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ABSTRACT
Mehmet ASMALI

THE APOLOGY AND REFUSAL STRATEGIES OF TURKISH, POLI SH AND
LATVIAN PROSPECTIVE ENGLISH TEACHERS

This study has the aim of comparing the apology esfdsal strategies used

byTurkish (CanakkaleOnsekiz Mart University), PobliGAdam Mickiewicz University)
and Latvian (University of Latvia) students who aom the final year of their
undergraduate studies in the department of Endlesiguage Teaching. In addition, this
study tries to find an answer to the question af lappropriate the use of the participants’
apology and refusal strategies according to théuatian of a native speaker.
The data gathering tool used for this study is ¥itDiscourse Completion Test. The
Discourse Completion Test included 4 apology aneéfdsal situations with a total of 8
situations. The total number of participants irs thiudy is 45, with 15 participants in each
group.

The apology strategies coding schema employedhferstudy is the one used by
Hudson, Detmer and Brown in 1995. The employedragpdichema for the coding of the
refusal strategies for this study is the one usgdBéebe, Takahashi, and Uliss-Weeltz
(1990). In order to compare how appropriate thdapoand refusal productions of the
participants,Kruskal-Wallis H testwith the help ®PSS program was conducted. The ten
point appropriateness scale used by Balcl (2009emmaster thesis is used in this study

as the grading scale.

Findings of the study indicated that all three gowse very similar apology and
refusal strategies with some exceptions. As a resudruskal-Wallis H test, no significant
difference was observed among the groups.



OZET

Mehmet ASMALI

TURK, POLONYALI VE LETONYALI INGIiLiZCE OGRETMENi
ADAYLARININ OZUR D iLEME VE REDDETME STRATEJ iLERI

Bu calsma, ingiliz Dili Egitimi boliminde son yilinda olan Turk (Canakkale
Onsekiz Mart Universitesi), Polonyali (AdamMickiemi Universitesi) ve Letonyall
(Letonya Universitesi) grencilerin 6zur dileme ve reddetme stratejilerinyadslamayi
amagclar. Ayrica, bu c¢ama, katilimcilarin 6zur dileme ve reddetme strigefiin bir
anadil kullanicisinin dgerlendirmesine gore ne kadar uygun olup oladorusuna da

cevap aramaktadir.

Bu calsma icin kullanilan veri toplama araci Yazili Soyl@ramamlama Testidir.
Kullanilan Soylem Tamamlama Testi 4 6ziUr dilemedveeddetme durumu, toplamda 8
durum icermektedir. Katilimcilarin sayisi her gauf@d olup, toplamda 45 tir.

Bu calsma icin kullanilan 6zur dileme stratejileri kodlagemasi, Hudson, Detmer
ve Brown tarafindan (1995) kullanilgemadir. Kullanilan reddetme stratejileri kodlama
semasl, Beebe, Takahashi ve Uliss-Weeltz (1990)fitglan kullanilan semadir.
Katilimcilarin 6zir dileme ve reddetme stratejieri uygunligunun kiyaslanmasi icin
SPSS programinin yardimiyla Kruskal-Wallis H testulanmgtir. Notlama 6l¢@i olarak
Balcrnin  (2009) yiksek lisans tezinde kulla;idion puanlik uygunluk olge

kullaniimustir.

Calismanin sonuclari gostermektedir ki ¢ gruptaki kahlar, bazi istisnalarla
birlikte, cok benzer 6zir dileme ve reddetme sjilati kullanmaktadirlar. Kruskal-Wallis

H testinin sonuclarina goére, gruplar arasinda ai@arklilik bulunmamgtir.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

In this chapter, before going into detail about biaekground of the specific aspects
of this study in the literature review section, kground of the study will be provided
briefly. Background of the study will be followed lpurpose of the study in which the
question of why this study is designed will be expéd. Research questions of the study
will be provided to make it clear that under whiplrestions the findings will be evaluated.
Significance of the study will be explained to eegs why this study is scientifically
important. At the end of this section, limitaticesd the definitions of the terms used in the

study will be given.

1.1. Background of the Study

In the history of mankind people always needednguage to communicate. With
the successive discoveries in the area of lingusistihe focus of linguists has changed.
Only in the 70s it was realized that, as Leech 8193 states in his work, "...we cannot
really understand the nature of language itselesmlwe understand pragmatics: how

language is used in communication".

According to Barron (2003: 7) modern concept ofgpmatics was introduced by
philosopher Charles Morris in 1938. She also suggésit there exists no consensus as to
a definition despite lengthy discussions of theiéssMany linguists and researchers have
defined pragmatics in different ways. Crystal (19880) defines pragmatics as: "...the
study of language from the point of view of therssespecially of the choices they make,
the constraints they encounter in using languageaial interaction, and the effects their

use of language has on the other participants scanf communication.”

The interaction between the people speaking diffelenguages was provided by
translation for a long time. Translation has playedrucial role during this period for
thousands of years. However, as Crystal suggeS8&/(111)"there are limits to what can
be done in this way. The more a community is lisgoally mixed, the less it can rely on
individuals to ensure communication between diffegroups. In communities where only
two or three languages are in contact, bilingualisntrilingualism) is a possible solution,
for most young children can acquire more than @mguage with unselfconscious ease.



But in communities where there are many language®ntact, as in much of Africa and
South-east Asia, such a natural solution does eatily apply. The problem has
traditionally been solved by finding a languageatd as dingua franca or "common

language”.... But most often, a language is acceijpted outside the community, such as
English or French, because of the political, ecagpr religious influence of a foreign

power."

The reasons and the importance of knowing ano#tmgruage is summarized by Otcu
and Zeyrek in their work on requests as (2008: '26%pday’s globalized world where the
borders between the countries are shrinking daydy the importance of knowing a
second or third language has become indispens8leause of certain outcomes of
globalization such as immigration and trade patteoverseas educational opportunities,
and the Internet, English as a foreign languagebe@m®me the most popular language

among the non-English speaking populations."”

To be successful in communication of any langu#ye user of that language must
be pragmatically competent. Pragmatic competenastplace as the second component
of language competence in the model of BachmanQ)1®he divides it into illocutionary
and sociolinguistic competences. The former refeithe knowledge and skills to perform
acceptable language functions (pragmalinguistia) dre latter refers to knowledge of
contextual conventions for such functions to berappate (sociopragmatic) (Bachman
1990: 90 cited in Kanik 2010: 36). Koike (1989: pd@fines pragmatic competence as
“the speaker’s knowledge and use of rules of apjatgmess and politeness which dictate
the way the speaker will understand and formulgteesh acts.” The significance of
pragmatic competence is stated by Kasper as (19297Yin order to communicate
successfully in a target language, pragmatic coempet in L2 must be reasonably well

developed.”

As it can be deduced from the definition of pragmabmpetence, speech acts and
how to use them appropriately are important fact@eat deals of studies have been
carried out with the ultimate aim of increasing thelity of appropriate speech act usage
so far all around the world. Many of them were deed to find an answer to the question
of what kinds of strategies people use when theytwause speech acts such as refusals,
apologies or requests. Native and non-native usérshe researched language are

compared in most of these studies. The fields mieflanguage pragmatics” and "cross-



cultural pragmatics" appeared with the aim of itigeging the speech act realizations of

native and non-native users of the languages.

Appearing as one of the fields, cross-cultural pratics is explained by House-
Edmondson (1986: 282) as:"cross-cultural pragméiesfield of inquiry which compares
the ways in which two or more languages are usedommunication. Cross-cultural
pragmatics is an important new branch of contradiivguistic studies because in any two
languages different features of the social conteay be found to be relevant in deciding

what can be expressed and how it is conventioeaityessed."”

Interlanguage pragmatics, came out with the finslio§ the researches mentioned
above, is simply defined as "the study of nonnatipeakers’ use and acquisition of L2
pragmatic knowledge" (Kasper & Rose 1999: 81). Adocw to Barron (2003: 27)
interlanguage pragmatics is concerned with langiragese and the researches in the field

of language should focus on learners' use and sitiquiof pragmatics knowledge.

Barron (2003: 27) also compares Cross-cultural mpeags and Interlanguage
pragmatics and finds out that: "the methodology imdéed the theoretical background of
interlanguage pragmatics have stemmed from crdssralipragmatics rather than from

second language acquisition."

As this study investigates the speech act reatmatof Turkish, Polish and Latvian
participants who are non-native users of Englishisian example of interlanguage

pragmatics the source of which is cross-culturagpratics.

1.2. Problem

Pragmatics has taken the attention of the rese@rdmdy in the last few decades. It
has been clearly understood that having just Istgucompetence would not be enough to
have a full understanding of how people communigatineir daily life. Due to this fact,
pragmatic competence and teachability of pragn@impetence has become important.
As the teachers are responsible for the job ofhiegc the teacher training is crucial in

teaching of pragmatic competence.

Improving the pragmatic competence of the leargectly interrelated with how
they are taught. For this reason, teaching pragsiaind teaching how to teach pragmatics

ought to be very important aspects in training nglish Language Teachers.



Due to having the highest level of English profiag, this study is based on the
performances of the final year undergraduate delgngdish Language Teacher candidates

from three different nations.

The previous pragmatics based studies have notarsssl the speech act
performances of the users from different first laage backgrounds especially European
languages. The studies have mostly focused onenapeakers (English- American). In
order to have different perspective in the fieldpoigmatics this study is carried out with
the aim of comparing the strategy use and appremess of the use of speech acts of

Turkish, Polish and Latvian final year English Laage Teaching undergraduate learners.

1.3. Purpose of the Study

This study has the purpose of comparing the apotoglyrefusal strategies used by
Polish, Latvian and Turkish students who are onfthal year of their undergraduate
studies in the department of English Language TiegciBearing in mind this aim, this
study also tries to find an answer to the quesbbrhow appropriate the use of the

participants' strategies when they face the apodmgyrefusal situations.

Having two major aims, this study tries to find wess to the following research

questions listed in the following section.

1.4. Statement of the Research Questions

The research questions of this study are statexhbel

1) What are the apology speech act strategies usedTukish final year
undergraduate students in the department of Enjgislguage Teaching?

2) What are the apology speech act strategies usedPdlish final year
undergraduate students in the department of Engiislguage Teaching?

3) What are the apology speech act strategies usedLdtyian final year
undergraduate students in the department of Engislguage Teaching?

4) Does the choice of apology strategies differ actiosse groups of participants?
5) What are the refusal speech act strategies usedTuokish final year
undergraduate students in the department of Enggiislguage Teaching?



6) What are the refusal speech act strategies us@&wblish final year undergraduate
students in the department of English Languageieg@e

7) What are the refusal speech act strategies usedLdtyian final year
undergraduate students in the department of Engislguage Teaching?

8) Does the choice of refusal strategies differ actioee groups of participants?

9) How different are the productions of apology anfilisal speech acts of Polish,

Latvian and Turkish participants in terms of appia@ness?

1.5. Limitations

This study aims at investigating two different sgeacts. These are: the speech act
of apology and the speech act of refusal. The reasw choose just refusal and apology
speech acts to investigate in this study among ns@egch acts are: the speech act of
refusal requires a high level of pragmatic compege(tllis 2008: 187) so it would be
possible to have a general idea on the level of gregmatic competences of the
participants from more international background3ishtain (1989: 171) suggested that
"...given the same social factors, the same comééxiactors, and the same level of
offence, different languages will realize apologiesvery similar ways."Taking into
account this suggestion of Olshtain, it would besgiille to observe whether different
languages will realize apologies in similar waysot. This study is limited to the speech
act of apology and the speech act of refusal aedrésults of this study cannot be

generalized for all speech acts and all situations.

This study aims at reaching three groups of learndse learners who are on the
finalyear of their studies in the department of EsfigLanguage Teaching in the University
of Latvia, the learners who are on the last yedheir studies in the department of English
Language Teaching in Adam Mickiewicz University @) and the learners who are on
the last year of their studies in the departmentEoflish Language Teaching in
CanakkaleOnsekiz Mart University. The reason whly ¢ime learners who are on the final
yearof their undergraduate studies were chosernhtistudy is that they are thought to
have the highest level of English proficiency ahdréfore can best serve the purpose of

the study.

The number of the participants for each groupnstéd to 15 since the number of
the accessible learners who are on the final yéaher undergraduate studies in the



department of English Language Teaching from Pokamd Latvia is not as high as the
number of the learners in CanakkaleOnsekiz Martvehsity. With the aim of having
equal numbers of participants in each group, it wWasided to gather data from 15

participants per group with a total of 45 particifsga

The studies on speech acts have been generallyneesio compare the speech act
performances and use of speech act strategiedie¢ mad non-native speakers. When the
literature is searched it can be seen that thewe lh@en some studies conducted on
apology and refusal speech act use of Turkish saamparison with the speech act
productions of native speakers of English (Tun@J%t Balci 2009; Akpinar 2009; Cimen
2009; Kanik 2010). However studies designed to @mghe use of speech act strategies
of the users from different first language backeasiwere not found. It was decided to
carry out a study for the less commonly spoken daggs in Europe. According to the
information given in the web site of European Cossian (European Commission 2012),
The European Union has 23 official and working laages. They are: Bulgarian, Czech,
Danish, Dutch, English, Estonian, Finnish, Fren@erman, Greek, Hungarian, Irish,
Italian, Latvian, Lithuanian, Maltese, Polish, Rgiese, Romanian, Slovak, Slovene,
Spanish and Swedish. As it is also mentioned insd®me web site, due to time and
budgetary constraints, relatively few working do@nts are translated into all languages.
The European Commission employs English, FrenchGerdhan in general as procedural

languages.

It can be deduced from this information that theglaages other than English, French
and German are the less commonly spoken languadesrope. Although it was decided
to carry out this study with the less commonly ugadopean Languages, it was not
possible to gather data from all users of thesguages mentioned above because of
several different reasons such as time, opporasdnd connections. Because of the fact
that the researcher has connections only with ¢letuters in University of Latvia and
Adam Mickiewicz University (Poland) which makes tbellection of data easier, these
two countries were chosen. Due to the reasons amattiabove this study is limited to

Polish, Latvian and Turkish users.

Another limitation for this study may appear duéhe data collection tool which is a
written discourse completion test.The studies basedpeech acts require observing the

participants in their natural conversations to gatine most reliable data. However, it is



not possible for this study because of time, ndexpecific situations such as the situation
in which the participants are supposed to produceefasal or an apology. Natural
conversation atmosphere can be created but it resy@ lot of time to do it for all

participants. As Mackey and Gass (2005: 91) sugi¥stten discourse completion tests
may or may not correspond to what would actuallysb&l”. For this reason, the data
gathered through written discourse completion testis study may create limitations

concerning authenticity.

Because of the fact that this study includes oblyalish, 15 Latvian and 15 Turkish
final year undergraduate degree students in Endlesilguage Teaching Department it
would be deceptive to generalize the apology ahdsat strategies used by Turkish, Polish

and Latvian participants to all final year pre-segveachers in these countries.

1.6. Assumptions

As mentioned above the participants of this stumhysest of three different countries.
Each country has a unique culture. People talk, legttave and live according to this
unique culture. While some kind of behavior or sgyis rude for one culture, it may be
understood in a very different way in another ohecording to this view, it is logical to

expect some different realizations of speech acthfierent cultures.

Although there are some international unchangealslgects in teacher training
programs all around the world, each country hasaelter training program of its own. The
knowledge and performance of the future teacheesshaped in accordance with the
implemented program. The situation is the same tf@r area of English Language
Teaching. Not all countries follow the latest trenoh teacher training programs or
sometimes they cannot just implement them due toesproblems such as lack of
technology or insistence on using the older treépeisause of believing in the success of
these trends or sometimes even the political factan be effective. So, it is possible to

see the effects of the teacher training progranmtt@emperformance of teachers.

Another issue affecting the performance of languagge and learning is mobility in
Europe through which it is possible and much eaBerthe people living there to
communicate in global language "English”. It makegpositive reinforcement for the
people to acquire and use the target languagédfereht circumstances giving the chance
to practice language use. It is possible to seterdiices in language use among the



European Union member nations regarding mobility aeasy access to authentic use of

English.

The importance of the first language transfer alaonot be denied in pragmatics.
The syntactic features, the organizations of wan$ pronunciation of the words may all
have an effect on the performance of the secongulsge. People from different first

languages may realize the speech acts differently.

Taking into consideration the participants, tha and the research questions of this

study, following assumptions are stated below:

» There are differences in the use of the speeclsteatiegies and appropriateness
among Polish, Latvian and Turkish participants heeaof having different cultural
backgrounds.

» There are differences in the use of the speeclsteatiegies and appropriateness
among Polish, Latvian and Turkish participants beeaof being trained in
different teacher training programs.

* There are differences in the use of the speectlsteatiegies and appropriateness
among Polish, Latvian and Turkish participants beeaof having different chances
such as mobility and multilingualism.

» There are differences in the use of the speeclsteatiegies and appropriateness
among Polish, Latvian and Turkish participants beeaof having different first

languages.

1.7. Significance

As pragmatics is crucial for learning and teacloh¢anguage, lack of studies in this
field of study may result in some deficiencies. T¥peech act of apology and refusal
require high level of pragmatic competence. Hadrggh level of pragmatic competence
is only possible by observing and evaluating teailte of studies designed in this field of
study. A limited number of studies in the field pfagmatics in the context of Turkish
studies may result in weaknesses in terms of methmée followed both in teaching and

learning process which leads to continuous uskeosame methods.

The improvement of pragmatic competence constitameisnportant part of language

learning and requires a significant effort. Theref an increase in the number of studies



in this field of study is needed. This study haghlue in terms of reflecting the apology
and refusal speech act productions of Turkish Earmwho are on the final year of their
undergraduate studies in the department of Endlésiguage Teaching. In addition, with
the interpretation of the results, some suggestioay be given with the problem

encountered.

There may be cross-cultural differences among gersuof different languages in
using speech acts in a target language. As it @vkn not only the perspectives of the
language learners but also their expectations guhia communication are shaped by the
society they live in. In particular, as in thisd&yuwhen the performances of the users from
different first language backgrounds on the speacts are investigated, it has been
observed that they have been affected by the yoaiet culture of their own. For instance;
the study of Al-Zumor (2011) on the apology pemiances of Arab learners of English
studying in India, American English speakers, anitidh English speakers shows that the
religious beliefs, concepts and values which aeeprt of culture of a country affect the
deviations in the language use of Arab learnens filvat of the native speakers. While the
English native speakers are more keen on formokéécs of repair or verbal redress, Arab
learners are more keen on taking on responsibfitgimilar difference can be observed in
the understanding of how severe the situations/Asreording to the results of this study
Arab culture does not find it very embarrassing admtrediting to admit deficiency in
order to set things right while it is just the opjte for the Anglo-Saxon culture. This is an

example of how the culture affects the performaméele users in using speech acts.

The speakers having different first languages shbel investigated to explore and
analyze the differences and similarities in speacts due to the fact that the teacher
candidates can get ready for the possible mistaktéhge speakers of these languages in any
speech act so that they can correct them whendtay actively teaching. This study is
designed in accordance with this purpose. Howearegday's world, due to the fact that
English is a medium of communication between the-mative speakers of English, there

is not just one idealized English.

English is the global language now which is usddaalund the world and it has
several different versions such as Australian BhgliNew Zealand English, Canadian
English, South African English, Caribbean Engliahd, within Britain, Irish, Scots, and

Welsh English. Because of the fact that it is sa@dommon language, it is possible to see
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some new varieties which affect millions of peoppeaking English. This case is
explained by Crystal as (1997: 144): "several ¥@sehave also grown in distinctiveness
in recent decades. There is one group in IndiaisRak Bangladesh, and Sri Lanka, often
collectively called South Asian English. There isotiher group in the former British
colonies in West Africa, and a further group in themer British colonies in East Africa.
Other emerging varieties have been noted in thél@an and in parts of south-east Asia,
such as Singapore. These new Englishes are sormékehtéhe dialects we all recognize
within our own country, except that they are onirggernational scale, applying to whole
countries or regions. Instead of affecting mereufamds of speakers, as is typically the
case with rural or urban regional dialects, theglypo millions. They are an inevitable

consequence of the spread of English on a worlé $ca

Crystal (1997: 3) states the basic reason of iegr&nglish as "it will put you in
touch with more people than any other language"(1987: 140-141) also suggests that it
is genuinely a global language now showing the fanoatth an interesting fact that even the
largest English speaking nation, the USA, has atigut twenty percent of the world's
English speakers. He (1997: 141) proposes thatréThee probably already more L2
speakers than L1 speakers." which therefore shbats ih today's world, there is not just
one idealized English anymore.

This fact shows that, performance comparison on himev speech acts are used
should not be just between native and non-natiealsgrs of English. It can be made just

among non-native speakers as well.

The results of this study would therefore be imaairtfor the researchers who are
interested in pragmatics, the speech acts of apalog refusal. The results may also be

important for the English Language Teacher traia@sthe program coordinators.

Cross-cultural pragmatics is developed to investigdhe speech act realizations of
native and non-native speakers. It deals with ffeesh acts in different languages and
linguistic perceptions of some pragmatics’ featutes aim is to enrich the learning and
teaching environment. Many different studies haeerbconducted on English. These
studies generally focus on improving pragmatic cetepce in second and foreign
language teaching. This study aims at reachingdhatries in which English is taught as a
foreign language such as Turkey, Poland and LatVlee students studying in the

department of English Language Teaching in theialfyear are chosen. The reason why
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Turkish, Polish and Latvian languages are chosémaisthese language are among the less
commonly spoken languages of Europe and they haivbaen investigated in pragmatics

based studies very often.

The potential deficiencies in both teaching andriea pragmatics will be realized
more easily and in accordance with the needs, thatheacher training faculties and their
program organizers would be able to eliminate theds and create better programs to
improve pragmatic competence of the teachers whemtimber of the studies like this

study rises.
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CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE REVIEW

In this chapter, three basic aspects of this stwdly be explained briefly which are
pragmatics, speech acts and the effect of culturepagmatics. In the first part,
pragmatics, its importance and pragmatic competwiltée defined. Following this, the
speech acts of apology and refusal will be madarddg giving the strategies and cross-
cultural studies about them. At the end of thispteg the definition of culture and its
effects on learning and teaching of pragmatics balprovided.

2.1. Pragmatics

Pragmatics has been defined in several differentswat was defined by Crystal
(1997: 301) as "the study of language from the tpofrview of users, especially of the
choices they make, the constraints they encountesing language in social interaction
and the effects of their use on other participamtthe act of communication.” It can be
understood that Pragmatics is simply the studyaogliage in use which was also defined
by Levinson (1983: 9) as “the term pragmatics cevmth context—dependent aspects of
language structure and principles of language uaadeinderstanding that have nothing or
little to do with linguistic structure.” In othevords Pragmatics is defined as the study of
communicative action in its sociocultural conteik$per and Rose 2001: 2) rather than
linguistic structure. The definition of pragmatisssummarized by Yule as "the study of

what speakers mean, or "speaker meaning" (Yule:20101H.

Only over the past 30 years has pragmatics grovnwell-established and secure
discipline in institutional terms (Spencer-Oateyd afegarac 2002: 74). In the 1960’s,
speakers’ speech production in context and reglisentences in certain situations drew
researchers’ attention on the use of language.uistg) like Bienveniste and philosophers
like Austin and Searle had an important effect arging the direction from structures
towards the use of language (Vardar 1998: 38).

