction. The interviewees express
their opinion about contradictory use of this semantic formula by saying that most of the
times especially in the situations where the offended person is a senior or elder and has
him/herself done something wrong, it becomes indispensable not to show contradiction
abruptly. So, to save his/her face value this strategy of denial of offence is embedded with
half-hearted acceptance. Few instances of its application in data collected through DCTs
(appendix 1) are as follows:

e It 1s not my mistake, you are sitting in the mid-way. Englisk DCT, situation 10
(appendix 1)
« [ was not talking about you. It was just a general statement. English DCT, situation

12 —- (Appendix [)
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Mai naey tumhari ba't nuhuin ki thi. Tumhein galet fahmi h'i hai{English
Translation: [ didn’t tatk about vou. You are mistaken). Urdu DCT, Situation 12—

(appendix 1)

6.1.3- Showing Intimacy

This is third apology strategy under the umbrella of mega apology category called

apologies as CMDs. It is one of those strategies which are newly added to CCSARPmodel

(Blum Kulka et al., 1989) for devising a comprehensive taxonomy (figures 3.1 & 3.2) to

apply for data analysis in the current study. Application of this strategy for apology purpose

seems largely exclusive to the people of the society under discussion. A very huge number

of its application in both the DCTs (appendix 1) has been noted in addition to the data

collected through observations. Its application in data has a vast variety of forms e.g.

Uncle! Please, please, please .... | did not see you. English DCT, Situation 10
( appendix 1)

Uncle! 1 apologize. English DCT, Situation 10 (appendix 1)

Oh, my dear, my sweet heart. English DCT- Situation 10 — (appendix 1}

Yar, my dear friend. English DCT, Sitnation 4 (appendix 1)

My lovely son. English DCT, Sitwation S (appendix 1)

This strategy -showing intimacy-has appeared in different forms in data collected
through Urdu DCT as well. Few examples are as follows:

Baita, mu jhay andaza mihin hu va rush hohat tha aur meri car a”pki car saey tiukra
gai. (English Translation: my son. I could not guess due to heavy rush and bumped

my car into yours mistakenly). (Urdu DCT- Situation 6) - appendix |
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o AMera haita, meri jan. (English Transtation: my son, my life). Urdn DCT, Situation 5)

(appendix 1)

o Meri jan tun khood kur lo na”. mai mehin a” sakia a j. (FnglishTranslation: My dear
you do it vourself. 1 can’t come today). Urde DCT, Situation 5 (appendix 1)

This is one of the most frequently applied strategies used for apologizing in the current
study. According to interviewees it has a considerable psychological impact on the
apologizee. When apologizer calls someone uncle, aunt, son, daughter, brother or sister it
helps decrease anger and soothe the ruffled feeling of the offended one because of the
kinship feclings these terms/ titles encode. It is mostly accompanied with apologetic
gestures e.g., silence, bowing the head ete. It is a very common observation in the society
under review that even in case of extreme offences people often forgive saying it is ok’ if
someone (especially elders) has employed these kinship titles. And, even it is mentioned
as a reason of forgiveness that s/he (offender) was saying uncle, aunt, son, daughter etc.,
which brings these expressions or titles at the status of apology strategy. Talking about
Indian culture Pandharipande (1992) states that address/reference terms and kinship forms
are markers that help to establish relationship between interlocutors, to identify
fundamental Indian conventions of appropriateness, and to predict social expectations and
behaviour associated with them. And, the social expectations associated with these kinship
terms or expressions of intimacy in the society under study are a benevolent attitude
embellished with kindness and forgiveness [emphasis mine] if needed in any situation.
Indian kinship terms, he adds. such as chaachii (aunt) and bhaaii (brother) indicate not only
different social positions in terms of status, respect, age and gender of each participant but

reduce face threats and establish a suitable rapport with in interlocutors. Owing similar role
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and position in the society under discussion showing intimacy has been included as a

separate apology strategy in the taxonomy devised for current study.

6.2.4- Some Other Apology Tactics

Last strategy included under the umbrella of apology category called apologies as
CMDs is in fact a collection of many sub strategies appeared in the data collected through
DCTs (appendix 1) and observations (appendix 2) to a considerable extent. A vast number
of these sub- strategies are found in the data. The reason of not including them as
independent strategies is firstly their appearance as compared to other strategies is less and
are found in either of the data collected through different tools; secondly their inclusion as
independent strategies would have made the model too complex and exhaustive by
overburdening with too many strategies and thirdly, they are mostly used as intensifiers.
These sub- strategies are: application of exclamation, religious references, geshires
(laughter, smile, and fucial expressions), and repetition of words sorry and please many
time without applying any other word to make a sentence, offering meal instead of
apologizing and affering sweets to kids to avoid apology and make them please. Some of
these sub-strategies are also found in previous research works e.g., religious references
have been found by Hussein and Hammouri (1998) in Jordanian culture, Ali (2013)
discovered offering of food to the children instead of apologizing to them in Arabian
culture, Al-Zumor (2011: p19) while comparing apology strategies employed by Arab
learners of English studying in India with the strategies employed by Indian English,
American English, and British English speakers finds that “ religious beliefs, concepts and

values cause many deviations in the Arab learners” language from that of the native
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speakers™, Sugimoto (1998) noticed repetition of same expression in the same sentence in
the apologies made by Japanese, Shariati and Chamani (2010) reported swearing as a
routine feature of Arabic apology speech acts. Bataineh (2004) found Jordanians invoking
Allal’s (Gods) name for apologizing and Americans tended lo blame others besides using
some other strategies when trying to apologize for the committed offence. Following is a
discussion to find out how these sirategies and sub- strategies subsumed under the third
mega apology category called ‘apolngies as CMDs' appear in the data collected for the

current study.

6.3. - Application of ‘Apologies as CMDs'* in DCTs (appendixI)

Apologics as CMDs- third mega apology category (figure 3.2) 1s very complex in
its nature due to rich variety of strategies and sub-strategies it possesses. Particularity of
these strategies /sub strategies 1s their exclusiveness towards culture and their
derivationfrom religious basis, as reported by the interviewees. Their inclusion not only
helps to analyse apologetic aftitude of the people under study but also to probe in the
cultural values of that society. The analysis of apologies is based on identifying utterances
that contrin application of counter attack, denial of offence, showing intimacy; and,
application of exclamation mark, swearing, gestures (laughter, smile, facial expressions),
repetition of word sorry and please many times without applying any other word to make
a sentence. offering meal/ sweets instead of apologizing under the heading of strategy
called Some otherapology tactics.

First of all, overall resuits concerning use of above mentioned sub/strategies -under

the umbrella of apologies as CMDs- (section 6.1) is going 1o be analysed to explore which
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is the most frequently used strategy. In total. 3750 remedial exchanges are given in
response to 15 DCTs (appendix 1) by 250 respondents both in English and Urdu. Out of
which application rate of this mega apology category is: 2210 in English and 2552 in Urdu.
Thus, it becomes obvious from such an ample number of these apology strategies in the
data that the participants of the study overwhelmingly prefer to depend on this apology
category along with the other two mega categories. A detailed analysis of each of the
strategies grouped under the heading of this mega apology category called apologies as
C'AfDs is given below in table 6.1:

Table 6.1. Frequency and percentage values of apologies as CMDs — third mega

apology category - in English and Urdu data

Strategies English %5 Urdu "
t-Denial of offence 201 9% 167 7%
2-Counter attack 313 14.1%% 376 17%
3-Showing intimacy 911 41% 1022 45%
4- Other apology tactics:
a- Fxclamation 210 9 % 150 7%
b-  Swearing 230 10.5 % 234 10%
c- Please as apology 261 12 % 200 9%%
d-  Offering meal or sweets &4 4% 105 5%
e- Gestures 0 % 0 0%
Sub- tolal 785 35.5% 689 31%
TOTAL 2210 100 %% 2254 100%%

Table 6.1 delineates that out of the third mega apology category - apologies as
('MDs strategy called showing intimacy is the most favoured strategy in both the languages
(Eng: 41% & Urdu: 45%). This finding corresponds with its very frequent and common
application during observation. It is observed that its application has no boundaries with
respect to different factors like age and social distance, severity of offence etc. The strategy
called ‘some other apolagy tactics ‘combining many sub-strategies is second most applied

strategy in both the languages with the application rate 35.5% in English and 31% in Urdu.
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Two strategies named counter attact A denial of offence, which have also been discussed
by many other researchers e.g., Troshorg (1995), Ahangar et al., (2015), Jebahi (2011),
Banikalef and Marlyna (2013) etc., getting 14% and 9% application rate in English; and
17% and 7% in Urdu respectively have made less appearance than the newly added
strategies i.e., showing intimacy (Eng: 41% & Urdu: 45%). Yallah, (2014) also reported
presence bul extremely low application of the strategy called ‘hlaming victim™ in his
research study on Saudi population. Tle says, “one can rely on religion to justify the dearth
in use. Islam requires absoluie certainty before accusing the victim™.

The table (6.1) also shows total frequency and percentage value of each strategy
combined under the strategy called ‘some other apology tactics’ in the data collected
through DCTs (appendix 1) in English and Urdu languages. The table indicates that out of
this strategy, application of word ‘please’ as an apology expression has been the most
frequently occurring (33%95) sub-strategy by Kashmiri speakers in English language
whereas in Urdu DCT (appendix 1) it has been second highest apology (sub) strategy in
Urda DCT (29%4). Second sub- strategy ‘fo swear ™ has been top favoured in Urdu DCT
(347%) while second most favoured in English DCT (29%). An interesting point about these
sub- strategies encompassing main strategy called ‘some other apology tactics’ (section
3.6.1) is that many of them e.g., swearing and application of word please for apologizing
grabbed more application in both the languages than the core postulate acknowledgement
of responsibilitv (Eng: 181 & Urdu: 0) of CCSARP model (1989). Application of
exclamation for apologizing has appeared on third position on hierarchy of application of

sub strategies in apologizing process in both the languages i.e.. English (27%) and Urdu
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(22%). Final sub- strategy offering meal or sweets has appeared in the data in both the
languages with the ratio 11% and 5% in English and Urdu respectively.

Presence of this category apologies as CMDs in both English and Urdu makes it a
culture rooted, beyond language specificity, apology category. At macro level, its
application in both the languages doesn’t render much difference (I'nglish: 2210 & Urdu:
2252) but a study at micro level brings many differences in application of its sub- strategies
e.g., counter atiack has got appearance value of 14% in English DCT and 17%in Urdu
DCT. Similarly, last strategy called someother apology tactics has got 30% and 35% value
in English and Urdu data respectively. These results demonstrate considerable dependence
of Kashmiri speakers on these strategies comprising mega category called apologies as
CMDs while apologizing which goes in line with the findings of many researchers like

Deutchman (2003), Aijmer’s (1996) , Mattson Bean & Johnstone's (1994), Holmes (1990).

6.4- Application of ‘Apoelogy Strategies as CMDs’ in Different Situations Provided in

DCTs

As the situations provided in DCTs (appendix1) carry different background,
different levels of social relationship, severity of offence and conversational setting it is
expected that the respondents will react in varying ways applying different apology
strategies. Following is a description about application of different strategies encompassing
apologies as DMDs - third mega apology category (figure 3.2) — in different situations.

Table 6.2 manifests detail of data in this regard.



Table 6.2. Apologies as CMDs- third mega apology category in Jirst 4 situations (DCTs)

Situations sitwation | situation 2 situation 3 situation 4
Fnglish | trdu Fnglish Urdu English | Urdu | English | Urdu

Stiategies _

counter attack ﬂ 0 0 0 0 0 62 23

Denial of offence n 0 N 0 0 I 0 0

Showing intimacy 67 40 T 0 0 0 130 178

Some other apology tacties 0 0 20 45 99 10 83 19

Total 67 40 20 45 99 R11] 275 220

Table 6.2. Apologies as CMDs- third mega apology category in situations Sto& (DCTs)

Sitnations situation & situation 6 sitnation 7 situation 8
Strategics ﬁanliQh Urdn Fnglish Urdu English Urdu English Urdu
| "counter attack n 0 51 92 0 0 0 0
| Denial of oflence D 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Showing inlimacy h 150 |57 32 76 150 150} 70 78
Some others apology tactics 10 100 i 13 59 102 i3 4}
Total N 250 257 | 8K 181 209 252 | &3 78

Table 6.2. Apologies as CMDs- third mega apology category in situations 9 to 11 (DCTs)
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S#uations situation 9 situation 10 situation 11 situation 12
English Urdu | English Urdn Eng. Urde | Eng. Urdu
i Strategies
counter attack 0 1 0 106 ] 5 200 139
“Denial of offence 0 0 81 0 0 0 wo | 167
| Showing intimacy 4l 98 159 %0 w4 |0 8 70
Some others apnlogy lactics 103 26 28 S8 42 67 3l 3
-
Total 144 135 268 254 72 319 379

Table 6.2. Apologies as CMDs- third mega apology categorv in situations 9 to 11 (DCTs)

Situations situation 13 situation 14 stuation 15 Total
Strategics rﬁmlish Urdu | Fng. Urdu Fng. | Urdu Eng. Urdu
Counter attack 0 0 0 0 0 0 313 376
Denial of offence 20 0 0 ] Q 0 201 167
Showing intimacy 0 20 1] 65 0 0 911 1022
Smine others apology tactics 101 76 20 53 g1 97 785 689
Total 121 96 20 118 97 2210 2254




6.4.1- Application of Counter Attack in Different Situations Provided in DCTs

The {irst constituent strategy of third mega apology category ‘apologies as CMDs’
called counter attack is found in the data collected through DCTs (appendix 1) in both the
languages i.c., English and Urdu, lts value differs in both the languages (Eng: 313 & Urdu:
376) and among different situations. In English data it has appeared in only three situations
(4. 6 & 12) and has got maximum application (200) in situation 12 (a colleague interpreted
comment wrongly) and its least application has been made in situation 6 (bumping into a
car and breaking its window) while situation 4 (forgetting meeting with a friend) bagged
62 instances of this strategy. An analysis of the situations delincates that it has been applied
in formal and informal, severe and not- severe cases with the addressees either of equal
fevel or stranger. In Urdu it has made a wider application in different situations though
with somie situations carrying no application of this apology strategy at all. In DCTs data,
its highest application has been made in both the languages in response to situation 12
(Fng: 200 & Urdu:139). while its least use (n=5) is made in sitvation 11 (head of
department forgot to inform a junior colleague about meeting with Dean) in both the
languages (Eng:0 & Urdu:5. Instances of its application in both the DCTs (appendix1) are
as follows:

e I didnt mean to hit you. I was talking in general terms. You just have a bad habit

of making fuss out of everything. English DCT, Situation 12- (appendix 1)

¢ You didn’t confirm me to come today for assignment. You should have made it

clear. Now do it yourself. English DCT, Situation 4- (appendix 1)

o Tumhein weisaev hi' hr ba™t a pni taraf kheinchnaev ki~ a”dat hai warna mai naey

tau general ha't ki thi. (English Translation: You have a bad habit of taking
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everything personally otherwise [ was talking in general terms). Urdu DCT, Situation

12- {Appendix 1)

o Mai muhin a” raha dost, @ j tumhari ha ri hai. Tum bilt tu humyvsha aisa hi™ kurtaey
ho. (English Translation: I am not coming, this 1s your tum my friend. This is what

you always do). Urde DCT, Situation 4 — (appendix 1)

A noticeable point regarding application of this strategy, in both English and Urdu
DCTs, is that it has not been employed independently it any situation but in combination
with other strategies. An example of use of this strategy taken from observation data is as
follows. Three students were waiting for for their fiends to join them for tca. They got late
but just at arrival one of them sais, “olh sorry var hmein deir ho gei ... tum log hmysha
wait kiwater thy af maza ava (Fnglish translatin: ohh sory we are late ... you people used
to make us wait all the times so, did you enjoy the music today)”. Though it is a newly
added apology strategy to the taxonomy used in this research work for analysis, some other
researchers also found its presence in apology expression employed in different parts of
the world e.g.. Jebahi (2011), Banikalef and Marlyna (2013), Ahangar et al_, (2015); Yallah

(2014) found only two cases of counter attack or bluming victin in the corpus of his study.

6.4.2- Application of ‘Denial of Responsibility’ in Different Apology Situations

Bergman and Kasper (1993) classified Minimization of offence and denial of
responsihility as ‘downgrading” strategy whereas in many previous studies expressions that
demonstrate avoidance or denial of the responsibility were classified with other strategy

groupings e.g., Blum-Kulka and Olshtain (1984) categorized all statements related to
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responsibility, ranging {rom strong sclf- humbling expression to complete denial of the
offense, in one category i.e. However, based on the actual sense this strategy carries i.c.,
not to take responsibility of the offence. in the present study it has been separated from the
strategy called taking on responsibility, and is included as an independent strategy under
the umbrella of third mega apology category called apologies as CMDs. Expressions being
applied in carrying explicit acceptance of responsibility (e.g.. it is my fault) reflect a
different sense from those in which responsibility is avoided or denied (c.g., it 1s not my
fault). Expressions placed under in this strategy are purely those in which respondents
avoid acknowledging responsibility. In both the DCTs (appendix 1) and during observation
it is noticed that this strategy has been employed in combination with some other strategics
especially with counter attack, explanation or account of reason or suggestions. Another
interesting finding about this strategy is its application in combination with the strategy
called offer of compensation which is an explicit apology strategy (figure 3.2). Following
are the examples to demonstrate the way it has been employed in the DCTs,

« That is not my fault. you suddenly came into my way. But please don’t shout I will
pay for your loss. English DCT, Situation 10- (Appendix 1)

e Sir, it is not my fault. In fact, boss suddenly called me for an urgent meeting at that
very time. English DCT, Situation 13- (Appendix 1)

e Mui naev kisi kav against koi ba™t nuhin ki. General ba™t ki thi « p is ko personal
na” lein. (English Translation: [ didn’t talk about any individual. It was a general
statement, don’t get it personal). Urdu DCT, Situation 12 — (Appendix 1}

o Mai naeyv evsa kuch bilt nuhin kaha, tum please a”pna damagh theek rakha kro.

(English Translation: 1 didn’t say any such thing, you please try to think positive).

Urdu DCT, Situation 12 — (Appendix 1)
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Table 6.2 displays that deniul of responsibilin: has not only got very limited
application in data collected through both DCTs, but it also appeared in only few
situations. Jebahi (2011), while investigating application of speech act of apology by
Tunisian university students traced a noticeable percentage of subjects who denied
responsibility for the offence and shifted responsibility to others. In the current study,
in English data it is employed in only three situations (10, 12 & 13) whereas in Urdu
data its application confined only to situation 12. During observation too, its application
was observed to have been restricted to only informal and/or not- sever incidents most
of the times. In the data -both in English and Urdu DCTs- its highest application in
situation 12 (a colleague interpreted comments of the speaker wrongly and got angry)

indicates that it is mostly applicd in the cases of confrontations.

6.4.3- Application of ‘Showing Intimacy’ in Different Apology Situations

Next strategy ‘Showing Intimacy’ is extensively used by the population under
study. Its application is frequently noticed during observations (Appendix 2) and in the
data collected through DCTs (appendix 1). In English DCT its application ranges from
non-application in some formal situations to the value 159 in situation 10 (hitting an elderly
passenger and causing his belongings fell down). Besides this, three other situations i.e.,
situation 5 (n=150), situation 7 (n=150) and sitvation 3 (130) have received noticeably high
application value (120} of this strategy. Application of this strategy touches its lowest level
in situation 12 which has been marked as having highest number of application of counter
attack and denial of offence (6.2.1 & 6.2.2) which delineates positive value this strategy

(showing intimacy) possess in apologizing process. When asked about such an abundant
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application of this strategy around almost all the situations, the interviewees claimed for
magical power hidden in this strategy and one of the respondents unveiled its power and
psychological impact by sayving (hat “in our cuiture one can hope for forgiveness even in
the case of murder by uttering words like, my son, daughter, uncle, aunt or baba gee (a title
which literally means father, given out of respect to an elderly person), amaan gee (a title
which stands for mother- commonly given to an elderly woman out of respect)”. Thus, it
can be concluded that this strategy besides not bearing any apparent apology expression
helps manage apology process and face saving with positive outcome. De Kadt (1998)
reveals significant role of such practices in Zulu culture saying that face maintenance in
Zulu is achieved through application of a wide range of verbal expressions (deferential
expressions. in-group address markers, and some referential terms e.g.. mgane wami my
friend [emphasis mine], mfo ‘brother [emphasis mine|", subservient phrases, and so forth)

in addition to some nonverbal expressions e.g., gestures, postures and gaze etc.

6.4.4- Application of ‘Some Maore Apology Tactics: Further Insights’ in Different

Apology Situations

This 1s last strategy under the umbrella of mega apology category called apologies
as CMDs. It is collective in nature in terms of encompassing many sub- strategies like use
of exclamation for apologv purpose, swearing, application of word please as upology
marker, offering chocolates or meal and use of facial expressions like smile and laughter.
Out of these sub strategies many have been found existing in some previous studies e.g.,
Bataineh (2004) claimed Jordanians invoking Allah’s (God’s} name in apologies. Yailah

(2014) has found application of denying responsibility and blaming the victim being used
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by Saudians as apology strategies. T ivowise, llknur & Kampusii (2009) included deny and
blame in his research on use of apolegies by Turkish EFL learners. Troshorg (1987: p."*%)
has also included ‘blaming the complainer™ as a strategy in her taxonomy. Hussein &
Hammouri (1998) noticed some unique strategies in their Jordanian data and assert that
“their peculiarity can be attributed to their culture, patterns of thought and religious
orientation. These strategies are: minimizing the degree of offense, praising Allah,

proverbial expressions, and aftacking™. Table 6.3 gives a detail regarding distribution of

sub- strategies of the strategy called some other apology tactics in different situations.

Table 6.3. Sub-strategies constituting apology strategy called “somte other apology tactics’
in all the 15 simations (DCTs- appendiv 1)

[ Sitations Sitnation 1 situation 2 situation 3 sitwation 4
Fng. Urdu Lan, Urdu [ng. Urdu Eng. Urdu
Strategies
Fxclamation n 0 0 24 a9 30 0 0
Religious relorence [\ L] 20 21 0 o 0 0
' Please 0 0 o 0 0 o a5 0
| offering meal candy 0 0 To ) 0 0 R 19
Gestures 0 0 T o |0 R 0
ot i n 0 n 45 79 30 R3 19
Stluations situation 5 situation 6 situation 7 situation 8
Eng. Urdu | Eng. Urdu Eng. Urdu Eng. Urdu
Strategies
Fxclamation 0 0 5 0 33 0 0
Religious reference 0 0 0 13 26 75 0
Please 24 11 0 0 ] 27 13 0
Offering meakb/candy 76 89 0 0 0 0 0
Gestures 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total 100 100 S 13 59 102 13 0
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Sitaations situation 9 | situation 10 situation 11 situation 12
Eng. Urdu Fng. Urdu Fng. Urdu Eng. Urdu
Strategies _
Exclamation 61 26 28 2R 42 67 0 0
Religious reference | 0 0 0 10 0 0 31 3
Please 42 0 0 0 0 0 0
-olTering meal’ candy L 0 0 0 0 0 0
Gestures 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total 103 26 28 58 42 67 31 3
Situations situation 13 situation 14 situation 15 Total
Eng. Urdu | Eng. Urdu | Eng. Urdu Eng. Urdu
| Strategies
Exclamation 0 0 ¢ 11 64 40 332 226
Religious reference 19 13 20 0 0 0 146 155
Please 4] 52 1} 42 17 37 182 i8¢9
offering meal’ candy | 41 11 0 0 125 119
(lestures 0 0 0 0 0 0 0] 0
[ Total 76 20 53 81 97 785 689

According to English DCT (Appendix 1), highest number of this strategy- some other

apology tactics - (n—1023) has been employed in situation number 9 (waiter delivered wrong

food to a customer in a hotel} and lowest in situation 6 (speaker bumped into a car and

broke its window) whereas in situation number | (professor got late in retuming

assignments to the students) it has not been applied at all. A look at table 6.3 further

delineates that its sub- strategies have randomly been applied in different situations except

offering the meal which has been applied either in the case of close intimates or equals in

status. According to Rizk (1997) Arabs do not apologize to children but try to make the

child forgive them by uttering some sentences e.g. do not feel sad, baby. Additionally, they

were found to express apology through offering food which according to Muhammad

{2006) may seem rude to native English speakers, is culturally accurate since ofTering food
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in some cultures is quite acceptable because it has the power to wipe off a lot of hurt. In
many parts of Kashmir (the society under study) it is a well-known tradition to have a
family feast after reconciliation of some ruffled tribes which has made retlection in the
form of offering sweets to kids and meal/ party to friends and peers in the data collected
through DCTs (Appendix 1) and ohservations (Appendix2).

