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Today’s linguistic studies, both basic and applied, show a marked ten-
dency to become more and more data-oriented. So, that is why we will
try to use our previous theoretical knowledge in practice and look on the
“apology” from linguistic point of view using different types of resources.
In our survey study we used some role play cards to have an interview with
Japanese native speakers. We also had an interview with Russian native
speakers in order to have some experience.

Key words: apology strategies, linguistic, role play cards, interview,
research methods.

Kasipri TaHAQ AMHIBUCTMKAHDI FBIAbIMM XKOHE KOAAAHOaAbl TYPFblAAH
AQ aAbIll Kapacak, MaTeMaTMKaAblK ecenTeyAepre Kebipek >KYriHeTiHi
6arkaraabl. COHAbIKTaH, OCbl MakaAaAa 3epTTEYAiH >KaHa SAIC-TOCIA-
Aepi MeH TeopeTuKaAblk, BIAIMIMI3AI Taxipnbe y3iHAE KOAAAHA OTbi-
pbIM, «KeLWipiM CypayAbl» AMHIBUCTMKAABIK, K&3KapacrneH KapacTbIPABIK.
CraTMCTUKAABIK, MOAIMETTEPAI aAy YLUIH POAAIK KapTOuKaAap KemerimeH
VMHTEpPBbIO TACIAI NanAaAaHbiAAbl. COHbIMEH KaTap, OpbIC TiAIHAE CcoeiAey-
Wi pecrioHAEHTTEPMEH aAAbIH aAd MHTEPBbIO XKYPri3iAAi.

TyHiH ce3aep: KewipiM cypay CTpaTeruscbl, AMHIBUCTUKA, POAAIK
OVbIHAQP KapTOYKachl, MHTEPBbLIO, 3epTTeYy BAICTEpI.

Ha CErOAHSWHNM  AEHb AMHIBMCTMKA, Kak NMPUKAaAHada, TakK WU
q:)yHAaMeHTa/\bHaSI, BCe 4aule npm6eraeT K MaTeMaTU4YeCKMM pacyeTaM.
nO:—)TOMy B AQHHOM pa60Te MbI MOMNbITAAUCb UCMOAb30BaTb HalllM Teope-
TNU4YeCKMe 3HaHMSA Ha TMpPakKTuKe M pPaCCMOTPETb «U3BMHEHMEe» C TOYKU
3peHna AMHIBUCTUKU, UCMOAb3YS HOBble METOAbl MCCAEAOBaAHUA. AASI
MOAyYeHUSA CTAaTUCTUYECKNX AQAHHbIX ObIA UCMOAb30BaH MeToA MHTep-
BblO C MCMNOAb30BaHMEM POAEBbIX KapTO4eK. K TOMY XKe ObIAO rnposeAeHo
npeABapuUTeAbHOE MHTEPBbIO C HOCUTEAAMM PYCCKOTrO sA3blKa.

KAtoueBble caoBa: cTpaTtermm M3BMHEHUA, AMHIBUCTUKA, POAEeBble
KapTO4YKN, MHTEPBbIO, METOAbI NCCAEAOBaAHNA.
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APOLOGY SPEECHES Introduction
FROM LINGUISTIC . .
VIEW The way apologies are classified depends very much on the way

they are defined. Thus, the diversity in definitions of apologies also
brings about diversity in classification. There are certain types of
apologies that are common across different categorizations, while
other types are unique. Several studies have argued that the expres-
sion of sympathy must be coupled with a statement of responsibility.
There are some main apology strategies that we used in our survey
study, so we will focused on them a lit bit.

Previous works

Bruce Fraser’s apology strategies (1980)

Bruce Fraser suggested nine apology strategies:

Announcing that you are apologizing.

Stating one’s obligation to apologize.

Offering to apologize.

Requesting the hearer to accept an apology.

Expressing regret for the offence.

Requesting forgiveness for the offence.

Acknowledging responsibility for the offending act.

Promising forbiddance from a similar offending act.

Offering redness.

Andrew Cohen, Elite Olshtain and Rosenstein’s apology
strategies (1981)

The categorization of A. Cohen and E. Olshtain looks like:

An expression of apology (Illocutionary Force Indicating Device
IFID)

an expression of regret (e. g. ’'m sorry)

an offer of apology (e.g. I apologize)

a request for forgiveness (e.g. excuse me, forgive me)

An offer of repair/redress (e.g. I’ll pay for your damage)

An explanation of an account (e.g. I missed the bus)

Acknowledging responsibility for the offense (e.g. It’s my fault)

A promise of forbearance (e.g. I’ll never forget it again)

This categorization is a very important one and useful for the
present studies because, unlike Bergman and Kasper’s taxonomy, it
takes into account situation when even though the hearer believes
the speaker should apologize, the latter does not. We would even
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include another category in the second part, namely
postponing an apology, as in this case there is no
apology given at the moment of speaking, either.
Olshtain and Blum-Kulka carried out a study on
requests and apologies with native speakers of
Hebrew and learners of Hebrew. They found that
the learners of Hebrew approached native speaker
norms when they had the same rules in their native
languages and deviated from native speakers when
they had language-specific rules. They also found
that nonnatives’ length of stay in the target language
community affected their choice of the formulas. A
very similar taxonomy was the basis of the Cross-
Cultural Speech Act Realization Project, and it
comprises seven strategies to perform apologies:
using an illocutionary force indicating device,
taking on responsibility, explanation or account of
what happened, offer to repair the offending act,
promise of forbearance. These strategies can be
used, according to the authors, by themselves, or in
any combination or sequence.