Pragmatics,as Levinson (1983: 24) defines, is tuely of the ability of language

users to pair sentences with the contexts in wihiels would be appropriate”.

According to Helen Spencer-Oatey and Vladimir ZaggP002: 74-75), pragmatics
is concerned not with language as a system or ptpdut rather with the interrelationship



13

between language form, communicated messages agdage users and it tries to find

answers to the following questions:

e How do people communicate more than what the wandghrases of their
utterances might mean by themselves, and how doplpemake these
interpretations?

* Why do people choose to say and/or interpret sangetin one way rather than
another?

* How do people’s perceptions of contextual factofsr (example, who the
interlocutors are, what their relationship is, amtiat circumstances they are

communicating in) influence the process of prodgand interpreting language?

As Ellis (2008: 159) states "... second language iatgpn researchers have paid
attention to pragmatic aspects of learner langu@es. has been motivated in part by the
belief that a full understanding of how formal peojes are learnt will not be achieved

without examining the way in which these properties used in actual communication.”

In this respect it can be deduced that second &getesearch is to describe not only
linguistic competence but also the pragmatic coempst which was defined by Neil
Murray (2010: 293) as an understanding of the imlahip between form and context that

enables us, accurately and appropriately, to egf@ed interpret intended meaning.

Similarly Fraser (1983:29) defines pragmatic corape¢ as "the knowledge of how
an addressee determines what a speaker is sayithgeaognizes intended illocutionary

force conveyed through subtle attitudes in the lspesmutterance”.

Allami and Naeimi (2011: 385) emphasize the impm&aof pragmatic competence
stating that "one of the issues which has come ruth@espotlight of many involved in the
field of language teaching, especially over the pas decades, is pragmatic competence.
The development of pragmatic rules as to produat @erceive the language that is
appropriate in a given situation appears to be iraportant for language learners, failure

to do so may culminate in misunderstanding or esegious communication breakdown..."

Ifantidou (2011: 327) suggests that pragmatic cdemm® becomes manifest in (a)
the ability to identify pragmatically inferred effis in the form of implicated conclusions,
e.g. irony, humour, ridicule, contempt, high-esteeavouring, incriminating, hostile

attitudes conveyed by authors (pragmatic awarenass) (b) the ability to reflect on and
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explicate the link between linguistic indexes amdgpatic effects retrieved by readers
(metapragmatic awareness). In this respect, pragntampetence requires not only
metalinguistic fluency, i.e. learners’ ability toestribe linguistic phenomena, but
metapragmatic and metacognitive abilities too, ite learners’ ability to retrace and

explicate interpretative routes employed."

In the case of the pragmatics, researchers havendtee scope by investigating the
speakers’ utterances. These utterances includat@jactional acts and (ll) Speech acts.
As Ellis (2008 : 159) explains " The former giveusture to the discourse by ensuring that
one utterance leads smoothly to another; they coné®w speakers manage the
exchanging turns, how they open and close convensat and how they sequence acts to
ensure a coherent conversation. Speech acts, onthiee hand, constitute attempts by
language users to perform specific actions, ini@ddr interpersonal functions such as
compliments, apologies, requests, or complaint&"al$o0 mentions that it is not possible
to perform a speech act outside interaction dughich speech acts are also interactional

acts.

2.2.Speech Acts

According to British language philosopher John Auyswe are always "doing things
with words". His theory starts with the distinctiofh "statements” and "utterances". The
former are sentences whose function is to desamb&vent or situation and such sentences
could be true or false. Utterances, on the othedhdo not have a truth level. They are
used to commit an act (Lyons 1979 cited in Sarigabal Hgmanglu 2004: 32-33).

Searle (1969: 16) defines speech acts as followlhe “ unit of linguistic
communication is not, as has generally been suppadlse symbol, word or sentence, but
rather the production or issuance of the symbalard or sentence in the performance of
the speech act. More precisely, the productionssuance of a sentence token under
certain conditions is a speech act, and speechaeetsasic or minimal units of linguistic
communication.” According to Yule (2006: 118), spk acts are used to describe actions

such as "requesting”, "commanding", "questioning

ioforming” which means it is the

action performed by a speaker with an utterance.

The speech acts can be direct or indirect. The plaaof the former is "Can you ride
a bicycle?" which is used with the function of aegtion. As it can be understood, the aim
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is that something is not known and it is asked dmeone to provide the information.

However, the example of the latter is "Can you glhsssalt?" which shows that a syntactic
structure associated with the function of a quedhiot with the function of a request (Yule
2006: 118-119).

According to the speech act theory (Austin 1962arl8e1969) the speech acts
involve three types of acts which are locutionaligcutionary and perlocutionary acts.
The locutionary act corresponds to the productibnaomeaningful utterance in the
language (it implies the use of phonemes, morphessggences). The illocutionary act is
that utterance which attempts to achieve some caonmative purpose (Salgado 2011: 9).
The perlocutionary act is the achieving of somalloheffect on the addressee (Ellis 2008:
160). The difference between illocutionary act gedocutionary act is also explained by
Salgado (2011: 9) as "The illocutionary act is eliént from a perlocutionary act in the
sense that the latter involves an effect that geaker has on his/her listener's behavior or
opinion in uttering a particular sentence. For egl@m'How nice of you to invite me" is an
illocutionary act in which the result of that maally surprise and confuse the listener, if
the speaker was never invited by the listenemikihstance the perlocutionary act may be

that the speaker intends to register his/her off@sot having been invited."

Austin (1962: 101) made the distinction among the=ens with the following

example:
Act (A) or Locution
He said to me “Shoot her!” meaning by shoot “shaottl referring by her to “her”.
Act (B) or lllocution
He urged (or advised, ordered, etc.) me to shaot he
Act (C) or Perlocution
He persuaded me to shoot her.

Cohen (1996:384) who defines a speech act as Gidmal unit in communication”
states that "According to Austin's theory of speacts (1962), utterances have three kinds
of meaning. The first kind is the propositionallocutionary meaning, namely, the literal
meaning of the utterance. If a pupil says to alteaor sends a note, "It is hot in here," the

locutionary meaning would concern the warm tempeeadf the classroom. The second
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kind of meaning is illocutionary, namely, the sddimction that the utterance or written
text has. The illocutionary meaning or function"tifis hot in here" may be a request to
turn down the heat. If the utterance expressed atigatily or if it is repeated, perhaps it
would also function as a complaint. Austin addsribgon of perlocutionary force, that is,
the result or effect that is produced by the utteeain that given context. Thus, if the
utterance leads to the action of turning down kiegrhostat in the room, the perlocutionary

force of that utterance would be greater thangfréquest were ignored.”

The expression "illocutionary act" is generally guuted as the term "speech act”

because it is the most important and studied asp@ech act theory (Levinson, 1983).

Another attempt to classify speech acts was doneSégrle (1976) who also
criticized Austin’s classification of "verdictivesxercitives, commissives, behabitives,

expositives” classified them under the five heaslibglow:

* Representativesare acts in which the speaker states his/herflibk¢ the
propositional content of the utterance is true.(eapcluding, describing, advising,
certifying, admitting, and agreeing)

* Directives are those acts in which the speaker expresséehésire to get
the addressee to do something (e.g. requestingimgdesuggesting, forbidding,
begging)

* Commissivesare acts in which the speaker commits himselféiete do
some future action (e.g. promising, swearing, affgr

* Expressivesire acts in which the speaker expresses his/hahgplegical
state in relation to a particular state or affafesg. congratulating, thanking,
condoling, greeting)

* Declerationsare acts that change the reality in accord withpitogosition
of the declaration, (e.g. baptisms, pronouncing esmme guilty or pronouncing

someone husband and wife) (Salgado2011: 10)

Bach and Harnish (1979: 41) classified the speethia a different way. It includes
"constatives" which is expressing the speaker’'sebahd intention that the hearer has like
a belief; “directives” which is expressing the dpsés attitude toward some future action
by the hearer, "commissives" which is expressirgsipeaker’s intention and belief that his
utterance obligates him to do something; "acknogéadents” which is expressing feelings

regarding the hearer.
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As it can be understood, different researchersnddfiand classified speech acts in
different ways. In this study, the illocutionarytasill be the focal point which is also
known as the general term “speech act” because theé most commonly used and

researched speech act (Levinson, 1983).

2.2.1. Speech act of Apologies

An apology is the act of requiring the speaker donia responsibility for some
behavior (or failure to carry out some behaviogtthas proved costly to the hearer (Ellis
2008: 182). The importance of apology is summarizgdanik (2010: 54) as "apology
speech acts are crucial speech acts in interpdréiagaistic communication. Because
apologizing is an act that maintains the continwfyinterpersonal communication, it
prevents conflict, thus prevents the break of peesonal relations or reestablishes them".
Intachakra (2004: 42) also supports this idea layirgy that "..both research and folk
literature are replete with reports of communicatimroblems that arise from the mis-
management of apologies, which result in sometim@sous interpersonal and even
international consequences. These might, on thenand, be caused when an expectation
that an apology of some form (as a minimum) shdwade been offered goes unfulfilled.
Or, on the other hand, it may be the result of party failing to recognize that an apology

is needed to soften an offence."

An apology occurs when an act of verbal redressg wghen social norms have been
violated by a real or potential offense (Olshtaml £ohen 1983:20). Apologies are face-
threatening acts (Ellis 2008: 182) which, accordmdule (2006: 119), means "something
that represents a threat to another person’s melfie". It is made clear by Wouk that
"performing an apology requires the speaker to admihaving done wrong, thus
undermining the speaker’s face. If a speaker faifserform an apology when an infraction
has occurred, this threatens the recipient’s f@d&uk 2006: 1457).

Apologies could be seen in any society's culturé &sa must to live in harmony.
However, it is also known that each society hasfardnt culture and way of living and
responding to a variety of sayings. Also it is et flnat "research on speech acts has shown
that apologies are among the more frequently upedch acts in people’s daily affairs”
(Blum-Kulkaet al. 1989).
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The speech act of apology has been investigatethenfield of cross-cultural
pragmatics. Users of several different languagesh sas Japanese (Nonaka 2000 and
Kumagai 1993), Hebrew (Olshtain and Cohen 1981n&3e (Wu 1981), Spanish (Garcia
1989), Danish (Kasper 1989; Trosborg 1987, 199%n@&n (House 1989), Austrian
(Meier 1992, 1996), Egyptian (Soliman 2003), andsiRe (Eslami-Rasekh 2004) have
been compared to native speakers of English irethglies. Brief information about what
have been found as a result of these studies éngivthe section named as “The Speech

Act of Apology in Cross-cultural Studies".

Most of these cross-cultural studies have beenecaout within CCSARP (Cross
Cultural Speech Act Realization Pattern) projeat dompare across languages the
realization patterns of two speech acts — requasts apologies — and to establish the
similarities and differences between native and-mative speakers’ realization patterns in
these two acts" (Blum-Kulka and Olshtain 1984:186dcin Shariati and Chamani 2010:
1690).

2.2.1.1. Apology strategies

As it is commonly known, apology is a face threatgract. The condition for an
apology to have a desired effect is simply explaies "if the wrongdoer decides to
apologize and the offended person does not allowhar to defend his/her position, the
apology will be useless. If the offended waits &or apology and the wrongdoer does not
think there is a need for one, the offended maywgndaiting to no avail" (Akpinar 2009:
41).

Depending on what the researchers focus on themarehes, different sets of
apology strategies have been proposed to systaitatinderstand the apology behavior.

Fraser (1981: 263) made a list of nine apologytesgias and he also stated that
language users generally use more than one ofdlfmving apology strategies in an

apology expression. These strategies are:
Strategy 1: Announcing that an apology is forthcoming
Strategy 2: Stating the offender’s obligation to apologize

Strategy 3: Offering to apologize
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Strategy 4: Requesting the acceptance of the given apology
Strategy 5: Expressing regret for the offense

Strategy 6: Requesting forgiveness for the offense;

Strategy 7: Acknowledging responsibility for the act

Strategy 8: Promising forbearance from a similar offending act
Strategy 9: Offering redress

Similarly Trosborg in her first work (1987: 150-15sts the following strategies

below:

Strategy 1: Minimizing the degree of offence either by blamswmeone else or by
discussing its preconditions

Strategy 2: An acknowledgement of responsibility

Strategy 3: Implicit or explicit explanation or account of whaccurred
Strategy 4: Offer of repair

Strategy 5: Promise of forbearance

Strategy 6: Expressing concern

In her later work (1995: 395-399), the strategmesrafined and stated as in the list
below:

Strategy 1: Minimizing the degree of offence
Strategy 2: Acknowledgement of responsibility
Strategy 3: Explanation or account

Strategy 4: Expression of apology

Following Trosborg's list of apology strategiesifatient categorization of apology
strategies is prepared by Aijmer. He (1996: 83jedkntiated the apology strategies as
explicit or implicit and then emotional or non-enooial. The diagram below is designed

by Aijmer:
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Figure 1.Aijmer's Apologizing Strategies

Apologizing Strategies
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(A) Explicitly apologizing

]

Code to strategies:

(B) Offering one’s apologies

(C) Acknowledging a debt of apology

(D) Expressing regret

(E) Demanding forgiveness

(F) Explicitly requesting the hearer’s forgiveness

(G) Giving an explanation of account

(H) Self-denigration or self-reproach

() Minimizing responsibility

(J) Expressing emotion

(K) Acknowledging responsibility for the offending act

(L) Promising forbearance from a similar offending act

(M) Offering redress

The study from which all the other mentioned apgletzategy categorizations stem
is conducted by Olshtain and Cohen. In this st@lghtain and Cohen (1983) introduced
A Cross-Cultural Study of Speech Act Realizatiotétas (CCSARP) which is the most
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famous and most widely accepted apology strategy(Semi Hou 2006: 19). They
identified the following strategies:
Table 2.1.The Speech Act Set for Apologies

Strategy Semantic formulas

1 An expression of an apology

A. expression of regret | am sorry

B. an offer of apology | apologize

C. arequest for forgiveness Excuse me

2 An expectation or account of the situation The bus was late

3 An acknowledgement of responsibility

A. accepting the blame It is my fault

B. expressing self-deficiency | wasn't thinking

C. recognizing the other person as deserving agolpg You are right

D. expressing lack of intent | didn't mean to

4 An offer of repair I'll pay for the broken vase

5 A promise of forbearance ) .
It won't happen again

The speech act set for apologies (information aagnples taken from Olshtain and
Cohen 1983) (Ellis 2008: 183)

In later studies, Hudson, Detmer and Brown (1998ith the aim of testing
elicitation tasks to collect speech act data, dged a more comprehensive and detailed
apology strategy set than that ofOlshtain and Caohentioned above. This coding schema
is used for the coding of the apology strategiethis study. The strategy categories used
in Olshtain and Cohen are divided into differertegaries and listed as shown in the table
below:

Table 2.2. Apology Strategies

Apology Strategies
Alerters
1) Attention Getter * Listen
2) Surname/Family Name e Mr. Brown
3) First Name  Jack
4) Undetermined Name * [name]
5) Title/Role * | didn’t mean to upset you
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Head Acts

1) lllocutionary Force Indicating Device

* (I'm sorry)

* | am afraid

« | apologize for
« Forgive me

e Excuse me

2) Explanation

« | am sorry | missed the bus

3) Offer of Repair

« I'll buy you a new one

4) Taking Responsibility

« | apologize to you for my carelessness

5) Lack of Intent

« | didn’t mean to upset you

6) Admission of facts (not resp.)

* | missed the bus

7) Statement of Fact (not resp.)

* The bus was late

8) Promise of Forbearance

« It will never happen again

9) Minimize Offense

* |t doesn’t look too bad

10) Upgrading of Offense

 Those papers look important

11) Self Blame

« It's all my fault.

12) Expression of embarrassment

* I’'m so ashamed!

13) Express Gratitude

* Thanks for waiting

14) Distract with Humor

e I'm all thumbs!

15) Distract with Task Oriented Remark

« Let's look at those pictures

16) Statement or Question of Dismay

* What should | do?

17) Concern for Hearer

* Are you all right?

Modifications

Downgraders
1) Politeness Markers * Please
2) Subjectivizer * | believe
3) Hedge * Somehow
4) Appealer » Okay?
5) Pause Filler * Well...
6) Understater * A bit

7) Cajoler

* | mean, you see, you know

Upgraders

1) Intensifier

* Very, terribly

2) Emotional expression

» Oh!, Oh, God.

3) Emphasis * (Written underlining, exclamation, etc
4) Expletive « Damn
5) Lexical Uptoner * As soon as
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In the table given above there are three main oatgwhich are alerters, head acts
and modifications. Modifications is also divideddntwo different categories named as
downgraders and upgraders. The alerter categohydies the strategies which help to take
the attention of the interlocutor for the main aygyl part. The following category named
as head acts include the strategies through wiiehspeaker actually apologize for the
situation. The last category includes the stragetpantensify and downgrade the meaning

of the main apology part.

Another classification of apology strategies whistprincipally based on the works
of other scholars mentioned above is provided bimdse (1989: 200 cited in Nureddeen
2008: 282) in which there are four main categomgsch are: explicit expression of
apology (an offer of apology/IFID, an expressionr@jret and a request for forgiveness);
an explanation or account; acknowledgment of resipdity (accepting the blame,
expressing self-deficiency, recognizing hearerrdagled to an apology, expressing lack of

intent, an offer of repair/redress); and a pronoisrbearance.

Sugimoto, on the other hand, (1997 cited in Batagred Bataineh 2006: 1907-1908)
in his study comparing the apology styles of Amami@nd Japanese students report that
cultural differences can be seen in the use of agyolstrategies such as Japanese
participants stating more remorse, reparation, @rsation, promise not to repeat the
same offense and request for forgiveness than Aarerparticipants. According to the

results of this study the following apology stragsgare listed below:

I. Primary strategies are those frequently usedofignders when attempting to
apologize. They include:

1. Statement of remorse in which the wrongdoer eskedges that s/he has done

something wrong,

2. Accounts in which the wrongdoer tells of whas happened (keeping in mind that
this is highly subjective, depending on the way talls the story and the role s/he played
in it),

3. Description of damage in which the wrongdoercdbss what changes have been

inflicted on the object in discussion or the repesions of a certain deed on others, and
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4. Reparation in which the wrongdoer tries to regfa@ damage s/he has inflicted on
others by offering words that may cause the harnedo be forgotten.

[l. Secondary strategies include:

1. Compensation, which differs from reparation Imattthe wrongdoer offers to

replace the damaged object or pay for it, and

2. Promise not to repeat offense in which the wdoeg does his/her utmost to

assure the injured party that what has taken pla€aot occur in the future.
[ll. Seldom used strategies include:

1. Explicit assessment of responsibility in whible tvrongdoer attempts to describe
his/her role in and responsibility for what has feped,

2. Contextualization in which the wrongdoer desesilthe context of the injury and

what has happened in order to make the injureq gad the whole picture,

3. Self-castigation in which the wrongdoer claimesponsibility for what has
happened andis being hard on him-/herself, and

4. Gratitude in which the wrongdoer is thankfultttiee offended is willing to give

him/her a chance to explain and be forgiven.

The categorization of apology strategies prepase&umgimoto has three main parts
which are created according to how often the siraseare used. The first section includes
very commonly used strategies such as statememnenobrse, accounts, description of
damage and reparation. The second section is haméte secondary strategies and this
part includes strategies such as compensation @mdige not to repeat offense. The last
section includes less commonly used strategies sashexplicit assessment of
responsibility, contextualization, self-castigatemd gratitude.

As it can be seen, several different apology codiolgemas have been used by
different researchers depending on how they waoategorize the apology strategies and
the factors they take into account. The detailedlayy coding schema prepared by
Hudson, Detmer and Brown (1995) is used for thuslgt
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2.2.1.2. The Speech Act of Apology in Cross-cultur&tudies

The pragmatic researches on the speech act of gpahwestigated the use of
apology by taking several different factors andglsages into account. These factors
include the variables such as gender (e.g. Sac®®8;1Cordella 1990; Holmes1995;
Battaineh and Battaineh 2006), politeness strade(geg. Brown and Levinson 1987,
Garcia 1989; Ruzickova 1998; Marquez-Reiter 200@Yive and non-native speakers’
choice of the apology strategy (Hussein and Hammb@@8; Garcia 1989; Al- Zumor
2011; Trosborg 1987), the factors affecting theiahmf the strategy (e.g. Cohen and
Olshtain 1981; Fraser 1981; Olshtain and Cohen Y19838tural values (e.g. Nonaka
2000;Cordella 1990; Kumagai 1993; Suszczynska 1999)

The gender differences in terms of apology strategvere analyzed by Holmes

(1995) in a study and it was found that the follogvthree differences were crucial:
1. Women used significantly more apologies than didn

2. Women used most apologies for the hearers dlgupwer, while men apologized

to women of different status.

3. Women used most apologies for female friendsredse men used most for

socially distant women (379-380).

It can be concluded that women, in general, fealenm@ed to apologize than men.
This can be because of the fact that women are paie than men or men do not feel
that there is a need for apology. In terms of d&tatus, it can be said that the social status

is not important for the women on apologizing adawg to the results of this study.

Gender differences in two different nationalitie®eres investigated in Sachie’s
study(1998). Japanese and American students werpattiicipants of this study and four
groups were designed as 10 American males, 10 Aarefemales, 10 Japanese males and
10 Japanese females. In this study, the questi@mnais given to the participants in their
mother tongues. The results of the study showe @tthough it was a gender differences
oriented study, it was stated that, both Americalesiand females chose the strategies
such as expression of responsibility, explanatioaazount, and offer of repair when they
apologized to a hearer. However, in contrast, htapanese males and females used
promises of forbearance in higher percentages &maricans did. From this result, it
became clear that the Americans apologized by usim@ strategies than the Japanese did
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and the Japanese preferred to choose a promisehaairance. It can be concluded that
culture is more effective than gender in seeingdifferences in language use especially
when the compared culture is a culture like Japarmdture which has very unique

features even in refusing such as they are supposagologize a lot, they are less direct
and less explicit, they avoid making critical reksarto someone’s face, they avoid

disagreements, they avoid telling people what tbeynot want to hear (Beebe and
Takahashi 1990 cited in Ellis 2008: 186).

The study of Bataineh and Bataineh (2006) on ingasbn of Jordanian EFL
university students’ apologies revealed that mak famale respondents used the primary
strategies of statement of remorse, accounts, casagien, promise not to repeat offense,
and reparation. They also resorted to the use pfapology strategies such as blaming
victim and brushing off the incident as unimportémtexonerate themselves from blame.
The findings also showed that male and female redpas differed in the order of the
primary strategies they used. In addition, femaspondents opted for non-apology
strategies that veered towards avoiding the dismuss offense while male respondents
used those which veered towards blaming the vicline possible reason of the results of
this study can be that females, in general, atendency not to have discussion if there is
a possible way of not having it. However, men bemgre aggressive, have the tendency
to argue and, if possible, blame the other sidéeéb that they are right in the situation.
Therefore, having different attitudes towards theasions, it should be evaluated as

normal to find out differences between the two ggadn using language.