Different sub strategies discussed in table 6.3 show that there is a wide range of
apology expressions available to the speakers of the culture under discussion. According
to Suszczynska (1999) apologies are culture specific and can only be understood with
reference to cultural belicfs, values and attitudes. Some cultures value explicit expressions
of apologtes whereas some prefer implicit apologies added with non-verbal expressions.
According to Fraser (1981) an apology can be either direct or indirect or it can be verbal
or non- verbal. Verbal apologies are the utterances carrying apologetic expressions whereas
nonverbal apologies include mimicrv, gestures, and facial expressions, with a special
emphasis on eye contact. These nonverbal apologies have abundantly been found during
observations (Appendix 2). For example, a boy o his frined on dinning table for dropping
food on table saying. “tmein khaney ki tmeez nein hy ... kia hal kr diya Iy 1able ka™. The
other just laughs and continues eating. Likewise, in another case, a teacher scoldes his
students for being late saying, “mein 10 minutes sy apka wait kr rhi houn, kahan thy ap
fog” the students silently keep standinding bowing their heads .... Then, comes a voice
“sorry madam™, These nonverbal expressions are so abundant that a large part of real life
apologies is noted to have been done through them especially smile, laughter and sifence.
Among the sub- strategies of the strategy some other apology tactics are included

gestures/silence / smile or laughter which have not appeared even a single time in any of
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the data collected through DCTs (Appendix 1). Besides caming no value in DCT data, it
has been included because of its abundant use noticed during observations (Appendix 1).
The reason might be that it is not practically possible for the respondents to embed these
items while they are responding to the given situation in written form. The situation might
have been reversed if there were an option of role play because it was a very common sight
to get the apologizer smiling or even blasting into laughter instead of apologizing for some
oflence or just standing still quite silently, pitting the eyes on ground in case of offence
committed against some senior or elder person. For example, in a class a teacher scolds his
student for getting very low marks in a quiz, but in the reply instead of saying anything
student just keeps standing sitently. bowing his head. This attitude has been observed in
multiple situations. When discussed with interviewees about application of smile/ laughter
instead of apologizing clearly. they were of the view that it was one of the most common
reactions when apologizer doesn’t know how to handle the situation. It helps manage the
situation, they added. One of the interviewees said. “a laughter or smile can be the best
possible move when there is no logical reason to forward as an excuse™.

Thus, based on the data presented in table 6.3, and collected through observations
(Appendix1} it can be concluded that apologies extended in the culture under review
embody quite a considerable numher of such strategies (placed under the umbrella of
apologies as DMDs) which demand an understanding of the value system, religious beliefs

and cultural values of that society to understand their role in result-oriented apologies.
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6.5-Sociolinguistic Factors and Third Mega Apology Category - Apologies as CMDs

As stated previously, some factors like social status, social distance, formality level
and severity of offence have a potential to influence human interaction when apologizing
to each other (B & L, 1978; Leech, 1983; Cohen & Olshtain, 1981, and Trosberg, 1987).
According to many researchers these factors significantly influence speakers’ selection of
apology strategy. Different socicties ascribe different levels of importance to these factors
and communication among the interlocutors is directly affected with the importance these
factors owe in the society. According to the taxonomy devised for current study different
apology strategies are group under three mega apology categories i.e., explicit apologies,
implicit apologies and apologies as CMDs (section 3.6.6, figure 3.2). In chapter 4, for
instance, with respect to application of explicit apologies social status and formality level
variables are found more powerful in Kashmiri culture whereas application of implicit
apologies is mainly affected by social status of interlocutors, and formality level of
“conversational setting (chapter 5). It is found that difference of social status between
interlocutors necessarily obligates Kashmiri speakers to adapt their selection of verbal and
nonverbal expressions to fulfil requirements of politeness. Under consideration is a
multilingual society having English and Urdu as official languages while Urdu acts as
lingua franca in the society. Upcoming section will examine application of third mega
apology category apologies as CMDs by Kashmiri speakers in both the languages i.e.,

English and Urdu with respect to the effects of different social variables:
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6.5.1- Effects of Social Statuson Application of Apologies as CMDs

According to many researchers {Brown & Levinson, 1987; Holmes, 1995; Leech,
1983) role of social status depends on the ability of interlocutors to identify each other’s
social position. In the current research study participants have been selected owing
different social status: high. low or equal (table 3.1 ).The speakers in the role of a university
professor (situation 01), a father (situation 5), boss (situation 8) a head of a department in
a university (situation [1), and manager in office (situation 14) have higher social status
than the hearers thus are placed in group called “higher”. On the other hand, the speakers
in the roles of a student (situation 2), an employee (situation 03), a younger brother
(situation 7), waiter (situation 9) and a guest (situation 15) are in a lower status than the
addressee so are placed in group called ‘lower’. And. lastly. the social status between
speakers of situations 04 (friends). 06 &. 10 (strangers), 11 & 12 (collcagues) 1s assumed
to be of equal social status, thus they make the group called ‘equal’.

Regarding application of first fwwo mega apology categorics i.e., explicit upologies
and implicit apologies in the society under discussion it is found that social status of
intertocutors greatly influence apologelic behaviour and selection of apology strategies
(sections: 4.5.1 & 5.5.1). The extent to which social status of interlocutors influence
application of third_ mega apology category called apologies as CMDs (figure 3.2) is focus
of this section. Table 6.2 shows that this mega category has made a plentiful application in
the situations demanding apologies. Chapter 4, reveals that explicit apologies are much
louder in the situations having recipient with high social status. Contrary to that, chapter 5

exposes that implicit apologies are most applied by status equals. Focus of present section



is 10 observe application of apologies as CMDs (figure

So, table, 6.4, presents d

with respect to social status factor:

Table 6.4. Frequency Distribution of Apo
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logies as CMDsinteracting with Social Status Factor

3.2) with respect to social status.

ata collected throngh DCTs- in both the languages (appendix 1)

Strategies Higher Equal Lower Total

E: %% U: v {E: % U % | E: % Ut % | E: % U %
Counter attack 0 0% | 5 .88% 313 29% 36032% (0 % i 2% 3134.1% 376 1T
Denial of 0 o 0 0% . 18% | 167 15% | O 0% | 0 0% 201 9% 167 7.4%
Offence
Showing 301 69% | 340 607G | 329 30% | 43438% | 19 345%, | 248 44%: | 911 1.2% 1022 A5%
intimacy
Other Apology
Tactics:
-Exclamation 42 2405 | 78 350 | 33 13.3% |28 17% | 257 1% 120 40% | 332 42% 226 33%
-Religious 20 1" | 0 0% ]0 32.2% | 50 40n | 46 13% | 96 32% | 146 18.5% | 155 22.4%
reference
-please as SOy 7 21% | 53 24% | 86 35% | 52 31% | 5916.2% | 84 28% | (82 23.1% | 189 27.4%
-offering meal 76 435 | 89 40% |49 20% | 30 18% | O % | 0 % 125 16% | 119 17.2%
-Gestures 0 0% | 0 %% 0 0% 10 0% |0 0% | 0 0% |0 0% |0 0%
Sub- total 175 31% | 220 39 | 248 23% | 169 15% 3625.4% 300 54% | 785 35.5% | 689 30.5%
T Total 566 565 1097 1130 553 559 2210 1005 | 2254 100%

= 100 l = ‘ 100 ‘ = ]Iﬂﬂ = l]OU = |100 [ = 1100
LS.G%] 25% 49.3% 50% 25% 25%

Table 6.4 throws light on the individual value of strategies encompassing third

mega apology category called apologies as CMDs in the data collected through DCTs

(Appendix 1) in context of social status of the interlocutors. The data has been placed in

this table according to social status relationship among the participants. As stated earlier,

the participants are divided into three groups: one group with apologizer of high social

status called higher, second group with apologizer and apologizee of equal social status

called equals and the third group containing apologizer with lower social status called

lower (table 3.1).

The table (6.4) reveals that overall ratio of application of the apology category

apologies as CMDs is slightly higher in Urdu DCT (2254) as compared to English DCT
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(2210). The highest application of the strategies of this apology category is made by the
speakers of the group called equal (Eng: 49% & Urdu: 50%) whereas the remaining groups
i.e., higher and lower have shown similar tendency (table: 6.4) which goes in line with
Bulge theory which claims for similar hehaviour of the two extremes at social status
continuum. Further analysis reveals about the employment of strategies gathered under the
umbrella of the category under discussion i.e., apologies as CMDs that out of them showing
intimacy is the most frequently applied strategy in both DCTs (Appendix 1). In English
data it comprises 41% of the overall application of this category and in Urdu data it is 45%
of the total volume of sirategies applied under this mega apology category. During
observation, too, many instances of its application were noticed, for example, in a situation,
an elder bumps into a small girl and suddenly said, * Meri baiti, meri jan ... and kissed her
[Eng. translation: My daughter, my love] . It has made maximum appearance in the case
ol apologizers of high social status in both the DCTs (Eng: 69% & Urdu: 60%) while lowest
application, in both languages, can be observed in case of ‘equals’ (Eng: 30% & Urdu:
38%). The lower social status group has applied second highest number of this strategy (E:
35% & U: 44%). Though applied by all the three groups of interlocutors, based on
application ratio (table 6.4) it can be assumed that in the society under consideration it is
mostly used by those having higher social status. A reason for highest application rate of
this strategy by the speakers of higher group might be ascribed to their attitude of avoiding
application of explicit apologies (table 4.3). So, it can be deduced that to make up the
offensive situation and satisfy face needs of the apologizee of lower social status (junior
either in age or grade) they depend heavily on this strategy which according to majority of

interviewee works wonder and heals up situation more effectively than other apology
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strategies. Second highest user of this strategy called lower also need to associate them
with others which result in high employment of this strategy while the lowest user 1.e.,
equal don’t need to stress any such {eeling with the interlocutor resuiting in lowest
application of this strategy.

Second most applied strategy named some other apology tactics is in fact a cocktail
of different sub- strategies including. exclamations, swearing, saving word please instead
of sorry and offering meal or candies, gestures e.g., smile, laughter or silence etc. Its value
is noticeably high in the apologies forwarded by the speakers of group called lower (Eng:
65% & Urdu: 54%) and reached its lowest application level in the group called equal (Eng:
23%, & Urdu: 15%) whereas its application rate by the speakers of *hi gher’ group in English
is: 31% and in Urdu: 39%. A further look at table (6.4) delineates a variation in application
of different sub- strategies of this strategy with respect to variation in the status of the
speakers. The sub- strategy application of exclamation instead of apologizing has got
maximum application in English DCT (Appendix 1) among the speakers of ‘lower’ group
(71% of the strategy i.e. some other aology tactics) whereas in Urdu its maximum use is
made by the speakers of “higher’ group (78%). Swearing, another sub-strategy is totally
absent from the apologies made by the speakers of higher group in Urdu DCT and in
English DCT, too, it has got lowest value among the speakers of this group which might
be an indication of indifferent attitude of speakers of this group who don’t feel much
necessity to make others trust them. Another sub- strategy included under this strategy is
application of word please at the place of sorry. It might look strange for many societies in
the world. but it makes 23% of the strategy called someother apology tactics in English

and 27% in Urdu DCT. The speakers in equal group have made highest application of it
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(Eng: 35% & Urdu: 31%). Another sub- strategy found in the data collected in both the
languages is offering meal or candies (English (16%) & Urdu (17%). lts maximum
application is made by the speakers of high social status (Eng: 43% & Urdu 40%) while
none of the example carrying this sub strategy could be found in case of speakers having
low social status. This strategy was also found by Ali et al., (2013) and Alfattah (2009).
According to them Arab usually use it when they owe to apologize to children. Instead of
apologizing to them they offer sweets to them. But, in case of the society under study, it
has been found not restricted to the cases involving apology from children only but ranges
to the interlocutors of equal group.

Counter attack is second least applied strategy under the umbrella of apologies as
CMDs. This strategy has been part of many other taxonomies (J ebahi, 2011, Banikalef and
Marlyna 2013 and Abbas et.al 2015). In the current study it makes 14% of the strategy
called someother apologetic tactics in English DCT and 17% in Urdu DCT. Among the
speakers of two groups i.e., higher (Eng: 0% & Urdu: .8%) and lower (Eng: 0% & Urdu:
2%) its application remained quite negligible. The group called equals is the solo chief
applicant of this strategy (Eng: 29% & Urdu: 32%). The next strategy called denial of
offence which has also been part of many previous taxonomies e.g., Banikalef and Marlyna
(2013), Soliman (2003} and Hussain and Hammouri (1998) is the least applied one in the
data collected for current study in both the languages (Eng: 9% & Urdu: 7%}

To conclude about third mega apology category called apologies as CMDs with
respect to social status of the interlocutors it can be asserted, based on the data presented
in table 6.4, that speakers of equal group have made maximumn use of this strategy (Eng:

497%& Urdu: 50%) whereas the other extremes at the continuum of social status i.e., higher
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and lower showed almost similar tendency towards it i.e., higher ( English: 25% & Urdu:
25%) and lower ( Fng: 25% & Urdu: 25%) which contrary to Brown & Levinson {1978)
favours Wolfson's Bulge theory (1988} according to which extreme ends of social status
continuum render similar type of attitude. It is also in harmony with lolmes’s (1995)
assertion that equals have to care a lot about their relationship with others: with whom they
are neither too close to take the relationship strong enough to bear apologetic 51tuati0ns

smoothly nor is their relationship too weak to be ignored exchange maximum apologies.
6.5.2- Effects of Social Distance on Application of ‘Apologies as CMDs’

In the current study, social distance between the interlocutors is taken to signify the
degree of familiarity between them i.e., how well they know each other. Twelve apology
situations are designed for measuring apologetic attitude of the respondents (Appendix 1).
For this purpose, key variables have been taken from Brown & Levinson's theory (1987)
which includes social distance as a dominant factor. Leech, 1983 also agrees that social
distance is one of those factors that govern politeness behaviour of interlocutors. It refers
to the degree of intimacy participants share and different roles they undertake in relation
to each other in a particular situation (Brown & Levinson, 1987: p-120).

In the present study, as discussed in detail in previous chapters (4 & 5) too,
respondents with respect to social distance factor, have been classified into three groups:
close, acquaintance or neutral and distant (table 3.1). Based on DCTs (Appendix1)
following is the division of situations according to speakers belonging to these three

groups: an employee and a boss, real brothers (situation 3) two friends (situation 4), a father
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and son (situation 5), two brothers (situation 7) and manager and junior employce- a close
friend (situation 14) are the people who know each other well or are close acquaintances
(close social distance). A university professor and a student (situation 1), a student and a
university teacher (situation 2), an head of department and a junior lecturer (situation 11),
two colleagnes/MDs of two different departments ( situation 13) are acquaintances or
people who know each other but not very well (neutral social distance); and the third group
_distant or unfamiliar people- are represented as speaker and driver of a car (situation 6),
a boss and employee (situation 8), customer and waiter (situation 11), speaker and
passenger (situation 10), a visttor and officer (situation 15). These are the characters who
have been taken as people who do not know each other well or are unfamiliar (distant social
distance). Table 6.5 illustrates application of third mega apology category called ‘apologies
as CMDs with respect to social distance factor.

Table 6.5 displays application of third mega apology category named ‘apologies as
CMDs" (figure 3.2) with respect to social distance factor. There is variation in its
application through all the three groups i.e.. close (Eng: 38.5% & Urdu: 39%),
acquaintance (Eng: 31.3% & Urdu: 28%) and distant group (Eng:.30% & Urdu: 33%). It
shows that the highest application of this mega category in both the languages is made by
close group while it has got its lowest application in English DCT (Appendix 1) in distant
group, and in Urdu DCT (Appendix1}) in acquaintance group which signifies no parameters
about its application among the speakets of these two groups. This finding is contrary to
Brown & Levinson (1987) proposition that an increase in social distance (strangers)
requires display of respect by means of apologies and the decrease in social distance tends

not to demand for production of these speech acts.
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Table 6.5. Frequency distribution of apology strafegies interacting with social distance factor

Apology Close Acquaintances Distant Total
Strategies F: % 1k % | E % L o VE: % L % o % U %
| Counter attack a1 7% |13 3% 200 20% | 14 23% [ 51 8% {209 28% |33 141% | 376 17

[ Denial of offence | 0 M i e |1 17% | 167 264% [ 81 2% |0 % | 200 9% | 167 T4%

—Shn\\ing intimacy | 441 SNden [ 550 63% | 179 26% 130 205 | 302 45% | 342 46% | 9LE412% | 1022 45%

Other apology

inctics:
-Fxclamation 132 36.5% 41 134% [ 42 22% [ 91 48% | 158 6% 91 A%4% | 332 42% | 226 33%
-Swearing % 2% |75 25% 1700 W% |37 193% 0 % 43 2.0% t 146 18.5% | 155 22.4%

-Please as sorry 69 190% | 80 26.3% |41 210% |52 272% T2 313% | 57 29.3% 182 23.1% | 189 274%
-Offering meal 4 232% 108 355w L4 200% L1 6% 0 0% |0 0% {125 16% [ H9 17.2%

-(i¢stures i M |0 0% | 0 0% 0% ] 0% ([0 0% |0 o |0 0%
Sub- total W61 4237 | 104 345% | 194 28% [ 191 302 | 230 35% | 191 20% | 785 355% | 689 30.5%
Total R53 877 693 632 664 745 2210100 | 2254 10
:]Iﬂﬂ ‘:]1{]0 = i :]IDO =]Iﬂﬂ = 1100
385 39% 31.3% 8% 30% 33%

At micro level, with respect to application of different strategies encompassing this
mega category, the analysis shows that showing intimacy - the largest employed strategy
in DCT data in both the languages, is the most favoured strategy by the speakers of close
group (Eng: 50% & Urdu: 63%). Many examples of its application are there in data
collected through observations, for example, sitting in liberary, a girl student was calling
her friend to come to do a group assignment. The friend was not willing to work, so instead
of being apologetic she replied saying, “Meri jan fum khood kam kur lo na™ [Eng.,
translation: My dear, you do it yourself] " Tt is least used by the speakers of distant group
i.e. 26% & 20.5% respectively in English and Urdu data. Abundant application of this
strategy by the speakers of close group is a reflection of societal norms in which the
relationship/ love/ care and affection usually finds its place in conversation to create a
positive impact whereas though second highest by quite a countable number of its

application by speakers of distant group indicates their need to associate to the interlocutor
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in the case of happening of an offui..« so that a soft fecling can be created in the heart of
offended party. It also refers to the feeling of in- groupness among the members of the
society under review. Next strategy under this category, called some other apology tactics
is also mostly applied by speakers of close group in both the languages and its least
application ratio varies between the remaining two groups i.e., acquaintance and distant: in
English DCT its least application has been made by the‘ speakers of distant group and in
Urdu DCT its minimum application has been made by speakers of acquaintance group.
Differences also encounter in application of different sub- strategies e.g., offering meal/
candies has not been used by the speakers of distant group. As the close and acquaintance
groups normally remain in contact so this offer restricts to them only as the strangers having
no strong bond or chances of future interaction they hope least for future relations. So,
there is not a single application of thts strategy.

The next strategy counter attack has made nominal appearance in the responses
given by the speakers of close group (Eng: 7.2% & Urdu: 3%). On the basis of data
presented in table 6.5 it can be said that highest application of this strategy is made by
acquaintance (Eng: 29% & Urdu: 23%) and distant (Eng: 8%"% & Urdu: 28 %) groups
alternatively with respect to language change i.e. English and Urdu. It suggests that
speakers of the community under study are more concerned about their kinship so it is least
used in close group because according to the interviewees this strategy is blunt in nature
and brothers least about the inconvenience suffered by the other party whereas all that
apologies need is a care and compensation, which turns out to have been a reason of its
minimum application in ‘close’ group and more application is made in acquaintance and

distant groups. Similar is the case with respect to application of the strategy called denial
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of offence which is not at all used by the speakers of close group in both the languages and
in distant group in Urdu DCT and in English DCT of this group too it has got lowest
application. Thus, it can be concluded that is not highly favoured strategy among any of
the group members. That is why the highest value of application it got among the
acquaintance group remained just 29% in English and 23% in Urdu.

In order to conclude effects of social distance on application of third mega apology
category called apologies as CMDs it can be forwarded that different strategies
accumulated under this category have gone through different patterns e.g., the first two
strategies i.e., counter attack and denial of offence have got maximum application by
speakers of acquaintance group. Denial of offence is not at afl used by close group in any
of the languages whereas the distant group did not use it in Urdu DCT (Appendix1).
Apology strategies Showing intimacy and some other apology tactics have made highest
appearance in the apologies forwarded by close group which might be a direct result of
societal norms that there comes no need of formal, explicit apologies in close relationships
which results in multiplication of application of these strategies subsumed under the
umbrella of apologies as CMDs - third mega apology category. In general, it can be
concluded that though lack definite pattern associated with language change, social

distance effects its application.

6.5.3 - Effects of Severity of Offense on Application of ‘Apologies as CMDs’

The current section is going to evaluate effects of severity of offensefactor on
application of third nega apology category called apologies as CMDs (figure 3.2). In the
present study (his factor has been classified into two categories: severe and not-severe

(table 3.1). The first category called severe included situation 3 (employee got late for
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meeting with boss), situation 6 (hitting a car and breaking its door), situation 10 (bumping
into a passenger and causing his luggage fall), situation 11 (head of a department forgot to
inform junior employee about mneeting with Dean), situation 13 (an MD forgot official
meeting with MD of another department), Situation | 4 (boss keeps junior colleague waiting
for long time), and situation 15 (visitor drops a glass of water on officer’s table) while
situation 01 {professor did not return term paper of the students in time), situation 2
(student forgot to bring teacher’s book back), situation 4 (speaker forgot meeting with a
friend), situation 5 ( father forgot to take his son for shopping), situation 7 (speaker reached
late to receive his elder brother at airport), situation 8 ( boss couldn’t visit employee in the
hospital), situation 9 (waiter presented wrong meal to the customer and; situation 12 (a
colleague interpreted your comment wrongly) are included in ‘not severe’ situations. Table
6 indicates frequency distribution of apology strategics grouped under the heading of
apologies as CMDs- third mega apology category interacting with severity of offense
factor:

Table 6.6. Frequency distribution of apology strategies interacting with severity of

offence factor
Apology Severe Not- Severe Total
Strategies E: % L % E: %o u: % E: % U %
Counter attack 51 6% | 203 24% 262 19% {173 23% | 313 14.1% [ 376 7%
Denial of offence 101 122% [0 0% | 100 7.2% 1167 12% | 201 9% | 167 74%
| Showing intimacy | 295 36% 251 29.5% | 616 44.4% | 771 55% [ 911 412% | 1022 45%
Other apology
tactics.
Exclamation 238 63% 176 45% |94 23% |50 17% | 332 42% | 226 33%
Religious reference | 39 10.3% | 56 14.2% | 107 26.1% |99 33.5% | 146 18.5% | 155 22.4%
-please as sorey 58 15.4% 151 383% | 124 0.3% |38 13% | 182 23.1% | 189 27.4%
-offering meal 41 11% 11 3% | 84 205% | 108 37% | 125 16% | 119 17.2%
-Gestures 0 0% 0 0% {0 0% 0 0% | 0 0% [0 0%
Sub- total 376 46% 394 46.4% | 409 294% | 295 21% | 78535.5% | 689 30.5%
Total 823} l848] [13871 11406] 2210 100 | 2254 100
= |100 = |06 = |100 = | 100
37% 38% 63% 62%
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An examination of table 6.:. /s that there is noticeable difference in application
of strategies included under the umbrzlia of third apology category- apologies as CMDs-
due to impact of severity of the offence. In response to DCTs (appendix1) in both the
languages maximum application of this mega category can be noticed in the case of not-
severe offences (Eng: 63% & Urdu: 62%) in comparison to the responses forwarded to the
severe offences (Eng: 37% & Urdu: 38%). Al macro level a close resemblance can be
noticed in application of this category in the cases of severe and not- severe offences in
both the languages, but at micro level many differences regarding application of different
strategies are obvious. In the case of severe offences, for example, the values of different
strategies and sub- strategies are as follows: counfer attack (Eng: 6.1% & Urdu: 24%),
denial of offence (Eng: 12% & Urdu: 0%), application of word please as apology (Eng:
15% & Urdu: 38"4). Likewise, in the case of not- severe offences too, such differences are
noticeable e.g., showing infimacy (Eng: 44%& Urdu: 55%), please as apology/ sorry (Eng:
30% & Urdu: 13%) and offering meal / candv (Eng: 20% & Urdu: 37%).

While trying to trace out influence of severity of offence on choice of respondents with
respect to strategies of this mega apology category (figure 3.2) a further ook at table 6.6
reveals that respondents have applied very few strategies in higher percentage in the cases
of severe offences e.g., exclamation got the application rate 63% and 45% respectively in
English and Urdu in the case of sever offences and its value remained 23% and 17%
respectively in English and Urdu in the case of not- severe offences. Counter attack has
got higher application in case of severe offences (24%) in Urdu DCT as compared to not
sever (12.2). Similarly, sub- strategies of the strategy some other apology tactics have got

higher application in case of sever offences in Urdu DCT (38%) as compared to not- sever
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offences (13%). An interesting point to note about application of word please as an apology
semantic formula is that though an English word it has also appeared in Urdu DCT for
apologizing purpose.

To sum up discussion about effects of severity of offence on application of third
mega apology category called apologies as CMDs it can be stated on the basis of data
presented in the table (6.6) that it has noticeable influence on overall application of this
apology category in both the languages. Maximum application of this mega apology
category is made in cases of not- severe offences (Eng: 63% & Urdu: 62%) whereas in the
cases of severe offences its application is comparatively very low (Eng: 37% & Urdu:
38%24). Thus, at macro level, in context of severity of offence there seems similarity in
application of apology strategies in both the languages in the similar category of offence
but detailed study on micro level brings forth many differences in application of strategies
and sub- strategies. Thus, based on the data collected through both the DCTs {Appendix])
it can be calculated that severity of offence is a difference making factor in case of
application of third mega apology apologies as CMDs. The reason of high application of
this apology category in not-severe offences might be due to common attitude of the people
under study to apply explicit apologies in the cases called severe (table 4.5) and then just
to avoid apologizing directly and let the communication go. So, they depend heavily on

apologies as CMDs in case of not severe offences.

6.5.4- Effect of Conversational Setting on Application of Apologies as CMDs

Based on observation of the society under study formality level of the

conversational sefting has been included in the list of the factors influencing selection of
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apologetic expressions. Some other research scholars like Holme (1995) and
Deuctschmann (2003) have also included this factor in their research studies and found it
considerably influential part of conversational setting. For the said purpose, two formality
fevels distinguished as ‘formal” and ‘informal” have been included in the present research.
Situations in which participants predominantly behave according to their professional
roles; and the conversational limits are dictated by the situation and surrounding are called
‘formal’. On the other hand, ‘informal situations’ are based on private roles of the
interlocutors and usually take place in the homes of the participants, and or between friends
or interlocutors in parties, parks, play grounds etc.