Olshtain and Cohen’s taxonomy was also
modified by Holmes, who believed that it was
necessary to rearrange these strategies in order to
make them clearer. Thus, she divided apologies
into four main categories, each category having sub
classifications. The first one is an explicit expression
of apology and contains the subcategories offer
apology, express regret, request forgiveness.
The second main category is represented by an
explanation or account, an excuse or justification.
The largest group, an acknowledgment of
responsibility, contains accept blame, express self-
deficiency, recognize as entitled to an apology,
express lack of intent, offer repair/redress. Finally,
the last category is a promise of forbearance”.
While most of these categories are present in other
taxonomies, as well, one can note that most of the
ones in the “acknowledgment of responsibility
group are unique to Holmes.

A slightly different taxonomy was proposed
by Trosborg, who distinguished five categories.
She found that apologetic strategies can be divided
according to whether the speaker considers that an
action that requires an apology occurred or not.
The first two categories come from the speaker’s
not accepting that an apology is necessary, and are
explicit denial and implicit denial. The remaining
three categories are the result of the speaker
accepting the fact that there is a need for an apology:
giving a justification, blaming someone else, or
attacking the complainer. In accordance with his
own definition of apologies discussed earlier in
this paper in the section on definitions of apologies,

Owen classified apologies by the type of utterance
they incorporate. Thus, he identified three types of
apologies: one that incorporates apology, apologies,
or apologize; one that incorporates “sorry;” and
finally, the one that is created by the phrase “I'm
afraid” followed by a sentence. Owen incorporated
apologies in the broader context of primary
remedial moves. Thus, there are seven strategies
for primary remedial moves: assert imbalance or
show deference, assert that an offence has occurred,
express attitude towards offence, request restoration
of balance, give an account, repair the damage, and
provide compensation. The first four are grouped
under non-substantive strategies, giving an account
is considered a semi-substantive strategy, while the
last two are substantive strategies.

Blum-Kulka's apology strategies (1989)

The category named “Intensifies of the apology”
consists of six sub-categories:

Intensifying adverbials

Emotional expressions

Expressions marked for register

Double intensifier

Please

Concern for the hearer.

The category named “Taking on responsibility”
also consists of six sub-categories:

Explicit self-blame

Lack of intent

Justify hearer

Expression of embarrassment

Admission of facts but not responsibility

Refusal to acknowledge guilt.

The third category named as «Explanation
or accounty» covers any external mitigating
circumstances offered by the speaker. The fourth
category is «Offer of repair» and the last one is
«Promise of forbearancey.

Al Meier’s apology strategies (1985)

Speaker-hearer.

Emotives, expressing empathy, expressing
negative feeling, explicit acceptance of blame,
explicit statement of bad performance, redness,
statement of act, thanking.

Hearer-speaker.

This category consists of excuses, justifications,
statement of inconsistency, joking.

Speaker=hearer

Routine formula, expressing hope for con-
tinuation of status quo, expressing hope for return
to status quo.

As a conclusion, it is necessary to say that there
are many different categorizations of apologies.
However, as already mentioned in the section on
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definitions of Apologies, this speech act is culture
specific, so not all the categories in these taxonomies
would work for all the cultures. Thus, when creating
the taxonomy for a study one should choose those
categories that are used in the respective culture.
Also, one should account both for explicit and
implicit 24 apologies. Finally, categories such as
avoiding and postponing apologies should also be
part of the taxonomy, as choosing not to apologize
or apologize later is also a strategy used when an
apology is required.

Data collection information.

Before the role plays were acted out, background
questionnaires were administered to all the par-
ticipants to determine their eligibility for par-
ticipation in the study. The following paragraphs
provide a detailed description of the data elicitation
instrument and how it was designed, and in addition
to how results from the pilot study helped in
refining it. The present study also used enhanced
open role plays for data collection. The role plays
in the present study consist of twelve situations and
include different types of stimuli to apology. These
situations also vary with regard to the setting, the
status of the interlocutors relative to each other, as
well as the object of the apology. These role plays
were piloted in the winter 2016, and were found to
be effective in eliciting the data.

The role plays in the present study were
created based on previous research because

Role plays scenarios.

similar scenarios have been used in several
previous refusal studies investigating learners of
English, Spanish, Japanese, Korean, and German.
The researcher modified these situations and
changed them in some ways, as will be explained
below, in order to meet the needs and the context
of the present study. The researcher also created
a number of new scenarios. These scenarios will
be explained below. It is important to indicate
here that previous research studies that elicited
apology using open role plays followed the
guidelines for designing role plays proposed by
Hudson, Detmer, and Brown, and these are the
following:

— person in addition to the researcher should
avoid the overlap of researcher and role play roles;

— a situation should not place too much burden
in terms of conceptualization and actualization;

—action should be kept to a minimum and should
not involve drama to a large extent;

— action scenarios at the expense of scenarios
should be avoided;

— props may be helpful.