Al-Zumor (2011) in his study on the apology stragegn different social situations
compared the apology strategy use of Arab learokBnglish studying in India, Indian
English speakers, American English speakers, aitgBENglish speakers. The findings
revealed that the reasons of the deviation of Agalmers’ language from that of the native
speakers were the religious beliefs, concepts ahaks. Also, Arabs using English were
found to be more keen on taking on responsibilitiereas the English native speakers
were found to be more keen on formulaic offers @pair or verbal redress. Some
similarities such as the selection of arrangemaittems of some apology strategies were
found between Arabs using English and Indian Ehgkpeakers due to the cultural

similarities.
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Olshtain (1989) in his study designed as a parnthef Cross-cultural Speech Act
Realization Project investigating the strategy obéour different languages which were
Hebrew, Australian English, Canadian French andnfaarfound out that "..given the
same social factors, the same contextual factois,tlee same level of offence, different

languages will realize apologies in very similaryg/a(171).

However, in contrast to the results of Olshtairtisdg, Nonaka (2000) working on
the differences between Japanese and English sedgidmmt Japanese people apologize
even when they think that they are not the wrongeldech is not the type of behavior of
Americans. Similarly, Kumagai (1993) described $iide of the apologies of Americans
as "rational" whereas he founded the apologieapadese as "penitent”. The reason why
American and Japanese participants are determmé&chonal” and "penitent” is that the
former acts more logically and latter acts more &onally while apologizing. Therefore,
due to the fact that how people act and behavepateof their culture, it is possible to see
different ways of apologizing when participantsnfralifferent cultures are investigated as

in this study.

Ellis’ idea that second language learners’ per@oroe of apologies is influenced by
a number of factors such as the learners’ levdinguistic proficiency (2008: 184) was
supported by the study of Cohen, Olshtain and Rsiean (1986). They found out that
even advanced learners overgeneralize the spestitidegies and they do not always

apologize appropriately.

First language transfer to the target languagen@dhe&r important issue researched
through pragmatic studies. In the study of Cohah @lshtain (1981) Hebrew learners of
English were the subjects and they did not seebettamiliar with the semantic formulas
needed for the apology. They were less likely toept responsibility for an offence or to
make offers of repair than native English speakkrsa similar study, Maeshiba et al
(1996) investigated the transfer from Japanesengdigh. He tried to find an answer to the
guestion of whether pragmatic transfer is influehbg contextual factors or by learners’
proficiency level. The results of the study donghw80 Japanese learners of English
(Intermediate), 30 Japanese learners of EnglisivgAckd) revealed that the intermediate
group transferred their apology behavior from Jagarto English more than the advanced
group which can explain that the possibility of nmaktransfer from mother tongue to the

target language decreases when the proficiendyeitarget language increases.
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Trosborg (1987), in the study comparing the usapflogies of three proficiency
levels of Danish Learners of English and nativellshgspeakers, found out that there was
a significant difference between the groups ofrlees in using the modality markers such
as downtoners, hedges, boosters. It can be cortcthdewith increasing proficiency in the
target language, the learners use more modalitkeramhich shows that it is a sign of
approaching a level closer to that of native speake

2.2.2. Speech act of Refusals

A refusal isa speech act which represents one aymhspreferred response (Félix-
Brasdefer 2008: 42).The speech act of refusal soetien a speaker directly or indirectly
says "no" to a request, invitation, suggestion fbero/Allami&Naeimi 2011: 386). The
idea that refusals belong to the category of corsines because they commit the refuser
to performing an action (Searle 1977) is rejectedtlis. He claims that "the speech act of
refusals do not easily fit into Searle’s classtiiza of speech acts. They occur in the form
of responses to a variety of illocutionary actshsas, invitations, offers, requests and
suggestions. It might be better to treat refusalarainteractional turn rather than a speech
act" (2008: 186).

Refusing can differ across cultures, languages evah among the people in the
same culture and among the people of the samedgegiue to this fact, as Cimen states
"Refusing somebody is a serious action which camseareakdowns in interpersonal
relations if not handled delicately” (2009: 35).0pke from one culture may refuse in a
very different way than the people from anotheturel Refusing in another language may
cause problems for the interlocutors of differeariguages. For this reason it requires a
high level of pragmatic competence (Ellis 2008:)18he idea of Ellis on the requirement
of a high level of pragmatic competence for a sssfté refusing is supported by Al-
Kahtani. He states that "saying no is difficult favnnative speakers. How one says no is
more important in many societies than the answetfitTherefore, sending and receiving a
message of no is a task that needs special skil.ifterlocutor must know when to use the
appropriate form and its function, the speech adtits social elements depending on each

group and their culturallinguistic values” (200%)3

Mitigation strategies are crucial as refusing mayse some serious breakdowns in

interpersonal relationships as mentioned earlibeyTare employed in refusals to smooth
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interactional management by reducing risks foripi@dnts at various levels, e.g. conflict,
face loss and so forth (Caffi 1999:882).

In a series of investigations, refusals of secamtjllage learners were researched.
Some of these studies are Beebe and Takahashi,1B8%2b; Takahashi and Beebe 1987;
Beebe, Takahashi, and Uliss-Weltz 1990; Bardoviiglaand Hartford 1991; Gass and
Houck 1999; Felix- Brasdefer 2004). The data faesth studies were mostly gathered
through a written discourse completion test or rplays which means that the data
gathered were mostly elicited. However some exampfenaturally occurring data were
also discussed. Brief information about what hasenbfound as a result of these studies is
given in the section named as “The Speech Act @ligaéin Cross-cultural Studies".

2.2.2.1. Refusal strategies

One of the earliest attempts to classify the rdfsgategies of different language
users was done by Rubin (1983). According to thiglys it was claimed that there were

the following 9 ways of refusing across a numbecuwfures:

. Be silent, hesitate, show a lack of enthusiasm

. Offer an alternative

. Postponement

. Put the blame on a third party or something ewl@ch you have no control
. Avoidance

. General acceptance of an offer but giving naitiet

. Divert and distract the addressee

. General acceptance with excuses

© 00 N OO O A W N P

. Say what is offered is inappropriate

After some attempts to find the best taxonomy fefusal strategies, the most
commonly known and used semantic formulas in gpdéeiusals by Beebe, Takahashi,

and Uliss-Weeltz (1990) appeared and it is showthe table below:
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Type Strategies Semantic Formulas
Direct Performative "| refuse”

Nonperformative

1. "No"

2. Negative willingness/ability "l can't", "I ddarthink so"
Indirect Statement of regret "I'm sorry ...", "l feel terrible"

Wish

"l wish | could help you ..."

Excuse, reason, explanation

"My children will berfeothat night"; "I
have a headache"

Statement of alternative
1.1 can do X instead of Y

"I'd rather ...", "I'd prefer ..."

2. Why don't you do X instead of Y

"Why don’t yoslasomeone else?"

Set conditions for future or past acceptance "l ylad asked me earlier, | wou
have..."

Promise of future acceptance "I'll do it next tim&"promise I'll ...", or
"Next time [I'll ..." using "will" or

promise or "promise”

Statement of principle

"I never do business witarfds"

Statement of philosophy

"One can'’t be too careful”

Attempt to dissuade interlocutor
1. Threat or statement of
consequences to the requester

negati

V8l won't be any fun tonight" to refuse 4
invitation

2. Guilt trip

For instance: waitress to customerkoy
want to sit a while: "l can’t make a livin
off people who just order coffee"

3.Criticize the request/requester, €
(statement of negative feeling or opinio
insult/attack

t¢Who do you think you are?" "That's
hterrible idea!"

4. Request for help, empathy, a
assistance by dropping or holding t
request.

hd
he

5

=

5. Let interlocutor off the hook

"Don’t worry about it", "That's okay"
"You don't have to"

6. Self-defense (e. g., "I'm trying my bes
"I'm doing all | can do")

"'I'm trying my best", "I'm doing all | can
do"

Acceptance that functions as a refusal
1. Unspecific or indefinite reply
2. Lack of enthusiasm

Avoidance

1. Nonverbal

. Silence

. Hesitation

. Do nothing

. Physical departure
. Verbal

. Topic switch

. Joke

O|lT O N O T

. Repetition of part of request, etc.

"Monday?"
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Strategies Semantic Formulas

d. Postponement "I'll think about it"

e. Hedging "Gee, | don't know", "I'm not sure"
Adjuncts to refusals

1. Statement of positive opinion/feeling pfThat's a good idea ..."; "I'd love to ..."
agreement

2. Statement of empathy "| realize you are infecdit situation”
3. Pause fillers "uhh”, "well", "oh", "uhm"

4. Gratitude/appreciation

2.2.2.2. The Speech Act of Refusal in Cross-cultur&tudies

In a study carried out by Tanck (2002), native and-native speakers’ strategies of
refusals and complaints were investigated. The detiee gathered through a discourse
completion test from the participants who were 2&dgate students of the University of
Washington DC. It was found that the strategieSegpression of regret”, "excuse", and
"offering alternative” were the most commonly ugedusal strategies for both of the

groups.

In another study, Gass and Houck (1999), by usidgovrecorded open role plays,
investigated the refusals of Japanese learnersetmests, suggestions, offers and
invitations with the aim of finding the sequenciofystrategies in refusals. The results of
the study showed that the commonly used stratege® non performative refusal,
statement of regret, excuse/reason and alterndtiveas also found out that participants
preferred "empathy”, "pause fillers" and "expressi@f gratitude" for adjuncts in their
answers. The Japanese learners did not just trahsfetrategies from their own language
but they tried to find linguistically and attituditly most suitable resources to refuse. It can
be clearly seen from the results of this study thdture and cultural habits shape the
responses of the participants. As it is seen & $hudy, participants from Japanese culture
having empathy and tolerance do not have tendeacplame the others or having

arguments, rather they tend to show the reasons)gréss their gratitude.

Second language learners’ refusals were investigatea major study by Beebe,
Takahashi, and Uliss-Weltz (1990). The data werthegad by means of a discourse
completion test from 20 Japanese speaking in Japa® Japanese-speaking in English,
and 20 Americans speaking in English. The goahefstudy was to investigate pragmatic

transfer in refusals together with the key questidn'to what extend the transfer is
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influenced by the learners’ level of proficiencyhe order of the semantic formula, the
frequency of the formula, and the content of tlierahces were the three areas found to be
different between the native speakers and Japapeskers of English. It was found out
that although proficient Japanese speakers of &mgh the United States used the same
range of strategies as Americans did, they obseawttifference in the order. For instance,
while the social status is important for Japaneadigypants; what is important for
American participants is the degree of familiantjth the interlocutor in refusing. The
number of strategies used is also different betwksgranese and American participants.
While Japanese participants used more strategiede wkfusing a higher status
interlocutor; American participants used more sgas while refusing familiar equals.
Therefore, it can be said that the strategy pratereof Japanese participants is power

oriented; the strategy preference of American pigdits is related to solidarity.

Americans speaking English, advanced American &rarmf Spanish and Latin
Americans were compared in a study by Fe” lix-Befed(2003). The aim of the study
was to find out the differences between the twoupgsoin terms of using politeness
strategies while refusing invitations in both fotnaad informal situations. According to
the results, Americans were found to be more daadtLatin Americans were found to be
more indirect and verbose in declining the invd@as. Latin American Spanish speakers’
responses also showed that they were not very adtuoally knowledgeable in English
although their level of proficiency was high. Thesults may show that having a high level
of linguistic level of proficiency does not meanaththe participant is socioculturally
knowledgeable enough in target language. Also #selts show that participants from
different cultures can show different reactions le/hiefusing such as being verbose or

more direct.

Fe” lix-Brasdefer (2004) carried out another redeawn the effect of length of
residence in the target community over refusale gédrticipants were 24 Spanish learners.
It was stated that learners who had stayed longeog of time in the target community
made more attempts to negotiate and mitigate ttedirsals and the ones with shorter
period of target community experience showed imtiivess and they preferred solidarity.
The results show that length of residence in tihgetacommunity affects how the people
refuse. According to the study, in terms of Sparnésrners, it can be said that with the

effect of the culture of the target community, kbarners’ way of refusing changed.
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25 Egyptian Arabic users and 30 American Englistrsisvere compared in a study
by Nelson, Carson, Al Batal and El Bakary (2002)usiyng written discourse completion
test as a means of data gathering. The resultseshtivat they used similar strategies with
similar frequency in refusing. According to theuksf this study, although it cannot be
generalized to all, sometimes it is possible toEa#icipants from very different cultural
backgrounds such as Arabic and American havindgaimays of refusing.

Refusals were investigated in a study by Bardowviiblaand Hartford (1991). 39
audio-taped academic advising sessions were useghttter the data from 7 native
speakers and 39 proficient non native speakersgligh. According to the analysis of the
results, for both groups, the most popular semdatimula was "explanation” which was
followed by "giving alternatives” for native speakeand "avoidance" for non native

speakers. The reasons of non native speakers geréoand to be unacceptable.

By using the taxonomy of Beebe, Takahashi, andstieltz (1990), Sadler and
Er6z (2002) investigated 30 Turkish, Lao and Anaarigarticipants. According to the
results of the study, "excuses/reasons" and "s&tewf regret” were the most common
strategies for American native speakers of Englidie same strategies were chosen by
Lao and Turkish speakers as well. The reason ofsiméar use of the strategies was
explained by the researchers as the high profigienel of the participants.

Another study was carried out by Kwon (2004) in ethi40 Korean speakers of
Korean and 37 American English speakers were cagdpar terms of directness in
refusals. It was found that Americans were moredlithan Korean speakers in refusing.
Koreans also tried to explain the reasons to sahensituation and mitigate especially
when they talked to a higher status person.

Another study comparing Korean speakers and Ameri€aglish speakers was
carried out by Lyuh (1992). In this study, Koregreakers used more semantic formulas
than Americans and they used more avoidance artidugeaformula than native speakers
of American English. The result was the same vhih $tudy of Kwon (2004) as Korean

refusals were found to be more indirect and maabaghte in this study.

As it is seen in many studies, culture of the paréints is more influential than some

other factors such as gender and the proficiengsi e the target language in using both
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apology and refusal speech acts. The definitioncwfure, how and why culture is
pragmatically important is explained in the follogisection.

2.3. Culture

Culture is simply known as the way of life. Bron2006: 188) defined it in different
ways as "the context in which we exist, think, feeld relate to others. It is the glue that
binds a group of people together...It might also bénéd as the ideas, customs, skills,
arts and tools that characterize a given groupeopfe in a given period of time."Adaskou,
Britten and Fahsi (1990: 3), in their work, digfilished four separate sorts of culture that
language teaching may involve. The first one is dksthetic sense which includes the
media, the cinema, music and, above all, literatliree second one is sociological sense
which includes the organization and nature of fgmdf home life, of interpersonal
relations, material conditions, work and leisunestoms and institutions. The third one is
the semantic sense which consists of food, clotinesfutions and etc. They suggest that
many semantic areas are culturally distinctive to sociological sense of culture. For
instance you cannot learn to use the names of mathisut learning the main meal times.
The last one is the pragmatic or sociolinguistiosgewhich is about the fact that the
background knowledge, social skills, and paralisgaiskills that, in addition to mastery
of the language code, make possible successful cmomcation. It is stated in their work
(1990: 4) that pragmatic sense includes the foloyvi

* the ability to use appropriate exponents of théousrcommunicative functions;

* the ability to use appropriate intonation patterns;

« the ability to conform to norms of politeness, whelifferent from the learners’
culture, including taboo avoidance;

* awareness of conventions governing interpersonatioas-questions of status.
obligation, licence, where different from the leausi culture;

« finally and above all, familiarity with the mainetorical conventions in different
written genres e.g., different types of letters antessages, form-filling,

advertisements.

In the context of language learning, language amtu®e cannot be investigated
completely separately. Understanding of the culbairine target language is a must for the

language learner. Pragmatically, as Mey (2007: $dgpests "...there is no culture without
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a user, just as a language is unthinkable witheople who are using it." Brown (2006:
189) also focuses on the importance of integradioculture and language and states that:
"It is apparent that culture, as an ingrained debehaviors and modes of perception,
becomes highly important in the learning of a seclamguage. A language is a part of a
culture and a culture is a part of a languagewteare intricately interwoven so that one
cannot separate the two without losing the sigaifae of either language or culture.”

Yule (1996: 87) suggests that “we develop our caltschemata in the context of
our basic experiences". When we experience moremedify our cultural schemata.
Following this view, he defines cross-cultural pregics as “the study of differences in
expectations based on cultural schemata". He hasidisa that the studies focus on
communicative behaviors of non-native speakershen target language is described as
interlanguage pragmatics and especially these lohdtudies show that everybody speaks
with a pragmatic accent (1996: 88). According tes thiew, in this study, as a natural
outcome of being from different cultures, Turkigtglish and Latvian participants’ way of
apologizing and refusing which are named as comaatine behaviors by Yule is
supposed to be different from each other. Theysapposed to have different pragmatics

accents due to the fact that they live, experiesigeak and learn in different cultures.

In the case of language teaching the problem giyenases because of not being
familiar with the target language culture. Thiswievas supported and possible problem
solution technique was stated by Brown (1990: Kl)lais sometimes suggested that the
main problem in understanding discourse in a forégmguage comes from not knowing
enough about the cultural background in which #regliage is used. The solution then
seems to be to teach as many facts as possiblé tigoaultural background. It is argued
here that it is more useful to teach explicit gtgats for making inferences from the
language used so that knowledge about the cultbagkground can be gradually
constructed in the same way that native speakettseofanguage gradually construct their

knowledge of their own culture”.

Prodromou (1992: 39) states the importance of Bhdlianguage Teaching in his
work on cross-cultural factors in language learrasd'English, therefore, as the foremost
medium of international communication at the présane, is called upon to mediate a
whole range of cultural and cross-cultural concefiisa greater degree than in the past.

The international dimension of English languagehézy is not only becoming difficult to
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ignore, but offers ELT a potentially more signifitarole than traditional ethnocentric
views of the language as a peculiarly Anglo-Saxatityewould have allowed."As Crystal
suggests (1997: 1) “English is a global languageitds taught and spoken everywhere
now. As culture of a country shapes how a persealspand thinks, this study investigates
the effects of culture in three different countri@s the performances of apology and

refusal.

An English teacher should have the aims of imprgtire awareness and knowledge
of the learners in terms of the target culture anderstanding the values and differences

of the target culture and the culture of the leesr@ad being able to relate them.

For this study it is expected for the participafingsn three very different cultures to

show differences in using different speech acts.
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CHAPTER 3

METHODOLOGY

This study can be defined both as a qualitative guahtitative study because the
responses of the participants are evaluated gtinadibp by finding the suitable strategy
codes, then the descriptive statistics and Krugkallis test are conducted quantitatively to
see the differences among the groups. In this ehaftte data collection methods of
pragmatic studies and why discourse completion wiest chosen as the data collection
method of this study will be explained. This infaton will be followed by how the test
developed which also includes the pilot test wishrésearch questions and its details. Data
collection procedures, participants, data collectimols, coding and analysis of the main

study will also be explained in this part.

3.1 Data Collection Method

Second language researches which are based on giregydo not only deal with
acquisition but also use of second language pragrkabwledge. It is generally difficult
to conduct a pragmatics-based study because asepackl Gass suggests if, for example,
one wanted to gather data on rudeness, eithernmstef production or interpretation, it
might be difficult to collect enough tokens from ialn one could draw reasonable
generalizations. Researchers must therefore cramitexts that require the necessary
tokens (2005: 86).

There are several different methods for collectiaga. With the growth of interest
into pragmatics over the past 30 years, the questimout which method to use for
collection of data has been discussed over and dWer main methods of data collection

with their advantages and disadvantages are sumadan the table below:
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Table 3.1.Different Data Collection Methods in Intelanguage Pragmatics Research

Method Description Advantages Disadvantages
1. Discourse These consist of a descriptignl.) They allow the 1.) They do not show the
. of a situation and an researcher to control for | interactional facets of

Completion . ; )
instruction to learners to variables related to the | speech event.

Tasks either select from a range of| situation (e.g. status of 2.) They do not reflect
choices about how to resporjdnterlocutors). actual language behaviors
or to say/write how they 2.) Responses from nativeg only learners’ beliefs about
would respond. They can be| speakers and learners cahhow they would behave.
presented orally or in writing| be statistically compared.| 3.) They are not suitable fo|
and the response can also bge lower-proficiency learners
oral or written. unless the task is presente

in first language.
4.) They cannot reliably
show "opting out" behavior

2.) Clinical There are two types: 1.) Conversational tasks | 1.) They allow for a limited

Elicitation 1) c_or_1versation ta_lsks: allow for_both range of cc_;mmu_nicative

Participants are either askefd symmetrical and acts to be investigated.

Activities to converse about a topic or| asymmetrical role 2.) They do not necessarily
to jointly reach some configurations to be reflect actual language
predetermined goal. studied. behavior as there may not
2.) Sociolinguistic 2.) Both types can shed | be any meaningful
interviews: an interviewer light on a range of consequence of interacting
asks informants about their | interactional facets. on the learner’s part.
life history, experiences, and
attitudes. They afford both a
sample of language that can
be analyzed and information
about the learner’s
background. In both types the
learners perform as
themselves.

3.) Role Plays | These involve simulations of 1.) They allow for a 1.) The participants are
communicative encounters. | range of communicative | only imagining how they
Learners are given an acts to be investigated in| would behave.
imaginary situation and can | online language use. 2.) The participants’ real
be asked to perform as 2.) They allow for both | roles may interfere with
themselves or in imaginary | symmetrical and their imaginary roles.
roles. asymmetrical role 3.) The verbal actions

configurations to be performed have no real
studied. consequences for the
3.) They can shed light | participants.
on a range of interactiong|
facets.
4.) Recall Participants are asked to They provide data 1.) Participants typically
Protocols remember the last exemplar| relating to natural target | have to be selected on the

of a specific pragmatic
feature they received or gav
and the situation in which it
occurred.

behavior.

D

basis of convenience.
2.) Participants may not be
able to recall accurately
what was said or the
situational context.

3.) Recall protocols do not
yield rich information about
a range of interactional
facets
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Method

Description

Advantages

Disadvantages

5.) Self-report

Participants are asked to
comment on their own
pragmatic behavior either
concurrently or
retrospectively through
interviews or diaries.

Self-report provides the
researcher with the
participants’
interpretations of their
behaviors, which can be
triangulated with
interpretations from other
sources.

1.) Self-report does not
provide data relating to the
actual performance of a
pragmatic feature.

2.) Concurrent self-reports
may interfere with normal
pragmatic behavior.

D

6 a.) Field The researcher writes down 1.) It allows for the 1.) The researcher may no
observation exempla_rs of a specific collection of a _Iarge data pe at_;lg to record data at th
pragmatic feature as they base from a wide range of time it is produced and so
come across them in speakers in different may have to rely on
everyday life. They also settings. memory with the result that]
record contextual 2.) The data collected the data may not be
information. reflect actual language | accurate.
use. 2.) The researcher may no
be able to record crucial
3.) It affords rich indexical information.
contextual information.
6Db.) The researcher audio- or 1.) The data collected 1.) Large amounts of data
Audioivideo video tapes naturglly _ reflect; consequential may t_>e needed to afford
occurring interactions which | behavior. sufficient exemplars of the
recordings are then transcribed for 2.) Rich contextual specific phenomenon undef

detailed analysis.

information is available.
3.) This method allows
for detailed analysis of a
full range of interactional
facets of utterances in
relation to the sequential

context.

investigation.
2.) Recording may interferg
with participants’ normal
language behavior.

3.) It is difficult to control
for variables such as powe

status, gender and age.