As discussed in chapter 3 (table 3.1), formal situations in the present study include:
situation 0] (professor did not return term paper of the students in time), situation 2 (student
forgot to bring teacher's book back), situation 3 (employee got late for meeting with boss),
situation 11 ( head of a department forgot to inform junior employee about meeting with
Dean), situation 13 (an MD forgot official meeting with MD of another department),
Situation 14 (two friends as boss and junior), and situation 15 (a visitor dropped water on
table of an officer). The informal situations, on the other hand, encompass following
situations: situation 4 ( speaker forgot meeting with a friend), situation no 5 ( father forgot
to take his son for shépping), situation 6 (speaker bumped into a car and broke its window),
situation 7 ( speaker reached late to receive his elder brother at airport), situation 8 ( boss
couldn’t visit employee in the hospital), situation 9 (waiter presented wrong meal to the
cuslomer), situation 10 ( speaker bumped info an elderly speaker and hurt his leg) and
situation 12 ( a colleague interpreted your comment wrongly). Table 6.7 demonstrates

frequency and percentage value of the strategies encompassing third mega apology
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category called apologies as CMDs with reference to effect of formality level of

conversational setting.

Table 6.7. Apologies as CMDs ‘and effect of formality level of conversational selting

Apology Formal Informal Total
Strategies B % U: % E: % % | E: %o U %
1-counter attack 0 0% | 5 1% | 313 19% | 371 21.1% | 31314.1% 176 17%
| 2-Denial of offence | 20 4% | 0 0% [ 181 11% | 167 9.5% | 201 9% 167  7.4%
3-showing 171 31% 1125 25% | 740  45% [ 897 S51% }91141.2% 1022 45%
intimacy
4- Other apologetic
tactics:
-Exclamation 205 56% | 172 47% | 127 30% |54 17% | 332 42% 226 33N
-Religious 59 16% |34 9.2% | R7 21% | 121 38% | 146 18.5% 155  22.4%
reference
-please as sorry 58 16% |15 41% | 124 293% | 38 12% [ 182 23.1% | i89 27.4%
-offering meal 41 11% |11 3% | 84 20% | 108 34% { 125 16% 119 17.2%
-Cestures 0 % | 0 0% |0 % |0 0% |0 0% 0% 0%
Sub- total 363 65% | 368 74% | 422 25% | 321 18.2% | 78535.5% 689  30.5%
Total 554 498 1656 1756 2210 100 | 2254 100
| = 1100 [ = ]IOO [ = ]100 = ]100
| 25% 22% 75%) 78%

The data collected through DCTs (Appendix!) and presented in table 6.7 clearly
endorses that formality level of conversational setting influences application of strategies
included under apology category called apologies as CMDs. The table (6.7) demonstrates
that the speakers while apologizing in both the languages. employ thts category
considerably more in informal settings (English: 75% & Urdu: 78%} than in formal settings
(English: 25% & Urdu 22%). Exclamation is the only sub- strategy which has got
maximum application (Eng: 56% & Utdu: 47%) in the apologies made in formal setting.
Another sub- strategy called. use of word please instead of sorry has also made more
appearance in Urdu language (41%) in case of formal setting as compared to informal.
Showing intimacy is strategy which though got higher application rate in informal

situations in both the languages (Eng: 45% & Urdu: 51%) has also made a considerable
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appearance (Eng: 31% & Urdu: 25%) in formal situations too. But, a noticeable pointed
noted in application of showing intimacy and offering meal in formal setting is that it s
restricted to the situations where the apologizec is either equal or lower in status or belongs
to close group. All the remaining strategies and sub-strategies have been employed
exceedingly in informal situations then the formalones even counfer attack and denial of
offence have negligible appearance in formal situation in both the languages i.e., (Eng: 0%
& Urdu: 1%%) and (Eng: 4% & Urdu: 0%) respectively.

With regard to effects of formality level it is intcresting to note that same offence
has got different level of application of the strategies consisting this apology category i.e.,
there are more apologies in formal setting for (he same offences which grabbed less or
considerably very low apologies in informal settings e.g., situation 3 and 7 (Appendix 1)
both deal with ‘time offence’ but the number of apologies as CMDs in situation 7 (Eng:
n=209 & Urdu: n=252) which is marked as informal outrides application of apology
strategies consisting this apology mega category in situation No 3 (English: n=99 & Urdu:
n=30) which is marked as formal situation. Also, further difference in application of
different strategies constituting this mega apology category (figure 3.2) in the case of
different formality levels can also be noted e.g., number of religious references in formal
situations is 16% in English and 9% in Urdu, whereas in informal situations it is 21% in
responses of English DCTs and 38% in case of Urdu DCTs (table 6.7).

Thus, based on the data presented in table 6.7 it can be calculated that application
of third mega apology category called apologies as CMDs is largely influenced by the
formality level of the conversational setting. Only one fourth part of its application is made

in formal setting in response to English DCTs whereas in case of Urdu DCT (Appendix 1}
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this application ratio even goes be. . ... this level and gets hardly 22% of application of

this mega apology category called apologies as CMDs.

6.6- Summary of Chapter 6

This chapter deals with application of third mega apology category called apologies
as CMDs. Al first overall application ratio of strategies encompassing this category has
been explored in detail then application of strategies and sub- strategies has been
investigated in different situations provided in DCTs (Appendix1). After that, effects of
different social factors like social status, social distance, severity of offense and difference
in formality levels have been examined. The results of the chapter show effects of these
factors on apology strategies of the interlocutors in both the languages i.e., English and
Urdu. A summary of the findings of this chapter is as follows:

Al the strategies included under this apology category except denial of offence are
not a part of CCSARP model (Blum - Kulka et al., (1989). But, these sirategies are included
into it (figures, 3.1 & 3.2) due to their considerable presence in the data collected through
observations {Appendix2) and DCTs (Appendix1} to device a new taxonomy for analysing
current data. These newly added strategies and sub-strategies reflect peculiar social norms
of the society under study. Out of these strategies, swearing and offering meal might well
be atiributed to religious influence because in Islamic society quoting religion and oftfering
meal are commendable deeds. So, they havea potential to help settle the conflicts.

Regarding influence of social status, based on the data presented in table (6.4) it

can be calculated that social status of the interlocutors affect speakers with respect to
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application of this mega apology category. Speakers of equal group make maximum use of
this category (Eng: 49%& Urdu: 50%%) whereas the other extremes on this social status
continuum i.e., higher and lower have shown almost similar tendency towards this apology
category i.¢., higher (English: 25% & Urdu: 25%) and lower ( Eng: 25% & Urdu: 25%)
which is contrary to Brown & Levinson {1978) and favours Wolfson’s Bulge theory (1988}
according to which extremes of social continuum render similar type of attitude. Maximum
application of this calegory by members of equal group is also in harmony with Holimes’s
assertion that equals have to care a lot about their relationship with others. They (equals)
are neither too close to take the relationship strong enough to bear apologetic situations
smoothly nor is their relationship too weak to be ignored.

As for as effects of social distance factor on application of apologies as CMDs —
third mega apology category- (figure 3.2) is concerned, a comparatively high ratio of its
application by speakers belonging to close group is found in both the languages (English
and Urdu). However, there are few differences at micro level, for example, different
strategies accumulated under this calegory have gone through different patterns e.g., the
first two strategies i.e., counter atfack and denial of offence havegot maximum application
by speakers of acquaintance group. Denial of offence has not at all been used by close
group in any of the languages whereas the distant group has not used it in Urdu DCT.
Strategies showing intimacy and some other apologetic tactics have made highest
appearance in the apologies forwarded by close group which might be a direct result of the
societal norms that there comes no need of explicit and formal apologics in close
relationships which results in multiplication of application of such strategies like offering

meal, smile, laughter, pressing the shoulder etc., (Rahman: p.'N. In distant group offering
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meal is not at all employed in any language. During observations (Appendix2), too, it has
been noted that this strategy is confined mainly either to the speakers of close group or
high social status. In sum, social distance affects application of this mega apology category
to a small extent but least definite application pattern of strategies constituting this apology
category can be found related to influence of social distance. These findings about social
status and social distance endorse the findings of Muhammed (2006) who asserted that the
choice of apology strategy is affected by social status more than social distance.

As far as effects of severity of offence are concerned, the data from both the
languages show that Kashmiri speakers tend to apologize in informal situations by
preferably applying this mega apology category- apologies as CMDs. The data presented
in table (6.6) shows that its maximum application 1S made in the cases of not- severe
offences (Fng: 63% & Urdu: 62%) whereas if severe offences happen, its application is
comparatively very low (Eng: 37% & Urdu: 38). Further, last factor found effective
regarding application of this mega apology strategy (table 6.6) is formality level of the
conversational setting. Only one fourth part of its total application has appeared in formal
setting in response to English DCT (Appendix 1) whereas in case of Urdu DCT (Appendix
2} its application even goes beneath this level and makes hardly 22% of total application
of this category. Thus, it can be said that this apology category is not preferred in formal
conversational settings and severe offences rather it is more frequentin case of not-severe
offences take place in informal situations by the speakers who mostly belong to high social
status or enjoy close relationship.

In suim, on the basis of discussion made throughout this chapter it can be concluded

that while applying third mega apology strategy called apologies as CMDs for apologizing,
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Kashmiri speakers get affected by ... constraints like social status, social distance, and
severity of offense and formality level. The apology strategies accumulated under this
apology category are not employed primarily with the intension of accepting the mistake
or apologizing in anyway but the purpose they carry is that of continuing conversation and
reduce communication breakdown. According to researchers such as Grice (1975), Leech
(1983), and Brown and Levinson (1978/1987), such non-apology strategies are culture-
otiented patterns of social interaction and represent uniqueness of particular culture and
language. Likewise, many of the strategies discussed under the umbrella of third mega
apology category apologies as CMDs seem to be a direct product of exclusive cultural

values, patterns of thought and religious orientation of the society under study.
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CHAPTER 7

SYNTHESIS OF DATA

7.1. Introduction te Chapter 7

On the hasis of analysis carried out in chapters 4,5 & 6, the current chapter aims to
investigate attitude of the people of the society under study towards speech act of apology.
Discussion would be made in this regard by focusing on the objectives set for the current
study (section, 1.5) including whether change of language affects selection of apology
strategies resulting in overall change in apologetic attitude of the speakers. The sample of
the study has Urdu as their mother/ national language and English as their second official
language. The sample consists of the people who are studying in final vear of Master’s in
English Language and Literature. So, it is not hard to imagine that they have no problem
with regard to usage of English language and have got a reasonable awareness towards
Fnglish culture by having read English literature for many years as literature is presumed
to be a reflection of life. Attempts have been made in previous chapters to provide valuable
insights regarding how apologies are conceived in this culture, leading towards the way
apologies are realized in two different languages assuming the rest of the factors similar.
To this end, analysis has been drawn on many inter and intra-language research studies
addressing the speech act of apology. Research on speech act of apology in Kashmiri
society is an area that has not been explored so far, thus in order to have an understanding
of how speech act of apology is realized and politeness operates in this culture, it is

pettinent to study apology expression, both linguistic and non-linguistic, being used
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because the preferences of the interlocutors in this regard are likely to signpost the course

politeness as being perceived in thus culture.

7.2- Application of Mega Apology Categories

First of all, overall results concerning use of three mega apology categories: explicit
apologies. implicit apologies and; apologies as CMDs (section: 3.6.1 - figure 3.2} are
analysed to explore the most often used basic apology category because different nature of
these categories demonstrate different apology orientation of the population under study.
In total, 3750 remedial exchanges are provided by 250 respondents, in response to 15
situations provided in DCTs (Appendix 1), both in English and Urdu languages. Table 7.1
embodies value of each of the three apology categories (figure 3.2).

Table 7.1. Total frequencies and percentage value of three mega apology categories in

the data collected through DCTs (Appendix])

IEng. Urdu
Apology Categories | Frequency | Percentage | Frequency | Percentage
[xplicit Apologies | 2728 34% 2438 It%
Implicit Apologies | 3092 38% 3193 40%
Apologies as CMDs | 2210 28% 2254 29%
Total 8030 100% 7885 100%

The table (7.1) manifests that out of these three mega apology categories implicit
apologies exceed in both the languages. In English DCT (Appendix1) it makes 38% of the
total apologies whereas in Urdu DCT (Appendix 1) it is 40% of the total apologics extended
by the respondents. Apologies as CMDs has been least used category in both the DCTs

bearing the values i.e., 28% in English and 29% in Urdu. Whereas, ‘explicit apologies " is
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second highly favoured mega apology category for apologizing in both the languages (Eng:
34 & Urdu: 31). Overall high application rate of implicit apologies- second mega apology
category implies that the population under study does not yield to apologizing explicitly
rather they prefer such expressions which without bearing vivid apology or ‘sorry’
communicate to the recipient that they are ashamed of what has happened, or they regret

it. they deeply apologize for the happening etc.

7.3- Application of Apology Strategies Encompassing Mega Apology Categories

In this section an attemipt is made to explore preference given to different apology
strategies by the respondents of the study. For this purpose, data (collected through DCTs-
appendix 1} presented in tables 4.1, 5.1 and 6.1 has been integrated in table (7.2) to find out
overall frequency and percentage value of each strategy included in the taxonomy (figure
3.2) applied for analysis of data in the current study.

Table: 7.2. Values of apology strategies encompassing three mega apology categories

Strategies - English Urdu
Frequency Percentage | Frequency | P'ercentage

IFID 1299 16.17% | 812 10.2%
_Explanation L 1096 14% 1451 18.4%
Responsivily 181 2.2% 0 0%
| Concern for hearer 686 8.5% 563 7.1%
Compensation 1130 14% 1298 16.4%
Forbearance | 118 1.5% 328 4.1%
‘Minimization | 447 Yo 371 5%
Suggestion 863 11% 808 10.2%
Counler Attack 313 4% 376 5%
Denial 20l 2.5% 167 2.1%
Intimacy 911 11.3% 1022 13%
Some other apology tactics | 785 10% 689 9%
[LTotal 8030 100 7885 100
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While attempting to find out overall apologetic attitude of the population under
study. a look at tahle 7.2 delineates that there occurs a difference in application of
individual strategies encompassing three mega apology categories in both the languages.
In English DCT (Appendix ). /1D is the most frequently applicd apology strategy which
makes 16% of the total strategies whereas in Urdu explanation is the most frequently
applied apology strategy (18%). Offer of compensation is second highly favoured apology
strategy in the data collected both in English and Urdu. In English DCT its value is noted
as 14% while in Urdu DCT (Appendix1) it makes 16% of the total apologies. In addition
to it (offer of compensation), explanation, 100, is second highly favoured apology strategy
in English DCT. According to table 7.2, third most frequently used apology strategy is
showing intimacy in both the languages (Eng: 11%& Urdu: 13%) whereas fourth main
apology strategy in English DCT is suggestion while according to Urdu DCT, fourth main
apology strategy is [F11) which is top most applied strategy in English DCT. In English
DCT. fifth most applied apology strategy by the members of society under review is a
constituent of third mega apology category called apologies as CMDs which is called some
other apology tactics. In Urdu DCT data. on the contrary, suggestion is fifth main apology
strategy. Concern for hearer, according to the table 7.2 happens 10 be sixth mainly applied
apology strategy in English DCT making 8.5% of the total apology strategies. On the other
hand, in Urdu DCT, newly added apology strategy (figure 3.1) called some other apology
tactics is sixth mainly used apology strategy making 8.7% of the total apologies made by
the respondents. Minimization of offence stands out as seventh largest applied apology
strategy making about 6% of the total apologies extended by respondents in response to

English DCT (Appendix 1). Whereas in Urdu DCT (Appendix 1) concern for hearer holds
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number seven with respect to its application in apology process. It makes 7 % of the total
apologies exchanged by the interlocutors. Counter attack which appears under the umbrella
of apologies as CMDs — third mega apology category, occupies eighth position on the
hierarchy of usage both in English and Urdu DCTs (appendix 1) making 4% and 5% of the
total apology exchanges respectively in English and Urdu by the interlocutors. According
to Urdu DCT results, along with cowntter attack another strategy called minimization of
affence from the group included under second mega apology category — implicif apologies
shares this position making 5% of the total apologies. Denial of offence, a newly added
apology strategy to the taxonomy being applied in current study (figure 3.2) is at ninth
position with respect fo its application in English DCT (2.5%) while in Urdu DCT pronise
of forbearance attains ninth position in total apologies exchanged among the intetlocutors.
It makes merely 1.5% of the total apologies according to table 7.2.

Nene of the remaining strategies could get more than 2.2% in English DCT and
2 174 in Urdu DCT data. Aun interesting point regarding taking on responsibility - third
main strategy of CCSARP model (199%) is its total absence from data collected through
Urdu DCT (Appendix1) and in English DCT (Appendix1) too, it is one of the lowest
applied apology strategies ohtaining tenth position on hierarchy of application scale. Least
applied strategy in English DCT. too, is one of the fundamental constituent apology
strategies (promise of forhearance) of CCSARP model (fig, 3.1}.

The above discussion brings out some important points regarding application of
strategies included in the taxonomy being applied for analysis of data in the current study.
These strategies are grouped under three main apology categories: explicit apologies;

implicit apologies; and apologies as CMDs (section3.6.1- figure 3.2). There are many
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differences with respect to selection of apology strategies by speakers while apologizing
in two different languages. A pictorial presentation of hierarchy of choice with respect to

selection by the respondents in both the languages is given in figure 7.1.

Figure, 7.1
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A detailed look at figure 7.1 demonstrates that: top six common apology strategies
applied by the respondents of both the DCTs (Appendix 1) are: JFIDs, Explanation, offer
of compensation, showing intimacy, suggestion and some other apologetic tactics though
with variation in their position between no=I to no= 6. While, in case of rest of the
strategies there are huge differences with respect to their position on application rate scale
(figure 7.1}. Only few strategies are found to have got similar position with respect to their
application in the responses provided by respondents of DCTs (English and Urdu). These
strategies include offer ofcompensation which is second highly favoured apology strategy
in responses of both the DCTs: shawing intimacy which is third most applied apology
strategy in both the DCTs; and counfer attack which is comparatively less applied apology
strategy owing number eighth based on its application in responses of both the DCTs
(figure 7.1).

IFIDs, the most frequently used apology strategy in English DCT is found rare and
restricted in its application, during observation. Its use is mainly noticed in case of formal
situations. When. during interviews the respondents are inquired about this discrepancy in
application of this strategy, during observation and in English DCT (Appendix1), they
ascribed it to the easy to use expressions of JFID strategy in English as compared to Urdu
expressions which are more face threatening for apologizers. One of the interviewee said,
“if is easier to use /FID in English as compared to Urdu language ... hmm... as in Urdu,
e.g.. to apologise becomes more difficult by saying Mein Maafi chahta houn™ (appendix
3). On the other hand, Explanation. highest applied strategy in Urdu DCT which is
commonly noticed during observation too, is regarded by the interviewees as the most

appropriate and socially endorsed way of apologizing which is evident from its being part
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of almost every apology made. Fer . discrepancies have also been noticed with respect
to responses supplied to DCTs (Appendix1) and the observations made in real life of the
respondents e.g., cownter attack and denial of offence have abundantly been encountered
during observations but in DCTs data their application rate is comparatively low. It shows
difference in perception and reality. It seems that some of the replies provided in DCTs are
but a reflection of respondents’ belief system, while the actual attitude noticed during
ohservation tells a different story. Another strategy which has made less appearance i
DCTs (Appendix 1) replies whereas is noticed excessively present in real life encounters is
some other apology tactics” which subsumes many sub strategies (table 6.1). The reason
for less application of this strategy in DCTs data might be that some of its sub strategies
like gestures, smile, laughter, silence, bowing the head etc.. are not possible to be applied
in DCTs. in written form. It is noticed during observations that in the society under
consideration this strategy makes a considerably large rather maximum portion of
apologies and helps settling down differences and offences amicably especially in the case
of closely intimate participants.

Data presented in table 7.1 and 7.2 makes it obvious that selection and application
of apology semantic formulae by the respondents of the current study are not always the
same while apologizing in two different languages. Apology strategies used in English
DCT (8030) exceed the total number of those applied in Urdu DCT (7885). Similarly, the
preference given to different strategies also vary widely: out of tweive apology strategies
used in total, (figure 3.1) top six strategies are same, with variation in their position between

no—=1 to no=6. in both the DCTs. A very minimal number of strategies are found occupying
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same position in the responses yielded to both the DCTs i.e., offer of compensation at

number two: showing intimacy at number 3 and counter attack at number ei ght.

7.4- Application of Apology Strategies in Different Situations

Situation provided in DCTs (appendix 1) are different from each other with respect

to social status of the interlocutors, social distance prevailing between participants, severity

of offence and: nature of conversational setting i.e., formal or informal etc. Application of

different strategies (figure, 3.2) as they appeared in different situations provided in DCTs

is given in table 7.3.

‘Table: 7.3. Apology strategies as appeared in different situations (DC Ts-appendix 1)

Strategies S1 S2 53
Eng. %o Urdu Eng. Urdu Eng. Urdu Eng. Urdu
""L 1 30= 10% 20= 6.3% | 238= 33% 210=30% 216=29.2% | 195=27% 15=3% 30= 10%
Fxplanation 82-205% | 85= 27% | 66= 9% | 147:21% | 202=27.3% | 239=33.2% | 0-0% 88 = 29.5%
Responsibility
i 0= 0% 0=0% 141=19.3% 0= 0% 20=3% 0= 0% 0=0% 0= 0%
Concemn 0= 0% 0= 0% | 57= 8% 29=4.1% 22=3% 0= 0% 0 =0% 0= 0%
_Compensati(m 113= 38% 172= 54% | 181=25% 140 =20% 0=0% D= 0% 0=0% 113= 38%
forhearance 0= 0% 0=0 5= 3.4% 136=19.2% | 91=12.3% 192= 27% | 0=0% 0= 0%
Minimization 0= 0% 0= 0 0= 0% 0= 0% 89=12% 63= 9% 40 8% 0= 0%
Suggestion 0= 0% 0= 0% 0= 0% 0= 0% 0=0% 0=0% 159= 325% | 0= 0%
Counter attack 0= 0% 0= 0% 0= 0% 0= 0% 0=0% 0=0% 62=13% D= 0%
) Denial 0= 0% 0= 0% 0= 0% 0= 0% 0=0% 0=0% 0=0% 0= 0%
Intimacy 67= 0% 40=13% 0=0% 0 =0% 0=0% 0-0% 130= 26.5% 67= 0%
Other Tactics | 0 = 0% 0= 0% 20=3% 45=6.3% 99=13.3% 30=4.1% 83=17% 0 = 0%
Totat 298 317 728 100 707 100 739= 100 719 100 489 100 298
Sirategies S5 56 s7 S8
Eng. % Urdu % | Eng. % | Urdu®% Eng. % | Urdu % _Eng. %o Urdu %
'Ho 33= 7.6% 7=13% | 135-19% | 80= 11% | 29= 5% 0=0% =14 3= 1%
Explanation 0= 0% 2=.3% 110= 15% 97= 14% | 168=28.3% 213= 34.2% 13=16% 100=17"%
Responsibility | 0= 0% 0=0% 20- 5% | 0= 0% | 0= 0% 0= 0% 0= 0% 0= 0%
Concern 0= 0% 0= 0% 156= 22% | 0= 0% 186=31.4% | 120= 19.2% | 0=-0% 34=9%
Compensation 120 =27.7% | 189=37% 154 =21% | 200=8% 0= 0% 0= 0% 170=26% 159=27%
Forbearance 0 =0% 0= 0% 0= 0% 0= 0% 0= 0% 0= 0% 0=0% 0= %
Minimization | 0 = 0% 0= 0% 0- 0% | 127-8% | 0= 0% 37= 6% 01-16% 5= %
Suggestion 30= 7% 50=10% 58= B% 20= 3% 0= 0% 0= 0% 10-15% 0= 15%
Counter attack _| 0= 0% 0=0% 51= 7% | 92= 13% | 0= 0% 0= 0% 0~ 0% 0- 0%
Denial 0=10% 0= 0% 0= 0% 0= 0% = 0% 0= 0% 0=0% 0= 0%
Showing o0-14% 50- 10%
intimacy 150-345% | 157=31% | 32= 4% | 76=11% | 150=253% | 150=24.1%
Other T 100=17"%
Tactics 100= 23% | 100-20% | 5=.6% 13=2% 59= 10% 102 163%_ |
Total 433 100 505 100 | 721 100 | 705 100 | 592 100 | 622 100 100 100




261

Strategics 59 S19 SIl S12
Eng. %a Urdu %% Eng % | Urdu% Eng.% Urdu % Eng. % Uirdu %
IFID 31-9.2% 23=5% 104=14% |  30=4% 43=14.4% 20-7% 25=4.4% 0= 0%
Explanation A9=12.4% 42-9% 55=7 20=3% 20=7% 67=23% 25=4.4% 64=14%
Responsibility 0-0% 0-0% 0=0% 0-0% 0=0% 0= 0% 0= 0% 0= 0%
Concern 1-=0% 0=0% 225=30% | 1BO=25% 0=0% 99=35% 40=7% 0= 0%
Compensation 104=19% 11=24% | 106=14% | 170=23% 0=0% 3=1% 0= 0% 0= 0%
Forbearance 0=0% 0-0% 0=0% 0=0% 0=0% 0-0% 0= 0% 0= 0%
Minimization 0=0% 0=0% 0=0% 0=0% 52<17.5% 25-9% 85=15% 0= 0%
| Suggestion 186=33.3% | 138=M% | p=0% 70-10% | 36-12.1% | 0=0% 50= 9% 20=4.3%
Counter attack | 0=0% 11=2% 0=0% 106=15% 0=0% 5=2% 200=35.4% 139=30%
Denial 0= 0% 0=0% 81<10.6% 0=0% 0=0% 0-0% 100=18% 167=36%
' Showing intimacy | 31-9.2% 23-5% | 104-14% | 30-a% | 43=14.4% 20=7% B=1.4% 70-15%
Other Tactics | 697124% 42=9% 55=7% 20=3% 20=7% 67=23% 31=5.4% 3=6% ]
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Strategies | S13 SH4 | SIS Tutal
Eog. % Urdu % | Enp. % Urdu % Eng. % Urdu "4 Eng. % Urdu %
Al
s | w0=173% | 41-85% 40-14% 35= B% | 150=43% 92=25% 1799= 16% | 812=102%
__Hp'm""“ 115 20% | 186-39% | 50=175% | 64-14.3% | 25=7% 56-15.1% 1096= 14% 1451=18.4%
Responsibitity 0= 0% 0= 0% 0= 0% 0-0% 0= 0% 0= 0% 181= 2% 0 = 0%
Concern 0= 0% | 0= 0% 0= 0% 46=102% | 0= 0% 35-9.4% 686= 8.5% 563= 7.1%
Compensation
] 18= 3.1% | 0= 0% 104=36.4% | 64-14.3% | 60=17% 90=24.3% 1130= 14% 1298=16.4%
Forbeatance = . 3% 0= 0% 0= 0% 0= 0% 0= 0% 0= 0% 118= 1.4% 328-4.1%
Minimization 80= 14% | 0= 0% 0= 0% 0= 0% 0= 0% 0= 0% 447= 5.5% 371= 5%
Suagestion
] ' 139=24.1% | 155-32.4% | 71=25% 120=27% | 34=10% 0= 0% 863= 11% 808=10.2%
Counter attack 0= 0% 0- 0% 0= 0% 0= 0% = 0% 0- 0% 313- 4% 376= 5%
Denial 20= 3.4% 0- 0% 0= 0% 0= 0% 0= 0% 0= 0% 201= 2.5% 167= 2.1%
Intimacy 0= 0% 20=4.1% 0= 0% 65-14.5% = 0% 0= 0% 911= 11% 1022=13%
| Other lactics 101=17.5% | 76=16% 20- % 53-12% 81=23% 97=26.2% 785= 10% 689= 9%
Total 575 100 478 100 285 100 | 447 100 | 350 100 170 100 8030 100 7885 100

On the bases of tables 4.2, 5.2 and 6.2 percentage value of all the apology strategies
in each situation (Appendix1) has been calculated and then collectively listed in table 7.3.
Rased on data presented in this table (7.3) it becomes evident that situation 01 is one of
(hose situations which have eamned lowest number of apologies (Eng = 298 & Urdu=317).
By examining data, collected for this particular situation, it is found that explanation, offer
of compensation and showing intimacy are overriding strategies applied in both the
languages in this situation. In English data, offer of con'zpensation is the most frequently
applied strategy followed by explanation and showing intimacy, while /FID has been
lowest applied one. Conversely, in Urdu DCT (Appendix 1) explanation has been second

highly applied strategy, followed by showing intimacy while offer of compensation stands
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out as highest applied apology stratrgy and /1I1) as lowest one. There can be noticed a
marked difference in offer of compensation (English 38% &Urdu 54%) and showing
intimacy (Eng: 22% & Urdu: 13%) regarding their application in two languages. Selection
of strategy in this situation throws light of societal conception or belief system attached to
the status of a university professor, according to which s/he is not supposed or expected to
apologize overlly. We may interpret the subjects' recourse to these strategies in the situation
having no real damage as a strategic attempt to avoid application of explicit apology,
especially J/7Ds which according to an interviewee “is more likely to bring face loss to
apologizer”. According to one of the interviewees, “it becomes very difficult to seek
forgiveness... hmm... so better is to forward some excuse than to take blame™. Thus, all
the three most applied strategies give a clear indication of high social status the speaker
owe in the society.