The table below shows the 12 role play
situations that are used in the present study,
and how they vary by refusal stimulus, status
of interlocutors relative to each other, object of
apology, and setting. This table is followed by a
detailed description of each apology situation and
how it was designed.

Role play Setting Social distance Object of apology Status
Role play Nel Restaurant Order mistake X<Y
Role play Ne2 University campus Spoiled book X=Y
Role play Ne3 University Being late X<Y
Role play Ned Working place E-mail X=Y
Role play Ne5 Teacher’s room Working extra hours X>Y
Role play Ne6 Bus Glance off someone leg X=Y
Role play Ne7 Company meeting Being late X>Y
Role play Ne8 Home entrance Wrong address X<Y
Role play Ne9 Work place Not reported on time X<Y
Role play Ne10 Escalator Broken mobile phone X=Y
Role play Nell Cinema Reserved seat X>Y
Role play Nel2 Money exchange Money X>Y
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We used some mathematical formulas to create
our role play scenarios. There were some important
facts for our research: status of speaker and hearer,
do they know each other or not, status of speaker
and hearer. So the speaker will be named as “X”,
the hearer will be “Y”, if the status of speaker and
hearer equal it will be written as “X=Y”, if they
are not equal it will be like “X>Y” or “X<Y”.
And if speaker and hearer know each other it will
be written like “+”, if not “—"". So, we would like
to summarize the role plays scenarios mentioned
above. The instructions for the role plays as well
as the twelve role play scenarios were translated
on Japanese language. The translation was revised
by another native speaker of Japanese who is also
fluent in English.

Role Play Nel X<Y (—)

Hlld 74 RXR—T4., BEIAEFY
VY I X EFXLFLL, Ll DL
FEVsHE-S T, Y4 53K0nb0ICF
FUH IR ERF-OTREL . BRI E
S E Tm?

Role Play Ne2 X=Y (+)

Ot EKENSREMHEY) LN, BF
#CIFLT.A%s L TLEVELE. K
BT EFT O E 22

Role Play Ne3 X<Y (+)

Ol REETT., barldiREC20
FIEEENEL . HRAECHEFTHV E T0?
BENHBALESTHELTLLES 0,

Role Play Ne4 X=Y (+)

bl BAETT., EHEHEASEXA—
AWnDHY FLES, AEAZTET, RE
FELDEFENTLEVWEL 2. AR E
ERES RN

Role Play Ne5 X>Y (+)

bl EFWETT. du g B E O
T. WHHORECESILTEITTZHEHD
FHA. AHEICESR 200 THSORD Y
RAITLTIELLERWEL 2.

HalE OHETATE T & T 572

Role Play Ne6 X=Y (—)

NAGANTIRBATOHE S, & rzid ZAM
DECE> THWET. balcidBnTHED

ELiel 2, BHO»EABBBRMOANOD
BHCH o TL gwE L. bhlzidZoOAN
WCEFT WL E T M

Role Play Ne7 X>Y (+)

HurldRRTT . #1 0RRICEI FAS A
EEELAD TETLIES, RABEELH % 12
EIFUHL T, ZOHE & OFEL &0 ORZ
WENRTLEnwE L, bhlid 2D T
filE Fw & 3772

Role Play Ne§ X<Y (—)

bl EEHEROMEANTT. H4alidE
FrefiEz <. i e/md Tl gw L .
MiE-> Tz e NCfEF 0 & 302

Role Play Ne9 X<Y (+)

bual-da=HBTT. darigiBRe L R
—brEHILZTNRIETOT EELATL 2. F
FlicHicBtwE-ATLE. DaliEHEC
filEFL & 372

Role Play Nel10 X=Y (—)

Hofold T AHL =X —%ffio T E T,
RRZAHL—R—HihgoTL Ew, bk
FEHTOHDORI DA X Dh>TL & &
Lizce 2T ZOHORODO NG FF-> T 1z
WiEmeEELTLEEL L. BHOME
HEOUBA>TLEWEL. ol
DANZTEFT & T2

Role Play Nell X>Y (—)

H T E30RMDHIRT T b & 7o I W
fRICkE Loy, BAOFE 2 HEZ T, 2
0L A DLDTOFICHE > TL &V &
Lice TOLDFUEHlcEfMeEFT0ET
7

Role Play Nel2 X>Y (—)

HrrERTTcrrvEMCHEHEL LT
To balld, AHAKCE 300 FLedE
EELA MITRE 290 LLLDY &
FtALFE>T&l. ITONCMEFH&T
7

Role plays’results and future plans.

As aresult of our survey study we had a role play
interview with 10 respondents (Russian speaking
students) and now we are going to have an interview
with 10 Japan respondents. As a result of role play
we plan to compare our results and publish them to
public.
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