Different data collection methods in interlanguggagmatics research. (Ellis 2008:

167-168)

According to Ellis, there are six basic methodscollecting data for pragmatics

based studies as shown in the table above. Alh@mthave some positive and negative

sides. Some of the methods are used to collectewrisome of the methods are used to

verbal and spontaneous data. The best method sheutthosen to gather the necessary

data by taking into account the variables, thei@pents, the situations, the aim of the

study and the analysis of the study.

The data collection methods mentioned by Ellis #mel methods mentioned by

Ishihara in her study show similarities except fioe method named as “intuition and

introspection” by Ishihara. Ishihara, in her stadyut collecting data reflecting pragmatic

use of language mentioned about some common ddéxtan tools (2010: 37). These

are:
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* Intuition and introspection;

« Discourse completion tasks (DCTSs);

* Role-plays;

« Recording of natural conversation; and

* Field observation of natural conversation.

Intuition and introspection is defined as "If weeate a dialogue based on what we
think people tend to say or how they speak, these would then be an example of the use
of intuition." It has the same features of DisceuSompletion tasks such as creating a
dialogue and expecting a certain way of resportsis &lso exemplified by Ishihara as
below (2010: 38):

Imagine that a student of yours comes to you akd Asw you would compliment
someone in the language you teach. You think of wiiawould say and respond to this

student.

As Mackey and Gass suggest "Discourse completiskstéDCTSs) are perhaps the
most common method of doing pragmatics-based refseHris particularly useful if one
wants to investigate speech acts such as apologmstions, refusals, and so forth"
(2005: 89). Discourse completion tests can be sihgin or multiple-turn. The examples
of DCT are below (Ishihara 2010: 39-40):

You are enrolled in a large class at a major unsrgrin Minneapolis. A week before
one of your course papers is due, you notice tbathave three more major papers due
the same week. You realize that it is not possthbfenish them all by their respective due
dates anddecide to go to one of the instructorsfdasor Johnson, to ask for an extension
on the paper for her course. She is a senior peafes her 50s teaching a large lecture
course and this is your first time talking to hergrivate. You approach her after the class

session is over and say:
Single-turn DCT:
You:
Multiple-turn DCT:
You:

Prof. Johnson: But the deadline was made cleahégyllabus.
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You:
Prof. Johnson: Well, OK, but only two extra days.
You:

"Role-plays can be open and closed. Closed rolgspée similar to discourse
completion tests but in an oral mode. Participamés presented with a situation and are
asked to give a one-turn oral response. Open riagspon the other hand, involve
interaction played out by two or more individuats response to a particular situation”
(Mackey&Gass 2005: 91). The example of role playakow (Ishihara 2010: 41):

Role A: Employee

You have a part-time job at a local convenienceest®ne day, your boss and the
store owner, who is about 20 years older than youites all the employees to a staff
appreciation party. You know it would be fun to gspecially since everyone else will be
there. The problem is that you have dinner plarsadi theater tickets that evening with an
old friend just in town for the day. So while thésea sense of obligation to your boss,

you’re going to need to skip the party. You feel geed to tell your boss.
Role B: Boss

You are a store owner of a local convenience stOree day, you send out a notice to
all your employees about a staff appreciation paeguesting RSVP. While you are in the
process of spreading the word, one of your paretemployees (about 20 years younger
than you) comes up to you to ask you about songe#ige. Since s/he has not responded
to your message yet, you decide to invite him/tensgmally. Since you value this
employee’s work highly, you especially want himAteattend so you can express your
appreciation:

Boss:
Employee:
Boss:
Employee:

As the data collection methods mentioned abovet dliata and may lack the

spontaneity, recording of natural conversation fegld observation of natural conversation
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are the best ways of gathering data. Howeverribtsalways possible to use these methods
because of problems such as time, budget and bwigylaln the light of the information
about the commonly used data collection methodprfagmatics-based studies, the form
of data collection instrument in this study was s#1m0 as open discourse completion
questionnaire. The reasons and advantages of udispurse completion tests in
pragmatics-based studies were mentioned above.dthtian to these, some other
advantageous features of using discourse compldesis are listed by Beebe and
Cummings (1996: 80) in the list below:

1) gathering a large amount of data quickly;

2) creating an initial classification of semantaomulas and strategies that will

likely occur in natural speech;

3) studying the stereotypical, perceived requingisdor a socially appropriate

response;

4) gaining insight into social and psychologitattors that are likely to affect

speech and performance; and

5) ascertaining the canonical shape of speechiat¢he minds of speakers of that

language.

As it can be seen in different lists of differeasearchers, there are several different
methods of data gathering. There are some impagptaints in determining the method for
a researcher such as the number of the participaist kind of data is needed for the
study, the time, budget and availability of reaghtihe participants. When all the factors
are taken into account by considering the advastage disadvantages of each method,
the most suitable method of data gathering carobed. It is Discourse Completion Task

for this study.

3.2. Test Development Process

Two different sections are included in the disceuwrsmpletion questionnaire in this
study. The first section, after giving the necegsaformation about the researcher and
instructions about how to complete the second pdrtthe questionnaire, includes
biographic and demographic data such as age, gemtemnality, how many years English

was studied by the participants, the list of theeifgn countries the participant has been
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where English is used as a native language, therglgmoint average of the participant and
the other foreign languages the participant speakspt for English.

In the very beginning of the test development pseceéhe second section of the
discourse completion test consisted of five apolagy five refusal situations with a total
of ten situations. As the main target of this stiglyhe school and university teachers of
English Language from three different nations, #itiations were created by the
researcher so as to fit the possible situationshallteachers can face in their daily life.
There were two different kinds of situations toused in the discourse completion test for
the pilot study. The first five situations which r@esupposed to elicit apology speech act
were designed in a way that after the descriptibere is usually blank space where the
response is required as the following example (Be&bTakahashi 1989: 109 cited in
Mackey and Gass 2005: 89-90):

You are a corporate executive talking to your dasis Your assistant, who will be
greeting some important guests arriving soon, lmasesspinach in his/her teeth.

When the response needs to be forced, the situdé@sign mentioned above is not
enough. One way to do this is not only to providace for the response, but to sandwich
that space between the stimulus and the resportbe tesponse. (Mackey and Gass 2005:
89-90) The second 5 situations (situations numb@és869-10) which were supposed to
elicit refusal speech act were formed in this desiche example of this kind of design of

the situations is below:

Worker: As you know, I've been here just a littlemoa year now, and | know you
have been pleased with my work. | really enjoy wagrkere, but to be quite honest, |

really need an increase in pay.

Worker: Then | guess I'll have to look for anotheb. (Beebe, Takahashi &Uliss-
Weltz1990: 69 cited in Mackey and Gass2005 :89-90)

Before the pilot study was carried out to checkhiy elicit the right speech acts
(apology and refusal), there were 10 situationsitdations out of 10 situations were
created by the researcher. 3 situations (situatomsber 7, 9, 10) used for the pilot study
were taken from the master thesisSelydaSelenCimen(2009).
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Situation number 7 which was th8%aituation of the discourse completion test of
Cimen in her thesis was taken and used in this/stud

Situation number 10 which was th® Situation of the discourse completion test of

Cimen in her thesis was taken and used in this/stud

These situations were taken by Cimen from the wofkBeebe & Takahashi, and
Uliss-Weltz (1990).

Situation number 9 which was th& 8ituation of the discourse completion test of
Cimen in her thesis was taken, adapted and us#usirstudy. Before the adaptation was
made, the situation was created for the dialogued®n a boss and a worker. It is given
below:

You're at your desk trying to find a report thatuydooss just asked for. While you're

searching through the mess on your desk, your Wwafiss over.

Boss: You know, maybe you should try and orgaromesglf better. | always write
myself little notes to remind me of things. Perhgps should give it a try!

Boss: Well, it's an idea anyway.

The adaptation was made to create an atmosphedreahde faced in a university
between a professor and an assistant. With theadap the situation took a new form. It

is given below:

You're an assistant at a faculty. You are at yoesldtrying to find a report that the
professor just asked for. While you're searchingotigh the mess on your desk, the

professor walks over.
Professor: You know, maybe you should try and dmgayourself better. | always
write myself little notes to remind me of thingsrips you should give it atry!
(0L PP PPPI

Professor: Well, it'sanidea anyway.
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Before using the discourse completion test for mh&in study, a pilot test was
designed to see whether the created situatiortgeinliscourse completion test elicited the

aimed speech act of apology and speech act ofalefus

3.2.1. The Pilot Study
3.2.1.1. The Participants of the Pilot Study

The questionnaire was pilot tested with a group ®f students from
CanakkaleOnsekiz Mart University, 3 students fromvdrsity of Latvia and 3 students
from Adam Mickiewicz University (Poland) for a totaf 9 participants. All the
participants are in the final year of their undardyrate studies in the department of English
Language Teaching. The ages of the participants frarkey range from 21 to 23 with the
average at 21.5 with 1 male and 2 female parti¢gpaAll the participants from Poland are
female and two of them are at the age of 21 andcpart&ipant is 22 with the total average
at 21.3. All the participants from Latvia are fesmland their ages range from 21 to 41

with the average at 26.2.

3.2.1.2. Research Questions of the Pilot Study

There were two main objectives of the pilot studige first goal was to make sure
that the items in the discourse completion tesitell the aimed speech act of apology and
speech act of refusal. Due to the fact that thislysis aimed to be carried out with the
students from 3 different nationalities, the cudtuexpectations of the participants and
whether the items in the discourse completion weste suitable with those expectations

was also checked in the pilot test.

The second goal of the pilot test was about theomajoblem of the qualitative
studies such as this study which appears in thge sté coding the qualitative data. To
establish the coder reliability, the data gathdredh the participants were evaluated by
two different independent researchers. At the dntlis part, the researcher’s coding was

compared to the coding of the second coder.

The discourse completion test for the pilot studyd HO situations. The first 5
situations were supposed to elicit apology andnnd 5 situations were supposed to elicit

refusal speech acts.
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Trumbull, in his work (2005: 121) on the guidelirtbst researchers may employ to
collect qualitative data more objectively stateattfdraw a random sample from the
qualitative data, usually 10-20%”. Therefore, tlagtigipants were randomly chosen. The
total number of participants was 45. 3 participaintsn each group with a total of 9
participants were chosen randomly which make 20%thef total participants. As
mentioned earlier, all the participants are onfihal year of their undergraduate degrees.
The reason why they are chosen for this study adlstef other classes is that they are
almost ready to teach actively so they can besesept the characteristics of the future

English teachers of that country.
The research questions of the pilot test are:
1.) Are the first 5 situations capable of elicitithg speech act of apology?

2.) Are the situations number 6-7-8-9-10 capableliofting speech act of refusal?
3.) Do the evaluations of 2 different coders essalthe coder reliability?

3.2.1.3. Analysis of the Pilot Study

As a result of the first research question, theasibn number 4 did not get the aimed
speech act of apology and it was omitted from tiseadirse completion test of the main
study. The possible reason of why it did not getdlpology responses is that participants

did not find it a situation which requires an agploather they made an explanation for it.

In addition, as this is a study including thredatiént cultures, it is possible for the
participants to have different perceptions aboet ghuations. For instance, while Polish
and Latvian participants did not apologize for thigiation, some Turkish participants

apologized.
It is given below:

Situation 4: Youare working as one of the assistants of a psofeat a faculty. He
told you beforehand to write down the details @f pinoject you were working on. He came

to your office and saw that you had not written.

As a result of the second research question, toat&in number 9 did not get the

aimed speech act of refusal and it was omitted ftioendiscourse completion test of the
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main study. The reason why it did not get the r@fussponses is that almost all the
participants did not refuse, but offered anothdroop It cannot be said that it is because of
different cultural perceptions as it could be oledralmost in all the participants. It is

given below:

Situation 9: You're an assistant at a faculty. You are at yoesldtrying to find a
report that the professor just asked for. While 'y@gearching through the mess on your

desk, the professor walks over.

Professor: You know, maybe you should try and amgagiourself better. | always

write myself little notes to remind me of thingsriaps you should give it a try!

Professor: Well, it's an idea anyway.

It was found that situation number 4 which was siggd to elicit apology and
situation number 9 which was supposed to elicusaf did not actually elicit the aimed
speech acts. To establish the contextual apptepegas of the discourse completion test,

these situations were omitted from the discourseptetion test of the main study.

The third research question of the pilot test wiasua the major problem of the
qualitative studies such as this study which apgpeathe stage of coding the qualitative
data. To establish the coder reliability, the dg#&hered from the participants were
evaluated by two different independent researcigrthe end of this part, the researcher’s

coding was compared to the coding of the secondrcod

After omitting 2 situations, there were 8 situasomand 9 participants. The
participants were divided into 3 groups as TurkBblish and Latvian participants. All the
answers of the participants were coded in diffetables for each nationality. Coding
schema used for the main study explained in théngaskction is used for the pilot study

as well. See appendix2 for apology and appendor 8effusal data coding.

Trumbull, in his work about qualitative researchtinoels, states that: “there are
several problems associated with coding qualitadeta. One important factor to consider
is the effects of subjective scoring by the redearc. Compare your coding to that of the
second coder and strive for a percentage agreemetneen 80-90 %...0Once this level is

met, coder reliability will be established and datéll not be considered to be



subjective"(2005: 121-122). At the end of the asislythe number of the strategies found

by two researchers is illustrated in the table Wwelo

Table3.2.Total Number of Apology and Refusal Stratgies Used by Turkish, Polish
and Latvian Participants Found by Two Raters
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Apology Total strategy numbers found Refus_al Total strategy numbers found
Strategies Latvian Polish Turkish Strategies Latvian Polish Turkish
R1 R2 R1 R2 R1 R2 R1 R2 R1 R2 R1 R2
Al 2 2 D-1 1 1
A2 D-2
A3 D-2-a
A4 1 1 1 1 3 3 D-2-b 4 3 3 3
A5 1 1 -1 3 3 1 1 6 6
H1 10 10 9 9 12 12 1-2 1 1
H2 3 2 7 8 6 5 -3 9 9 8 8 9 9
H3 4 4 6 5 2 2 -4
H4 2 1 1 1 I-4-a 3 3
H5 2 2 I-4-b 1 1 1 1
H6 I-5 1 1 1 1
H7 1 1 1-6 2 1 1 1
H8 -7 2 1
H9 1-8
H10 1 1 1-9
H11 1 1 1-9-a 1
H12 1-9-b
H13 1 1 3 3 1 1 1-9-c
H14 1 1 1-9-d
H15 1-9-e 1 1 1 2
H16 1 1 1 1 2 2 1-9-f
H17 I-10
D1 1 1 1-10-a
D2 1-10-b
D3 I-11
D4 I-11-a
D5 I-11-a-i
D6 I-11-a-ii
D7 I-11-a-iii
ul 6 6 6 6 3 3 I-11-a-iv
U2 2 2 1 1 2 2 I-11-b
U3 I-11-b-i
U4 I-11-b-ii
us 1 1 3 3 I-11-b-iii
Total 35 33 43 43 32 31 I-11-b-iv
1-11-b-v 1 2
I-12
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Refusal Total strategy numbers found
Strategles Latvian Polish Turkish

R1 |R2 R1 R2 R1 R2

-12-a 2 2 1 1

I-12-b

I-12-c 2 2 1 1

I-12-d 1 1

Total 23 22 21 20 24 24

R1 standsforrater 1 R2 standsforrater 2

The table above is designed in a way that it camvdtow many times each apology
and refusal strategy is used by all three naticosraling to two different raters. It also
shows the total number of strategies found by @ters. The coding of the strategies is
done according to the coding schema of the manlygippendix 2-3). The responses of
the participants are checked by two raters sepgrdtiee main aim is to find the total
number of apology and refusal strategies of Tutkflish and Latvian participants to see
if there is coder reliability or not. At the endtbk coding, the total numbers found by two

raters are found and compared to each other.

It shows that there is a very high similarity betwehe codings of the researchers.
There are some differences between the codingssefarchers as well for instance: total
number of apology strategies used by Latvian ppeids was found 35 by researcher 1
and 33 by researcher 2; total number of apoloptesiies used by Turkish participants
was found 33 by researcher 1 and 31 by researchmte2 number of refusal strategies
used by Latvian participants was found 23 by redesarl and 22 by researcher 2; total
number of refusal strategies used by Polish ppgitis was found 21 by researcher 1 and
20 by researcher 2. In terms of the total numbepology and refusal strategies found by
two researchers, there is an overall agreementhmMsicestimated to be over 80-90 %
between the codings of the two raters and accordingrumbull’s suggestion mentioned
above coder reliability was established.

3.3 Main Study

In this section basic details of the main studyl ad described. Firstly, the research
questions of the main study will be discussed dey will be followed by description of
the participants. The prepared and adapted instrtamecluding discourse completion test,

checklist for apology situations, and checklistrieiusal situations and the appropriateness
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scale for speech acts will be described. Finaly mmethod of coding and method of
analysis of the main study will be explained atehe of this section.

3.3.1. Participants

The data for this study was gathered from threfemiht groups. The first group is
composed of Turkish students who are in their fyedrs studying in English Language
Teaching Department of Faculty of Education in G&ase 18 Mart University. The
second group of participants are the final yeadetts in the department of English
Language Teaching in University of Latvia. The dhgroup of participants are the final
year students of English Language Teaching DepaitwieAdam Mickiewicz University
(Poland). The total number of participants in tiisdy is 45, with 15 participants in each

group.

The ages of the participants from Turkey range féinto 25 with the average at
22.1. There are 11 females and 4 males in the Jlugioup. The ages of the participants
from Latvia range from 21 to 41 with the averag®4t/. The number of the males is 3
and the number of the female participants is 1this group. The ages of the participants
from Poland range from 21 to 29 with the averag@3al. There are 9 female, 6 male
participants in this group. The information abawélustrated in the table below:

Table 3.3. Participants of the Study

Group Number Age Gender
Range Mean Male Female
Turkish 15 21-25 22.1 4 11
Latvian 15 21-41 24.7 3 12
Polish 15 21-29 23.1 6 9

3.3.2. Instruments

Two different data collection instruments were ushding the data collection
procedure in this study. The first data collectioal is the Written Discourse Completion
Test; the details of which were explained abovehia test development process. The
second data collection tool is the Speech Act Appabeness Scale. The details of the data
collection tools for this study together with theopedure of data collection will be

described in detail in the following sections.
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3.3.2.1. Discourse Completion Test

The Discourse Completion Test for this study ineldi@® sections. The first section
included the questions about the biographic datheparticipants. Before the pilot study
was done, the second section included 10 situatiotisthe equal numbers of situations
eliciting the speech acts of apology and refusatoiding to the results of the pilot study,
two situations were found not to be eliciting treguired speech acts and they were
omitted. After the pilot test, the discourse coatipin test to be used for the main study
included 4 apology and 4 refusal situations wittotal of 8 situations. The details about
how it was formed were explained in the test dgwalent process part. The Discourse

Completion Test used for the main study is on agpeh.

3.3.3. Data Collection Procedure

The necessary data for this study was gatheredudghroa written discourse
completion test. It consists of two parts. Thetfpart is about biographic data and the
second part is about apology and refusal situatibhere are instructions about how to fill
in the gaps above both of the parts. The instrostivere made clear enough to be

understood by everyone and they were checked bgrergsearchers.

As the data for this study was gathered from tldi€ferent countries, the researcher
got assistance from the colleagues working asdtiilers of the participants abroad. The
data of Turkish participants was collected by thsearcher in 25 minutes in a normal
course hour in CanakkaleOnsekiz Mart University uiigc of Education. The data
collection setting was natural and the lecturahefclass was in the classroom. Because of
the fact that all the participants are in the fipaar of the department of English Language
Teaching, no translation was made. The necessatarextions were made and the data
was gathered.

The data from Adam Mickiewicz University (PolandjdaUniversity of Latvia was
collected with the help of the lecturers working time faculty of education in these
universities. First of all, the discourse completiests were sent them via e-mail and the
necessary explanations were made in this mail. [Ebturers from Adam Mickiewicz
University (Poland) and University of Latvia sehetdiscourse completion test to 15 final
year students. After they completed the discouoseptetion tests, they sent them back to

the researcher.
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3.3.4. Coding

The ultimate aim of this study is to find out thieagegy repertoire of Polish, Latvian
and Turkish future English teachers with the aincofmparing each other, therefore the
data needed to be coded. The strategy coding gnatcs started with the cross-cultural
pragmatics. The coding of refusal and apology egjiat for this study is explained in the

following sections.

3.3.4.1. Coding of Apology Strategies

Several different classifications of apology stgédés have been designed and these
are explained in the literature part. The apoldgytsgies coding schema employed for the
data gathered for this study is the one used bysbludetmer and Brown in 1995 in their
comprehensive study of cross-cultural pragmatidss Tcoding schema is the updated
versions of the ones developed by Blum-Kulka andh@in in 1984 and Blum-Kulka,
House and Kasper (1989).

In this apology strategies coding schema, HudsostmBr and Brown divided
possible apology strategies into 3 main categowbksch are alerters, head acts and
modifications. The category of alerters includes 8irategies which help to take the
attention of the interlocutor. The attention cantdken by calling the name, surname or ,if
the name is unknown, an undetermined name can && U$e category of head acts
consists of the strategies through which the mpwiagy action takes place. While these
head act strategies can simply express apology asi¢korry”, they can also serve some
different purposes such as expressing gratitudeéngaresponsibility or offering repair.
The category of modifications is the category whasme changes are made in the main
apology part such as decreasing the offence ossstig the apology meaning. The
category of modifications has two sub categorié®e Gategory of downgraders consists of
the strategies to decrease the offence in the tisihga such as politeness words or
understaters such as "a little bit". The second sategory under the heading of
modifications is upgraders which has the strategedress the meaning in apologies such
as intensifying the meaning by saying "very" orngslexical uptoners such as "as soon
as". The category of alerters has five, the categbihead acts has seventeen strategies.

The category of modifications is also divided irttwo different categories. The first



category which is named as downgraders has sewensécond category named as

upgraders has five strategies.