Situation 2. in which a student is an apologizer who has forgotten to bring a
teacher’s book back. grabs second highest number of apologies in the data collected
through bath the DCTs (Appendix 1) besides being marked not severe in nature. It gives an
indication of the influence the position and status of the apologizee may create. overall,
there is applied a rich variety of expressions ranging from IF1Ds, the most frequently
applied apology strategy in this situation (Eng: 33% & Urdu: 30%) to offer of compensation
(Fog: 25%. Urdu: 20%). Offer of compensation which according to Blum-Kulka et al,,
(1989) is a situation specific formula to be employed only in those cases where physical
Joss is invalved - issecond highly applied apology strategy (25%) in English DCT. In case
of second situation, having a student who forgets to bring back teacher’s book which

implies a different approach existing in the society with respect to relationship of offence
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and application of strategy. Strategy called taking on responsibility which is second least
applied apology strategy (table, 7.3) in English DCT (Appendix 1) and totally absent from
Urdu DCT data makes its highest appearance in this situation. While in Urdu DCT, the
second highly applied apology semantic formula is explanation (21%). Promise of
forbearance the least applied apology formula which has appeared in only three situations
(table 7.3) is also applied in this situation. So, this situation is the one in which apologizers
have depended on léss favoured apology expressions (faking on responsibility and Promise
of forbearance) too. For example, the interviewees categorize taking on responsibility and
promtise of forbearance highly face threatening for apol;)gizers so are less applied in both
the DCTs (Appendix 1) but they are employed considerably in situation 2. During
observations, hardly any example of these strategies is found in informal situations.
Contrary to the general attitude of not taking seriously the act of getting late for an
appointment, situation 3 (appendix 1} involving an employee as an apologizer who gets
late for an official meeting has not only been marked ‘severe’ but has also got third highest
number of apologies (Eng: 739 & Urdu: 719. According to interviewees consideration of
this situation as being severe is “a result of nature of conversational setting which is
formal"". With respect to this situation, in English DCT (Appendix 1) data IFID is top most
favoured apology expression (29%) by the respondents (table 7.3). On the other hand, in
case of Urdu DCT (Appendix 1) explanation is employed by most of the respondents {(33%)
whereas IFIDs and promise of forbearance are second most resorted semantic formulae.
Two, overall, least applied apology strategies ie., promise of forbearance and
acknowledgement of responsibility have also made their application in this situation. Out

of which promise of forbearance has got highest application in this situation (Eng: 12% &
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Urdu: 27%). So, the most used apology formulae in this situation in both the languages is
IFIDs and explanation, though with changing order (see table 7.3). Taking on responsibility
though used in English DCT has not appeared in Urdu DCT at all while some of the
strategies e.g., suggestion, denial of offence and showing intimacy are totally absent from
the data collected for this situation in both the languages.

As concerns situation, 4 in which apologizer forgets a scheduled meeting with a
friend, analysis of data yields that the subjects under study have not apologized for this
situation (Eng: n=389 & Urdu: n=478) as frequently as they do for many other situations
provided in DCTs (Appendix]). Maximum application of strategies made here are
suggestion (Eng:32.5% & Urdu: 26%) and showing intimacy (Eng:26.5% & Urdu:37%)
whereas the strategy called some other apology tactics has also been used in English DCT
(Appendix}) to a considerable amount of 17% while in Urdu DCT (Appendix1) its
application is restricted to only 4%. Counter attack which makes just 5% of the apologies
in Urdu DCT makés 13% of apologies for this situation in English DCT (Appendix1).
Many of the strategies have not appeared at all in the responses provided for this situation
(table 7.3), for example, taking on responsibility; concern for hearer: offer of
compensation; promise of forbearance. According to majority of the interviewees, as
dictated by their respective cultural values and social beliefs, apologies should not be
widely exchanged among friends for ordinary matters. Low frequency of apology exchange
i1 this situation which according to Bilal (2007: p.'*) “could be taken as a friendship-save
move" is reflection of a common social saying ‘no sorry, no thanks between friends "in the

society under study.
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Situation number 5 also falls in the category of those situations in which
respondents not only have deployed comparatively less apology semantic formulae but also
make less apology exchanges (Eng: n=433 & Urdu: n=505). Two mostly applied apology
semantic fornmulae in this situation are offer of compensation (Eng: 28% & Urdu: 37%) and
showing intimacy (Fng: 35% & Urdu: 31%) with farmer being first in Urdu DCT responses
(Appendix 1) and later being first in English DCT. Third recurrently used strategy is some
other apology tactics which makes 23% and 20% of overall apologies in English and Urdu
DCT respectively. None of other semantic formulae could make more than 7% appearance
in English and 10% in Urdu whereas many of them have not been employed at all in this
situation (table 7.3). This situation carries just one explicit apology expression called offer
of compensation to considerable number and rest of the strategies used belong either to
apologies as CMDs or implicit apologies. Some other apology tactics strategyis
predominantly occupied with offer of some eatables like chocolate or toffee or with an
offer to go 1o market on some other time / day which discloses a societal pattern in which
parents do not habitually apologize from kids. Instead, they depend on above mentioned
strategies like offer of compensation and some other apology tactics to console them and
make them happy and satisfied.

Situation 6 involving physical damage is particularly included in DCTs
(Appendix1) to offer a suitable background for application of offer of repair strategy as it
is to be used only if physical damage happens (Olshtain & Cohen (1983: .2, However,
analysis of data (table, 7.3) related to this situation shows that in both the languages the
respondents have resorted to many other strategies including IFIDs, explanation, taking on

responsibility, concern for hearer, showing intimacy etc. In both DCTs, this is the situation
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which has not only triggered out considerably high apology rate (Eng: 712 & Urdu: 705)
but also engaged multiple strategies i.e., nine apology formulac have been employed in
Fnglish DCT and eight in Urdu. The data displays remarkable differences in selection /
application of different semantic formulas, for example, the highest applied strategy in
English DCT i.e., concern for hearer (22%) is not at all used in Urdu DCT whereas in Urdu
DCT. maximum respondent opt offer of compensation to apologize. Showing intimacy has
also got a considerable application in Urdu DCT (11%) as compared to English DCT where
its application rate is just 4% of the total apologies exchanged in this situation. Thus,
application of a wide range of apology strategies in case of happening of some scrious
offence is in line with the findings of Holmes (1995).

Next apology eliciting situation (7) provided in DCTs (Appendix1) is aimed at
measuring influence of social status in informal setting. The respondents have displayed
marked differences in selection of apology strategies in two different languages {English
& Urdu) under study: concern for hearer is the most frequently applied apology formula
in this situation in English DCT (31.4%) followed by explanation (28%) which in case of
Urdu DCT most of the respondents picked as most recurrent option (34%) to apologize and
cool down the apologizee. While showing intimacy, has been second most employed
strategy in Urdu DCT (24%). IFID though made a scanty appearance in case of English
DCT (5%) has not at all been used in Urdu DCT. Many strategies including faking on
responsibility, offer of compensation; promise of forbearance etc., are not at all used to
apologize in this sill‘lalion while minimization of offence is employed only in Urdu DCT
with a ratio of just 6% of the total apologies forwarded. This situation when compared with

the responses provided in case of situation no 3, having younger brother as an apologizee
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in a formal setting makes clear the nversational setting plays in selection of apology
strategies. For example, the strongest considered apology strategy /F7/D which in case of
situation 3. has been top most applied strategy in case of English DCT and second most
frequently applied strategy in case of Urdu DCT (table 7.3} has just made a minimal
presence (5%) in English and no application at all in Urdu DCT in the data collected for
situation 7. Likewise, showing intimacy which is second highly frequent apology semantic
formula in Urdy data and third highest in case of English (table 7.3) in situation 3
(Appendix1) is totally absent in the case of situation 7. Thus, difference in selection of
strategies in these two situations (Appendix1}) manifest variation in aptitude of respondents
regarding conversational setting.

Situation & (Appendix1) is set out in comparison to situation 11 (Appendixl) to
find out attitude of the same person owing high social status in two different conversational
settings i.e.. formal and informal. In the present situation though the offence is not severe
the apologizer has resorted to quite a rich variety of strategies in both the languages. Seven
different apology semantic formulae have been employed to apologize in this situation in
both the languages. The selection of apology strategies does not exhibit much difference
in terms of occurrence, for instance, in both the languages offer of compensation is the most
applied apology strategy (Eng: 26% & Urdu: 27%), second most frequently used strategies
in English DCT are explanation and minimization of offence, making 16% (each) of overall
strategies applied in this situation while in Urdu DCT, explanation has got second highest
application among all the strategies applied in this situation. The current situation (8,
appendix 1) is though not severe; in context of the society under consideration it enjoys

status of moral obligations due to its being religious duty imposed on every Muslim to visit
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the patients. It is a strong part of this culture to visit patients, console them and carry some
eatables from them. That is the reason of application of many strategies for apologizing in
this situation. JFID (Appendix 1) has made no appearance in Urdu DCT (Appendix 1) but
in English DCT it makes 14% of the total apologies provided in this situation. Contrary to
this, concern for hearer has been applied in Urdu DCT (9%) whereas no instance of its
application in English DCT could be found. Thus, application of compensation which is
largely made through offering fruits and giving money to buy some catable reflects societal
norms too. Thus, apologizers have displayed lot of differences in application of apology
strategies with respect to situation 11 which is to be discussed later.

Analysis of the data collected for situation 09 involving a waiter as apologizer for
serving wrong food to a customer (appendix1) indicates that for apologizing in both the
languages respondents have resorted to, though with different rates, six semantic formulae
in English and seven semantic formulae in Urdu. Respondents have displayed marked
differences in their use of strategies in two languages e.g., some other apology lactics (Eng:
18.5% & Urdu: 5%), showing intimacy {Eng: 7% & Urdu: 21%), [FIDs (Eng: 9% & Urdu:
5%) etc.. and counter attack has only been applied in Urdu data to a minimal level i.e., 2%.
This situation has not becn marked sever in the society under review as changing the dish
does not eost much to the waiters or hotel management because a limited varicty of dishes
normally remain available the whole day through. This is one of the reasons for offer of
compensation being second highly resorted strategy (Eng: 19% & Urdu: 24%) in this
situation because none the else but it could set the anger of the customer at normal level.
Suggestion has been most frequently applied apology semantic formula in in both the

languages bearing no considerable difference (Eng: 33% & Urdu: 34%). Interestingly, this
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situation has warranted maximum number of this strategy among all the situations provided
in hoth DCTs (appendix1). Some of the strategies have not entirely been used for
apologizing in this situation like taking on responsibility, concern for hearer, minimization
etc.. (table 7.3).

Situation number 10, burmping into an elderly person and hurting him/her is
specifically designed to provide an appropriate background for measuring apology
expressions of the respondents, in both the languages in case of severe offences. The
assumption that this situation is more severe than any other in the DCTs (Appendixi)
expected more apologies here. This will also contribute in establishing a view whether or
1ot seriousness of offence affects apologizers in shaping their apologies with respect to
selection and frequency of strategies. Examining the data presented in table 7.3 it is found
that the subjects have applied very similar strategies - with different frequency rate - in
both the languages for apologizing in this situation. Suggestion and counter attack are the
strategies which made appearance in Urdu DCT only. While Concern for hearer is mostly
applied apology semantic formula in both the languages constituting 30% of the total
apologies forwarded in English DCT and 25% of the apologies in Urdu DCT. Second
highly preferred strategy in English DCT has been showing intimacy making 21% of the
total apologies provided in English, while in Urdu offer of compensation is second most
preferred apology strategy making 23% of total apologies extended in Urdu DCT. Third
most favoured apology semantic formulae in English DCT are IFID (14%) and offer of
compensation (14%). Some of the strategies have been applied in either of the languages
e.g., counter attack which has not been employed in English DCT makes 15% of Urdu

apologies and is third most frequently applied apology expression, Suggestion, making



270

10% of apologies in Urdu has not been opted to apologize in English likewise denial of
offence applied in English apologies is totally absent from apologies forwarded in Urdu.
Rest of the strategies have got minimal appearance in this situation. This rich but varying
selection of apology semantic formulae, ranging from offer of compensation (o denial of
offence and counter attack, clearly manifest that there can be traced out no yard stick about
which strategy should be employed or left out in a particular situation. While interviewing,
the respondents have displayed total consensus that to make an effective and genuine
apology apologizer must exercise all potential to make the apologizee realize the real
intention of the apologizer to erase problems and inconvenience for which he is
responsible, no matter what the strategies are being applied. A reflection of this perception
might be noted in standing out of concern for the hearer as top most applied strategy for
apologizing in this situation in both the languages. Thus, in the local context, mere
application of /I/IDs may be marked as constituting an impolite behaviour and a symbol of
the apologizer being indifferent about the feelings and loss happened to the offended/
apologizee in this situation whicl resulted in higher application of concern for the hearer
and offer of compensation strategies.

Situation 11, as stated during the discussion made for situation 8, has been set in
contrast to situation, 08 aiming at measuring attitude of a person owing high social status
in two different conversational settings. The setting provided in this situation is formal in
nature in contrast to that of situation 8 which is informal (appendix1). Difference in
application of apologies made is obvious in both the cases: situation 8 has grabbed higher
number of apologies in both the languages (Eng: 647 & Urdu: 595) as compared to situation

11 (Eng: 297 & Urdu: 286). In these (wo situations there could be observed lot of
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differences in selection of individuat <trategies. For example, in situation 8 the most applied
apology strategy is offer of compensation (Eng: 26% & Urdu: 27%) whereas in situation
11 it has not been applied at all in English DCT while in Urdu DCT its application ts 1%
only. Similar sort of differences are found in rest of the strategies too except minimization
of offence which got almost equal rate of application in both the situations {lable7.3). This
difference manifests difference of attitude people generally render in response to changing
conversational settings. Further, in Urdu DCT concern for hearer being most applied
strategy (35%), explanation (23%) and some other apology tactics (23%) are dominant
apology strategies, out of which concern for hearer is most applied strategy in this
situation. Contrary to it, in case of English DCT, showing intimacy (35%) has been first
choice of the respondents followed by minimization of offence (17.5%) while /FIDs (14%)
and some other apology tactics (14%) are third highly applied strategies in this situation
(table 7.3).

Situation 12, in which a colleague interprets apologizer's commenis wrongly and
gets angry has succeeded in arresting employment of maximum apology strategies i.e., nine
semantic formulae in English DCT (Appendix 1) besides being marked non- severe. This
response is contrary to Holmes' (1990) finding that in case of serious offenses numerous
categories are used to apologise, whereas in case of slight offences most preferred is
application of single strategy. Top two most recurrent apology formulae are denial of
offence (Eng: 35% & Urdu: 30%) and showing intimacy (Eng: 18% & Urdu: 36%) with
alternate positions in both the languages (table 7.3) followed by suggestion (15%) in
English and explanation in Urdu (14%). IFID (4%) aud offer of compensation (7%) are

part of apologies only in English DCT. In Urdu DCT this situation has got highest
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frequency of counter attack (30%) ‘enial of offence (36%) respectively, among their
application in all the 15 situations provided in DCT {Appendix 1). In case of Urdu DCT,
this is the only situation which carries application of strategy called denial of offence. A
very interesting observation regarding selection of apology strategies in Urdu DCT is
combination of showing intimacy with these two strategies (denial of offence and counter
attack) which publically have negative connotations. About high frequency rate of these
strategies, interviewees say that a professional man should have professional attitude which
demands not to be personal about general comments forwarded for professional
development of the staff; and if someone does so s/he deserves a harsh attitude not an
apology.

As concerned the data collected for situation 13 (zippendix 1) involving MDs of two
different departments in an organization, its analysis shows that in English DCT it has
hagged not only higher number of apologies (n=575) but has also involved more semantic
formulas (09) for apologizing as compared to Urdu DCT (frequency=478) and semantic
formulae (5). But, none of the strategies other than suggestion (Eng: 24% & 32%),
explanation (Fng: 20% & Urdu: 39%) and some other apology tactics (Eng: 17.5% n 16%))
has got considerable high frequency rate in both the languages (table 7.3). Conversely,
IFIDs (Eng: 17% & Urdu: 8%) and minimization of offence (Eng: 14% & Urdu: 0%) have
got higher frequency in English DCT as compared to Urdu DCT.

Next situation (14) provided in DCTs (Appendix1) is also set out in formal setting
engaging a boss kept waiting an employee for a long time. Both, boss and the employee
are best friends too. This situation, in English DCT has got lowest application of apology

strategies (n1=285). It has gathered high social distance and close intimacy together which
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has resulted in some interesting application of apology strategies like highest application
of offer of compensation (36%) in English DCT besides the fact that there is neither
involved physical harm nor any other type of serious offence. This offer is mostly made in
the form of a cup of tea or drink. This strategy stands out as second most frequently applied
apology semantic formula (14%) along with two other strategies i.e., explanation and
showing intimacy getting the same frequency rate (14%) in Urdu DCT (table 7.3).
Suggestion is the most frequently applied strategy making 27% of total apologies made in
this situation in Urdu language while in English DCT, suggestion (25%) is second most
favoured strategy followed by explanation (17%). Thus, owing to formal and informal
relationship together, there could be found no definite pattern about apologizing as none of
the apology strategies has got similar application rate in two languages. In formal setup
(table 3.1) high application rate of IFIDs (14%) besides higher status of the apologizer
might be a result of close intimacy existing between the interlocutors otherwise in situation
01, which also has apologizer of higher social status application of IF'/Ds is very low (table,
7.3)

I.ast situation (15) in DCTs (Appendix 1) is about a visitor in an office who drops a
glass of water on the table of the officer. The analysis of data provided for this situation
delineates that it is one of those situations which could eamn lowest number of apologies
(Ing: 350 & Urdu: 370}, 7I'IDs is the highest applied apology semantic formula in this
situation. in English DCT (43%) followed by someother apology semantic tactics including
oh, oops etc., (23%) and offer of compensation (17%) being second and third frequentty
employed strategies respectively. Contrary to it in case of Urdu DCT, the strategy called

some other apology 1actics has got highest frequency followed by /F71Ds (25%) and offer
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of compensation (24%) as second and third most preferred strategies in this situation.
Fxplanation makes 15% of total apolegies made in Urdu DCT in this situation, while in
English DCT is just 7% of total apologies.

In sum. analysis of data presented in table 7.3 demonstrates that there is very
unclear and vague tendency towards selection of apology strategies across different
situations. It does not stick to any principle; for example, offer of compensation is applied
across varying situations with radically different frequencies without any reference to any
factor like severity of offence, physical loss, social distance etc., in both the languages.
Another example could be considered in this regard is application of /1D, which have
appeared in many severe marked offences less frequently than the non-severe ones like its
application in situation 10- marked as the most severe- is lesser (Eng: 14% & 4%) as
compared to not-severe marked situation 2 (Eng:33% & Urdu: 30%). This varying
tendency of application of different strategies goes in line with Majeed and Janjua (2013)
who claim Urdu apologies to be non-formulaic due te no identifiable pattern in their
application with respect to different situations. Different social variables like social status,
social distance, and severity of offence and formality level are kept under consideration
during formation of DCTs (Appendixl) and have been displayed through different
situations. In the following section a detail study regarding effect of these social factors on

selection of apology formulas in different situations will be made.

7.5-Sociolinguistic Factors Affecting Application of Apologies

A detailed discussion on social variables including social status, social distance,

formality level and severity of offence has been made in sections 4.5, 5.5, 6.5 and their sub
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sections. Based on the findings of previous chapters (4, 5 & 6) an attempt is made in the

following sections to trace out overall apologetic attitude of the population under study.

7.5.1- Effects of Social Status on Apologies

In the current research. participants are divided in three different groups according
to their social status: high. low and equal. Their distribution in these three groups has been
thoroughly discussed in section 3.4 (table 3.1} which is later applied in sections 4.3, 5.5
and 6.5 respectively. This section deals with effects of social status on application of three
mega apology categories i.e., explicit apologies, implicit apologies and apologies as CMDs
(figure 3.2). Application of different strategies constituting these mega categories (figures
3.1) will also be brought under discussion. In table 7.4 a detail of frequency distribution of

mega apology categories with reference to social status is given.

Table: 7.4. Frequency Distribution of Mega Apalogy Categories Interacting with Social
Status Factor

Apology Higher Equal Lower Total
Strategies | E: %% U: % {E % U % E: % W % E: % u:

o
/0

Explicit G994 36 | 728 34% | 74923.5% | 521 I8% | 1285 44% | 1189 41 1% {2728 34% | 2438 3

apologies

Implicit 651 34% | B57 40% | 1337 42% | 1197 42% | 1104 37% | 1139 394+ | 30928.5% | 3193 404

apologies

Apologies | 566 I | S65 267 | 1091 43% | 113040 | 583 9% 559 19.3% | 221027.5% | 2254 285

as CMDs

Total 1911 2150 3177 2848 2942 2887 8030  L00 | 7885 100
= o = ]um = [to0 = [100 = ]lOO = |00

24% 27% 39% 36% 37% 37%
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Table 7.4 represents individual value of each of the three mega apology categories
(figure 3.2) encompassing apology expressions applied by the respondents of the study in
the data collected both in English and Urdu languages through DCTs (Appendix1). In this
table, the participants are placed into three different groups: one group having apologizer
with lower social status is called lower, second group with apologizer and apologizee of
equal social status is called equals and the third group including apologizer with higher
social status is called higher (table 3.1).

A look at table (7.4) reveals that second mega apology category called implicit
apologies (figure 3.2) is the top most frequently applied category in both the languages
(Eng: 38.5% & Urdu: 40%) while apologies as CMDs — third mega apology category is
the least applied one (Eng: 27.5% & Urdu:28.5%). It is noted that explicit apologies appear
more in English than in Urdu DCT (Eng: 34% & Urdu: 31%) whereas the situation with
the rest of the categories (table 3.2) remains opposite: higher frequency rate in Urdu than
English i.e., implicit apologies (Eng: 38%& Urdu: 40%) and apologies as CMDs (Eng:
27% & Urdu: 28%).