The categories, category names, examples and cadintige strategies are listed

below:

Table 3.4. Apology Strategies Coding Schema
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Apology Strategies

Coding of Categories
the strategy Alerters
Category name Example
Al 1) Attention Getter * Listen
A2 2) Surname/Family Name * Mr. Brown
A3 3) First Name » Jack
A4 4) Undetermined Name * [name]
A5 5) Title/Role * | didn’t mean to upset you
Head Acts
1) lllocutionary Force Indicating Devicee (I'm sorry)
(IFID) * | am afraid
H1 * | apologize for
« Forgive me
* Excuse me
H2 2) Explanation * | am sorry | missed the bus
H3 3) Offer of Repair * I'll buy you a new one
H4 4) Taking Responsibility * | apologize to you for mgrelessness
H5 5) Lack of Intent « | didn’t mean to upset you
H6 6) Admission of facts (not resp.) * | missed the bus
H7 7) Statement of Fact (not resp.) * The bus was late
H8 8) Promise of Forbearance « It will never happen again
H9 9) Minimize Offense « It doesn't look too bad
H10 10) Upgrading of Offense » Those papers look important
H11 11) Self Blame « It's all my fault.
H12 12) Expression of embarrassment ¢ I'm so ashamed!
H13 13) Express Gratitude * Thanks for waiting
H14 14) Distract with Humor * I'm all thumbs!
H15 15) Distract with Task Oriented Remark * Let's lookfadse pictures
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Apology Strategies
Coding of Categories
the strategy Head Acts
Category name Example
H16 16) Statement or Question of Dismay * What should | do?
H17 17) Concern for Hearer « Are you all right?
Modifications
Downgraders
D1 1) Politeness Markers * Please
D2 2) Subjectivizer * | believe
D3 3) Hedge * Somehow
D4 4) Appealer
D5 5) Pause Filler * Well...
D6 6) Understater « A bit
D7 7) Cajoler * | mean, you see, you know
Upgraders
Ul 1) Intensifier * Very, terribly
u2 2) Emotional expression * Oh!, Oh, God.
u3 3) Emphasis * (Written underlining, exclamation, etc)
U4 4) Expletive * Damn
us 5) Lexical Uptoner » As soon as

3.3.4.2. Coding of Refusal Strategies

The employed coding schema for the coding of theses strategies for this study is
the one used by Beebe, Takahashi, and Uliss-WE&&0). In this coding schema, there
are basically two different strategy types which direct and indirect. The direct type of
strategies includes two different strategies nam&gerformative and nonperformative.
Performative strategy is a direct refusal strateggd for actual refusing which means the
person will not do the suggested or offered actipn generally saying "I refuse”.
Nonperformative strategies are also direct refaaltegies used to express that the action
will not take place in different ways. It has twobscategories. The first one is "no" in
which the person says "no" for instance to show thea offer is not accepted. Negative
willingness is the second nonperformative strat@gyhich the person is not in tendency

to do the action by saying for instance "I cannbttiirect strategies are also divided into
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twelve different strategies. Some of these strate@iave some subcategories. The type,

strategy names, semantic formulas and the coditigeddtrategies are listed below.

Table 3.5. Refusal Strategies Coding Schema

Type Coding of Strategies Semantic Formulas
the
strategies
Direct D-1 Performative "l refuse”
D-2 Nonperformative
D-2-a 1. "No"
D-2-b 2. Negative willingness/ability "I can't", "l don't think so"
Indirect -1 Statement of regret "I'm sorry ...", "l feel terrible"
I-2 Wish "l wish | could help you ..."
-3 Excuse, reason, explanation "My children will bemmgo that
night"; "l have a headache"
-4 Statement of alternative
I-4-a 1.1 can do X instead of Y Pdrather....", "I'd prefer ...
I-4-b 2. Why don't you do X instead of Y "Why don’t yoslkasomeone else?'
I-5 Set conditions for future or past'lf you had asked me earlier, | would
acceptance have..."
I-6 Promise of future acceptance “I'll do it next time", "I promise I'll
..M, or "Next time I'll ..."__using
"will" or promise or "promise”
-7 Statement of principle "l never do business with friends"
1-8 Statement of philosophy "One can't be too careful"
1-9 Attempt to dissuade interlocutor
I-9-a 1. Threat or statement of negath/%lI wont b_e any fun tonight" to refusg
n invitation
consequences to the requester
1-9-b
2. Guilt trip For instance: waitress to customers
who want to sit a while: "I can't
make a living off people who just
order coffee
1-9-c 3.Criticize the request/requester, et¢Who do you think you are?" "That’s
(statement of negative feeling o terrible idea!"
opinion); insult/attack
1-9-d 4. Request for help, empathy, anpd
assistance by dropping or holding the
request.
I-9-e 5. Let interlocutor off the hook "Don’t worry about it", "That's
okay", "You don't have to"
[-9-f 6. Self-defense (e. g., "I'm trying my"I'm trying my best", “I'm doing all |
best", "I'm doing all | can do") can do"
I-10 Acceptance that functions as a refusal
I-10-a 1. Unspecific or indefinite reply

I-10-b

2. Lack of enthusiasm
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Type Coding of Strategies Semantic Formulas
the

strategies

I-11 Avoidance

I-11-a 1. Nonverbal

I-11-a-i a. Silence

I-11-a-ii b. Hesitation

I-11-a-iii ¢. Do nothing

I-11-a-iv d. Physical departure

I-11-b 2. Verbal

1-11-b-i a. Topic switch

[-11-b-ii b. Joke

I-11-b-iii c. Repetition of part of request, etc. "Monday?"

I-11-b-iv d. Postponement "I'll think about it"

I-11-b-v e. Hedging "Gee, | don’t know", "I’'m not sure"
1-12 Adjuncts to refusals

I-12-a 1. Statement of positive opinion/feelindThat's a good idea ..."; "I'd love t0
or agreement

1-12-b 2. Statement of empathy "I realize you are in d#icdit
situation”

I-12-c 3. Pause fillers "uhh”, "well", "oh", "uhm"

I-12-d 4. Gratitude/appreciation

3.3.2.2. Speech Act Appropriateness Scale

In order to compare the apology and refusal prodostof the participants, a
quantitative analysis with the help of SPSS progveas conducted in this study. The ten
point appropriateness scale used by Balcl (2009emmaster thesis is used in this study
as the grading scale. She modified the six poipr@miateness scale of Taguchi (2006)
and designed a ten point scale for her thesis. USke the scale to grade request and
apology situations. In this study it is used fag #pology and refusal situations.

The scale (Appendix 4) consists of the codes ofpdmticipants in column and the
codes of the situations in row. Each grade in taeshas a meaning for instance: number

10 is "expressions are fully appropriate for titeaion and no or almost no grammatical
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and discourse errors" and number 5 is "expressamasonly somewhat appropriate and
grammatical and discourse errors are noticeablethiey do not interfere appropriateness”.
The rater using this scale is supposed to raterdicgpto what each grade means. The
appropriateness shows how appropriate the prodwgctid the participants for the native

language.

The rater for this study is a native speaker ofliEhg/American). He is a college
graduate and he temporarily works in Turkey as @uter in Canakkale 18 Mart
University. He studies in The United States of AiceerThe rater was given an instruction

page together with a rating scale which explainatvéach grade means(Appendix 4).

3.3.5. Analysis

In the analysis section, it can be said that twtedint kinds of analysis were used
for this study. First of all, the data gatheredrirdurkish, Polish and Latvian participants
was qualitatively analyzed based on the apologyngpdchema used by Hudson, Detmer
and Brown in 1995 and the refusal coding schemd bgeBeebe, Takahashi, and Uliss-
Weeltz in 1990.

After the coding of the data, the descriptiveistas was used to quantitatively
analyze the strategies used by the participantievpinoducing apology and refusal speech
acts. Quantitative analysis was used one more timthis study for the analysis of
appropriateness of the speech acts according tttigenspeaker. A descriptive statistics
and Kruskal-Wallis H test were conducted by usingtiStical Package for the Social
Sciences which is known as SPSS to see whether ither significant difference among
the groups participated in this study in terms gbrapriateness of the use of the speech
acts of refusal and apology. An expert's opiniors \gat for the determination of using
Kruskal-Wallis H test for the analysis of this syud

In addition, Tailor (2005: 216) suggests that "gkal-Wallis test compares
medians for three or more groups.” In this studyrkish, Polish and Latvian
participantsare compared so there are three gr&ipslarly, Siegel (1959 cited in Tailor
2005: 216) supports this idea by stating thatKrugkal-Wallis test) is an extremely useful
test for determining whether independent sample$ram different populations™.
Kruskal-Wallis test is a non-parametric test. Kearmd Kocabg (1998: 307-308) state the
reasons of using non-parametric tests as “Theilalision of the averages shows a normal
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distribution if they are taken from a normally distited population. However, if the
population where the samples are taken does notv slhonormal distribution, the
distribution of the averages calculated from thsamples is not normal either. To be
closer to the normal distribution, the sample sirest be at least 30. If the sample size is
lower than 30 and if the distribution of the papgants forming the sample is not known,

non-parametric tests are used.”

So the reason of using Kruskal-Wallis test for #8malysis of this study is that there are

three groups and the population of each groupweidahan 30.
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CHAPTER 4
FINDINGS

In this chapter, first of all apology strategieedidy Polish, Latvian and Turkish
participants will be presented separately. Follgatims, a comparison of the speech act of
apology productions of three different groups v illustrated in tables. The refusal
patterns used by each group of participants wikkkglained in the following section. The
comparison in terms of strategy use in using speetlof refusal will be presented. For
both refusal and apology speech acts, the codihgnsa explained in the methodology
section will be used through this chapter. Finalhg results according to the statistical
analysis of the appropriateness of speech act ptioths of participants of three different

groups will be presented.
4.1. Analysis of Apology Strategies

The detailed coding schema for the speech actabgyp is the one used by Hudson,
Detmer and Brown in 1995 in their study based assicultural pragmatics. There are
three main categories according to this schemahwhie "alerters”, "head acts" and
"modifications”. The category of modification issal divided into two sub categories
which are "downgraders" and "upgraders”. The nesp® of the participants are analyzed
and number of the participants and the percentdgbeoused strategies will be given
separately according to the category groups andringos of participants. In the analysis
part, the strategy names and their codes accoringpe coding schema for apology
(Appendix 2) and for refusal (Appendix 3) are giv@ime situations are used with their

numbers in the Discourse Completion Test (Appeddlix
4.1.1. The Apology Strategies used by Turkish Padipants

As a result of the analysis of the apology produrddiof Turkish participants, they
are found to use only two strategies in the categur "alerters". According to the
categorization of Hudson, Detmer and Brown, thel@po productions of Turkish

participants in the category of "alerters" aresitated in the table below:
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Table 4.1. Distribution of the Apology Strategies D Turkish Participants in the
Category of "Alerters"

Apology |Total number of strategies Sitl Sit 2 Sit3 Sit 4

Strategies Tokens Percentage TokengPercentage| TokengPercentage| TokengPercentage| TokengPercentage
Al 5 23,81 4 40 1 16,67 0 0 0 0
A2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
A3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
A4 16 76,19 6 60 5 83,33 0 0 5 100
A5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total 21 100 10 100 6 100 0 0 5 100

The analysis shows that the strategy of "undetezchimame” coded as "A4" is the
most preferred strategy used by Turkish participamith a percentage of 76,19. It is

mostly preferred in situation 2.

The strategy named as "attention getter" codédasis the second most preferred
strategy in the category of "alerters" by Turkisrtgipants with a percentage of 23,81.
While the "A4" is used by 12 different participant®Al" is used by 5 different

participants.

The strategies coded as "A2", "A3" and "A5" are rmoeferred by Turkish
participants while they are apologizing. Some @& #xamples of Turkish participants’
apology productions in the category of "alerterg' given in the table below:

Table 4.2. Examples of Apology Strategies Used byuikish Participants in the
Category of "Alerters"

Apology Strategies ("Alerters") Examples
Al: "attention getter" 1.) Hey everyone, | regret to announce you that the
ceremony is cancelled due to some technical and
other difficulties. (Tur 1, 1)
2.) | beg your pardon but the organization has to be
cancelled because of some unexpected reasons. (Tur
13, 1)
A4: "undetermined name" 1.) Dear all, | appreciate you all have come here. |
want to say something. (Tur 11, 1)
2.) Sorrymy friends, | had an important meeting.
(Tur 10, 2)

In the category of "head acts”, Turkish particigaate found to use the strategy
“lllocutionary force indicating device" coded asI'Hnost commonly with the percentage
of 48,28. It is very commonly preferred in situatid and 4. All the Turkish participants

used this strategy according to the findings.
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The second popular strategy is "explanation” caketH2" with a percentage of 18,
10. Except for 1 participant, all the Turkish peigants use this strategy. Other popular
strategies chosen by Turkish participants are toffe repair’ coded as "H3" with a
percentage of 12,07 and "express gratitude” codetia3" with a percentage of 6,90 and
"H3"is preferred by 9, "H13" is used by 7 diffetd@murkish participants.

Some strategies are not preferred while produ@pglogies such as "taking
responsibility” coded as "H4", "minimize offencedded as "H9", "upgrading of offence”
coded as "H10", "expression of embarrassment " dade "H12", " distract with task
oriented remark" coded as "H15" and "concern farée coded as "H17. The findings
explained above and the details about other stest@ge illustrated in the table below:

Table 4.3. Distribution of the Apology Strategies b Turkish Participants in the
Category of "Head Acts"

Apology |Total nhumber of strategies Sit1 | Sit 2 Sit 3 Sit 4
Strategies| Tokens Percentage TokengPercentage| TokendPercentage| TokendPercentage| TokengPercentage
H1 56 48,28 13 37,14 15 55,56 13 48,15 1b 55,56
H2 21 18,10 12 34,29 6 22,22 3 11,11 0 0,00
H3 14 12,07 1 2,86 3 11,11 3 11,11 7 25,93
H4 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
H5 2 1,72 0 0,00 0 0,00 2 7,41 0 0,00
H6 4 3,45 3 8,57 0 0,00 1 3,70 0 0,00
H7 1 0,86 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 1 3,70
H8 1 0,86 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 1 3,70
H9 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
H10 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
H11 2 1,72 0 0,00 0 0,00 2 741 0 0,00
H12 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
H13 8 6,90 6 17,14 2 7,41 0 0,00 0 0,00
H14 1 0,86 0 0,00 1 3,70 0 0,00 0 0,00
H15 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
H16 6 5,17 0 0,00 0 0,00 3 11,11 3 11,11
H17 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
Total 116 100,00 35 100,00 27 100,00 21 100,00 47 100,p0




62

The examples of the most commonly preferred stregegye given in the table
below:

Table 4.4. Examples of Apology Strategies Used byuikish Participants in the
Category of "Head Acts"

Apology Strategies ("Head Examples

Acts")

H1: "IFID" 1.) I am sorry. (Tur 2, 3)
2.) | apologize for this. (Tur 11, 3)

H2: "explanation” 1.) Some of our students didn't come. So the shasvaancelled. (Tur
10, 1)

2.) I had to go to hospital. (Tur 6, 2)

H3: "offer of repair" 1.) I will buy you a gift instead of that. (Tur 14)

2.) ' would like to give you a present to compeesat(Tur 7, 4)

H13: "express gratitude” 1.) Thanks for your understanding. (Tur 9, 1)

2.) Thank you for waiting me here. (Tur 9, 2)

The category of "modifications” is divided into twdifferent sections. The first
section is "downgraders" and the second sectidlupgraders”. According to the data
collected from Turkish participants it is seen thairkish participants do not use any
strategies in the category of "downgraders".

In the category of "upgraders”, the most commaméferred strategy is "intensifier”
coded as "U1" with a percentage of 60,87. It ifofeéd by "emotional expression” coded
as "U2" with a percentage of 34, 78. "Intensifisr'used by 10; "emotional expression" is
used by 7 different participants in this study.

The strategies "expletive" coded as "U4" and dakuptoner" coded as "U5" are
not preferred by Turkish participants in their aygyl productions. Distribution of the
apology strategies of Turkish participants in tlaegory of "modifications” is illustrated
in the table below:
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Table4.5.Distribution of the Apology Strategies ofTurkish Participants in the
Category of "Modifications"

Apology [Total number of strategies | Sit1l Sit 2 Sit 3 Sit 4

Strategies [Tokens Percentage Tokeng Percentage Toker)s Percegea) Tokens | Percentage| Tokeng Percentage
D1 0 0 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
D2 0 0 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
D3 0 0 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
D4 0 0 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
D5 0 0 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
D6 0 0 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
D7 0 0 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
Ul 14 60,87 1 100,00 2 100,00 5 50,00 6 60,0d
U2 8 34,78 0 0,00 0 0,00 4 40,00 4 40,00
U3 1 4,35 0 0,00 0 0,00 1 10,00 0 0,00
u4 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
us 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00

Total 23 100,00 1 100,00 2 100,00 10 100,0d 1 100,do

The examples of the most popular strategies uséakeicategory of "modifications”
by Turkish participants are given in the table belo

Table4. 6. Examples of Apology Strategies Used byuikish Participants in the
Category of "Modifications"

Apology Strategies ("modifications") Examples

U1: "Intensifier" 1.) I amreally sorry for breaking that. (Tur 8, 4)
2.) I amterribly sorry. (Tur 15, 3)

U2: "emotional expression” 1.) Oh come on! (Tur 13, 3)

4.1.2. The Apology Strategies used by Polish Paripants

The apology productions of Polish participants geghered and analyzed. The
analysis of the Polish data shows that, in thegoateof "alerters™ the most commonly
used strategy is "undetermined name" coded as "AH&. percentage is 64,52 and it is
used by 12 different participants. It is generalsed for the second situation which is

about being late for the lecture.

"Undetermined name" is followed by "attention getteoded as "Al" with a
percentage of 32,26. It is preferred by 6 differpatticipants. This strategy is used by
Polish participants for the situations 1 and 2 wtjual percentages. "A4" is used 20 times,

"Al" is used 10 times by Polish participants.
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"Surname, family name" coded as "A2" and “first mincoded as "A3" are not
chosen as a strategy by Polish participants whidelycing apologies. The distribution of
apology strategies in the category of "alertersllustrated in the table below:

Table 4.7. Distribution of the Apology Strategies © Polish Participants in the
Category of "Alerters"

Apology [Total number of strategies Sitl | Sit2 Sit3 Sit 4
Strategies[Tokens | Percentage Token$Percentage | TokendPercentage| TokendPercentage| TokendPercentage
Al 10 32,26 5 45,45 5 33,33 0 0,00 0 0,00
A2 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
A3 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
A4 20 64,52 5 45,45 10 66,67 1 100,0 4 100,00
A5 1 3,23 1 9,09 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
TOTAL 31 100,00 11 100,00 15 100,00 1 100,0p 1 100,1)0

The examples of the most popular apology strategidse category of "alerters" are

shown in the table below:

Table 4.8. Examples of Apology Strategies Used byolsh Participants in the
Category of "Alerters"

Apology Strategies ("Alerters") Examples

Al: "attention getter" 1.) Good afternoon dear guests! (Pol 7, 1)
2.)Hello, may | have your attention, please?Pol 13, 1)

A4: "undetermined name" 1.) Good evenindadies and gentlemer(Pol 8, 1)
2.) Everybody, sorry for my coming late (Pol 11, 2)

The second category of apologies is "head actstiwhas 17 different strategies.
The analysis of the apology productions of Poliahtipipants indicates that "IFID" coded
as "H1" is the most popular strategy in the categdr'head acts" with a percentage of
34,27. It is preferred 49 times by all Polish pap@énts. This strategy is used for almost all

4 situations with equal percentages.

It is followed by "offer of repair" coded as "H3"itw a percentage of 16,08. Except
for 2 participants, it is used by all Polish pagants. It is most commonly preferred for the
apology of situation 4 which is about breaking dpeot of your professor. It is used 23

times by 13 different participants.

The third popular strategy is "explanation” coded'ld2" with a percentage of 15,
38. Participants try to explain why they apolodizeusing this strategy. It is used 22 times
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by 12 different participants. The findings indicéitat this strategy is more popularly used
by Polish participants for the situation 1 and 2.

The strategies named as "upgrading of offense” c¢cae "H10", "distract with
humor" coded as "H14", "distract with task orientethark” coded as "H15" and "concern
for hearer" coded as "H17" are not preferred bysRgbarticipants when they apologize.
The details of findings explained above and thaitieibout other strategies are illustrated
in the table below:

Table 4.9. Distribution of the Apology Strategies © Polish Participants in the
Category of "Head Acts"

Apology |Total humber of strategies Sit1 | Sit 2 Sit 3 Sit 4
Strategies| Tokens Percentage TokengPercentage| TokendPercentage| TokendPercentage| TokengPercentage
H1 49 34,27 12 32,43 13 38,24 12 36,36 1p 30,7
H2 22 15,38 9 24,32 9 26,47 2 6,06 2 5,13
H3 23 16,08 3 8,11 3 8,82 6 18,18 11 28,21
H4 2 1,40 0 0,00 1 2,94 1 3,03 0 0,00
H5 9 6,29 0 0,00 0 0,00 3 9,09 6 15,38
H6 8 5,59 1 2,70 1 2,94 4 12,12 2 5,13
H7 4 2,80 4 10,81 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
H8 3 2,10 0 0,00 3 8,82 0 0,00 0 0,00
H9 1 0,70 0 0,00 0 0,00 1 3,03 0 0,00
H10 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
H11 3 2,10 0 0,00 0 0,00 2 6,06 1 2,56
H12 2 1,40 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 2 5,13
H13 12 8,39 8 21,62 4 11,76 0 0,00 0 0,00
H14 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
H15 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
H16 5 3,50 0 0,00 0 0,00 2 6,06 3 7,69
H17 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
Total 143 100,00 37 100,00 34 100,00 33 100,00 39 100,p0

The examples of the most commonly preferred stiedagnder the category of "head

acts" are shown in the table below:
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Table 4.10. Examples of the Apology Strategies obRsh Participants in the Category
of "Head Acts"

Apology Strategies ("Head Acts") Examples
H1: "lllocutionary force indicating 1.)l am very sorry for being late. (Pol 13, 2)
device" 2.) Hello. | apologize for the delay. (Pol 8, 2)
H2: "explanation” 1.) I have some important work to do and | am séorystarting

late. (Pol 12, 2)

2.) Sorry | am late. My car is broken. | had tawathere by bus.
(Pol 2, 2)

H3: "offer of repair” 1.)I will look for another one just the same as thine and buy it!
(Pol 13, 4)

2.) I 'will try to repair it, if it is possible, ifiot, | will try to buy
another. (Pol 10, 4)

The last category of apologies investigated under heading of apology is
"modifications”. The first section of modifications "downgraders” having 7 different
strategies. However, among these strategies omlitépess markers" coded as "D1" is
preferred by Polish participants. It is used byydhparticipants with a percentage of 4, 65.
For the second section named as "upgraders”, ibeaaid that "intensifier" coded as "U1"
is by far the most commonly preferred strategy wifhercentage of 69,77. It is used by 13
different participants. It is used with almost elgoarcentages in all situations. The second
popular strategy is "emotional expression” codedHs'. It is generally used for fourth
situation with a general percentage of 18, 60.sltpreferred by 6 different Polish
participants. The strategies "emphasis" coded & &ddd "expletive" coded as "U4" are
not preferred by Polish participants when they agiak for the four given situations.