According to data presented for English DCT (table 7.4) highest number of
apologies is exchanged by the equal group i.e., 39% of the total apologies provided by the
respondents whereas the lowest are forwarded by the higher group resulting in 24% of the
apologies made. The frequency rate of apologies for lower group is 37%. Thus, results of
apology exchange are in line with the postulates of Brown & Levinson (1978} that higher
status people rarely apologize considering apologies a face threatening act to their negative
face more than status equals and lower position holders do. In line with this assertion it is

found that the lower status group has made maximum apologies (37%) of total number of
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apologies made by respondents in Urdu DCT (appendix1). 1t is found that very close to it
is the frequency of the apologies made by equal group (36%) and the least apologies in
Urdu DCT are made by the group called higher.

As for as application of mega apology categories (figure 3.2) at macro level is
concerned, the highest application of first category i.e., explicit apologies (Figure 3.2} is
noted in case of lower status speakers (Eng: 44% & Urdu: 41%) and the lowest use of this
category is made by speakers of equal status called equals (Eng: 23.5% & Urdu: 18%).
While in case of higher group its frequency is 36% in English and 34% in Urdu DCTs. As
has been discussed in section 4.3, most of the strategies constituting this apology category
are perceived face threatening and inappropriate to be applied by the speakers of higher
social status- both with respect to official position and old age. This perception has resulted
in lower application of this category by speakers of higher status group (Eng: 36% & Urdu:
34%%) and highest application by the speakers of lower group (Eng: 44% & Urdu: 41%).

This category is. even if, applied by the speakers of higher status group, the most
recurring choice has been “offer of compensation’ which according to an interviewee is “a
sign of generosity, dignity and royalty™ m the society under study. The lowest application
of this mega category by the equal status group may be ascribed to the assumption made
by Holmes (1990) that intimacy permits shortcuts and substitutions which has resulted in
highest application rate of two other mega apology categories i.c., implicit apologies (Eng:
42% & Urdu: 42%) and apologies as CMDs in English VDCT owing the frequency rate of
34% in English DCT and 40% in Urdu DCT by the speakers of this group (table 7.4).

Third mega apology category called apologies as CMDs (Figure3.2) has made

highest appearance in the apologies made by speakers of equal group (Eng: 34% & Urdu:



278

40%) and least application of this category could be noticed in apologies of lower status
group whereas speakers of higher group have emerged as second highest user of this
apology category. This considerable dependence on apologies as CMDs (Eng: 305 & Urdu:
26) by the higher group might be because of the shortcuts it offers (use of exclamation
marks for apologizing, e.g., ohhh, oh my God, hmmm etc.,) for apologizing avoiding need
to be explicit in expressions.

Frequency rate of apologies found among the three social groups imparts an
impression that while apologizing the members of lower group need to be more overt in
their apologies, so they heavily depend on explicit apologies- first mega category. Equal
group applies explicit apologies the least and mostly employ implicit apologies and
apologies as CMDs categories (figure 3.2) which manifest a sense of mutual understanding
and frankness which makes application of explicit apologies a potential threat to the
essence of spontaneity and genuineness of existing relationship. And, the remaining group
called higher has made maximum use of implicit apologies in Urdu and explicit apologies
in English (mostly opting offer of compensation strategy). The reason of opting implicit
apologies especially explanation in Urdu DCT may be to save their (apologizers) face by
forwarding some element as culprit instead of being marked as cause of offence or overtly
accepting the blame by apologizing explicitly. It helps them save their public image and
elevates their standing in public eye. For example, application of explanation- an implicit
apology strategy- in situation 01 has been used quite noticeable due to the fact that
apologizer, a university professor owing higher social position, is reluctant to offer explicit
apology. The same reason of maintaining and uplifting good public image is at the back of

applying offer of compensation strategy by speakers of high status. As far as apologies as
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CMDs- third mega apology category- is concerned it has been their least option in

apologizing process.

7.5.2- Fffects of Social Distance on Application of Mega Apology Categories

Ju current rescarch study, based on concept of social distance existing in the society
under consideration, the participants are divided into three different groups: close,
acquaintance and distant (table 3.1). This distribution of participants has been thoroughly
discussed in chapter 3 (table 3.1} which is later carried on in different sections i.e., 4.5.2,
5.5.2 and 6.5.2 respectively. In the current section impact of social distance on overall
selection and application of mega apology categories for making apologies (figure 3.2)is
presented. Table 7.5 displays frequency of mega apology categories with respect to social

status of the interlocutors.

Table 7.5. Application of mega apology categories and social status of interlocutors

Apolegy CLOSE ACOQUAINTANCE DISTANT Total
categories F: "5 U %% E: % U % E: % LU %% E: u:
_F‘tplicil 659 26% 682 24.4% 92537.4% 742 33% 1144 38% 014 354% | 2728 2438
apologies
Implicit 1017 40% 1212 43.4% £33 34.5% 877 39% 122240% £104 38.5% 3092 3193
apologies
g.*‘\pf)lngics 853 34% 877 31.4% 603 28% 632 28% 664 22% 745 26% 2210 2254
a= CMDs

Total | |2529 2791 2471 2251 3030 2863 RO30 T8RS

= 10 ’ = 1100 = llﬂU l = | = 100 ‘ = |10

|_ 131% 35.3% 3% 28.5% 38% 36.3%

According to the data presented in table 7.5 maximum apologies are forwarded by
the members of distantgroup in both the languages (Eng: 38% & Urdu: 36%). Whilein

Urdu DCT (Appendix1) least apologies (28.5%) aremade by acquaintance groupand in
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English DCT (Appendix1) both, .....e and acquaintancegroups haveexchanged least
apologies i.e.. 31%. This finding corresponds to Brown and Levinson’s (1987) theory
which claims that increasing social distance (strangers) demands display of respect by
applying more apologies and decrease in social distance tends not to necessitate application
of this speech acts if an offence happens. This finding also equates to Intachakra’s (2001)
finding about English native speakers according to which more apologies were exchanged
among strangers,

Data presented in table 7.5 is further analysed in order to find out individual
frequency value of all the three mega apology categories (figure 3.2) and their application
rate by each group. The analysis delineates that out of three mega apology categories
(figure 3.2), first category called explicit apologies has made maximum appearance in the
apology exchanges between the members of distantgroup in both the tanguages (Eng: 38%
& Urdu: 35%) and its minimum application is made by members of close group (Eng: 26%
& Urdu: 24%). This finding goes in line with general perception of the interviewees about
majority of constituent strategies of this mega apology category (explicit apologies) as not
only highly face threatening but also insufficient and undesirable in case of close
relationships. In contrast to that, as the distant group has no face risk because of being
unknown to each other they depend heavily on this category to be explicit and definite in
their apologies.

With regard to second mega apology category called implicit apologies (figure 3.2),
table 7.5 manifests that in English DCT (Appendix1) data it is most frequently employed
category by close and distant groups. In both the groups its frequency is similar i.e. 40%

of total apologies extended by each group which confirms Bulge theory according to which
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extremes of social continuum render similar behaviour. In Urdu DCT, too, close group 18
the top user of this category with frequency rate of 43% while the remaining two groups
have used it almost equally in their apologies i.e., its application rate in responses of neutral
group remains 39% and in distant group it is 38.5%. Thus, implicit apologies category
(figure 3.2) is most frequently applied by members of close group in both the languages.
Detailed study of the constituent strategies of this category and their application in three
groups is made in section 5.5.2.

Apologies as CMDs (figure 3.2) has also proved to be a social distance conditioned
apology category as its frequency of application varies among these three groups. It is least
used by the members of distant group in both the languages (Eng: 22% & Urdu: 26%) in
comparison to rest of the groups while close group has resorted to this apology category
{he most (Fng: 34% & Urdu: 31%) which is a direct resuit of the societal norm according
to which a smile, a laughter, or a complete silence can work better than any uttered apology
in the case of offence between those enjoying close or intimate relationship. It is a common
observation that if some younger or junior commits mistake then in case of scolding or
castigation s’he remains quite silent bowing the head. Similarly, in case of offence to some
close one of equal age/ position a smile or laughter can work better than verbal apology
most of the times.

Further, the data is analysed to trace out preference / application of apology
categories (figure 3.2) in the responses yielded by members of these three groups. It is
found that close group has heavily resorted on imiplicit apologies which makes 40% of their
apologies forwarded in English and 43% of apologies made in Urdu. Second highly

preferred apology category by this group in DCTs data is apelogies as CMDs, in both the
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languages (English and Urdu). The ... ..ibers of this group rarely apply explicit apologies.
As for as acquaintance group is concerned, members of this group mostly opt explicit
apologies in English DCT (37%) and implicit apologies in Urdu DCT (39%) whereas the
least applied category in both the languages by this group is apologies as CMDs (28%
each). Members of third group of participants called distant heavily depend on application
of implicit apologies for apologizing in both the languages (Eng: 40% & Urdu: 38%)
because of unavoidable need to forward accounts or reasons to clear their position. Second
most frequently applied category in their replies is explicit apologies while apologies as
CMDs is least used category by this group — distant. The logic of least application of
apologies as CMDs seems to be lack of mutual understanding and non-existence of

common grounds.

7.5.3- Mega Apology Categories and Impact of Severity of Offence

Severity of offense is also reckoned among those factors which influence
application of speech act of apology. In the current study this factor is categorized into two
types: severe and not-severe (table 3.1). The situations constituting these two categories
are discussed in detail in previous chaplers (sections: 4.5.3; 5.5.3, & 6.5.3). Influence of
this factor - severity of offence - on application of constituent strategies of mega apology
categories i.e., explicit, implicit and apologies as CMDs (figure 3.2) has also been
discussed in those sections respectively. Based on the findings of those sections following
is an all-inclusive discussion on influence of severity of offence on application of all the

three mega apology categories (figure 3.2).
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Table 7.6. Frequency of mega apnloo categories with respect to severity of offence

factor
Severe Not-severe Total
Apology Eng. % Urdu % Fng. % Urdu % | Eng. Urdu
Strategy
Fxplicit 1358 36.5% 1212 32% 1370 32% 1226 29% 1 2728 2438
apologies
Implicit 1539 41.3% 1669 45% | 1553 36% 1524 37% | 3092 3193
apologies
Apologiesas | 823 22.1% 848 23% 1387 32% 1406 34% | 2210 2254
CMDs
Total 3720 ’3729] l4310] ’4156] 8030 7885
= | 100 = 100 = | 100 =
LG%] 47% 54% 53%
100

Analysis of data presented in table 7.6 brings out some very interesting findings:
firstly. in both the languages surprisingly not- severe marked offences have grabbed more
apologies (Eng: 54% & Urdu: 53%) than the severe marked ones (Eng: 46% & Urdu: 47%).
The finding of having more apologies in not- severe offences is contrary to many previous
researches like Holmes (1990: 184), (Olshtain, 1989:160), Cohen and Olshtain (1981) and
Trosherg (1987), (Owen 1983:67) according to whom the more serious the offense, the
more elaborated the apology is likely to be. However, it goes in agreement with the findings
of Thijittang (2010}, Intachakra (2001), Muhammed (2006) and Demeter (2000) for not
determining severity as a factor to accumulate more apologies rather not- severe offences
earn more apologies.

Secondly, for each of these categories total apologies forwarded in both languages
are almost equal with marginal difference i.e., severe (Eng: 46% Urdu: 47%) and not -
severe (Eng: 54% & Urdu: 53%). In case of sever offences implicit apologies, first mega
apology categoryis the most frequently applied one (table 7.6). The reason of its being

highest applied category might fall in the common perception stated by the interviewees
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that without explanation (an implicit apology strategy- figure, 3.2) hardly any apology can
be regarded as true and fruitful. Itis used in the data coltected in both langnages through
DCTs (appendixl) not only as stand-alone apology but also in combination with other
strategies which has resulted in highest application of implicit apologies in both the cases
i.e., severe and not severe. Second frequently applied apology category in case of severe
offences is explicit apologies in both the languages (Eng: 36% & Urdu: 32%). And, the
least applied in case of severe offences is apologies as CMDs (Eng: 22% & Urdu: 23%).
In contrast to it, according to English DCT (appendix 1) in case of not-severe offences two
apology categories have been employed with similar frequency i.e., explicit apologies
(32%) and apologies as CMDs (32%). While in case of Urdu DCT second highly favoured
apology category isapologies as CMDs (34%) and least applied is explicit apologies (29%).

This finding. having more apologies in not- severe offences is contrary to many
previous researches like Holmes (1990: p.'™y according to whom the more serious the
offense. the more elaborated the apology is likely to be which is expected to have an
explicit apology along with an explanation, acknowledgement of vesponsibility or an offer
nf compensation. But the data collected for the current research demonstrates that in the
society under study, in case of more serious offences people generally don’t Spgak much
(may be out of shame and embarrassment) and usually prefer either sitence with apologetic
expressions e.g., silence or explanation to satisfy the offended one. And, il the offence
happens to some elder, usually a complete silence with bowing head can be observed
instead of forwarding reasons or justifications. However, this finding (less apologies in
case of severe offences and vice versa) goes in line with the finding of Thijittang (2010)

according to which Thai speakers apologize more in the not- severe offences.
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1.5.4- Conversational Setting and Application of Mega Apology Categories

One of those factors which have been identified as influencing apologetic attitude
of the speakers is conversational setting. Keeping in view importance of conversational
setting, one of its aspects called ‘formality level™ is examined in the present research. For
the said purpose two formality levelsi.e., formal and informal (table 3.1) are brought under
discussion in the cutrent section which have already been discussed in sections 444,554
& 6.5.4. All the three mega apology categories (figure 3.2) and their constituent strategies
and sub strategies have been discussed in above mentioned sections. Based on individual
vatues of mega apology categories a holistic analysis regarding influence of conversational
setting on their selection and application is made in the following section.

Table 7.7. Effects of conversational setting on application of three mega apology categories

Formal Informal Total

Strategy Eng. % Urdue % Eng. % {Urdu % Eng. | Urdu
| Explicit apologies 1557  48% | 1410 42.4% | 1171 24% | 1028 22.5% 2728 | 2438
Implicit apologies 1146 35% | 1416 425% | 1946  41% | 1777 39% | 3092 | 3193
| Apologies as CMDs | 554 17% | 498 15% | 1656  35% | 1756 38.5% | 2210 | 2254

Total 3257 3324 4773 4561 8030 | 7885
= ]10{) = | 100 = |100|]| = }100

40.5% 42% 59.4% 38%

As illustrated in table 7.7, in both the languages more apologies are exchanged in
informal situations (Eng: 59% & Urdu: 58%) than in formal (Eng: 40.5% & Urdu: 42%).
An interesting observation in this context is that in each situation (formal and informal}
almost similar application of mega categories (figure 3.2) is made in both the language.

Besides this similarity of frequency in application at mega level, there exist obvious
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differences in selection of constituent strategies (figure 3.2) while apologizing in these two
Janguages i.e., English and Urdu (table 7.2).

In order to trace out frequency of each of the three mega categories (figure 3.2)
when observed, table 7.7 demonstrates that there are lot of differences in application of
these apology categories in these two conversational settings. According to English DCT
(appendix 1), in formal setting explicit apology category (figure 3.2) is most frequently
applied (48%) making almost hall of the total apologies forwatrded. Conversely, when
talking about top most choice of respondents in Urdu DCT (appendix 1), in case of formal
cénversational setting there are found two mega apology categories getting the same
application ratio i.e., explicit apologies and implicit apologies (42% cach). While third
mega apology category i.e., apologies as CMDs has got comparatively rare application in
case of formal conversational setting in both the tanguages (Eng: 17%& Urdu: 15%).
Besides. table (7.7) also brings out frequency of each of the three inepa categories in case
of informal conversational setting too. It is found that second mega apology category called
implicit apologies is top most favoured category in both the languages gettillg highest
application rate (Eng: 41% & Urdu: 39%). Second highly applied apology category is
apologies as CMDs (Eng: 35% & Urdu: 38.5%) while explicit apologies which is highest
applied apology category in case of apologizing in formal setting is the lowest applied
category in informal cases (Eng: 24% & 22%). On the basis of data presented in table (7.7)
it can also be calculated that explicit apologies- first mega apology category is
predominantly a formal expression with a markedly high (aimost double) application in
formal situation than the informal one while other two categories are remarkably informal

due to high application in informal setling.
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7.6- Politeness Orientation and Speech Act of Apology

This section (7.6) on the basis of discussion made throughout the previous chapters
(4, 5, 6 & 7) aims to explore politeness orientation that operates apologetic attitude of the
speakers in the culture under study. It is a general assumption that different societies and
cultures differ in relation to their perception regarding face and politeness. This being so,
focus of attention in the current research is to explore Kashmiri speakers’ idea of face and
politeness within the realm of pragmatics - an area yet not addressed in detail. For this
purpose, it is pertinent to trace out strategies respondents of the study apply for apologizing
because apologetic expressions (verbal and non-verbal) applied by the respondents can be

a reliable source to trace out direction of politeness in any culture.

7.6.1 Positive and Negative Politeness

Brown and Levinson (1978 & 1987) distinguished two types of politeness i.e.,
positive and negative. They termed the strategies that avoid offence by exhibiting deference
as negative politeness strategies and those strategies that avoid offence by emphasizing
friendliness as positive politeness strategies. They suggested that whether a strategy is
polite or impolite depends on how much attention or what kind of attention speakers pay

to their own and addressees’ face wants.
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7.6.2- Positive and Negative Face

Face is public self-image that every adult tries to project. B&L (1987) define
positive face in two ways: as “the want of every member that his wants be desirable to at
least some others”, or alternately, “the positive consistent self-image or personality
(crucially including the desire that this self-image be appreciated and approved of) claimed
by interactants”. While negative face was defined as "the want of every 'competent adult
member' that his actions be unimpeded by others", or "the basic claim to territories,
personal preserves, rights to non-distraction--i.e. the freedom of action and freedom from

imposition"” (Yule: p.13).

Positive politeness is oriented towards positive face of the hearer. Likewise,
positive politeness strategies strive to minimize the threat to the hearer’s positive face; and
are used to make the hearer feel good about himself, his possessions or interests (Brown
and Levinson, 1987: p.”). They identified thirteen positive politeness strategies: claim
common ground, exaggerate (interest, approval, sympathy with the hearer), intensify
interest to the hearer, use in-group identity markers, seek agreement, avoid disagreement,
presuppose/raise/assert common ground, the speaker may use presupposition
manipulations, give (or ask for) reasons, assume or assert reciprocity. Negative politeness
is oriented towards negative face of the hearer i.e., one’s need to be unimpeded or un-
infringed upon. Negative politeness strategies arc based on non-interference. The speaker
regards privacy of the hearer and respects his / her independence. Some of the negative
politeness strategies are: being indirect, being pessimistic, using hedges or questions,
giving deference, apologizing, impersonalizing the speaker and the hearer and so on

(Brown & Levinson, 1987: p'?).
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7.6.3- Apology Strategy Selection with Reference to Politeness

To meet purpose of this section 1.¢., to trace out politeness orientation of Kashmiri
speakers, an analysis of qualitative and quantitative data is made which ciearly manifests
that in addition to the strategies purported in CCSARP model (1989) many new strategies
(figures 3.1 & 3.2) are frequently being used in the culture under study. Interestingly, some
of the newly emerged /included strategies have made considerably higher appearance in
the data (both English and Urdu) as compared to those proposed by the model (CCSARP)
selected as base of taxonomy. For example, one of them, iaking on responsibility has not
appeared in Urdu sidata at all, whereas newly added syrategies are applied in both the
languages, though with different frequency rate. Based on the data presented in this
chapter, and the discussion made throughout this research work (the data collected through
DCTs. ohservations and interviews) it seems that B&L's (1978 & 1987) categorization of
apologies primarily as negative politeness strategies does not portray full functional range
of this speech act. Further, the basis of categorization of apology strategies as positive or
negative politeness strategies configuration provided in figure 7.2 manifests clearly that
the apologies forwarded by the respondents of the current study are mainly positive
politeness oriented. The strategies mentioned in the boxes of the figure are the strategies
constituting three mega apology categories i.e., explicit apologies, implicit apologies and

apologies as CMDs (section 3.) leading to negative and positive politeness.

Based on the data presented in figure 7.2 , in total 70% of the apologies provided

in English and 78% of those provided in Urdu are positive politeness strategies which
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indicate that though according to many research studies apology strategies intend to respect
private territory of the offended, by expressing deferenée, maintenance of distance, and
showing respect, Kashmiri speakers are more inclined to claim common ground with the
apologizee by employing different strategies embracing impression of intimacy /closeness,

collaboration, and in- group identity markers.
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Discussion made in sections 4.4, 5.4 and 6.4 implies that the way apology strategies
are applied in different situations makes speech act of apology to show closeness rather
than distance and deference. IFID, for example, is found perceived in the society under
study not merely as a tool to show indifference and distance but respect to the apologizee
and acknowledge his / her high social status (section 4.2) which as a result elevates status
of the speaker in the eye of the apologizee too. Likewise, some other strategies associated
with negative politeness due to the essence they carry have also been applied in a way that
makes them lose that essence and hecome a part of positive politeness strategies. For
example, denial of offence and counter aftack have been used along with showing concern,
offer of compensation and suggestion — positive politeness strategies not only in DCTs
(appendix 1) but have also been noticed during observations (appendix2). Contrary to many
researchers who claim apology a face threat for the speaker, in the community under study
in total apologies are perceived as face restoring / saving activity for both the apologizee
and the apologizer. A very common sentence encountered during observations was “uff a’p
naey mairay baraey maen kia socha ho ga.... mujey bohat shurmindgi hau ruhai hai”
which can be translated in Fnglish as “what would have you thought of me... 1 am really
ashamed of that”, This expression, repeatedly made in apologies also renders that face in
Kashmiri community is not something personal, it is not merely what the speaker invests
but it is something granted by others- the society. The apologizer never imagines himself /
herself away or distant from others but a part of them whose perception matters for him/
her a lot. This finding corresponds to what Mao (1994 p.*%") asserts "Chinese face
emphasises not the accommodation of individual 'wants' or 'desires' but the harmony of

individua! conduct with the views and judgement of the community™. It also corresponds
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to Sifianou (1992: p."") who s nat Greeks stress “involvement and in-group
relationship”. These approaches echo Goffman's (1967: p.'%) proposition that “face” stands
for something assigned to the individuals by their societies. Likewise, imposition seems
not to be face threatening in the society under study rather usually it appeats as a sign of
closeness, frankness and intimacy as during observations apologizers are many times found
insisting the apologizee to forgive, to smile, to laugh elc., as a sign of forgiveness. Thus,
the concept of face, face threatening acts, face saving, and politeness vary in this
community from that proposed by Brown & Levinson (1978 & 1987) and more likely
correspond to Gu (1990: pp. 22, This point is also strengthened by the way offer of
repair strategy is realized by the respondents of this study. It is noted that in many instances
apologizee is not left with any choice but to accept the offer. For example, in response to
situation & (visiting a patient), many of the respondents took fruits or gave money saying
that they could not visit the patient in time, which can be taken as an attempt to erase
embarrassment. Similarly, in sitnation 5, different eatables like candies and chocolates ate
presented to the apologizee- the son to make him happy. In these and many other similar
situations, the personal autonomy of the apologizee is readily invaded and is appreciated

by the apologizee as well which obviously falls under the rubric of positive politeness.

While categorizing different cultures as being positively or negatively polite, B &
L (1987: p 2%} argue [...] in complex societies, dominated groups (and sometimes also
majority groups) have positive-politeness cultures; dominating groups have negative-
politeness cultures™ which is not completely projected in the data collected for the current
study, as is obvious from examples quoted above and the apologies provided for situation

2.3 & 8 (table 7.3), where the dominated / low status respondents yielded more on negative
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politeness strategies as compared to positive ones and the dominating or higher status
owner boss in situation 8 applied positive politeness strategies in higher number. This
tendency towards positive over negative politeness is pretty obvious from abundant
application of newly included apology strategies, for example, application of religious
expressions, offer of meal, suggestion, silence and smile or laughter, which indicate a good
deal of understanding and acquaintance with the offended party and tend to reduce existing
distance between interlocutors. It indicates thét the respondents have applied apology
strategies in accordance with their exclusive social expectation which cross boundaries of
CCSARP model (1989). Though there are lot of differences in occurrence of different
strategies constituting three mega apology categories (section 7.3) their overall application
is same (section, 7.1) in both the languages (Urdu and English) i.e., highest applied apology
category in both the languages is implicit apologies followed by explicit apologies while
apologies as CMD:s - third mega category makes minimum appearance in the data collected
through DCTs (appendix 1). This situation is in line with Sifianou 1992, who claimns that
besides same politeness direction existing in a society the individuals are not expected to
exhibit identical inclination towards apology strategies (Sifianou 1992 p.2'"y and Eelen’s
(2001:p.'%) point of view that despite “internal differences™ individuals display in their
behaviour cultures are "inherently homogeneous™ and, “no matter how complex the system

may be, it is still assumed to be shared throughout the culture™. (Eelen, 2001: p.1%9).

This concept of uniform culture makes pecple conform to social beliefs
consequently yielding an appropriate culturally acceptable attitude. According to lde
(1989: p.”>*} too, speakers' selection of semantic expressions must represent standard rules

operating in their society. This homogeneity of individuvals® behaviour and cultural norms
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can better be termed as a result of alization and assimilation of socio-cultural rules
and norms by the members of any speech community which reflect in their behaviour.
According to Eelen, B & L's (1987) Model Person can be taken as an example to elucidate
concept of sharedness, because if notions of face, distance. power, and ranking of
imposition are not collective then members of any language community may not be capable
of recognizing which strategy will be most suitable in a specific situation resulting in
rendering politeness phenomena non-predictable. Shardeness, in fact, helps the

interlocutors to guess each other’s expectations and behave accordingly.

Based on the data presented in the current study it can be assumed that B & L's
(1987) taxonoiny of speech acts as essentially being face-saving or face-threatening or
positive or negative politeness strategies is not applicable to all the languages and cultures.
More specifically, this research study demonstrates that apologies are likely to {unction as
positive politeness strategies serving as a means to show intimacy and solidarity among
the members of the society under study. Further, they (apologies) do not always appear as
a threat for speakers™ face but a source of elevation of social stature and moral standing.
This finding is supported by less application of explicit apologies as compared to rest of
the categorics i.e., implicit apologies and apologies as CMDs, none of which include any
vivid apology expression and mainly focus on frankness, mutual understanding, in-
groupness and shared-ness. Thus, it can be calculated that definitions of polite and impolite
behaviours should be re-considered due to difference in their perception in different
cultures (Gu 1990; Holmes 1995; Holmes & Schnurr 2005; Mills 2003; Watts 2003; Locher

2004; Locher & Watts 2005; Spencer-Oatey 2005; Arundale 20006).
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The finding that apologies employed by Kashmiri speakers are not only mainly
face-saving acts, but are also beneficial equally to apologiser and apologizee, is not to
challenge importance of B & L's (1978 &1987) theory of politeness which has classified
apologizing as a face-threatening act for apologizer as the credit of disclosing of this
different dimension of human behaviour in the current work lies on the insight delivered
by their model. The exploration of politeness phenomenon in Kashmiri culture might have
not been possible without yielding on them (Brown & Levinson). In sum, B & L's (1987)
notion of politeness, as commented by Locher & Watts (2005: p9) “provides a breadth of
insights into human behaviour which no other theory has yet offered™ and “it has a great
deal of analytical mileage in that it provides a framework for understanding social

behaviour: even when that behaviour goes against their predictions” {Christie 2005: p.5).

7.7- Summary of Chapter 7

Rased on the analysis made in chapters 4, 5 & 6, this chapter was sets out to draw
an holistic picture of application of speech act of apology by looking at application of mega
apology categories (figure 3.2). For this purpose, many factors like frequency of different
apology strategies and their application ratio with reference to different situations etc., have
also been considered. Lastly influence of some social factors like social status, social
distance. severity of offence and conversational setting on application of mega apology
categories has also been sought out. Lastly, an attempt is made to explore politeness

orientation of the respondents of the study to answer research objectives (section 1.5) set
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out to assess what sort of politenc ists in the society under review. On the basis of

discussion made throughout this chapter, following are the findings:

First of all in order to find out which mega apology category (figure 3.2) the
respondents of this study prefer the most in their apologies, a comparison is made in section
7 1 which delineates that second mega category called implicit apologies is the highest
applied category in both the tanguages (Eng: 38% & Urdu: 40% ), second highly favoured
apology category is explicit apologies (Eng:34% & Urdu:31%) while the least applied
category in both the languages isapologies as CMDs (Eng:28% & Urdu:29%). Based on
this finding it can be said that the population under study is primarily indirect and implicit
in their apologetic attitude. Further, the discussion made in sections 4.3, 5.3 and 6.3 on the
basis of data collected through DCTs (appendixl}), observations (appendix2) and
interviews (appendix3) asserts that this attitude is socially endorsed, for example, people
prefer fo have a detailed explanation instead of a ‘sorry” not only in case when they are
apologizers but also in case of being an apologizee. They usvally embed it with offer of
compensation or some other strategy preferably from the third mega category called
apologies as CMDs. As concerned lowest application of third mega category- apologies as
CMDs- in the data collected through DCTs, it is contrary to observation data. During
observations non- verbal apologies, constituting this category are abundantly encountered
and the interviewees have also endorsed their fruitful conventional application in
apologies. The reason of this discrepancy might be difference of these two data collection
methods as many strategies / sub-strategies of this mega apology category (apologies as
CMDs). for example, smile, laughter, silence, and bowing the head are not possible to be

applied in data collected through DCTs.
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As for as frequency of different strategies placed under the umbrella of three mega
apology categories (figure 3.2) is concerned, based on data presented in table 7.1 and 7.2
it is found that preference of the respondents with respect to selection of apology semantic
formulae in the two languages (English & Urdu), under study, are not sitnitar. Total
apology strategies used in English DCT (8030) exceed total number of strategies applied
in Urdu DCT (7885). Similarly, the preference given to different strategies also vary
widely: in both the languages out of twelve apology strategies used in total, top sixX
strategies are same, with variation in their position between no=i to no=60, in DCTs
(appendix 1) data. A very minimal number of strategies are found occupying same position
with respect to their frequency in the data yielded to both the DCTs (appendix 1), i.e., offer
of compensation at number two; showing intimacy at number 3 and counter attuck at
number eight.

With respect to application of different strategies constituting mega apology
categories. analysis of data presented iv table 7.3 demonstrates that there is very unclear,
vague and un-formulaic tendency towards selection of apology strategies across different
cituations. An example in this regard is application of /FIDs which has appeared less
frequently in many severe marked offences than not-severe ones, for example, its
application in situation 10- marked as the most severe- is less (Eng: 14% & 4%) as
compared to not-severe marked situation 2 (Eng: 33% & Urdu: 30%). Similarly, the
strategy offer of compensation has been applied in quite varied situations {rom forgetting
to take son for shopping and forgetting to bring teacher’s book back to hurting a passenger
(involving real physical loss) which implies that severity of offence cannot be measured in

isolation from the factors like status of the apologizee and social distance particularly.
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Different social variables like social status, social distance, and severity of offence
and formality level are observed during formation of DCTs (appendix1) and are displayed
through different situations. In the current research study like many previous studies
different social factors are found influencingthe selection of apology strategies resulting in
affecting application of mega apology categories. Following is the detail in this regard:

First of all, the respondents on the basis of role assigned in DCTs (appendix 1) have
been stratified into three groups: higher, equal and lower. Frequency rate found among
speakers of these three social status groups communicates that the lower group heavily
depends on explicit apologies- first mega apology category. Equal group has least applied
explicit apologies and mostly depended on implicit apologies and apologies as CMDs
categories in their responses. Preference for these two categories imparts a sense of mutual
understanding and frankness among members of this group which makes application of
explicit apologies a potential threat to spontaneity and genuineness of their relationship.
And, the group called higher prefers implicif apologies in Urdu and explicit apologies in
English {(especially offer of compensation strategy). Implicit apologies in Urdu DCT help
them save their public image and elevate their standing in public eye. The same reason of
maintaining and uplifting good public self-image is at the back of applying explicit
apologies by considerably depending on offer of compensation strategy which according
to interviewees is highly appreciated and valued in their society.

Further, the data is analysed to trace out application of different apology categories
with reference to social distance. This social factor is found affecting respondents’
selection of apology categories. The analysis reveals that close group heavily resorts on

implicit apologies which makes 40% of their apologies forwarded in English and 43% of
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apologies made in Urdu. Second highly preferred apology category by this group is
apologies as CMDs (figure 3.2) poth in English and Urdu DCTs (appendix 1). The
members of this group rarely applied explicit apology a'rlregor__v in their apologies. As for
as aequaintance group is concerned. its members mostly opt explicit apologies in English
DCT (37%), and implicit apologies in Urdu DCT (39%) whereas the least applied category
in both the languages is apologies as CMDs (28% each). Members of third group of
participants called distant greatly depend on application of implicit apologies for
apologizing in both the languages (Eng: 40% & Urdu: 38%) which is a direct result of
application of explanation at large. Second most frequently applied mega apology category
in their replies is explicit apologies while apologies as CMDs has been least used apology
category by this group — distant. The logic of least application of apologies as CMDs 1s
obviously lack of mutual understanding and non-existence of common grounds.

With regard to influence of severity of offence on application of mega apology
categories analysis (table 7.6) shows that in both the languages surprisingly not- severe
marked offences grabbed more apologies (Eng: 54% & Urdu: 53%) than the severe marked
ones (Eng: 46% & Urdu: 47%). Further, for each of these categories apologies forwarded
in both languages have almost similar frequency with quite a margival difference i.e.,
severe (Fng: 46% Urdu: 47%) and not severe (Eng: 54% & Urdu: 53%). In both sever and
not- severe offences, implicit apologies- second mega apology category is most f;'equently
applied category in both the languages (table 7.5). While explicit apologies category is
second most applied apology category in case of severe offences in both the languages. In
contrast to it, in case of not-severe offences, both- apologies as CMDs and explicit

apologies (figure3.2) have got equal frequency (32%) in English DCT and are second
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highly applied apology category while in Urdu DCT apologies as CMDs is second highly
preferred apology category (34%). Least applied category in Urdu DCT is explicit
apologies. Application of less apologies in case of severe offences and vice versa parallels
finding of Thijittang (2010) according to which Thai speakers apologize more in the case
of not- severe offences.

As illustrated in table 7.7, in both the languages more apologies are exchanged in
informal situation (Eng: 59% & Urdu: 58%) than the formal one {Eng: 40.5% & Urdu:
42%). Almost similar frequency of mega apology categories in each of these two settings
while apologizing in two different languages confirms strong influence of conversational
setting. Based on data presented in table 7.7 it can further be calculated that in context of
conversational setting explicit apology category has been a predominantly formal
expression with a markedly high (almost double) application in formal setting than the
informal one while other two categories are remarkably informal due to high application
in informat settings.

The last section of this chapter (7.6) which deals with politeness orientation of the
subjects of the study demonstrates B & L's (1978 & 1987) claim declaring speech acts
inherently face- supporting or face-threatening or negative or positive politeness strategies
is not applicable to the culture under study. In this society apologies function as positive
politeness strategies rendering intimacy and solidarity among members of society resulting
in elevation of their social stature and moral standing instead of being a threat for speakers’
face. Thus. it can be calculated that definitions of polite and impolite behaviours should be

re-considered due to difference in their perception in different cultures (Gu 1990; Holmes
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1995: Holmes & Schnurr 2005; Mills 2003; Watts 2003; Spencer-Oatey 2005; Arundale

2006).
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JAPTER: 8

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

Introduction to Chapter 8

In this research work different aspects of realization of speech act of apology In
Azad Jammu & Kashmir (generally called Kashmir) are examined based on two languages
being used there, in parallel. These two languages are English and Urdu: English due to ifs
status of second official language of the State of Kashmir is taught from class one to
Graduate level as a compulsory language whereas Urdu is national language of the State,
which besides existence of many local languages is frequently being used by a large part
of population in general and educated ones in particular.

To explore politeness phenomenon with reference to speech act of apology in the
society under review overall plan of action during this research work has been as under.
First of all, an attempt is made to set a background of the current research, its general aims,
scope, significance etc., then a comprehensive review of literature covering all the related
aspects of speech act of apology and politeness phenomenon is made. On the basis of this
literature review, is devised the methodelogy being applied for data collection and data
analysis. Based on a large variety of apologetic expressions in the data collected for the
current study CCSARP model (1989) is adapted by adding some more apology strategies
found in the collected data so that exclusive characteristics found in the society under study
can be catered fully. The taxonomy formulated thus, is further divided into three mega

apology categories: implicit apologies, explicit apologies and apologies as CMDs,
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consisting of many apology strategies (figures 3.1 & 3.2). Finally, by applying newly
formulated taxonomy (figure 3.2) data is analysed and triangulated which has led to the
following conclusion:

Discussion made throughout this research reveals some unwritten social traditions,
belief systems and general rules governing use of speech act of apology in the culture under
study. It is hoped that examination of this specific speech act - the one generally associated
with politeness phenomenon - through integration of data collection methods i.e.,
observation, DCTs and interview will shed light on its practical use in society instead of
merely theoretical perception. In order to present results of the study, [ will firstly
summarise main findings then, in accordance with various set aims an attempt would be
made to bring to light general outline reflecting different aspects of politeness in the society

under study.

8.2- Form and Function of Speech Act of Apology

First objective of the current research study (expressed in section 1.3 and addressed
in subsequent chapters (4, S, 6 & 7) aims to isolate expressions of apology and to identify
their functions, in the selected population. The relationship between function and form is
also investigated. For this purpose, firstly the data of the study is categorized according to
different apology strategies discussed thoroughly in section 3.6. Those strategies have been
subsumed under three mega apology categories devised on the basis of functions different

strategies, accumulated under them, play during apologizing. These mega apology
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categories clucidated are: explicit apologies, implicit apologies, and apologies as CMDs
(figure 3.2).

It is found that explicit apologies - the first mega apology category is primarily
focused to remedy a range of offences where the apologiser somehow feels that s/he has
really caused some severe damage to the apologizee or the apologizer has to apologize in
formal conversational setting. This category, making up 34% of the whole apologies
forwarded in response to English DCT and 31% to Urdu DCT, is, even lacking any hard
and fast application pattern except IFIDs which are mostly restricted to formal seiting while
apologizing in both the languages in the society under study. Another noteworthy point
about one of the constituent strategies of this mega category is total absence of taking on
responsibility from Urdu data, which according to Blum-Kulka et al. (1989} and Thijittang
(2010) is one of the most frequently applied apology strategy. Olshtain and Cohen (1983)
also claim for universality of this apology formula. But, the interviewees of the current
study ascribe absence of this apology strategy from Urdu data to its face threatening nature.
Its presence has been quite scanty during observations too and is found merely restricted
to either extremely sever offences in informal situation (to just a small extent) or in formal
setup- where a more formal apology is deemed necessary.

Second mega apology category called implicit apologies has appeared by and large
in all the situations provided in both the DCTs (Appendix 1). As for as its constituent
strategies (figure 3.2) are concerned, concern for hearer has appeared the most in the
situations with either the apologizers of high social status (either professionally senior or
elder) or in case of severe damage. Next implicit apology strategy called minimization of

offence has made quite a random application while suggestion has made maximum
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appearance in situations 4, 9 and 13 whereas it has not appeared at all in situation 1,2,3 and
7 (appendix 1) in both the languages «which comniunicates that it is rarely used in the cases
with apologizee having higher social status. Overall function of this mega apology category
has emerged as to salisfy face nceds of the interiocutors- both apologizer and the
apologizee- by showing concern, sympathy. solidarity and presenting some third factor as
heing responsible for the offence thus getting the apologizer off the hook.

The third mega apology category called apologies as CMDs which is found as the
most frequently applied apology category around a vast variety of situations during
observations is least applied in the data collected through DCTs i.e., it has made 28% of
total apologies in English and 29% of total apologies in Urdu, This category embraces
many strategies and sub-strategies under its umbrella, and normally consists of simple
expressions functioning primarily as devices o manage conversation resulting in none
failure of communication between the participants and helping them settie the differences
amicably. The reason of low application of this category in DCT data might be because of
the fact that many of its strategies and sub-strategies- for example, smile, laughter, silence
etc., - found frequently prevailing in society under studyduring observations are not
possible to be applied in DCTs responses. None of the strategies or sub-strategies
subsumed under this category is meant to deliver any sense of regret or compensation but
it is found exceedingly fruitful in the conditions involving offences. This category is
applied predominantly in informal situations without any reference to social status, social
distance or severity of offence. Two of its sub-strategies, counter attack and denial of

offence are found normally used during confrontations, in cases of not sever offences,
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having status equals or Jowers as 7 \Ingizee with a negligible application of denial of
offence in rest of the situations too (table 6.3).

Au investigation of apology strategies further exhibits that explicit apologies make
just 34% of overall apologies produced in English and 31% of the apologies made in Urdu
DCT whereas the remaining two apology categories collectively make 66% and 69% of
{otal apologies in both the languages respectively (table 7.1) which indicates that the
society under study is not explicit in the application of speech act of apology. Their
(respondents of the study) concern fundamentally remains satisfaction of the apologizee
instead of the way how to get it which is obvious from abundant application of strategies
like explanation, offer of compensation and showing infimacy (table 7.2). On the other
hand, application of apologies as CMDs indicates another function of apologies that is to
reduce any existing tension between the interlocutors by letting the communication go
resulting to hook off the offender. Collective application of other two mega apology
categories (implicit apologies & apologies as CMDs) in the data is 32% and 38% more
frequent in the data in English and Urdu Janguages respectively than explicit apologies -
the strategies where speakers acknowledge responsibility of an offence explicitly (table
7.2). Thus, it seems to suggest another inportant additional function of apologies to ensure
joss of face on the part of the speaker being kept to a minimum level resulting in enhancing
solidarity, intimacy and in groupness.

Ironically, though not occupying any explicit acceptance of responsibility or
apologizing obviously, implicit apologies- the highest applied mega apology category- is
considered not only politer but also proves fruitful in settling down the ruffled feelings of

the offended ones, in the society under study. This finding corresponds to Rahman (1998)
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according to whom, “among Pakistanis apologizing and thanking is done differently in
formal and informal situations. Words, originating from Persian and Arabic and used in
Urdu. are used only in the formal contexts and not among family and friends. With the
latter, one may use body language and certain less formal words to thank and apologize,
for example, contrite smile: expression of concern: putting hand on the person’s shoulder;

saying: "lagi to nahin’ (hope you aren't hurt), ete. p'"

8.3- Differences and Similarities in Realization Pattern of Apologies in English and

Urdu Languages

Second objective set for the current study is to examine in comparison and contrast
the choices of apologies in Urdu and English in terms of their frequency, form and
respective functions. First similarity in this regard is that in both the languages application
of mega apology categories i.e., explicit apologies, implicit apologies and apologies as
CMDs is in the same order though with difference of frequency. As is evident from table
7.1, implicit apologies are top most applied mega apology category in both the languages
while second highly favoured mega apology category is explicit apologies in both the
languages followed by apologies as CMDs.

Secondly, as for as application of different apology strategies (figure 3.2) is
concemed few of them are found to have got similar position with respect to their
application in the responses provided by respondents of DCTs (appendix 1). These
strategies include offer of compensation which is emerged as second highly favoured
apology strategy in responses provided to both the DCTs; showing intimacy which is third

most applied apology strategy in both the DCTs; and counter attack which is comparatively
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less applied apology strategy has secured number eight on the basis of its application in
responses of both the DCTs (table 7.2).

As for as differences are concerned, first difference is noted in frequency rate with
which mega apology categories appeared in the data, collected in both the languages:
explicit strategies in both the languages display a difference of n=290, implicit apologies,
n = 101, and apologies as CMDs, n= 44 (table, 7.1).

Secondly, as has been demonstrated in figure 7.1, top six common apology
strategies applied by the respondents of both the DCTs (English and Urdu) are same: [FIDs,
explanation or account of reason, offer of compensation, showing intimacy, suggestion and
some other apologetic tactics, there is variation in their position between no=1 to no= 0.
IFID, for example, the top most applied apology strategy in English DCT is fourth largely
applied strategy in responses provided for Urdu DCT, likewise explanation or account of
reason- the most frequently applied strategy in Urdu DCT is second top choice of
respondents when replying in English. Same is the case with rest of the strategies as there
are huge differences with respect to application (figure 7.2) except the few strategies
mentioned above for carrying same position though with different frequency rate.

Thus, in English apologies. /FII) is found most frequently used semantic formula.
This finding conforms to many other research studies in different languages such as
Russian (Ogiermann, 2008); Persian (Shariati & Chamani, 2010; Chamani & Zareipur,
2010); American English (Banikalef & Marlyna, 2013a), Norwegian (Awedyk, 2011),
Romanian (Demeter, 2006); and Hebrew (Olshtain, 1989); English (Holmes, Intachakra
and Méarquez Reiter) which claim 7771 as the most frequently occurring strategy. While in

Urdu DCT explanation is the most {requently applied apology strategy which corresponds
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to Sugimoto (1997); Trosborg (1987) Intachakra (2001) (Thijittang (2010) and
(Suszezynska) 1999 whe discovered ‘explanation or accoinl * as highly favoured apology
strategy in their studies while it contradicts Olshtain and Cohen (1983) who counted
explanation one of the rarest strategies.

Regarding IFID)s, it is found that their realization in both the languages is made
through different expression like offer of apology, regret and embarrassment. in both the
languages no instance could be found of request for forgiveness which is contrary to
Persian (Shariati and Chamani, 2010) and Indonesian (Wouk, 2006), but supports Owen
(1983); Blum-Kulka and Olshtain (1984); Holimes (1990); Mattson and Johnstone (1994);
Deutschmann (2003) and Suszczynska (1999). It elucidates that strategy use is dictated by
culture. In the current study, offer of apology is distinguished as most frequently used IFID
semantic formula. Respondents are found inclined to resort on commonly used expressions,
‘sorry” in English DCT and ‘Mahzret chahna’ (sorry) in Urdu. “Sorry™ has been reported
as the most commonly employed formulaic apology expression in English in many other
apology studies, for example, Aijmer 1996, Blum -Kulka and Olshtain 1984, Deutschmann
2003, Holimes 1990, Bean and Johnstone 1994, Meier 1992, Owen 1983).

An interesting finding in this regard is abundant application of English expression
‘sorry” not only during observations but also in Urdu DCT data. More than fifty percent of
those who have opted offer of apology — sub strategy applied English expression sorry
instead of Urdu called mahzret chahna. These finding echoes assertion made by Blum-
Kulka et al., (1989) that /FF/)s are applied in every language, but their realization is

different in different languages.
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8.4- Social Status and Speech Act of Apology

Third objective of the current study is to examine effect of social status on
realization pattern of speech act of apology in the society under study. Under discussion is
a culture in which social hierarchy, professional seniorily, and age play dominant role to
shape behaviour of the people and their mutual interaction. Likewise, in case of a situations
demanding apology, the speakers must be sensitive about these matters regarding the
hearers or apologizee. Not only matters sensitivity about the status and position of the
recipient but the speakers also remain conscious about their own social staﬁding, this is
what reflects from the responses provided for DCTs in both the languages. Following are
the findings:

According to analysis of English DCT (table 7.4) maximum apologies are
exchanged by the equal group i.e., 39% of the total apologies which have been provided
by the respondents whereas higher group has extended minimum apologies i.c., 24% of
the total apologies made. The frequency rate of the apologies which are forwarded by lower
group is 37%. This finding parallels postulates of B & L (1978, 1987) that higher status
people rarely apologize considering apologies face threatening to their negative face more
than status equals and those belonging to lower position do. The finding also corresponds
to Thijittang (2010) and Tolmes’s {1990) finding that apologies are most common among
status equals who do not concern much about their potential face loss.

As for as findings of Urdu DCT are concerned, the lower status group has made
maximum apologies resulting in 37% of total apologies. Equal group has produced

apologies very close to those of lower group (36%) and the least apologies are extended
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by the group called higher (table 7.4). This finding. too, confirms Brown & Levinson’s
(1987) standpoint about the rare application of apologies by speakers of high social status.
While investigating apologetic attitude of English-speaking Hindu Indians migrated from
South Africa Bharuthram (2003) states that in their cultl.lre anyone enjoying higher social
status would hardly apologize to his subordinate, because people may consider him meek
and submissive.

As for as application of mega apology categories (figure 3.2) by the speakers of
these three groups is concemned (table, 7.4) the highest application of explicit apologies is
noted in the case of fower status speakers in both the languages (Eng: 44% & Urdu: 41%)
while speakers of equal status have made lowest use of this apology category (Eng: 23.5%
& Urdu: 18%) which confirms assumption made by Holmes (1990) that intimacy permits
shortcuts and substitutions which has resulted in highest application of implicit apologies
(Eng: 42% & Urdu: 42%) and apologies as CMDs. Mega apology category called
apologies as CMDs has made highest appearance in the responses yielded by apologizers
of equal group (Eng: 34% & Urdu: 40%) and least application of this category could be
noticed in apologies of lower status group. Based on frequency rate of apology categories
found among all the three social status groups it can be concluded that /ower group needs
to be more explicit in their apologies, so they heavily depend on explicit apologies- first
mega apology category. Whereas, eqral group opt explicit apologies the least and mostly
depend on implicit apologies and apologies as CMDs categories which indicate a sense of
mutual understanding and frankness that makes application of explicit apologies a potential

threat to the essence of spontaneity and genuineness found intheir relationship. The higher
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group, on the other end, prefers .., it apologies in Urdu and explicit apologies in
English.

In sum, maximum apologies have occurred among the interlocutors having equal
status. This finding resembles to Holmes’s (1990) claim that apologies are most {requent
among status equals who do not bother about the potential face loss by admitting their
inefficiency. Present data also supports Wolfson's theory (1988) who maintained that those
who are neither close friends nor strangers require more articulation of solidarity.
Therefore, it can be asserted that participants of the study (Kashmiris), with a change in
lhearer's social status yield variation in apology patterns both at micro and macro levels,

while apologizing in both the languages.

8.5- Conversational Setting and Speech Act of Apology

Fourth objective of the current research study (expressed in section 1.3 and
addressed in subsequent chapters) is to examine effects of formality level of conversational
setting on application of speech act of apology while apologizing in both the languages
under study. Formality is found affecting the total apologies produced in formal and
informal setting (table 7.7): in both the languages more, apologies are exchanged in
informal setting (Eng: 59% & Urdu: 58%) than the formal one (Eng: 40.5% & Urdu: 42%).
Almost equal number of apologies are produced in both the languages in each of the
situations, but lot of differences are found with respect to application of mega apology
categories.

In formal setting, ‘explicit apologies’ is the most frequently applied apology

category making almost half (48%) of the total apologies forwarded in English DCT (table
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7.7). Conversely, in Urdu DCT, i ... ol formal conversational setting two mega apology
categories i.e.. explicit apologies and implicit apologies go in parallel making highest
portion (42% each) of total apologies. While third mega apology category i.e., apologies
as CMDs has got comparatively rare application in case of formal conversational setting in
both the languages (Eng: 17%& Urdu: 15%). Contrary to it in case of informal
conversational setting, implicit apologies- second mega apology categoryis top most
choice of the respondents (Eng: 41% & Urdu: 39%) in both the languages (table, 7.7
followed by apologies as CMDs (Eng: 35% & Urdu: 38.5%). Explicit apologies which is
the highest applied apology category in case of formal setting made lowest application
(Eng: 24% & 22%) in informal setting. Thus, it can be calculated that in context of
conversational setting, first mega apology category called explicit apologies is
predominantly a formal expression with a markedly high (almost double) application in
formal situation than the informal one while other two categories i.e., implicit apologies
and apologies as CMDs are remarkably informal due to high application in informal

setting.