Table 4.11. Distribution of the Apology Strategiesof Polish Participants in the
Category of "Modifications"

Apology [Total number of strategies Sitl Sit 2 Sit3 Sit 4

Strategies Tokens Percentage TokengPercentage| TokengPercentage| TokengPercentage| TokengPercentage
D1 2 4,65 0 0,00 1 14,29 1 8,33 0 0,00
D2 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
D3 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
D4 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
D5 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
D6 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
D7 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
U1l 30 69,77 9 81,82 6 85,71 8 66,67 7] 53,84
U2 8 18,60 0 0,00 0 0,00 3 25,00 5 38,46
u3 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
U4 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
us 3 6,98 2 18,18 0 0,00 0 0,00 1 7,69

Total 43 100,00 11 100,00 7 100,00 17 100,0p 1B 100,00
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The examples of the most commonly preferred stiedegnder the category of

"modifications" are shown in the table below:

Table 4.12. Examples of the Apology Strategies Bblish Participants in the Category
of "Modifications"

Apology Strategies Examples

("modifications")

D1: "Politeness markers" 1.) I'll try to explain everything want to duriné remaining time, so
please pay attention. (Pol 8, 2)

U1: "Intensifier" 1.) I'mvery sorry but accidently | poured water on this docutméRol 1,
3)

2.) We aregeally sorry; we have to cancel our performance. (P@)2,
U2: "Emotional expression” | 1.) Oh no! | am terribly sorry, | did not mean to!(Pol 13, 3)

2.) Ohh, my God! What have | done? | am so sorry, for that, hope |
don’t damage important documents. (Pol 10, 3)

4.1.3. The Apology Strategies used by Latvian Padipants

After coding the apology productions of Latvian tgapants, the frequencies of
strategies are found and put in the separate tabte®rding to the results, the strategy of
"attention getter" coded as "Al" is the most popsateategy in the category of "alerters"”. It
is used 8 times by 7 different participants witpegicentage of 66, 67. Latvian participants
find it suitable to use this strategy especially $auation 1 which is about cancelling an
organization prepared before. The strategies "soenand family name” coded as "A2"
and "undetermined name" coded as "A4" are the gileferred strategies with the equal
percentages of 16,67. "A2" is preferred by 2 tilogdshe same participant; "A4" is used 2
times by 2 different participants. While "A2" ised for situation 3 and 4; "A4" is only
used for situation 2. The unused strategies arst 'fiame" coded as "A3" and "title/role"
coded as "A5". The distribution of apology strag=gin the category of "alerters” is

illustrated in the table below:

Table 4.13. Distribution of the Apology Strategiesof Latvian Participants in the
Category of "Alerters"

Apology |Total nhumber of strategies Sit1 | Sit 2 Sit 3 Sit4

Strategies| Tokens Percentage Token$Percentage| TokendPercentage| TokendPercentage| TokengdPercentage
Al 8 66,67 6 100,00 2 50,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
A2 2 16,67 0 0,00 0 0,00 1 100,00 1 100,0p
A3 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
A4 2 16,67 0 0,00 2 50,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
A5 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00

TOTAL 12 100,00 6 100,00 4 100,00 1 100,0 ] 100,900
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The examples of apology strategies in the categbtsglerters" are shown in the
table below:

Table 4.14. Examples of the Apology Strategies ofakvian Participants in the
Category of "Alerters"

Apology Strategies ("Alerters") Examples
Al: "attention getter" 1.) Welcome!We all worked so hard to make this event one
that you cannot forget (Lat 4, 1)

2.) Good morning dear Students. | am sorry for the delay

(Lat 1, 2)
A2: "surname / family name" 1.) I am terribly sorryMrs. Smith. (Lat 8, 4)
A4: "undetermined name" 1.) Hello,everyond (Lat 8, 2)

When the responses of the Latvian participants aaralyzed, it is seen that 4
strategies are used more commonly than other gieaten the category of "head acts". The
first strategy is "IFID" coded as "H1" with a pentage of 36,67. It is used 44 times by 13
different participants. Being the most populartstgg in this category, it is preferred for all
situations. However it can be said that situatiosnd 4 are the most suitable ones to use
this strategy according to Latvian participantse Becond most popular strategy under the
category of "head acts" is "explanation” coded 2" "with a percentage of 16,67. It is

used 20 times by 11 different participants. Thiategy is mostly preferred for situation 1.

"Offer of repair" coded as "H3" is the third popukdrategy to form apologies for
Latvian participants with a percentage of 13, 33islused 16 times by 12 different
participants. According to the responses of Latyparticipants, situation 4 and 1 are the
most suitable situations in using this strategylldwong "offer of repair”, "express
gratitude" coded as "H13" is chosen as the nextt mpopular apologizing strategy by
Latvian participants with a percentage of 9,17islipreferred 11 times by 6 different
participants. Situation 1 and 2 are found suitédlese this strategy by Latvian participants

when they apologize.

The strategies "upgrading of offense” coded as "H1Oexpression of
embarrassment” coded as "H12", "distract with @#nted remark” coded as "H15" and
"concern for hearer” coded as "H17" are the ungsedegies in the category of head acts.
The details of findings explained above and thaitieibout other strategies are illustrated
in the table below:
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Table 4.15. Distribution of the Apology Strategiesof Latvian Participants in the
Category of "Head Acts"

Apology |Total number of strategies Sit1 | Sit 2 Sit 3 Sit 4
Strategies| Tokens Percentage Token$Percentage| TokendPercentage| TokendPercentage| TokengdPercentage
H1 44 36,67 9 25,71 12 48,00 10 37,04 18 39,39
H2 20 16,67 10 28,57 5 20,00 4 14,81 1 3,03
H3 16 13,33 5 14,29 0 0,00 3 11,11 8 24,24
H4 6 5,00 3 8,57 0 0,00 2 7,41 1 3,03
H5 6 5,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 2 7,41 4 12,12
H6 6 5,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 4 14,81 2 6,06
H7 2 1,67 2 5,71 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
H8 2 1,67 1 2,86 1 4,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
H9 1 0,83 0 0,00 1 4,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
H10 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
H11 1 0,83 0 0,00 0 0,00 1 3,70 0 0,00
H12 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
H13 11 9,17 5 14,29 4 16,00 1 3,70 1 3,03
H14 2 1,67 0 0,00 2 8,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
H15 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
H16 3 2,50 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 3 9,09
H17 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
Total 120 100,00 35 100,00 25 100,00 21 100,00 33 100,p0

The examples of apology strategies used by Latpaticipants in the category of

"modifications"” are shown in the table below:

Table 4.16. Examples of the Apology Strategies ofakvian Participants in the
Category of "Head Acts"

Apology Strategies Examples
("Head Acts")
H1: "IFID" 1.) I apologizein the name of all, and | promise | will take ma&s concerning

this.(Lat 1, 1)
2.)I'm very sorry that they are in a rather poor state.(Lat 8, 3)

H2: "explanation” 1.) I apologize for the delajly car broke down this morning (Lat 8, 2)

2.) It seems that some of our students that haddeg in tonight show couldn’t

—

make it here that is why we have to postpone thenefor the week to come. (L3
3,1

H3: "offer of repair" 1.) I'mreally sorry | didn't mean to. I'll buy anther one(Lat 13, 4)

2.) Please give me the chance to replace it. (L4} 5

H13: "express 1.) Thank you again for your presence. (Lat 5, 1)

gratitude” 2.) Thank you all for coming. (Lat 6, 1)
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When the responses of Latvian participants aréyaee according to the category
of "modifications”, it is seen that the strategy'pbliteness markers" coded as "D1" is the
most popular strategy with a percentage of 19,@euthe subcategory of "downgraders".
This strategy is used 4 times by 4 different pgréints. Except for situation 2, it is used for

all situations.

The strategies "subjectivizer" coded as "D2", "hedgoded as "D3", "appealer"
coded as "D4", "pause filler” coded as "D5", "ursdater" coded as "D6" and "cajoler”
coded as "D7" are not preferred by Latvian paréioig in the category of "downgraders"

which is a category under the main heading of "rcations”.

When the responses are evaluated according to ategary of "upgraders”, it
becomes obvious that the strategy “intensifier"ecbés "U1" is the most commonly
preferred strategy with a percentage of 52,3& ltsed 11 times by 7 different participants
especially for the situation 4. "Emotional expresSicoded as "U2" is the second most
preferred strategy in this category with a perogataf 14, 29. It is used by 3 different
participants. The details of the category of "nficdiions” according to the responses of
Latvian participants are illustrated in the tabdbotov:

Table 4.17. Distribution of the Apology Strategiesof Latvian Participants in the
Category of "Modifications”

Apology |Total number of strategies Sit1 | Sit 2 Sit 3 Sit 4

Strategies| Tokens Percentage Token$Percentage| TokendPercentage| TokendPercentage| TokengdPercentage
D1 4 19,05 1 20,00 1 50,00 0 0,00 2 18,18
D2 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
D3 1 4,76 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 1 9,09
D4 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
D5 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
D6 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
D7 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
ul 11 52,38 3 60,00 1 50,00 2 66,67 5 45,44
U2 3 14,29 0 0,00 0 0,00 1 33,33 2 18,18
u3 1 4,76 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 1 9,09
u4 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
U5 1 4,76 1 20,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
Total 21 100,00 5 100,00 2 100,00 3 100,0 1L lOO,(fO

The examples of the most commonly preferred stieéegnder the category of

"modifications" are shown in the table below:
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Table 4.18. Examples of the Apology Strategies ofakvian Participants in the
Category of "Modifications"

("modifications")

Apology Strategies

Examples

D1: "Politeness markers"

4)

1.) Pleaseaccept that | will try to buy a similar frame tormaw. (Lat 1,

U1: "Intensifier"

to be cancelled due to unexpected events(Lat 11, 1

2.) | amextremely sorry but it wasn’t on purpose. (Lat 12, 4)

1.)It is mygreatestsorrow to announce that today’s school pageant has

U2: "emotional expression”

1.) Oh my word! | cannot believe it (Lat 11, 3)

4.2. Comparison of Apology Strategy Use of TurkishPolish and Latvian Participants

The comparison of apology strategy use of Turkigbljsh and Latvian participants

is done according to the different categories i d@ipology coding schema used in this

study. The unused strategies are omitted in eadgag. The total number of strategies

and the percentage of each strategy accordingetdothl strategy number are compared.

Although the participants from different groups reeé use the same strategies, the

distribution of them is different. The distributiaf apology strategy use of three groups is

illustrated in the table below:

Table 4.19. Distribution of the Apology Strategiesof Turkish, Polish and Latvian
Participants in the Category of “Alerters™

Apology strategies

Participants

identified in the data Turkish Polish Latvian
“Alerters" Tokens Percentages Tokens Percentages Token Petages

Al 5 23,81 10 32, 26 8 66, 67

A2 0 0 0 0 2 16, 67

A4 16 76, 19 20 64, 52 2 16, 67

A5 0 0 1 3,23 0 0

Total 21 100, 00 31 100, 00 12 100, 00

As it is seen in

the table above, while the mosmmonly used strategy is

"undetermined name" coded as "A4" for Turkish (f®) and Polish (64, 52)participants, it

is "attention getter" coded as "Al" with a percegetaf 66, 67 for Latvians. Especially

while starting a conversation to perform an apo)quprticipants' choices seem to differ.

What is most popular for Turkish and Polish papieits is not commonly used by

Latvians. It is preferred only with a percentagd.6f 67.
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Latvian participants differ from other two partiaits in using the strategy "surname
and family name" coded as "A2" as well. While thiisategy is used 2 times by Latvians, it
was not preferred by the participants of other graups.

Polish participants differ from other two groupdyoim one aspect which is using the

strategy named as "title/ role" coded as "A5" whghot preferred by other groups.

To evaluate the general use of the strategy icabegory of "alerters”, it can be said
that Polish participants use more strategies tharother two groups with a total number
of 31. They are followed by Turkish participantgtwa total number of 21 and by Latvians
by 12 strategies.

When the apology productions of Turkish, Polish dratvian participants are
analyzed for the "head act" strategies where theahapology is performed, it can be said
that, with some differences in frequencies, the tnpapular three strategies used by all
groups are the same. The strategy "IFID" codedHd$ Which is expected to be the most
popular strategy in this category is the most comgnased strategy for all three groups.
When the percentages are seen, it can be seehuitkégh participants (48, 28) use it more
often than the other groups. The popularity of thisategy is lower than Turkish
participants for Latvians (36, 67) and Polish (34) participants.

The strategy "explanation” coded as "H2" whichssdito explain why the apology
is done is the second popular strategy for allely@ups of participants. The frequency of
choices of the groups to use this strategy is samylar to each other. Another similarity in
using apology strategies can be seen in usingtthtegy "offer of repair" in the apology
productions of Turkish, Polish and Latvian partaips with similar percentages. While
Polish participants use it with a percentage of (&, Latvians (13, 33) and Turkish (12,

07) participants use it less commonly.

Whereas Turkish participants never take respoityitlily using the strategy "taking
responsibility” coded as "H4", and minimize theewoi$e in the situations by using the
strategy "minimize offense" coded as "H9", Latviand Polish participants prefer the
"taking responsibility” (H4) (Latvian 5, 00 and ®bl 1, 40) and "minimize offense”
(H9)(Latvian 0, 83 and Polish 0, 70) while produrapologies.

While Polish participants express their embarrassnmeapology needed situations
by using the strategy "expression of embarrassneuéd as "H12" with a percentage of
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1,40; Latvian and Turkish participants never ugedaime strategy. Another popularly used

apology strategy is "express gratitude" coded ak3"HLatvians being the leader with a

percentage of 9, 17, it is also preferred by Pqi&t89) and Turkish (6, 90) participants.

When the apology productions of all groups are yaeal in the category of "head

acts" in general, it can be observed that Polistiggaants use more strategies than other

two groups. Polish participants are followed byviat participants by 120 strategies in

total. In this category Turkish participants use teast number of strategies with 116

strategies. The distribution of apology strategy okthree groups in the category of "head

acts" is illustrated in the table below:

Table 4.20. Distribution of the Apology Strategiesof Turkish, Polish and Latvian

Participants in the Category of “Head Acts"

Apology strategies Participants

identified in the Turkish Polish Latvian

data Tokens Percentages Tokens Percentages Tokensg Petages
"Head acts"

H1 56 48, 28 49 34, 27 44 36, 67
H2 21 18, 10 22 15, 38 20 16, 67
H3 14 12, 07 23 16, 08 16 13,33
H4 0 0 2 1,40 6 5, 00
H5 2 1,72 9 6,29 6 5,00
H6 4 3,45 8 5,59 6 5,00
H7 1 0, 86 4 2,80 2 1, 67
H8 1 0, 86 3 2,10 2 1, 67
H9 0 0 1 0,70 1 0, 83
H11 2 1,72 3 2,10 1 0,83
H12 0 0 2 1,40 0 0
H13 8 6,90 12 8,39 11 9,17
H14 1 0, 86 0 0 2 1, 67
H16 6 5,17 5 3,50 3 2,50
Total 116 100, 00 143 100, 00 120 100, 00

The last category to be analyzed in apology straseds the category of

"modifications”. While Turkish participants do nase any strategy in the first section

named as "downgraders"”, Latvians use "politenessker&l coded as "D1"with a

percentage of 19, 05. Similarly, the strategy "legdgpded as "D3" is only preferred by

Latvian participants.
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In the second section named as "upgraders”, it mansaid that the strategy

"intensifier" is the most popular strategy for gtbups. While Polish participants use it

with a percentage of 69, 77, Turkish (60, 87) aatvian (52, 38) participants also prefer

this strategy very commonly. While "emphasis” codsd'U3" is not preferred by Polish

participants, the strategy "lexical uptoner" codasl "U5" is not used by Turkish

participants. The former is preferred by just leibyy Turkish and Latvians; the latter is

used 3 times by Polish and 1 time by Latvian pigiats.

The general appearance of the category of “modifina” shows that Polish

participants use more strategies than Turkish atdian participants with a total number

of 43 strategies. They are followed by Turkish (283 Latvian (21) participants. The

distribution of apology strategy use of three gup the category of "modifications” is

illustrated in the table below:

Table 4.21. Distribution of the Apology Strategiesof Turkish, Polish and Latvian
Participants in the Category of “Modifications"

Apology strategies

Participants

identified in the Turkish Polish Latvian
data Tokens Percentages Tokens Percentages Tokeng Petages
"Modifications"
D1 0 0,00 2 4,65 4 19,05
D3 0 0,00 0 0,00 1 4,76
Ul 14 60,87 30 69,77 11 52,38
u2 8 34,78 8 18,60 3 14,29
U3 1 4,35 0 0,00 1 4,76
ub 0 0,00 3 6,98 1 4,76
Total 23 100,00 43 100,00 21 100,00

When the total numbers of apology strategies usethi@e groups are taken into

account in each category, it can be seen that HPglaticipants use more apology

strategies than Turkish and Latvian participantslerigrs: 31; Head acts:
Modifications: 43).

143;
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4.3. Analysis of Refusal Strategies

In this section, number of the refusal strategisgduby all three groups of
participants, the percentages of these refusalegies according to how often they are
used, the number of different participants usingséhrefusal strategies and examples of
most commonly preferred refusal strategies from risponses of participants will be
given and they will be illustrated with the tables more detailed statistical results. The
coding of the refusal strategies is done accortbnfie schema used by Beebe, Takahashi,
and Uliss-Weeltz (1990) in their study. Accordimgthis coding schema, there are mainly
two different types of refusal strategies which ‘afeect” and “indirect”. Direct type has
2; indirect type includes 12 different strategiegdther with some subcategories under

them which were discussed in"Coding of RefusaltSgiias"” part.
4.3.1. The Refusal Strategies Used by Turkish Pacipants

The refusal strategy preferences of Turkish padicis are analyzed through the data
gathered from the discourse completions tests haddsponses are coded according to

coding schema used for this study.

The first category to be investigated under the enamrefusal strategies is “direct”
category. According to the responses of Turkishi@pants, it is found that the strategy
named as “negative willingness/ability” coded as-2” is the most popular refusal
strategy in “direct” category with a percentage96f It is used 18 times by 12 different
participants. Situation 6 which is about takingesoof the classes that are not attended is

found to be the most suitable situation to usedtretegy by Turkish participants.

The strategy “no” coded as “D-2-a” is used withesigentage of 10 by 2 participants
for situation 6. The other strategies are not prete by Turkish participants in the
category of “direct”. The details of the categofy'direct” according to the responses of

Turkish participants are illustrated in the tabddolv:
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Table 4.22. Distribution of the Refusal Strategief Turkish Participants in the

Category of “Direct"

Refusal | Total number of Sit5 Sit6 Sit7 Sit 8
strategies

Strategies| Tokens Percentage Tokeng Percentage| Tokens | Percentage| Tokens | Percentage| Tokens | Percentage|
D-1 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
D-2 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
D-2-a 2 10,00 0 0,00 2 18,18 0 0,00 0 0,00
D-2-b 18 90,00 6 100,00 9 81,82 1 100,0d 2 100,0
TOTAL 20 100,00 6 100,00 11 100,00 1 100,01) 2 100,¢

The examples of the refusal strategies used byiglugarticipants in their responses

in the category of "direct" are shown in the taixdow:

Table 4.23. Examples of the Refusal Strategies dfurkish Participants in the

Category of "Direct"

Refusal Strategies ("direct") Examples
D-2-a: "No" 1.) I am sorry again biNO!
(Tur 13, 6)

D-2-b : " Negative willingness/
ability "

1.) You always want me to lend you my notes. Sbrrl cannot.
(Tur 11, 6)
2.) If you want to study in privatecan't do it sorry. (Tur 6, 5)

The second category under the main heading of akfsisategies is named as

“indirect”. According to the responses of Turkishrficipants, the strategy named as

“excuse, reason, explanation” coded as “I-3” isniddo be the most popular strategy in

this category with a percentage of 34, 31. Thiategy is used 35 times by all Turkish

participants in their responses. Especially situm#d which is about inviting the professor

to the wedding ceremony is found to be the mogsabld situation to use this strategy.

The second most commonly preferred indirect stsafieg Turkish participants is

“statement of regret” coded as “I-1” with a percage of 24, 51. It is used 25 times by 13

different participants. It is not preferred by Tistk participants for situation 8. On the

other hand the most popular situation to use thagegyy for is situation 6.

The next popular strategy is hamed as “Statemergositive opinion/ feeling or

agreement” coded as “I-12-a” with a percentage ,08@& It is preferred 7 times by 7

different participants for all situations. 2 stgigs follow the strategy “Statement of

positive opinion/ feeling or agreement” with thergapercentage of 4, 90. They are “Why

don’t you do x instead of y?” coded as “I-4-b” dimlomise of future acceptance” coded
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as “I-6”. The former is used 5 times by 5 differ@atrticipants especially for the situation
5; and the latter is used 5 times by 4 differemtipi@ants especially for the situation 8.

There are some other strategies used by Turkigltipants but not as popular as the
ones mentioned above such as “statement of preicipbded as “I-7”; and “let
interlocutor off the hook” coded as “I-9-e” withpgercentage of 3, 92; “I can do x instead
of y” coded as “I-4-b”; “set conditions for futurer past acceptance” coded as “I-57;
“criticize the request/ requester” coded as “I-9-gause fillers” coded as “I-12-c” with a
percentage of 2, 94; “postponement” coded as “b4l* with a percentage of 1, 96;
“threat or statement of negative consequences ¢o rdguester” coded as “I-9-a”;
“statement of empathy” coded as *“I-12-b”; “gratied appreciation” coded as “I-12-d”
with a percentage of 0, 98. The details of the gmte of "indirect” according to the
responses of Turkish participants are illustratethe table below:

Table 4.24. Distribution of the Refusal Strategief Turkish Participants in the
Category of "Indirect"

Refusal [otal number of strategies| Sit5 Sit6 Sit7 Sit 8
Strategies
fokens  Percentagr fokens Percentagt fokens Percentagt fokens Percentagt fokens Percentage
-1 25 24,51 6 19,35 11 52,38 8 28,57 0 0,00
I-2 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
-3 35 34,31 9 29,03 4 19,05 14 50,00 8 36,36
-4 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
I-4-a 3 2,94 3 9,68 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
I-4-b 5 4,90 4 12,90 1 4,76 0 0,00 0 0,00
I-5 3 2,94 2 6,45 0 0,00 1 3,57 0 0,00
I-6 5 4,90 1 3,23 0 0,00 1 3,57 3 13,64
I-7 4 3,92 2 6,45 0 0,00 0 0,00 2 9,09
1-8 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
-9 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
I-9-a 1 0,98 1 3,23 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
1-9-b 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
1-9-c 3 2,94 0 0,00 3 14,29 0 0,00 0 0,00
1-9-d 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
1-9-e 4 3,92 1 3,23 0 0,00 0 0,00 3 13,64
I-9-f 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
1-10 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
I-10-a 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
I-10-b 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
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Refusal |Total number of Sit5 Sit 6 Sit7 Sit8
Strategies | strategies
Tokens |Percentage Tokens |Percentage | Tokens |Percentage | Tokens | Percentage | Tokens |Percentage
I-11 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
I-11-a 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
I-11-a-i 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
I-11-a-ii 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
I-11-a-iii 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
I-11-a-iv 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
I-11-b 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
1-11-b-i 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
I-11-b-ii 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
1-11-b-iii 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
I-11-b-iv 2 1,96 0 0,00 0 0,00 1 3,57 1 4,55
I-11-b-v 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
1-12 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
I-12-a 7 6,86 1 3,23 2 9,52 1 3,57 3 13,64
I-12-b 1 0,98 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 1 4,55
1-12-c 3 2,94 1 3,23 0 0,00 1 3,57 1 4,55
I-12-d 1 0,98 0 0,00 0 0,00 1 3,57 0 0,00
Total 102 100,00 31 100,00 21 100,00 28 100,04 21 100,d

Examples of the most popular indirect strategieSwkish participants are listed in

the table below:

Table 4.25.Examples of the Refusal Strategies of flkish Participants in the Category

of "Indirect"
Refusal Strategies ("indirect") Examples
|-1: "Statement of regret " 1.) | am sorry but | can't. You are always doing the same
thing.
(Tur 9, 6)
2.)1 am sorry to say that but | couldn’t take notes either. (T
2,6)
I-3 : “Excuse, reason, explanation” 1.) | already have plans and other works for thekead.(Tui
1,5)

2.) | am sorry because of my overloaded works ltdwave
time.(Tur 3, 7)

I-12-a : “Statement of positive opinion/
feeling or agreement”

1.) I'd love to be therebut | am sorry. (Tur 13, 7)

I-4-b: “Why don'’t you do x instead of y?”

1.) You should study by yourself maybe one of yiognds
whose marks are better (Tur 4, 5)

1-6: “Promise of future acceptance”

1.) It is time for grammar and time will corfor conversation.
Please wait (Tur 9, 8)
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4.3.2. The Refusal Strategies used by Polish Paipants

When the responses of Polish participants are aedjyit can be seen that, in the
category of “direct” strategies, the most commomseferred strategy is “negative
willingness/ ability” coded as “D-2-b” with a pertage of 95, 24. It is preferred 20 times
by 12 participants. Except for situation 8, it ised for all situations with almost equal
frequencies. The strategy “no” coded as “D-2-alsed with a percentage of 4, 76 by only

1 participant for situation 6.

The strategies named as “performative” coded asl™@xnd “nonperformative”
coded as “D-2” are not used by Polish participamgsroducing refusals. The details of the
category of "direct" according to the responsePalish participants are illustrated in the
table below:

Table 4.26. Distribution of the Refusal Strategiesof Polish Participants in the
Category of “Direct"

Refusal |Total number of strategies Sit5 Sit6 Sit7 Sit8

Strategies|

Tokens Percentage TokengPercentage| TokengPercentage| TokengPercentage| TokendPercentage
D-1 0 0 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
D-2 0 0 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
D-2-a 1 4,76 0 0,00 1 14,29 0 0,00 0 0,00
D-2-b 20 95,24 7 100,00 6 85,71 6 100,0( 1 100,00
TOTAL 21 100,00 7 100,00 7 100,00 6 100,00 1 100,00

The examples of mostly preferred strategies ircttegory of “direct” are shown in

the table below:

Table 4.27. Examples of the Refusal Strategies oblish Participants in the Category
of " Direct”

Refusal Strategies ("direct") Examples
D-2-a: "No" 1.)No, | can't. | need to study as well.
(Pol 6, 6)
D-2-b : " Negative willingness/ 1.) I cannot help you, because | promised my notes to another
ability " person. (Pol 7, 6)
2.) Sorry, but can't. | want to read my notes now. (Pol 9, 6)

The choices of Polish participants in the categafryindirect” strategies show that
the most popular strategy is “excuse, reason, egfitan” coded as “I-3” with a percentage
of 34. It is preferred 34 times by 14 differentiBlolparticipants. It is used for situations 5,

6 and 7 very commonly.
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The second most popular strategy is “statementegfet” coded as “I-1” with a
percentage of 14. It is used 14 times by 8 diffepanticipants. It is not used for situation
8, but other situations equally. The strategy nanas] “Statement of positive
opinion/feeling or agreement” coded as “I-12-athe following popular strategy used by
Polish participants with a percentage of 11. lused 11 times by 7 different participants
mostly for situation 5. The fourth popular stratagynamed as “gratitude/ appreciation”
coded as “I-12-d” with a percentage of 10. It idislO times by 9 different Polish

participants. It is not preferred for situationridab.

The strategy named as “lI can do x instead of y’edods “I-4-a” is the next
commonly used refusal strategy of Polish participamth a percentage of 6. It is used 6
times by 5 different Polish participants. It is geaxdly used for situation 5. The other
strategies in this category are less commonly miexdeones such as “why don’t you do x
instead of y?” coded as “l-4-b”; “promise of futuacceptance” coded as *“I-67;
“statement of principle” coded as “I-7” with a pentage of 4; “pause fillers” coded as “I-
12-c” with a percentage of 3; “guilt trip” coded d59-b” with a percentage of 2; “wish”
coded as “I-2” ; “set conditions for future or pasiceptance” coded as “I-5”; “request for
help, empathy, and assistance by dropping or hgldime request” coded as *“I-9-d”; “let
interlocutor off the hook” coded as “I-9-e”; “$elefense” coded as “I-9-f”; “acceptance
that functions as a refusal” coded as “I-107; ‘®gpon of part of request” coded as “I-11-
b-iii”; “hedging” coded as “I-11-b-v” with a pera¢age of 1. The details of the category of
“indirect” according to the responses of Polishtipigants are illustrated in the table
below:

Table 4.28. Distribution of the Refusal Strategiesof Polish Participants in the
Category of “Indirect”

Refusal |Total number of strategies Sit5 | Sit 6 Sit 7 Sit 8
Strategies| Tokens Percentage TokengPercentage| TokendPercentage | TokendPercentage| TokendPercentage
-1 14 14,00 4 13,33 5 22,73 5 18,52 0 0,00
I-2 1 1,00 1 3,33 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
-3 34 34,00 10 33,33 10 45,45 1] 40,74 3 14,29
-4 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
I-4-a 6 6,00 4 13,33 1 4,55 0 0,00 1 4,76
I-4-b 4 4,00 1 3,33 1 4,55 0 0,00 2 9,52
I-5 1 1,00 1 3,33 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
I-6 4 4,00 3 10,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 1 4,76
-7 4 4,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 4 19,05




81

Refusal |Total number of strategies Sit5 | Sit 6 Sit 7 Sit 8
Strategies| Tokens Percentage TokengPercentage| TokendPercentage | TokendPercentage| TokendPercentage
1-8 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
1-9 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
I-9-a 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
1-9-b 2 2,00 0 0,00 2 9,09 0 0,00 0 0,00
1-9-c 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
1-9-d 1 1,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 1 4,76
I-9-e 1 1,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 1 4,76
I-9-f 1 1,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 1 4,76
I-10 1 1,00 0 0,00 1 4,55 0 0,00 0 0,00
I-10-a 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
I-10-b 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
I-11 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
I-11-a 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
I-11-a-i 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
I-11-a-ii 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
I-11-a-iii 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
I-11-a-iv 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
I-11-b 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
I-11-b-i 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
I-11-b-ii 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
I-11-b-iii 1 1,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 1 4,76
I-11-b-iv 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
I-11-b-v 1 1,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 1 3,70 0 0,00
I-12 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
I-12-a 11 11,00 6 20,00 1 4,55 3 11,11 1 4,76
I-12-b 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
I-12-c 3 3,00 0 0,00 1 4,55 1 3,70 1 4,76
I-12-d 10 10,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 6 22,22 4 19,05
Total 100 100,00 30 100,00 22 100,00 21 100,00 41 100,p0

The examples of most commonly preferred indirecitsgies of Polish participants
are listed in the table below:

Table 4.29. Examples of the Refusal Strategies oblish Participants in the Category
of "Indirect"

Refusal Strategies Examples

("indirect")

I-1: "Statement of regret " 1.) Thank you for invitation, butam sorry, | am so busy at this time.
(Pol 10, 7)
2.) Sorry, but | already have lent my notes to somebody éls¢ 14, 6)
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Refusal Strategies Examples
("indirect")
[-3 : “Excuse, reason, 1.)Dear | have an important presentation for thekead. So | cannot.
explanation” (Pol 11, 7)
2.) I need them to study so | can't give them to.§Rol 13, 6)
[-12-a : “Statement of 1.) I would be very glad to help you but | canr@ol 13, 5)
positive opinion/ feeling or
agreement”
[-12-d : “Gratitude/ 1.) Thank you, | really appreciate your invitation, that's very
appreciation” thoughtful. However, | have to decline your offerlaam going for
training to Warsaw and will be back Sunday even{Rgl 14, 7)
I-4-a :“l can do x instead of | 1.) If you want | can recommend you another goedher. (Pol 9, 5)
Y’

4.3.3. The Refusal Strategies used by Latvian Patctpants

The refusal strategies used by Latvian participames analyzed in two different
categories. The first category shows the refusakesjies used in the “direct” category.
According to the responses of Latvian participaiitsan be seen that the most popular
strategy in the category of “direct” is “negativdlingness/ ability” coded as “D-2-b” with
a percentage of 94, 44. This strategy is usedm@&stiby 9 different participants especially
for the situation 6. The other strategy used bwibat participants in this category is
“performative” coded as “D-1" with a percentage50f56. It is used by only 1 participant
for the situation 6. The other strategies are mefepred by Latvian participants in the
production of refusals. The details of the categwridirect” according to the responses of

Latvian participants are illustrated in the tabédotov:

Table 4.30. Distribution of the Refusal Strategiesof Latvian Participants in the
Category of "Direct"

Refusal |Total number of strategies Sit5 | Sit6 Sit7 Sit8

okens ercentage okengPercentage | TokendPercentage| TokengPercentage| TokengPercentage
Strategies oy P Token$P TokendP TokendP TokengP
D-1 1 5,56 0 0,00 1 11,11 0 0,00 0 0,00
D-2 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
D-2-a 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
D-2-b 17 94,44 3 100,00 8 88,89 4 100,0( 2 100,do
TOTAL 18 100,00 3 100,00 9 100,00 4 100,00 2 100,00

The examples of commonly used strategies by Latpaticipants in the category of

“direct” are listed in the table below:
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Table 4.31. Examples of the Refusal Strategies afatvian Participants in the
Category of " Direct"

Refusal Strategies Examples

("direct")

D-1: "Performative" 1.) Sorry this time | wouldn’t do it, because | wamlearn and to take a
great noteSo | need to refuse(Lat 13, 6)

D-2-b : " Negative 1.) I have so much work thatan't do this. (Lat 4, 5)

willingness/ ability " 2.) Weekend time is not for study I'm afraid, | leaa life outside of this
place. (Lat 7, 5)

According to the statistical analysis of the secoatégory of refusal strategies, it is
seen that the strategy hamed as “excuse, reasplanaktion” coded as “I-3” is the most
popular strategy in the category of indirect sgede with a percentage of 29, 41. This
strategy is used 30 times by 12 different Latviantipipants. Situation 7 being the leader,
situation 5 and 6 are the most popular situaticstvibn participants use this strategy for.
The second commonly used strategy is “statementegfet” coded as “I-1” with a
percentage of 17, 65. It is used 18 times by lf@miht participants especially for situation
5 and 6.

“Statement of regret” is followed by the strategymed as “statement of positive
opinion/ feeling or agreement” coded as “I-12-athwa percentage of 9, 80. It is used 10
times by 6 different participants. It is most cormtyoused for situation 7. The next
popular strategy is “set conditions for future grebt acceptance” coded as “I-5” with a
percentage of 6, 86. This strategy is used 7 tilme$ participants especially for the

situation 5. It is not preferred for situation 8.

Following “set conditions for future and past adesge”, “gratitude/ appreciation”
coded as “I-12-d” is the popular strategy used bvian participants with a percentage of
5, 88. This strategy is preferred 6 times by Sedéht participants. It is used just for
situations 7 and 8. The details of the categoryirafirect” according to the responses of
Latvian participants are illustrated in the tabédotov:

Table 4.32. Distribution of the Refusal Strategiesof Latvian Participants in the
Category of "Indirect”

Refusal |Total number of strategies Sit5 | Sit6 Sit7 Sit8
Strategies|Tokens | Percentage Token$Percentage | TokengPercentage | TokendPercentage| TokendPercentage
I-1 18 17,65 8 25,81 6 27,27 3 10,71 1 4,76
I-2 1 0,98 1 3,23 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
I-3 30 29,41 7 22,58 9 40,91 11 39,29 3 14,2
I-4 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
I-4-a 2 1,96 1 3,23 1 4,55 0 0,00 0 0,00
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Refusal |Total number of strategies Sit5 Sit 6 Sit7 Sit 8
Strategies| Tokens Percentage TokengPercentage| TokengPercentage| TokengPercentage| TokengPercentage
I-4-b 4 3,92 2 6,45 0 0,00 0 0,00 2 9,52
I-5 7 6,86 4 12,90 2 9,09 1 3,57 0 0,00
I-6 5 4,90 3 9,68 0 0,00 0 0,00 2 9,52
I-7 4 3,92 1 3,23 0 0,00 1 3,57 2 9,52
1-8 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
1-9 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
I-9-a 1 0,98 0 0,00 0 0,00 1 3,57 0 0,00
1-9-b 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
I-9-c 3 2,94 1 3,23 2 9,09 0 0,00 0 0,00
I-9-d 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
I-9-e 1 0,98 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 1 4,76
I-9-f 1 0,98 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 1 4,76
I-10 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
I-10-a 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
I-10-b 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
I-11 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
I-11-a 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
I-11-a-i 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
I-11-a-ii 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
I-11-a-iii 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
I-11-a-iv 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
I-11-b 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
I-11-b-i 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
I-11-b-ii 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
I-11-b-iii 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
I-11-b-iv 2 1,96 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 2 9,52
I-11-b-v 3 2,94 0 0,00 0 0,00 3 10,71 0 0,00
I-12 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00
I-12-a 10 9,80 3 9,68 2 9,09 4 14,29 1 4,76
I-12-b 1 0,98 0 0,00 0 0,00 0 0,00 1 4,76
I-12-c 3 2,94 0 0,00 0 0,00 2 7,14 1 4,76
I-12-d 6 5,88 0 0,00 0 0,00 2 7,14 4 19,05
Total 102 100,00 31 100,00 22 100,00 24 100,00 1 100,p0

The examples of the commonly used refusal stragaged by Latvian participants

are listed in the table below:
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Table 4.33. Examples of the Refusal Strategies ofatvian Participants in the
Category of "Indirect"

Refusal Strategies ("indirect") Examples

I-1: "Statement of regret " 1) 'm sorry, Jeremy. I'd like to help you, but I'm attending a

conference this weekend in another city.(Lat8, 5)

I-3 : “Excuse, reason, 1.)lam sorry but | can’t do it this weekend besmuhave to look
explanation” a;ter my nephew because my sister asked me thatdeek.(Lat 12,
5

2.1 would like to very much but unfortunately,drct because |

expect visitors. (Lat 13, 7)

[-12-a : “Statement of positive 1.) I would like very much to attend your weddingi 6, 7)

opinion/ feeling or agreement”

I-12-d : “Gratitude/ appreciation” | 1.) Thank you for your suggestion (Lat 4, 8)

I-5 : “Set conditions for future 1.)If you had told me beforehand, we could haventba day during

and past acceptance” school hours. (Lat 6, 5)

4.4. Comparison of Refusal Strategy Use of TurkistRolish and Latvian Participants

The comparison of refusal strategy use of Turki&tlish and Latvian participants is
done in two different categories in the refusalingdschema employed in this study. The
strategies that are not preferred by the parti¢cgoemthe groups are not listed in the tables.
The total number of strategies and the percentdgach strategy according to the total
strategy number are compared. The popular stratesgiem to be similar in each group.
The distribution of refusal strategy use of TurkiBtolish and Latvian participants in the

category of "direct" is illustrated in the tabldde:

Table 4.34. Distribution of the Refusal Strategief Turkish, Polish and Latvian
Participants in the Category of “Direct”

Refusal strategies Participants
|dent|2e? in the Turkish Polish Latvian
“Dirz(?t“ Tokens Percentages Tokens Percentages Tokeng Petages
D-1 0 0,00 0 0 1 5,56
D-2-a 2 10,00 1 4,76 0 0,00
D-2-b 18 90,00 20 95,24 17 94,44
TOTAL 20 100,00 21 100,00 18 100,00

As it is illustrated in the table above, the mospylar refusal strategy for all groups

in the category of "direct" is the strategy "negatwillingness/ ability" coded as "D-2-b".
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When the percentage of use of this strategy is,seean be understood that there is not

much difference among the groups.

While the strategy named as "performative” coded'»4" is not preferred by
Turkish and Polish participants; the strategy "ootled as "D-2-a" is not preferred by
Latvians. Whereas the strategy coded as "D-1"edl by Latvians only 1 time; the strategy
coded as "D-2-a" is used by Turkish participants & percentage of 10, 00 and by Polish

participants with a percentage of 4, 76.

General evaluation of the category of "direct” shatvat Polish participants use
more strategies than the other groups. Howeventimebers show that there is not much
difference among the groups in the total numbestiaitegy use.

The second category in refusal section is the oayegf "indirect" strategies. The
commonly used strategies are the same when thenssp of all groups are compared.
The most popular strategy for Turkish, Polish amadlvlan participants is "excuse, reason,
explanation" coded as "I-3" which is used to expré® reason of refusing in the given
situations. Turkish and Polish participants havaimost the same percentage of use,
Latvian participants use it less commonly compdacedther groups with a percentage of
29, 41.

Being the second most popular strategy of all gsptstatement of regret” coded as
"l-1" is used more commonly in the responses okiBlr participants with a percentage of
24, 51. Latvian (17, 65) and Polish (14, 00) pgdots are also found to express their

regrets while producing refusals as well.

Polish (11, 00) participants being the leader,gatlups use the strategy named as
"statement of positive opinion/ feeling or agreethe@oded as "I-12-a" very commonly.
Another strategy which is very commonly used byigPolparticipants is "gratitude/
appreciation" coded as "I-12-d" with a percentafj@®@ 00. Turkish participants are not

seem to use "gratitude/ appreciation” very popylarl

There are some strategies which are just prefdmge@olish participants such as
"guilt trip" coded as "I-9-b", "acceptance that ¢tions as a refusal" coded as "I-10",
"repetition of part of request” coded as "I-114b-iWhen the groups are compared in
terms of the total strategy numbers used in thiegoay, Latvian and Turkish participants
using more strategies than Polish participants deame equal number of strategies (102).
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The distribution of refusal strategy use of TurkiBtolish and Latvian participants in the
category of "indirect" is illustrated in the talidelow:

Table 4.35. Distribution of the Refusal Strategief Turkish, Polish and Latvian
Participants in the Category of “Indirect"

Refusal strategies Participants
identified in the
data Turkish Polish Latvian
indirect’ Tokens Percentages Tokens Percentages Tokensg Petages

-1 25 24,51 14 14,00 18 17,65
-2 0 0,00 1 1,00 1 0,98
I-3 35 34,31 34 34,00 30 29,41
I-4-a 3 2,94 6 6,00 2 1,96
I-4-b 5 4,90 4 4,00 4 3,92
I-5 3 2,94 1 1,00 7 6,86
1-6 5 4,90 4 4,00 5 4,90
-7 4 3,92 4 4,00 4 3,92
I-9-a 1 0,98 0 0,00 1 0,98
1-9-b 0 0,00 2 2,00 0 0,00
I-9-c 3 2,94 0 0,00 3 2,94
1-9-d 0 0,00 1 1,00 0 0,00
I-9-e 4 3,92 1 1,00 1 0,98
I-9-f 0 0,00 1 1,00 1 0,98
1-10 0 0,00 1 1,00 0 0,00
I-11-b-iii 0 0,00 1 1,00 0 0,00
I-11-b-iv 2 1,96 0 0,00 2 1,96
I-11-b-v 0 0,00 1 1,00 3 2,94
I-12-a 7 6,86 11 11,00 10 9,80
I-12-b 1 0,98 0 0,00 1 0,98
I-12-c 3 2,94 3 3,00 3 2,94
I-12-d 1 0,98 10 10,00 6 5,88
Total 102 100,00 100 100,00 102 100,00

4.5. Comparison of Appropriateness of Apology and &usal Strategy Use of Turkish,

Polish and Latvian Participants

With the help of a ten point appropriateness suakxl by BernaBalci (2009) in her
master thesis, a quantitative analysis was conduat¢his study to see how appropriate
the responses of the participants of the threepgrawe according to the rating of a native

speaker.
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In line with the purpose of this study, it is théiighat when the responses of the
participants from different groups are evaluated dynative speaker in terms of
appropriateness the results will show how appratgsighe future English teaching people
are trained. Because of the fact that participdrdsy different groups are trained in
different educational systems and with differenticulums it is expected to find the result
that the responses of the participants from diffeigroups show difference in terms of

appropriateness. According to this view the follogvhypothesis is created:

Hypothesis: The appropriateness of the responseakeoparticipants for the given
situations according to the appropriateness scabews difference according to the

nationality of the participants.

To test this hypothesis, Kruskal-Wallis H test whis a nonparametric test used to
compare three or more groups of sample is decwldx tused for this study. As there are
15 participants in each group in this study, KriskKallis H test is used for analysis.
According to the results of the test the rank tedotel the test statistics table are given

below:

Table 4.36. Rank Table

Situations Nationality N Mean Rank Situations Nationality N Mean Rank
Turkish 15 24,1 Turkish 15 19,27
Polish 15 22,23 Polish 15 25,87
Sitl Sit2
Latvian 15 22,67 Latvian 15 23,87
Total 45 Total 45
Turkish 15 21,93 Turkish 15 21,67
. Polish 15 21,57 . Polish 15 21,97
Sit3 Sit4
Latvian 15 25,5 Latvian 15 25,37
Total 45 Total 45
Turkish 15 19,77 Turkish 15 27,1
Polish 15 24,07 Polish 15 24,13
Sit5 Sit6
Latvian 15 25,17 Latvian 15 17,77
Total 45 Total 45
Turkish 15 17,33 Turkish 15 23,9
Polish 15 24,6 Polish 15 23,63
Sit7 - Sit8 .
Latvian 15 27,07 Latvian 15 21,47
Total 45 Total 45




Table 4.37. Test Statistics
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Situations Sitl Sit2 Sit3 Sit4 Sit5 Sit6 Sit7 Sit8
Chi-Square 0,174 2,148 0,88 0,822 1,497 4,347 4,84 0,327
df 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Asymp. Sig. (p) 0,917 0,342 0,644 0,663 0,473 0,114 0,089 0,849

a. Kruskal Wallis Test

b. Grouping Variable: nationality

As it can be seen in the test statistics table9%n % significant level, since

significance levels of all situations are biggearttO, 05, the hypothesis is rejected (p> 0O,

05). It can be concluded that although the meadegraf the groups are different, there is

no significant difference among the scores of ttogs. It means that the appropriateness

of the responses of the participants for the gsiarations according to the appropriateness

scale does not show difference according to theomality of the participants. For this

reason there is no reason to evaluate the meartahlek
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CHAPTER 5
CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION

In this chapter, firstly, evaluation and discuss@nnine research questions of the
study will be presented. During the evaluation e$earch questions, the apology and
refusal strategies used by Turkish, Polish andiaatyarticipants will be given together
with the similarities and differences in the usetlidse strategies. Following this, some
important differences will be discussed. Differgatbductions of apology and refusal
speech acts of Polish, Latvian and Turkish paricip in terms of appropriateness will
also be discussed with the possible reasons. Folipthis part, pedagogical implications

and some suggestions for further researches wprésented.

5.1. Evaluation and Discussion of the Research Questi®

Research question 1:What are the apology speetlsteategies used by Turkish

final year undergraduate students in the departnoéiinglish Language Teaching?

According to the apology coding schema of this gt(A&bpendix 2), there are three
main apology categories which are “alerters”, “heats” and “modifications”. There are
also two sub categories listed under the main oayegf “modifications” which are

“downgraders” and “upgraders”.

According to the analysis, the strategy "undeteetiiname” coded as "A4" (%76,
19) and "attention getter" coded as “Al” (%23, 818 the most preferred strategies used
by Turkish participants in the category of “alesterThe strategies “surname/Family
Name” coded as "A2", “First Name” coded as "A3" dMidle/Role” coded as "A5" are not
preferred by Turkish participants in the categofy‘aerters”. One can conclude that
family name, first name and title of the people o€ preferred to take the attention of the
interlocutors. For instance, in the classes, te tdile attention of the teachers, students
generally say “teacher” instead of the teacher& fiame, surname or the title in Turkish.
The response of a Turkish participant for the 4tiasion exemplifies this situation. It is:
“Teacher, | am very sorry about the acciddmiur, 15). In this response, instead of saying
the first name or surname of the teacher, the gyaaint just says “teacher”. So this could
be an example of Turkish participants’ strategyichn the category of “alerters”.
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When this statistical analysis is observed, itlsarsaid that it is much safer to use an
"undetermined name" to get the attention of thes@®wor people you are talking to which
is the main aim of the category of “alerters”. Hus reason, Turkish participants preferred
this strategy together with "attention getter” &gy instead of using the other unused
strategies in this category. However, it should &ls noted that the factors such as age and
gender of the participants and the situation itsefy have an effect on the strategy

choices.