8.6- Social Distance and Speech Act of Apology

Fifth objective of the current study is to explore the manner in which relationship
of the speakers and the addressees affects frequency and typology of apologies. Analysis
of data declares social distance as an influencing factor in selection of apology strategies.
For measuring effects of social distance on apology process the respondents are divided in
three groups called close group. acquaintances and distant group. According to data

presented in table 7.5, maximum apologies are forwarded by distant group in both the
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languages (Eng: 38% & Urdu: 3+ . «nd in Urdu DCT, least apologies are made by
acquainiance group ie., 28.5% while in case of English DCT close and acquaintance
groups forwarded least apologies i.e..31%. This finding corresponds to Brown and
Levinson's theory (1978 & 1987) which claims that an increase in social distance
(strangers) demands application of more apologies to impart more respect to the hearer and
decrease in social distance does not necessitate provision of this speech act if an offence
happens. This finding is paraliel to Thijittang (2010) about Thai EFL learners and
Intachakra’s (2001) findings about English native speakers according to which apology
exchange rate was highest among the strangers. While, Olshtain (1989) did not establish
any relationship between social distance and selection of apology strategies, Wolfson,
Marmor and Jones (1989) and Demeter (2000} found that most expressions accepting
responsibility were exchanged between acquaimtances, Similarly, Wolfson (1988) also
purports that frequent apology exchanges can be observed between those who are neither
strangers nor friends whereas Bergman and Kasper (1993) assert that among closer
interlocutors the offender is expected to assume explicit responsibility for the offence.

As for as preference for mega apology category is concerned it is found that
closegroup heavily resort on implicit apologies which makes 40% of their apologies
forwarded in English and 43% of apologies made in Urdu while this group gives second
preference to apologies as CMDs in both the languages and rarely use explicit apologies-
first mega apology category. Acquaintance group mostly opt explicit apologies in English
DCT (37%), and implicit apologies in Urdu DCT (39%) whereas the least applied category
by them in both the languages is apologies as CMDs (28% each). Members of distant group

depend heavily on application of implicit apologies in both the languages (Eng: 40% &
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Urdu: 38%) because of unavoidable need to forward accounts or reasons to clear their
situation. Second frequently applied category by them is explicit apologies while apologies
as CMDs is least preferred category by this group — distant. The logic behind least
application of apologies as CMDs is obviously lack of mutual understanding and exislence
of common grounds. Thus, in sum, this research study distinguishes social distance as an

influencing factor with regard to application of apology strategies.

8.7- Severity of Offense and Speech Act of Apology

Sixth objective laid down for the current study is to calculate impact of severity of
offence on form and frequency of apologetic expressions of the respondents in both the
languages - English and Urdu. While evaluated in this context, based on the data presented
in tables 4.5.3: 5.5.3:6.5.3 and 7.5.3 following are the {indings with respect to severity of
offence factor. Firstly, in both the languages, Kashmiri speakers surprisingly apologize
more for not- severe marked offences (Eng: 54% & Urdu: 53%) than the severe ones (Eng:
46% & Urdu: 47%). Secondly, each of these two categories (severe and not severe) has
grabbed almost similar number of apologies in both the languages i.e., severe offences have
got a frequency of 46% in English language and 47% in Urdu. On the other hand, apology
rate in not severe offences has been noted 54% & 53% in English and Urdu respectively
which indicates that change of language does not affect general apologetic attitude of the
respondents with regard to severity of offence factor. As far as application of different
apology categories is concerned it is found that in case of sever offences, implicit apology

categorvis most frequently applied (table 7.6) in both the languages. Second frequently
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applied apology category in case of severe offences is explicit apologies in both the
languages (Eng: 36% & Urdu: 32%) followed by least applied category called apologies
as CMDs (Eng: 22% & Urdu: 23%). Contrary to that in case of not-severe offences, two
apology categories are employed in similar frequency i.e., explicit apologies and apologies
as CMDs in English. Conversely in case of Urdu DCT data, implicit apologies category
has got highest application while apologies as CMDs {34%) has emerged as second highly
favoured apology category and least applied is explicit nﬁologies (29%).

The finding of having more apologies in not- severe offences is contrary to many
previous researches like Holmes (1990), Olshtain, (1989), Cohen and Olshtain (1981) and
Trosberg (1987), Owen (1983) according to whom the more serious the offense, the more
elaborated the apology is likely to be. However, it goes in agreement with the findings of
Thijittang (2010), Intachakra (2001), Muhammed (2006) and Demeter (2000) for not
determining severity as a factor to accumulate more apologies rather not- severe offences

earn more apologies.

8.8- Change in language and Apologetic Behaviour of Respondents

Seventh objective set for the current study aims to explore to what extent and in
what ways change in language (Urdu / English) affects apologetic behaviour/ expression
of the speakers. To trace out effect of change of language on apologetic behaviour of the
respondents the results of the analysis made in different chapters (4, 5, 6 & 7) have been
evaluated from two perspectives: application of mega apology categories 1., explicit
apologies, implicit apologies and apologies as CMDs and, individual application of

different apology strategies constituting these mega categories (figure 3.2). When
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analysed, it is found that change of language has a limited effect on apologetic attitude of
the respondents restricted to selection of apology strategies only. Overall apologetic
attitude of respondents is measured on the hasis of application of mega apology categories
which have appeared in same order (explicit apologies-highest applied. implicit apologies-
second highly applied and apologies as CMDs - least applied) in both the languages which
indicates that no matter what the language is, respondents are not explicitin their apologetic
hehaviour rather they are implicit.

As for as application of apology strategies which constitute these mega apology
categories (figure 3.2) is concerned. tot of differences are noticed with change of language
(table 7.3). The respondents while apologizing in these two languages not only apply
different strategies for the same situation but the frequency of different strategies also
differs. For example, the respondents have applied more IFIDs in their apologies in English
DCT followed by explanation and affer of compensation as being second highly applied
apology strategies while in Urdu DCT explanation is the highest applied apology strategy
followed by offer of compensation (figure 7.1). In both the languages, more apologies are
exchanged in informal setting than the formal one (table 7.7); and not severe offences have
grabbed more apologies than the severe ones (table 7.6) but differences with respect to
selection of apology strategies are there, in both the cases. These findings communicate that
change of language does not affect overall attitude of the respondents regarding production
of apologies which corresponds to Sifianou 1992. who claims that besides same politeness
direction existing in a society the individuals are not expected to cxhibit identical
inclination towards apology strategies (Sifianou (1992: p.2'") and Eelen (2001:p.'%%) who

asserts that despite application of internally different expressions individuals display
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through their behaviour cultures are “inherently homogeneous™ and. “no matter how
complex the svstem may be. it is still assumed to be shared throughout the culture™(Eelen

2001: p.'%),

8.9- Politeness Orientation

Final objective set for the current study is to find out what type of politeness -
positive or negative - is more prevalent in the society under study. To mmeet this objective
a thorough discussion has been made in section 7.6. The analysis of data collected in both
the languages through DCTs. observations and interviews lead to the claim that B & L’s
(1978 & 1987) conception of face as heing positive or negative is not applicable to the
society under study, hence is a culture dependent notion. Kashmiris define themselves in
relation to others, not as individuals but as group members who need to have certain
relations with others. Moreover, provision of exaggerated explanations or accounts in both
the languages and frequent application of offer of repair, concern for the hearer and
showing infimacy which leave apologizee with no option but to accept apology substantiate
Kashmiris® obvious inclination towards positive politeness. Further. application of some
sub-strategies like offer of meal, religious references, smile, laughter etc., are also
representative of their inclination to create and/or maintain harmony with their addressee.
It leads to formulation of claim that the apology semantic formulae most favoured in this
culture reveal positive politeness orientations of the society. These strategies have also

been counted as positive politeness strategics by Ogiermann (2008) who states that positive
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politeness orientation, in Russian, is reflected by extensive use of such strategies as concern
for hearer, offer of repair, and pronise of forbearance.

Further, it is found that the way speech act of apology is used in this society makes
it a positive politeness strategy instead of negative politeness strategy as proposed by B&L
(1987). IFIDs, for instance, are not applied merely to cater negative face needs of
apologizee or to show indifference; but to acknowledge high social status (either
professionally or age wise) of the apologizee and give respect to him / her. Fusrther, less
application of explicit apologies and maximum application of implicit apologies and
apologies as CMDs (in total) makes it obvious (table 7.1) that primarily this speech act is
used as an instrument to balance relationship among the interlocutors without any expense
of apologizer’s or apologizee's face. Also, contrary to the approaches reckoning apologies
a threat o apologizers™ face, this study establishes it as face supporting and face restoring
agent for them. Hence, emergence of speech act of apology as a positive pohiteness strategy
directed to positive face needs of both the apologizer and the apologizee negates B & L's
model (1978 & 1987) in which it was primarily assumed to be a negative politencss strategy
iﬁtended to address negative face needs of the hearer. It, indicates that their (B & L: 1978,
1987) argument regarding universality of face with two core components i.e., positive and
pegative is not applicable universally.

Since social expectations vary cross-culturally, people resort to different apology
strategies perceived as socially appropriate in their language. Thus, it is irrational to
categorize a culture as being more or less polite than any other as propose Locher & Watts
(2005): Spencer-Oatey (2005); and Arundale (2006) rathgr. it should be acknowledged that

cultures differ in encoding and realization of politeness phenomenon which should be
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respected. So, to understand politeness in a certain culture it is pertinent to understand

socio-cultural rules that govern social interaction in that society.

8.10- Further Insights, Practical Implications, and Concluding Remarks

The findings of this research study clearly endorse that apology is a relational
phenomenon being employed to maintain good relations with other members of the society
(Walls 2005; Spencer-Oatey 2005; Arundale 2006), and at times it appears as a tool to
“improve the standing of the speaker in the eyes of the addressee” (Davies et al 2007:p57).
Thus, in the community under study apologies less likely appear as essentially face-
threatening acts as declared by B & L (1978 & 1987) however, are being perceived as
having a relational and interactional function directed towards positive face needs of both

the apologizer and the apologizee. Following are the main assertions of the current study:

8.10.1- Further Insights

Apologies in the society under review perform dual function. They are extended to
cater face needs of both the apologizer and the apologizee. When speaker or apologizer
oriented, they are extended to meet fundamental aim of restoring lost face of the apologizer
and to help him / her reinstate respect in the society. In parallel, being apologizee oriented,
apologies mostly function as positive politeness strategies for them:. This finding parallels
Holmes (1995) who extends their face benefit to the speaker as well and claims that

apologies are face-supporting acts in general: and contradicts the traditional view of
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apologies as hearer supportive for ;.. . iding some benefit to the addressee / apologizee at
the cost to the speaker as assetted by Fraser & Nolan, 1981; Goffman, 1972; Leech, 1983;
Owen, 1983).

o Explicitly apologizing is not a common practice in the community under study.
People focus more to sooth ruffled feelings of others, to get the apologizer “off the
hook™". elevate or restore his/her face in the eye of the apologizee and community
at large, or to give a better standing to the apologizee than the way how to apologize
which results in multiple functions of apology strategies such as a device to help
continue communication,

e Saving the face and expressing solidarity has emerged as one of the fundamental
functions of speech act of apology which is substantiated even by application of
strategies like showing infimacy, concern for hearer and offer of compensation even
with denial of offence strategy.

e lustead of imparting impression of distance and deference among the interlocutors
apologies in this society become an indication of in-groupness, intimacy and
closeness.

e Application of multiple strategies is a common practice regardless of severity of
offence — which many researchers regard as a factor to grab multiple strategies.
Hardly few cases involving single strategy could be found during this study. It
differs from findings about some other languages, for example. according to
[Holmes (1990) proportion of combinations in English is found almost half, and in

Lombok, as.says Wouk (2005) combination of strategies were almost non-existent.
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Nevertheless, in many other languages combinations are preferred over single
strategies, such as German (Vollmer & Olshtain, 1989} and Akan (Obeng, 1999).
JFFIDs are not found as standalone strategy but are used in combination with other
strategies. The rest of the stratcgies are used both as standalone and in combination
of other strategies.

Acknowledgement of responsibility strategy is not found in data collected through
Urdu DCT (appendix 1), and its application during observation (appendix 2) is also
found rare.

Many differences are noted (discussed thoroughly throughout the study) in the data
collected through observations (appendix 2), DCTs (appendix1) and interviews
(appendix 3) which endorses difference of perception and reality with regard to
application of many apology strategies.

Hearer deserving an apology strategy is found in none of the data collected through
English and Urdu DCTs.

Word “please’ is found being used as apology strategy. In many cases there is noted
a repetition of this word i.e.. please, please, please.

For emphasising apologies, strategies are repeated. Instances of this repetition
occur in different ways. Firstly, repetitive application of sorry —an IFID- i.e., sorry,
sorty, sorry or sorry, sorrv, | am really sorry. Secondly, there are many instances
where intensifier "very" is reiterated. The data contain recurrent expressions
containing repetition of adverb "very" for instance. ‘Oh. I'm very, very sorry”. This
type of repetition has also been reported by Cohen & Olshtain (1985: p.'™

regarding Hebrew speakers.
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Whereas according to many research studies apologies are used to highlight
formality, in case of Kashmiri speakers their application is also noticed to promote
solidarity.

English word ‘sorry™ is abundantly used in apologies made in Urdu which might be
taken as an example of ‘code switching™ or imperialism of language or cultural

invasion as says Rahman (1998).

8.10.2- Implications of the Study

The current research provides an insight into politeness phenomenon with respect

to speech act of apology in Kashmiri society. Focusing on its forms and function;

perception and execution it embodies many theoretical and practical implications which

are of great teaching and learning value. The findings of the study implicitly and explicitly

assert:

A large number of taxonomies have been proposed by linguists to study speech acts
especially speech act of apology — the most frequently researched one. Instead on
commenting on role of different taxonomies again suffice is to say that those
taxonomies/models have provided me with a worthwhile paradign to structure my
investigations and devise taxonomy (figures 3.1 & 3.2) used in the current research.
[t is not advisable to study apologetic expression used in s particular culture through
the foreign lenses i.c., taxonomies formulated on the basis of data relevant to other
cultures and societies. In the view of limitations of existing taxonomies and to

answer all the questions related to population under study in this regard a new
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taxonomy is developed based on CCSARP model (1989) and some new strategies
found in the data collected for the current study (figures 3.1 & 3.2). The new
taxonomy, therefore, has an addition of apology semantic formulae. Thus, the new
taxonomy is a commendable contribution in research about apologies in the field
of pragmatics.

Concept of face as proposed by B & L’s (1978) is not applicable to every society,
as is the case of the society under study. Hence it is not a universal, but culture
dependent notion.

The way speech act of apology is used in the society under study, makes it a positive
politeness strategy instead of negative politeness strategy as proposed by B&L
(1987). intended to address negative face needs of the hearer Exaggerated
application of explanations, offer of repair, concern for the hearer, showing
intimacy and of some sub-strategies like offer of meal, religious references, smile,
laughter ctc (table,7.2), help maintain harmony among speaker and addressee
revealing positive politeness orientations of the society.

The findings of the current research study endorse that it is indispensable to be fully
acquainted with cross-cultural differences for better perception of characteristics
and role of apologies around the globe. There also emerges a need to recommend
redefining concept of offence because an action considered offensive in one society
may not be considered so in another e.g., smile, yelling, laughter, cough, staring
even slight bumping do not ask for any apology in the culture under study hence
are not considered offensive in nature. So, it is to reiterate that people from one

cultures should not honour their social norms and behaviour as culmination of



325

behaviour or universal as says Wolfson (1989) because every culture is a unique
spectrum of peculiar colours of norms, traditions and behaviour which may differ

225) speakers' linguistic choices

from others to any level and as says Ide (1989: p.
should be reciproeal to the conventional norms operating in their society.

Social expectations vary cross-culturally, people resort to different apology
strategies perceived as socially appropriate in their language (table, 7.2). Thus, it is
irrational to categorize a culture as being more or less polite than any other as
propose Locher & Watts (2005); Spencer-Oatey (2005); and Arundale (2006)
rather, it should be acknowledged that cultures differ in encoding and realization of
politeness phenomenon which should be respected. So, to understand politeness in
a certain culture it is pertinent to understand socio-cultural rules that govern social
interaction in that society.

Definitions of actions as offensive and not offensive (e.g., reaching late for
meeting); behaviours ( smile, laughter, silence etc} as polite and impolite, concept
of face as being positive and negative; and stratification of actions as inherently
bearing positive or negative politeness need to be re-considered due to difference
in their perception in different cultures around the globe as also recommended by
many other researchers (Gu 1990; Holmes 1995: Holmes & Schnurr 2005; Mills
2003; Watts 2003; Locher 2004; Locher & Watts 2005; Spencer-Oatey 2003,
Arundale 2006);, Wierzbicka 1985a & 985b).

By focusing on above stated intercultural differences with respect to speech act of
apology, effective communication can be fostered on international level. If

teachers are well aware of existence of such differences, the learners/students can



be taught which sort of apology strategy is appropriate in certain situations.
Further, knowledge of how apologies are executed in different cultures /
languages is essential for better understanding of how speech acts work across in

different cultures.

8.10.3- Concluding Remarks

In the same course of discussion. current research work is a contribution in the existing
research repository addressing the debate whether politeness phenomenon and apology
strategies are culture specific or universal in application. Another, valuable contribution is
to explore many so far rarely addressed areas related to speech act of apology. for instance,
the dual role of this speech act as being supportive to both, the apologizer and the
apologizee in addition to its role as communication management device. It has also
discovered application of apology strategies in such a way as to making them primarily
positive politeness oriented. Every culture around the globe has undeniable significance so
is the case with the culture under study i.e., Kashmiri- which besides enjoying many
peculiar linguistic characteristics has still been unknown to the world of linguists and
language. This research study has played a valuable role by attempting to dig out this
particular culture which may open door to many new research topics and areas leading
towards global understanding of cultural differences. This research work is also unique in
dealing with two different languages while the sample of the study is same. The new

taxonomy devised for the current work is also a commendable contribution in research
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about apologies as it has undermined the significance of the approach to study apologetic

expression used in s particular culture through the foreign lenses i.e., taxonomies.

8.11- Limitations of the Current Research and Suggestions for Future Research

The current research, being very first detailed work on the topic, “The Speech Act of
Apology: A Linguistic and Socio- cultural Exploration of Politeness in Selected
Universities of Kashmir® has many limitations. For example, being an academic
requirement, this research is time bound which has resulted to delimit its sample to
university students only whereas a sample representing overall Kashmiri population may
have given more generalizable results. Secondly, it is focused on use of apologies in
general regardless of gender impact which could have given an interesting dimension to
this study. Thirdly, role-play is one of the most appropriate tools for data collection in
pragmatic research studies but due to some cultural restraints, and time factor it could not
be employed in the current study. Besides these limitations, this research opens door of
vast opportunities for future researchers to work on apologies in Kashmir from multiple
prospects. Out of countless researchable domains some possible areas might be: apologies
and interpersonal relationship; investigation of role of variables like gender; age;
education; caste efc to explore how different factors affect the use of apology strategies in
the society under study. As this study addresses the mere production of apology by the
speaker, so it seems interesting to study whether the hearer accepts the apology and what

type of apologies get more public acceptance etc.
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Appendix: |

Discourse Completion Test

The instrument designed for the current study consists of adoption of some apology
situations from Blum-Kulka & Olshtain (1984) in addition to the situations based on
personal observation of the researcher to provide the informants as real situations as
possible. The test consists of incomplete discourse sequences representing socially
differentiated situations and covering offences of different types - time, space, possession
damage etc. Each discourse sequence presents a short description of the situation, clearly
specifying the setting, the social distance between the participants and their status relative
to each other, thus providing a context which may be expected to give rise to particular
apology strategies. Appendix 1 consists of English version of DCT followed by Urdu
version of the same DCT.
Instructions

You are requested to go through 15 given situations calling for an apologetic
response. Respond as much as possible as you would in an actual situation. As you will
find, the apology situations listed below differ in terms of relative status of the participants
(the apologiser and the apologizee), the degree of familiarity between them and the
seriousness of the offence involved. You are requested to consider these variables when
apologising. Please react as honestly as possible as if you were in such situations.
Situation |
You are a university teacher. You promised to return a student's term paper that day but
didn't finish reading it.
Student: "1 hope you are happy with it.”

RS 3| HT T OO T RO S U

Situation 2

You are a student and you borrowed your teacher's book. You promised to return the book
that day but forgot to bring it.

Professor: "Have you brought the book?™’

DUl oot s e e ee s teeseterae e rea e ranaanatseraeeanaeenraetannaea e e raa e r e rnr i rren



Situation 3
You reached late in an important official meeting chaired by MD (wlto in fact is your
brother too). When you entered in conference hall, the boss looked at you and then to the
wall clock.

Boss: | hope you were informed about the imeeting.

Situation 4

You forgot meeting with a friend whom you were supposed to meet to work on a combine
assignment. The problem is that you are notoriously known for being unpunctual. You call
him to apologise. Your fricnd asks over the phone.

Friend:" What happened”?

01 S

Situation 5

At the end of the day when you reached home. your kid reminds you that you forgot to take
him for shopping, as you had promised.

Kid: "Oh, vou {orgot your promise”

D 1 O PO PO PP PSP TPPPPP Y

Situation 6

While backing up to park, you hit another car and damaged it. The driver gets out and
comes over to you angrily.

Driver: "Can't you look where you're going? See what you've done? "

Situation 7
You were supposed to receive your elder brother at airport, but you forgot and reached
quite late.

Your brother: “where were you. I have been waiting for almost an hour™

Situation 8
You - the boss-couldn 't visit an employee’s father in the hospitalwhen he was seriously ill.

Later on visiting him at his residence what would be your expressions



Situation 9

At a restaurant you (the waiter) brought fried chicken instead of fried fishto a diet conscious
customer which makes him angry.

Customer: what is this? Are you in your senses?

D 0 OO RRUPOPFTOSPPRR O

Situation 10

You are on a bus with a child. While occupying seat you accidentally bumped into an
elderly passenger and hurt his leg.

tHe: "Hey, look out”

Y OUL et

Situation 1.

You. being head of a department, forgot to inform a junior employee about meeting with

Dean. Later. he becomes upset with the situation. How would you deal him?

Situation 12
You're at a meeting and you say something that one of the participants interprets as a
personal insult to him.

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

Sitnation 13;

You, being MDD} of a department in an organization got a circular about scheduled meeting
with another MD of some other department. You forgot the meeting and, in the afternoon,,
you receive a call from the respective MD

He: “what happened Mr. X? You kept us waiting for quite a long time”™

Situation 14:
You being an officer kept your subordinate waiting for long time for a meeting. The
subordinate is your close friend. too.

Subordinate: Oh, today | had to wait for quite a long time....



Situation 15:

You go to meet an officer in his office. A glass of water slips from your hands on his table.

Officer: ohhhhh

The End
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Appendix 2

Observations

Observation Grid

This observation sheet is prepared to ohserve application of apology sematic formulae by
Kashmiri speakers in their routine life. The observation sheet is developed in view of
objectives of the study. It is based on the same points which are focus of the questionnaires
/ Discourse Completion Tasks (DCTs) because the basic purpose behind using this data
collection tool i.e., observation is to cross check data gathered from DCTs. In view of the
objectives of study, it is important to note full detail of who, when, how and to whom is
apologizing. What is body language or nonverbal expressions of the apologizer.
Additionally, following are the main areas which the researcher / co-researchers have to
note down while recording observations: the general format and instruction to be followed
are:
How to conduct Observations
The observer is directed to:

o record the apologies / avoiding apologies on paper: notes on meaningful

fragments to be summarized in everyday language

e refrain from judgments or slanted recording

¢ interpret meaning or expressions linked with contextual variables

e select relevant events / examples which can help in understanding realization of

apology phenomenon in real life encounters

Where / When
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e During classes/seminars in universities, office encounters, play grounds, cafeteria,

libraries, hostels etc.

Who is to be Observed

- Anybody involved in an interaction demanding an apology e.g., teachers, students,

employees at university etc.

Observation Focus

Factors under consideration

during observations

Probable / expected situation and explanation

Social status

According to social status the participants, in the current
study, are divided into three groups: higher; lower and
equals. The researcher / co researcher notes down the
necessary detail to find out effect of social status of the
apologizer and the apologize on realization of apologies.

Key to code and decode social status:

>=high
< = low
= = equal

Social Distance

The relationship between apologizer and the apologizee is
also an imporant factor which is believed to affect
realization of apologies. To measure, whether and to what
extent it affects apologizing process, relationship among
interlocutors is noted down under following three categories
during undertaking of observations: close, acquaintance or
neutral and distant.

Key to code and decode social distance:
+ = close
- = distant

0 = neutral

Conversational setting

While talking about conversational selling formality
levels are distinguished as: formal and informal.
Formal situations are those in which interlocutors act in their
professional roles, and the conversational limits are dictated
by the sitnations and surrounding. On the other hand,
informal situations take place in informal setltings and are
characterized high in spomtaneity.




Severity of offence

Another factor believed to affect realization of
apologies is mentioned to be noted down while
conducting observation. It is classified into two
categories: severe and not- severe.

Key for coding and decoding:

+ = severe - = not severe
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Student to teacher : sir, may | borrow pencil from Bilal? mine is not writing
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Another student: madam, it will never happen again, please forgive us.
Another student: madam in fact we thought rather some one told that you were
on feave so we didn't come to classroom on time.

A student being caught read handed while he was copying answer of quiz from
near hy sitting student’'s sheeat

Student: sorry sir. please forgive me. It will never happen again

Student fo teacher

Sir. sorry | could not prepare my presentalion today, | had been sulfering from
health problems for two days. Pease allow me for tomorrow.

One student to another give me your book for a minute

Second: | am preparing test. You can share (he same pages.

SasS

Sy [CNCRRE S
Li_‘:.‘-}':.... i e d i _AL'C’_\_, o - ._.\c‘f?a._') V:;_,-.-'L..' Lo

- . .
. ‘ h N
Sovernd 207 44 1 b :‘i.,b""._',-';,“"‘..i'

Lfr.:b‘g‘ﬁ?brz;;—b&’ -_L}(_'l'.;g-_'ljbfl, [ _/T‘_LLL‘.‘;"‘TJ:C_ h‘i d Lfkvlkb-.i'b::b"/"



i L e o AT e e e et Lt
#

Uk ke

el JES et hrfal S R

o,-7 g ISR e
Cer il e i Iy oo

R Al TR AU

s

ity

E [ { ." - - b - b Yy - M .
- - ‘ Lo $hi e d oyt i 5 PN
Lol U i e .'-c,i-‘-"(.'c___:l#.'&..g_,'»",’ (POTE R LT (UL N S

_u%b_ \:-' L l Q- I.u! L L’__r -;&..‘I:L :.‘.:L"‘— f-,/{‘;,‘:’:,ﬂ?“.i—!} :LJ’-’:—:'&.J:



td

-,;_:‘icjir =~ in fact . L;L,'.'.ﬁ_, La‘_ b el ‘Jf--

2 » :

Ly (RSl e o Vgl ve o e St L
L b Gt 2 RIS Ik lsg Lt iyt 4

—é’—b Mol S m _4-9 pp— Pore b b I 02

el b
S e e ¢ G LA e
e ,LL.. e d—'l.- DL LI P ) ..L-l_{ T 1

-

P PR £ . - K -
Kot o LLoermeel VE ‘L'E('_-.r'vgul:‘! L PSS LR | Y

s LIS L e STl }_LX g

Pl en Dy ot VL '--ff“f’-__ttt..»:‘v
iy E“L":-:-'-::L"‘.)J L*:‘_FVFE‘__I/-_\.-‘L‘L-W/
,t .7

- ‘ [ T .
APt Fe e -L.“‘EU"L;." AR ANEVR T Lo
47 s e} . b )
q_b" \:'L ""‘L- .'lﬁ . :‘b.‘ L’-Lt. M --'.'..:-1"{1\_,#‘, U'L“"L sl :/L

ey s - . F
-g,‘-.'penallybf- ....L.._..;f.,"u,""'.‘é,!".:f;’.- P NI P,

PSRN I P

e
..
N

5
Gy
€y

: L]

-

.
A
2
k.
E
-



A friend lo other: sorry for hard debate. 1 know you are angry butl i just wanted to
stop you from committing this mistake.

Sorry for making you cry but believe me i didnt mean that.

A student bumped into another student: "

Sturfent:  silently smiling... ohhhhhh, oppps 33

A sludent to another: You should not have told madam that | did not "

ronvey her message to you. She got angry with me.

Second student:  swear to God. | did not mean to complain. | was taking it very

normal. Don't worry: | will talk to her later.

Student X: That is unfair yar... you did not submit my application. My "

allendance is already short.

Student Yo hmmm, | reached late and just forgot. . Leave it yar, it is not a bhig

issue. . let us go for tea. .. A sort of penalty in fact. .. (hahaha) 8

Student X: Muhammad, where is my laptop? "

Student Y: ohhh, | forgot 1o bring it hack. ... hmmmmn., sorry yar. .

Stadent X where is my notehnnk?

Student Yo ohhh, that is in computer lab. Ask Ahmed lo bring or you may use

my nntehonk,

Student X: Salma, you just do not talk to me, | am angry with you.

Salma: Why are you angry my dear?

Student X: yesterday was your birth day and you did not invile me in your party



Salma: Ohhhhhh, sorry. sorry sorry..... let us go for lea... yes not only {ea but a
full party my
datling. Both laugh toudly and walk towards canteen.
Student X: Ali. yar | have heen looking for you for last fifteen minules. You have
parked your
car wrongly and hlocked my way. You killed my time, | was in a hurry.
Ali: Ohhhhh, | am just coming.... showing geslures of embarrassment on
face 9
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Summary of Observations

Observation is one of the data collection tools used in the current study. Data collected
through it has been used either to reinforce or contradict data collected through DCTs. The
data collected, is neither numbered nor arranged under specific categories but used when
and where needed. Observations are conducted both in formal and informal situations by
using the checklist stated above. Data collected through observations can be summarized
as under:

« Many apology strategies used by the population under study are those which were
not part of any of the apology models proposed till date. The newly emerged
apology strategies encountered during observations are: minimization of offence,
suggestion; counter attack; showing intimacy etc.

e To reconcile apology demanding situations a large number of apology strategies
are used by the population under study. These strategies include none verbal
commumication to a large extent. Large number of apologies exchanged must
embody gestures, smile, laughter, silence ete.

s DPeople normally remain silent in front of elders in case of any offence.

e Explanation is a part of almost every apology

e Suggestion is one of the common apology strategy in case where apologize is either
lower in status or younger in age.

o Social status plays vital role in apology process as elders and seniors are rarely
found apologizing rather they employ other tactics like smile, laughter, use

exclamation marks etc.
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Generally, Juniors and younger apologize explicitly. But, most of the times their
apologies contain explanations or concern along with some apologetic gesture.
Multiple strategies are generally used. People do not prefer applying single strategy
or mere application of IFIDs.

People apologize more frequently in formal situation whereas in informal situations
they avoid apologies and depend on none verbal expressions.

People don't like to apologize explicitly to their near and dear ones rather they refer
to show concern or render love in case of some offence.

People don't like or expect seniors / elders to apologize.

Peers and friends seriously apologize just in case of serious offences otherwise they

normally use counter attack or just some gesture or laughter etc.



APPENDIX 3

Interview Data: Summary and Some Important Extracts

As has thoroughly been discussed in chapter 3 (section 3.3.4) that in the current
research three different tools are used for data collection. These different tools i.e., DCTs,
observattons and interviews have made triangulation of data possible resulting in more
reliable results. The current section deals with data collected through interviews, including
summary and some extracts of data collected through interviews. Fifty students have
participated in this segment. Students were requested to voluntarily participate in
interviews. However, few students were personally requested for interviews because of
their unconventional or unusual responses to questions asked in DCTs (Appendix 1). This
section (appendix 3) reports how the respondents of current study reflect on different
aspects like significance of apology, apology strategies, whether to apologize or not in
certain situation; and, effects of different factors on selection of apology strategies. The
data included in this appendix is presented under four headings: 1) Background information
of participants of the interviews: 2) Significance of apology; 3) Apology strategies; and 4)
Effects of different social factors on apologizing process including selection of strategies.
For coding and decoding of interview data following transcripton key was used.
Transcription coding scheme:

&

e “...7 :directly reported speech ol participants (interviewees).

* [ ] :silence, pause, or other non-verbal expressions,

* 1t non-verbal expressions used while participants (interviewees) think of what
to

e say. ... speaker silently trying to recall something.

e Hmmmm....: trying to find appropriate expression



Checklist for Interview

Checklist / items

Detail/ explanation

1- | Background Information e Name
s FEducational background
¢ Family background
¢ Socio-econontical background
¢ Religious and social orientation etc
2- | Significance of Apology * Do you think apology is a social speech act?
Il ves, Why?
¢ Do you think apology is important?
If ves. why?
3- | Apelogy Strategies and * Do you translate apology from Urdu to English when
Social Variahles you apologize in English?
If yes, why?
3.1- social status * Do you change apology patterns in accordance with
hearers’” social slatus i.e., higher. equal or lower?
o If ves, why? 2.3
3.2 social distance * Do you think social distance i.e., close, distant or
neutral influence your apologies?
If yes, what do you think why does it happen so?
3.3- - Severity of offence . D.O you use different apology patterns according to
situation that it is severe or not severe?
e [f ves. to what extent does it affect your apologies?
3.4-Conversational setling
* Do you apologize m different ways in formal and
informal situations?
e Il yes. how does it affect your apology process?

Summary and statements of the Main Points:

a- Significance of Apology

During interviews, first of all students” views about the significance and role of apology

with respect to social interaction and relationship were studied. According to almost all the
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interviewees, apologies are social speech acts that serve many important function in the
society. An apology might contain just one word. for example. “sorry™ or several words or
senlences e.g.. “I'm sorry. | forgot to bring your book back. I will bring you tomorrow™ to
help settle the offence. But. according to the respondents of study. just a ‘sorry’ or
application of /F/Ds alone cannot be considered sufficient to sooth ruffled feelings of the
offended one. They recommended integration of different apology strategies according to
the situations. According to them, an apology cannot be considered effective until it is
accompanied by a brief explanation of the situation which lead to that offence or any other
strategy.

According to some of the students, apology is a social speech act which aims at
maintaining good relations between people by helping them settling down their differences
amicably. Also, most of the times, people apologize not only to acknowledge their mistake
but primarily to express their regret for putting the other party in an inconvenience or
trouble and making them feel that they are special for them as is evident from the examples
given below:

®  “Yes. [ ] I think apologies are social speech acts. rrr....yes, they are used for running
the communication smoothly. . ... They help unite people and reduce mutual violence
and dilTerences.”

e “...apologies are social speech acts. | | We apologize to show an admission of guilt to
the offended person.”

* “Yes. apologies are social speech acts. { ] They are applied to unite people...it might
be one word or more than one word rrr... or may contain more than one

sentences...hmmm, for example. if I reach late in a pre-scheduled official meeting, |
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would say “Sotry” or “I'm sorry, I got late because [ missed my bus.” [ will be careful
next time.™ So. in this case it (apology) has been used to express regret and give an

explanation...”

b- Importance of apology

All the respondents of the interviews asserted that apologies have important role in
harmonizing social relationship between members of a society. But, majority of them
ascribed less importance to JF/Ds. According to almost all of them /7D may appear rather
rude if applied alone in some serious situation. So, they recommended inclusion of other
strategies for a result-oriented apology. According to one of the respondents, “an apology
without sufficiently explaining the causes of offence is just a half apology’. Another
marked mere application of IFIDs rude saying, “in case of sever offences and apologizee
of higher status application of an 111 alone is not only insufficient but also seems rude.
According to many of them apology helps maintaining harmony between speakers and
hearers by minimizing seriousness of offence. Some of the responses are as follows:
¢  “Yes, once apologized. people can live together happily.”
e  “Yes, apologies have a significant role in our social lives because they help lessen the
strife and redress offenses.”
e “Apology of course has a role to play in maintaining good relationship. But, it depends
on many other important factors...definitely...but ... T think it is essential to apologize

for an offense.”
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As many scholars (Brown & Levinson, 1987; Olshtain, 1989; Stenstrom, 1994)
agree that apologies are of importance as that they imply the speaker’s guilt and thus are
face threatening. Also, as Lakoff (2001: 201) points out, “apology, more than most speech
acts. places psychological burden both on its maker and, less seriously, on its recipient.”
Thus, the interview data from this study supports importance of apology. The respondents
also value role of apology in maintaining harmony and rectifying offenses. They believe
that social harmony is highly important and, people must try to avoid conflicts in their
interactions with others by applying appropriate apology strategies. In other words, they
recommend serious efforts- whatever suits according to nature of offence and relationship
for saving face of both, the apologizer and the apologizee. Saving the face is essential in
establishing good relationships and maintaining mutual coordination. It reflects the basic

notion of apologies leading towards politeness phenomenon in Kashmiri society.

c- Apology Strategies

In terms of apology strategies. four areas were focused during interview: translating
Urdu Apologies into English; applying different strategies to match social status of the
apologizee; Using different strategies in accordance with prevailing social distance
between interlocutors; and application of different apology semantic formulas according
to severity of the situation demanding apology; and, lastly, apologizing in view of formality

level of conversational setting. Following is a discussion about these topics:

d- Translation Urdu Apologies into English Apology
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Majority of the interviewees claim that they do not translate apologies from Urdu
into English while apologizing. Many of them claim that apologizing in fact is a reaction
to a situation and has nothing to do with translation process. They claim for having got
sufficient vocabulary in English language which can be needed for apologizing in English
language. Most of the English apologies, according to them, consists of merely a simple
expression like sorry, excuse me, or pardon which are frequently used during their classes
in the University. Some of the excerpts from responses of the respondents are as follows:

e “No. ldon’t translate apologies from Urdu to English for apologizing in English [}
because... hmmm .... the words we use for apologizing are pretty simple and are
frequently used in our classes™

¢ “No. [ don’t think that I translate apologies from Urdu into English. In fact,
apologies are our spontaneous reactions which automatically comes into our minds.
So, we can say that they reflect our general attitude towards some incident or
offence.

e “l always use very simple expressions in if | have to apologize for some mistake.
So, there comes no need to translate something from Urdu to English instead these
simple expressions come in mind automatically. ™

Five interviewees said that though not intentionally, sometimes they translate apologies
from Urdu to English when they need to apologize in English. Following are the excerpts,
holding this sort of replies:

e “Yes. [ | I feel sometimes I do so...hmmm... | mean I translate expressions from
Urdu to English. But, this exercise is never intentional but in fact the first thought

comes in iy mind is always in Urdu. So, I have to translate it in English™.
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e “Yes. For me it is natural to firstly think in Urdu then to translate it in English. And,
sometimes, even both the thoughts move simultaneously. . .. hrrr, however
sometimes, I apologize directly in English using simple expressions...”

In most of the cases when the speakers use two languages in a way firstly to think in one
language and then to translate it in second language it is believed that the message must
lose its essence. As says Dunnet et. al., (1986: 148) “language cannot be translated word-
for-word, because forms of any two languages may differ”, it is almost impossible that any
form of each language will communicate exﬁctly the same messages (Bell, 1991:p.%). But
according to the respondents, except five, they do not translate their apologies from one
language to another. Thus, their reactions or apologies are supposed to be carrying original

sense without distortion of message.

Apology Patterns aud Socio Linguistic Factors

Respondents’ views about application of different apology patterns to match
hearer's social status, conversational setting, and social relationships have also been
considered. Majority of the respondents agree that these factors play a significant role in
their conversation and usually they choose apology strategies in view of the status of the
hearer (higher, equal or lower) and their mutual relationship. Few of the respondents are of
the view that to apologize in case of an offence is moral obligation so the offender should
accept the mistake and apologize unconditionally.

Some of the responses of the interviewees with respect to Social status of the

apologize are as under:
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“Yes, I always apply apology strategies to match social status of the apologizee...
Trrrr... T mean 1 become more formal in my apologetic expressions when I owe it
to someone having higher status in society with respect to age or social position. ...
and ... if I have to apologize to a friend [ may not apologize at all or would use
just few simple expressions to make him feel that I have a concern for his trouble.
As for as those who have a lower status are concerned, I will avoid apologizing
explicitly or directly..... ves... rather I will try to make them happy through some
other ways... hmmm.... like a smile in formal setting or a laughter, a hug or by
applving some other loving expressions in informal setting.”’

“Yes, a difference js always there.... I mean... hmmmm, the way I will apologize
to my friend or my close relative cannot be similar to the way 1 apologize to my
boss or my teacher. Teacher and boss will of course .... get ... a more formal
apology while relative and friend will rarely be apologized properly instead what
they exactly need to setle their feelings is just a show of love and care.... Feeling
that ¥ care for them and do not like to put them in any inconvenience.”

“Yes... [ ] I will.... because social status is always valued high in our society. We
are not allowed to talk to elders freely, likewise we have to be reserve in front of
our seniors. Which in case of any offence results in a very serious and formal
attitude. ... like if I commit something wrong, or sometimes even just because my
father is in anger and he scolds me.... what the best I can do is standing still without
saying anything, nodding my head in affirmation showing that he is right, and 1
deserve that anger and castigation. But, in case | have made some mistake to my

friend. 1 instead of saying sorry can even refuse about negativity of that attitude of
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mine and will try to justify it even by counter attack.... Hmmm. .. and, similar sort

of attitude 1 will probably display in case of being in need to apologize to some

junior or younger.”

The interview data collected in this context supports finding of the questionnaire
data "that for apologizing, participants of tlie study are sensitive to the social status of the
apologizee. They vary apology patterns to match status of their recipients. In other words,
participants emphasize that they are likely to apologize to hearer having different social
status in different ways. Recipients having higher status are normally entitled to more polite
and formal forms as is evident from the following examples which are taken from the
questionnaire data:

Situation: a student forgot to bring teacher’s book back. (DCTs- Situation 2)

» Apologizer: Ohhh, ] am extremely sorry sir. I forgot to bring your book. In fact, in

the morning | left home in a hurry because of heavy rain.

¢ Apologizer: | am so sorry sir, | have not brought your book. In fact, I was in hostel

last night and book was at home. Please excuse me, [ will be careful next time.
Situation: Employee gets late for an official meeting called by his boss who in fact is his
brother too. (DCT's- Situation 3)

o Apologizer: “I'm really sorry sir. I could not get vehicle in time. Sorry.
Sifuation: Speaker gets late in reaching airport to receive his / her elder brother. (DCTs-
Situation 07)

Apologizer: Ohhhhoo, you had to wait so long. In fact, there is too much traffic on the

road. Are you ok?
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In the above examples the participants have used very formal expressions to
apologize to someone owing higher social status. They have also used explicit expression
of apology with intensifiers in almost all the examples. Sometimes they have even used
double explicit apology strategies along with indirect strategies which shows that they are
aware of social status of the hearer. On the contrary, the respondents claim that they prefer
using simple forms of apology or even prefer not to apologize at all and depend on
application of some gesture, smile, laughter, hug. kiss or just a sort of mimicry when they
apologize to people of equal or lower status. The following examples are taken from a
questionnaire data in this regard:

Situation: a {riend forgot meeting with a friend (Situation 4-appendix 1)

“Sorry. var, | just forgot. You do the assignment yourself it is too late to come now™
Situation: A boss kept a junior colleague waiting for long time. They are close friends as
well. (Situation 14- appendix 1)

Apologizer: “ohhhooo. .., | was stuck in another meeting. Have a seat please. Let us have
tea first.”

Situation: a teacher (higher in status) could not grad assignments in time. (Situation: I-
appendix 1)

Apologizer: “hmmm. ... | have not checked them yet. Visit me tomorrow.”

In the above stated examples, the respondents have used either simple forms of apology
‘sorry” or just solidarity marker ‘yar- {tiend" along with some implicit apology strategies.
It seems that in these situations when apologizee is either of equal status or belongs to
lower social status the apologizers avoid using explicit expressions of apology and prefer

to apply some indirect strategy, for example, explanation. It might be becausc of social
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belief that giving apologies will make them lose their faces. Thus, it can be inferred from
the above discussions that in the cases of status differentials more apologies are forwarded
to higher status people than those with equal or lower status. As says one of the
respondents:
Stiedent: Yup, one should apologize for mistake but to apologize suggests that one is not
capable of fulfilling his responsibilities.... hmmm... so... so..... there comes a question
about capability. One who accepts or acknowledges his responsibility for his failure, how
could he be trusted for something tmportant ... rrrr... thus 1t is better not to apologize
explicitly and forcefully when you are enjoying a higher social status.™
Likewise, respondents are very sensitive towards formality level of the incident. According
to them, formal incidents require more formal apology. Majority of them were of the view
that even if a close relative or friend occupied an official position higher to them, they inust
apologize in case of happening of an offence. One of them said, while talking about
situation 3 DCTs (appendix 1) in which the interlocutors are two real brothers, “our blood
relationship ends once we reach at office gate, so we must apologise, acknowledge,
command and obey in professional manner™. Another respondent said, “we must learn to
behave professionally once we enter into professional life”. According to one of them,
“Yes a difference is always there.... | mean... hmmmm, the way [ will apologize to my
friend or my close relative cannot be similar to the way [ apologize to my boss or my
teacher™.

As concerns severity of offence, according to majority of them more severe
offences deserve a more serious apology. While according to some of them, every offence

needs to be taken seriously because it is not offence which matters but the feelings of the
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others. while asked about more explicit apologies extended in response to not- severe
offences, they were of the opinion the face lose in case of such offences was minimum so,
it was easy and less face threatening to explicitly accept the mistake than in case of serious

offences.

Further Insights Regarding Application of Some of the Apology Strategies

The respondents, during interview, had different views with respect to application of
different strategies. Some of them were:

* Yes... one should have a regret for wrong doing. To say sorry is never enough...
hmmmm... but, it is more important to show concern for the sufferer... hmmm,
expression of regret can do magic in soothing the anger of the disturbed.

s Yup. one should apologize for mistake but to apologize suggests that one is not
capable of fulfilling his responsibilities.... hmmm... so... so..... there comes a
question about capability. One who accepts or acknowledges his responsibility for
his failure, how could he be trusted for something important .... rrrr... thus it is
better not to apologize explicitly and forcefully when you are enjoying a higher
social status.”

¢ cvery offence needs to be taken seriously because it is not offence which matters
but the feelings of the others. while asked about more explicit apologies extended
in response to not- severe offences, they were of the opinion the face lose in case
of such offences was minimum so, it was easy and less face threatening to explicitly

accept the mistake than in case of serious offences.
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“| personally avoid using, request for forgiveness strategy as it makes me feel

low.... I mean it seems to more face threatening than any other expression”.

“application of taking on responsibility strategy renders personality weaknesses so
is perceived highly face threatening in our society”™. According to him, its severity
even multiplies when used in Urdu language (due to nature of expressions like yel

meri galti hei or muj sy galti ho gei)”.

As lor as youngers are concerned, [ will avoid apologizing explicitly or directly.....
ves... rather [ may try to make them happy through some other ways... hmmm....
like..., like using a smile, a laughter, a hug or by applying some other loving
expressions.””

When discussed about low application of strategy called counter attack, according
to interviewees though it is not refusal of responsibility, in fact it is a very poor
acceptance and instead of lessening the anger it aggravates annoyed feelings in the
offended party. So, instead of building positive image of the apologizer it destroys
his / her image in the eyes of the apologizee. Thus, it results in low application of
this strategy.

When discussed with interviewees about application of smile, laughter or scilence
instead of apologizing clearly, they were of the view, “it is one of the most common
reactions when apologizer doesn’t know how to handle the situation. It helps
manage the situation™.

One of the interviewee said, “a laughter or smile can be the best possible move

when there is no logical reason to forward as an excuse™.
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e Regarding /I'1Ds one of the interviewee said. “it is easier to use /7D in English as
compared to Urdu language ... himm. .. as in Urdu. e.g.. to apologise becomes nmiore
difficult by saying Mein Maafi chahta houn™

e One of the interviewee was of the opinion, “it becomes very difficult to seek
forgiveness... hmm... so better is to forward some excuse than to take blame™. For
example, the interviewees further categorized taking on responsibility and promise
of forbearance highly face threatening for apologizers

e “an apology without sufficiently explaining the causes of offence is just a half
apology’.

e mere application of 7FIDs rude saving, “in case ol sever offences and apologizee
of higher status application of an /FFID alone is not only insufficient but also seems

rude.
e [FID is more likely to bring face loss to apologizer, as says one of the interviewee.

* According to one of the interviewees, “it becomes very difficult to seek

forgiveness... hmm... so better is to forward some excuse than to take blame™.

Concluding Remarks

Thus, interview data reveals that Kashmiri speakers apply different apology
patterns in order to match different variables like social status of the apologize; social
distance; conversational status etc. This data has been incorporated with DCT data to
validate view points of the respondents of the study. A chief reason for changing apology
strategies is also to accommodate ans save face needs of both the apologizer ans the

apologize.
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Appendix 4
Transcription Key
This transcription key is taken from Rasul, S (2006)
o All the Urdu words are italicized in the text to distinguish them from English words.

So. for instance is refers to the English auxiliary, while #s refers to the Urdu equivalent of
this. In the same way the partsubin sub equipment, is not a prefix to English word
equipment, rather it is the transcribed form of Urdu equivalent of all. But if it is written as
sub it is an English prefix.

. In the partial and complete transcription provided in Appendix 1, appendix 2 and
appendix 3 respectively. ‘..." indicates that the speaker is interrupted by another speaker.
However, ‘ ..." before and / or after the given part of the utterance shows the continuation

of the utterance before and /or after the given part.

. ‘a..’, ‘er..” and ‘.." show pause and hesitation in speech
. The pronunciation key for certain symbols in the transcription of Urdu words is as
follows:

g @ symbol is used in the transcription for the long /a:/ sound as it is produced in
‘park”. For instance gdriand ehsdswill take long /a:/ sound like park. Thus in aman-
o-amdan the first ‘a’ sound before ‘n” would be short while the second would be
long while in the word zid@dati first “a’ will be pronounced long and the second
short.

0 disymbol stands for two almosl alike sounds. One sound is as it is produced in rule
or rupee for instance piiri, and siirar. The other sound is comparatively less longer

as is produced in push for instance @nko, mijhay, and iis. Those who know Urdu,



394

while reading the transcription, will not find it difficult to identify at what place
which of these two sounds is required so to avoid unnecessary complexities in
transcription one symbol was used for both the sounds. Basically this symbol is
used to differentiate these sounds from another sound as produced for u in us. This
helps in avoiding the confusion in us and #s. It also helps in the pronunciation of
certain words such as zuriirat where in the first place it is pronounced as in ‘run’
and in the second place as it is in ‘rule’.

Fsymbol is used for a long /i:/ sound such as in feel. For instance the word fisad
takes a long /i:/ sound. It helps avoiding confusion in words like kisT where in the
first place it will take a short /i /sound like fill and in the second place it will take a
long /i:/ sound as in feel.

Since in Urdu two types of /k/ sounds are produced, kand ¢ symbols are used to
distinguish between these sounds as produced in kurna and gismat in Urdn. Thus,
k stands for the sound that is produced from the front of the mouth whiie ¢ refers
to the sound that is produced from the back of the mouth cavity. & in English is a
plosive sound, and sometimes is produced as g]otalized plosive when followed by
another consonant sound for example in actor. Thus this English sound is nearest
to Urdu sound indicated by ¢ in. Urdu word gismar though it has no equivalent in

English,