In the category of "head acts", the most populeategies are "lllocutionary force
indicating device" coded as "H1" (%48, 28), "ex@iaon" coded as "H2" (%18, 10),
"offer of repair” coded as "H3" (%12, 07), "expreggatitude” coded as "H13" (%6, 90).

The strategies such as "taking responsibility” dods "H4", "minimize offence”
coded as "H9", "upgrading of offence" coded as "H1l6xpression of embarrassment "
coded as "H12", " distract with task oriented rekharoded as "H15" and "concern for
hearer" coded as "H17" are not preferred by Turkahicipants while apologizing in the

category of "head acts".

Turkish participants start their apologies with ‘dhocutionary force indicating
device" which is a basic apology statement sucls@sy” or “I apologize for” which can
also be seen as a result of the study designediiiyrien (2010: 176) while comparing the
apology and refusal strategies of Turkish, Thai Kodean participants. According to her
study, the strategy "lllocutionary force indicatiigvice" is the most commonly used
strategy for Turkish, Thai and Korean participarisr this study, the possible reason of
using "lllocutionary force indicating device" stegly would be to directly reach the
apologizing aim without spending time talking abolie situation or any other details.
Similarly, the most possible reason of using "erpteon” strategy very popularly would
be to decrease the offence in the situation. Thrgerticipants’ using "offer of repair" as
an another popular apology strategy is due to @lethat when it is possible, they are in
tendency to repair the damage they caused in ¢odeave a better relationship with the
interlocutor. When a problem arises in the givénagions, Turkish participants also try to
show their gratitude by using the strategy "expggasitude”. The possible reason of using
this strategy would be to show how they respectmioat the other people have done for

them or just to show that they care about othepleeo
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When the unused strategies are observed in thgargtef "head acts”, it can be
understood that taking responsibility of the simatis not preferred by Turkish
participants. They do not try to show the situatasnif it is not very problematic or take
the attention to another subject by distractinghveibme other thing. Turkish participants
are also observed not to use the strategy "corfoernearer”. The possible reason of not
using these strategies can be the fact that Tuns@sticipants prefer the easy way of
apologizing by choosing basic apology statements mecessary, they explain, repair
and show gratitude instead of more complex actiormerform apologies. This would also
be related to the English proficiency of Turkishtjggpants or the awareness of pragmatic

issues.

In the case of English proficiency, as all the ipgrants in this study, Turkish
participants are expected to be advanced learrieEnglish. So they are thought to be
proficient enough in English to use all kinds ofastgies. However, in the case of
awareness about pragmatic aspects, it can be batd Turkish participants are not
pragmatically aware of using many strategies. Tituaton is explained by Kanik (2010:
265) in his study while explaining the reason ahd solution of the gap between
nonnative (Turkish) and native English speakinglteas in pragmatic competence as: "the
solution to this problem entails modification ofr@nt language teacher training programs
in Turkey. The current program of English langudagaching proposed by the Higher
Education Council of Turkey consists of three meduknowledge of field, knowledge of
profession and culture. In the program, there lameet courses in the module of knowledge
of field and one course in the module of cultureiclvhcould incorporate pragmatic
training. Specifically, these are Oral Communicatikills | and Il and Oral Expression
and Public Speaking in the first module as welE#fective Communication Skills in the
third module. However, the descriptions of thessses do not include training of students
in the area of pragmatics. For example, Oral Comeation Skills | and Il are aimed at
developing more formal communication skills such discussion, debate, role-play,
presentation, supra-segmental speech featureuthOral Communication Skills Il has
strategic communicative competence as a compoti@stmay still not be enough for
teacher trainees to develop their pragmatic competelLikewise, Oral Expression and
Public Speaking course teaches more formal skilth &s speech preparation and delivery,
presentation skills as well as skills in job-rethtsituations like interviewing and CV

writing. Effective Communication Skills is also arifnal course revolving around the
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definitions of interpersonal communication, comnuation model, factors preventing
communication and communication clashes (YOK, 200&ne of these courses can
sufficiently provide students with training in pragtics of the language they are going to

teach.

To overcome the problem of gap in teachers’ pragneaimpetence, first the English
teacher training program could be modified to idelumore courses geared towards
developing pragmatic competence of students. Seardtive courses including target
language pragmatics should be offered. If it is madified to include such courses,
English language teachers will not fill the gapgheir pragmatics since this study shows
that the current programs or the programs until mawe not proved to be successful in

developing the pragmatic competence of teachers.”

In the category of "downgraders", no strategy edusy Turkish participants. As it is
mentioned above, the reason of not using thestegies can be the aim of reaching the
main apology as soon as possible. One can alsolugendhat with the effect of
technology, the way how people communicate alsogbés Especially young people
prefer technological devices such as mobile phoo@sputers for communication. As a
natural outcome of this situation, heavy interned sechnology use hinders pragmatic use
of language and automatically fosters fast andctlicemmunication in both native and
foreign language communication. This might als@beason of not using the strategies in

the category of "downgraders".

In the category of "upgraders”, the popular striategre "intensifier" coded as "U1"
(%60, 87), “emotional expression” coded as "U2" 4%88). In this category, the strategies
"expletive" coded as "U4" and "lexical uptoner" eddas "U5" are not used by Turkish

participants.

Turkish participants use "intensifier" very poplyaio show how much they want to
apologize for the situation with the possible reasbits being the easiest strategy to stress
the meaning of apology. So it is natural to obséeraotional expression” strategy in their
apology productions. The possible reason of naotguie strategy "expletive” is that it is
not appropriate for Turkish culture especially whys are responsible for the damage or
offence. The strategy "lexical uptoner" can be etgetto be used especially together with
the strategy “offer of repair” but it was not pretl by Turkish participants. The possible

reason of not using these strategies to perforeapologies would be about not being
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aware of some strategies. Especially non nativealsge should be provided with
pragmatic rules and aspects as much as possibtave better and more appropriate
productions of speech acts. This idea is suppdotedarone and Yule (1989: 91) by
stating that "For non native speakers of Englisto wilave enthusiastically tried to learn
how English works and who need to interact with roera of native speakers of English,
need to get insight on sociopragmatic rules of Tius, great amount of effort is needed to
provide learners sociopragmatic norms of the talygjuage.” However, it is not always
possible to guess the possible reasons of usimgpbusing some strategies because as
Schneider (2012: 3)states in his study “...the veayne behaviour in the very same
situation may be evaluated differently by differemdividuals, including the participants in
an interaction and also the analyst. This posesiaus methodological problem and raises

guestions about an analyst’s interpretations.”

Research question 2: What are the apology spedcstrategies used by Polish final
year undergraduate students in the department gfiéimLanguage Teaching?

In the category of “alerters”, the most populaatggies are "undetermined name”
coded as "A4" (%64, 52), "attention getter" codsdAl" (%32, 26).

The strategies "surname, family name" coded as "&®&1 "first name" coded as
"A3" are not preferred by Polish participants ie ttategory of “alerters”.

Although Turkish culture and Polish culture arefefiént, some basic use of
strategies does not change. This situation is@bserved in the category of “alerters”. To
be in a safer condition, Polish participants prefrusing "undetermined name" and
"attention getter" strategy to using the first nasw@name or title of the people when they
desire to draw the attention of the people to nthken ready for the main apology part in
the category of “alerters”. It might be relatedhe lack of knowledge of pragmatic issues
of Polish participants. Although they are thoughbe the advanced learners of English, it
does not necessarily mean that they are fully awhedl pragmatic functions of language
and how the language functions appropriately.

In the category of "head acts", the most commosbdustrategies are "lllocutionary
force indicating device" coded as "H1" (%34, 279ffér of repair® coded as "H3"
(%16,08), "explanation” coded as "H2" (%15, 38)tha study of Suszczynska (1999) who
compared English, Polish and Hungarian found osinalar result. She (1999: 1058)

states that “In Polish, the performative verb “Praszam” is used most often (literally
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translated as “l apologize”)” It can be concludkdttboth in their native language and in
English, Polish people apologize by using “llloomiary force indicating device"” more

often than the other strategies.

The strategies named as "upgrading of offense” c¢caae "H10", "distract with
humor” coded as "H14", "distract with task orientethark" coded as "H15" and "concern
for hearer" coded as "H17" are not used by Polatigpants when they apologize. The
similarity in using and not using the same straggwith Turkish participants can be
observed in the category of "head acts" as wethil& to Turkish participants, Polish
participants also aim to reach the apology aimctliyeby having "lllocutionary force
indicating device" in their apologies. They alsptw repair the problem or situation when
they cause something bad. To decrease the offartbe isituation, they explain the reason
of doing that action. It is also observed in thealgsis of the responses that Polish
participants do not prefer to take the attentiorthef interlocutors to somewhere else by
distracting with humor or with task oriented remarkey also do not show concern about

the hearer of the apology when they apologize.

In the category of "downgraders”, the strategy itpokess markers" coded as "D1"
(%4, 65) is the only strategy used by Polish pigdicts. It is not popularly used in the
responses of Polish participants in the targetuagg. Ziebka- Bialozny supports this
conclusion in her study which compares the gendtardnces of Polish male and female
participants by stating that (2010: 7) "Poles usiega big number of politeness markers
and explicit apologies, more in their native langgighan in the second language.” So this
could be the reason why this strategy is not comynpreferred by Polish participants in
the target language.

In the category of "upgraders”, the most populeatsgies are "intensifier" coded as
"Ul" (%69, 77), "emotional expression” coded as ™18, 60). Polish participants as
nonnative speakers of English also preferred tlsgesaway of stressing the meaning in
their apology statements by using "intensifier".

The strategies "emphasis” coded as "U3” and "exgfetcoded as "U4" are not
preferred by Polish participants in the categorywdgraders”. It can be understood that

using especially the strategy "emphasis” in thdtemitasks is not commonly observed.
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Using the strategy “expletive” in a situation esp#g when the speaker is responsible for
the problem is not common so this can be the reabnat using this strategy.

Research question 3: What are the apology speetlsteategies used by Latvian

final year undergraduate students in the departnoéiinglish Language Teaching?

In the category of “alerters”, the most populaatggies are "attention getter" coded
as "Al" (%66, 67), "surname and family name" codsd'A2" (%16, 67), "undetermined
name" coded as "A4" (%16, 67). The strategiest"fisne" coded as "A3" and "title/role”
coded as "A5" are not used by Latvian participamtthe category of “alerters”. Latvian
participants preferred "attention getter" strateggrder to take the attention of the people
they are talking to instead of using first namesimdetermined names. Using surnames of
the people to take attention is preferred by Latyparticipants. The possible reason of this
could be related to how they take attention in laat\culture or in Russian culture because
as Pisarenko (2006: 756) states in her study “Afingrto Latvia’s population census of
2000, 60.5% of the population speaks Latvian an8%®7/Russian as their mother tongue.”

So Russian culture could have an effect on theéegfyachoice of Latvian participants.

In the category of "head acts", the most commosbdustrategies are "lllocutionary
force indicating device" coded as "H1" (%36,67Xplanation” coded as "H2" (%16,67),
"offer of repair" coded as "H3" (%13, 33), "expregatitude” coded as "H13" (%9,17).

The strategies "upgrading of offense” coded as "H1Oexpression of
embarrassment” coded as "H12", "distract with @sénted remark" coded as "H15" and
"concern for hearer" coded as "H17" are not useddivian participants in the category

of “head acts”.

The choice of using the same strategies with Thrkisd Polish participants in the
category of “head acts” is made by Latvian partoig as well. They chose to use most
direct way of apologizing by using “lllocutionaryorte indicating device" in their
apologies. To have a better relationship or notldse the relationship with the
interlocutors, Latvian participants preferred usiegplanation” to explain how and why it
has happened and if they can, they offered rejaitvian participants expressed their

gratitude to show that they really care for them.

While apologizing, Latvian participants do not shatkat they are embarrassed
because of the problem they cause and concern tisshmmwn for the hearer of the
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apologyby Latvian participants. They also do ndtetahe attention of the hearer with
something else or the exaggeration of the probgenot done by Latvian participants.

In the category of "downgraders”, the only strateggd by Latvian participants is
"politeness markers" coded as "D1" (%19, 05). Uglatiteness expressions can be a sign
that they are also used in Latvian language poluléccording to the "The cultural
dictionary of people from culturally and linguisdity diverse backgrounds" (2003)
designed by Migrant Resource Centre of Canberra é@Qbeyan, "Latvian people are
warm, inviting and trusting with friends and netk®rthrough friends and family”. So
using politeness markers in target language coeldelated to these attitudes of Latvian

people.

In the category of "upgraders”, the most populeatsgies are "intensifier" coded as
"Ul" (%52, 38), "emotional expression” coded as "W214, 29). The only unused
strategy in the category of "upgraders” is "expksti coded as "U4" by Latvian
participants. Latvian participants preferred theyesavay of stressing the meaning in

apologizing by using "intensifier". They did nogper using the strategy "expletive".

Research question 4: Does the choice of apologytegires differ across three

groups of participants?

In the category of “alerters”, especially the gt use of Latvian participants shows
difference comparing to the other two groups. Whhe most popular strategies are
"undetermined name" coded as "A4" for Turkish amdish participants, it is "attention

getter" coded as "Al" for Latvian participants.

The strategy "undetermined name" is also used byidraparticipants (%16, 67) but
not as popularly as the other two groups.

It is interesting to see that the strategy "“firaine" coded as "A3" is not used by all
three groups. When the unused strategies are ahedkean be seen that while the
strategies “surname/family name” coded as "A2" a$ preferred by Turkish and Polish
participants, it is preferred by Latvian participarwith a percentage of 16, 67. The
possible reason of this difference could be relaédeldow these strategies are perceived by
different cultures. For instance Wierzbicka statieat (1985b: 156) “in Anglo-Saxon
culture, distance is a positive cultural value, associatétl vespect for the autonomy of
the individual. By contrast, in Polish culture stassociated with hostility and alienation”.
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So it can be concluded that using “surname/famdgne” which requires more distance
could be a negative sign for Polish culture and teiwhy it is not preferred by Polish
participants. The explanation of Wierzbicka coulsoabe a proof that different cultures

realize speech acts differently.

In the category of “head acts”, Turkish, Polish ahnatvian participants used
"lllocutionary force indicating device" coded as I'Hmore commonly than the other
strategies. Compared to Polish and Latvian padrdig Turkish participants used it more

commonly with a percentage of 48, 28.

The popular strategies used by all three groupsvstimilarity in the category of
“head acts”. So it can be said that the resulthed study supported the statement of
Olshtain (1989: 171) who suggested that "...givee $ame social factors, the same
contextual factors, and the same level of offedd&rent languages will realize apologies

in very similar ways.”

The other popular strategies preferred by all gsoane "explanation” coded as "H2",

"offer of repair" coded as "H3".

In this category, the unused strategies by all ggare "upgrading of offence” coded
as "H10", " distract with task oriented remark" eddas "H15" and "concern for hearer"
coded as "H17". So it can be concluded that instdadsing more complex strategies
which would require more pragmatic competence, p@drticipants prefer using
“lllocutionary force indicating device" which is gtained by Searle (1969: 69) as “the

most direct realization of an apology.”

In the category of “downgraders”, while no strategyised by Turkish participants,
the only strategy used by Polish and Latvian pigdrats is "politeness markers" coded as
"D1". It is more commonly used by Latvian partiaipe with a percentage of 19, 05.
Wierzbicka (1985: 145), in her study while compgriRolish and English pragmatic
phenomena, stated that “Features of English whiabe hbeen claimed to be due to
universal principles of politeness are shown tddmguage-specific and culture-specific”.
So it can be concluded that the culture and langwaghe participants shape how and how

often politeness markers are used by participants.

In the category of "upgraders”, all the groups u$eténsifier" coded as "U1" and
"emotional expression” coded as "U2" as the mospufgr strategies with similar
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percentages. The unused strategy in this categpmglligroups is "expletive" coded as
"u4".

When the statistical analysis is observed, it casden that although there are three
different groups from different cultures, when thiege a situation which requires an
apology, they perform similar apology patterns.sTéwnclusion is supported by Wouk in
his study about apologizing. He states that (20467) "As all human beings live in social
groups which requires the maintenance of a cedgaiount of harmony, apologies should
be found in all societies, and we would expect ersals in terms of how apologies are
performed."

However when the total numbers of apology strategised by three groups are
compared in each category, it can easily be sesrPiblish participants use more apology
strategies than Turkish and Latvian participantsleif&rs: 31; Head acts: 143;
Modifications: 43).There are also differences eslgcin the popularity of the strategies
which are expected to be culture bounded. The reabthis expectation is explained by
Yule (1996: 87) as "it is almost inevitable that @mackground knowledge structures, our
schemata for making sense of the world, will betwrally determined”. So if it is
culturally determined, it is very possible to exppdtat some differences in choosing
strategies and using more or less strategies tthem groups while producing apology are
culture bounded.

Research question 5: What are the refusal speechtiategies used by Turkish final

year undergraduate students in the department gfiéimLanguage Teaching?

According to the refusal coding schema of this gttltere are two categories of
refusal strategies which are “direct” and “indifeé&ccording to the analysis of the refusal
productions, all the strategies used by Turkishi@pants under these categories are

found.

In the category of “direct”, the most popular stges used by Turkish participants
are the strategy “negative willingness/ability” eadas “D-2-b” (%90) and the strategy
“no” coded as “D-2-a” (%10). The strategies “penf@ative” coded as “D-1" and
“nonperformative” coded as “D-2” are not preferigdTurkish participants in the category
of “direct”. When the performances of Turkish pagants are observed in the category of
“direct”, it can be said that they use the stratégggative willingness/ability” because

they do not want to refuse directly. This stratesggms to be the best way of refusing
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without hurting the feeling of the hearer. In therfprmance of refusing, it is always hard
to say “I refuse” directly so Turkish participamisl not prefer the strategy “performative”

in their apologies.

In the category of “indirect”, the most commonlyedsstrategies are “excuse, reason,
explanation” coded as “I-3” (%34, 31), “statemehtaegret” coded as “I-1” (%24, 51) and
“statement of positive opinion/ feeling or agreemieoded as “I-12-a” (%6, 86). The total
number of strategies in this category by Turkishig@ants is 102.When the analysis of
the category of “indirect” is observed, it can b@ghat Turkish participants try to explain
and show the reasons and find an excuse for nagdbe suggested action. The reason of
using this strategy can be expecting sympathy fiioenhearer in order keep the positive
relationship. They also show regret before refusinghow that they are sorry for refusing
the offer. To show that the suggested offer is adgmlea, Turkish participants use the
strategy “statement of positive opinion/ feelingagreement” with the aim of showing that
he/she has actually the same positive idea abeubffier to have a positive relationship

with the interlocutor.

Research question 6: What are the refusal speethktetegies used by Polish final

year undergraduate students in the department gfiéimLanguage Teaching?

In the category of “direct”, the most popular st@es used by Polish participants are
“negative willingness/ ability” coded as “D-2-b” @&, 24) and the strategy “no” coded as
“D-2-a” (%4, 76). The strategies “performative” eatlas “D-1" and “nonperformative”

coded as “D-2” are not preferred by Polish partaigs in the category of “direct”.

When the results are observed in the category ioé¢t it can be said that Turkish
and Polish participants use the same strategie&lii@ct” refusals. With the intention of
not being unkind to the interlocutor, Polish papants prefer using “negative willingness/

ability” instead of using direct expressions suslilaefuse”.

In the category of “indirect”, the most commonlyeds strategies by Polish
participants are “excuse, reason, explanation” dagke “lI-3” (%34), “statement of regret
“coded as “I-1” (%14), “statement of positive omnifeeling or agreement” coded as “I-
12-a” (%11), “gratitude/ appreciation” coded asl2-d” (%10). The total number of
strategies used by Polish participants in thisgmateis 100.
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Having the same choice of strategy use with Turkahicipants can be observed in
the category of “indirect” with the same reasonswasl. The only difference in this
category is the strategy “gratitude/ appreciatioviiich is probably used to show how

thankful the person is for the other person fordfier.

Research question 7: What are the refusal speechtiategies used by Latvian final
year undergraduate students in the department gfiéimLanguage Teaching?

In the category of “direct”, the most popular stgies used by Latvian participants
are “negative willingness/ ability” coded as “Bb2 (%94, 44) and “performative” coded
as “D-1" (%5, 56). The strategy “no” coded as “Ix2and “nonperformative” coded as
“D-2” are the unused strategies in this categonhilgV/the most popular strategy of
Latvian participants in this category is the sam#h wolish and Turkish participants in
order not to be unkind, Latvian participants prefdra direct way of refusing by using
“performative” which was not chosen by the otheo tgroups. The reason of using this
strategy can be that using direct refusals maymaite the relationships worse in Latvian
culture.However, it is not always possible to magemeralizations because participants’
choice of strategies both in apology and refusaésh acts change in their native language
and the target language. For instance, the difteres exemplified by Ziebka- Bialozny.
According to the results of her study, she sugg#ss (2010: 9): “Poles tend to use
negative politeness strategy in Polish and pogibuiteness strategies in English. When
using Polish they try to avoid responsibility fdreevent, when using English they are

more likely to apologize explicitly for the situaiti.”

In the category of “indirect”, the most commonlyeds strategies by Latvian
participants are “excuse, reason, explanation” doae “I-3” (%29, 41), “statement of
regret” coded as “I-1” (%17, 65) and “statemenpositive opinion/ feeling or agreement”
coded as “I-12-a” (%9, 80). The total number oatgies used by Latvian participants in
this category is 102. When the analysis of thegmateof “indirect” is observed, it can be
seen that the same strategies are preferred byshuakd Polish participants as well with

the same reasons.

Research question 8: Does the choice of refusategies differ across three groups

of participants?

When the responses of Turkish, Polish and Latviartigqpants are compared in

terms of refusal strategy use, it is interestingde that, in the category of “direct”, all the
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groups used the same strategy with over 90 or rpereent. This strategy is “negative
willingness/ ability” coded as “D-2-b”. However, vidn the strategies “performative”

coded as “D-1" and “nonperformative” coded as “D&% not preferred by Turkish and
Polish participants, “performative” coded as “D-4$"used with a percentage of 5, 56 by

Latvian participants.

As it is seen in the category of “direct”, it isalpossible to see the similarity in the
choice of strategy use in the category of “inditethe most popular first three “indirect”
strategies are the same for Turkish, Polish andidmtparticipants. These are “excuse,
reason, explanation” coded as “I-3”, “statementegjret’” coded as I-1” and “statement of
positive opinion/ feeling or agreement” coded adZ?ta”.

When the responses of the three groups are inaéstign terms of total number of
strategies used in the category of “indirect”, éhex also similarity. It is 102 for Turkish

and Latvian participants and 100 for Polish pgraais.

As it is observed in the productions of apology treferred strategies by all three
groups for refusal speech act are also the samé. &dm be concluded that participants
from different cultures perform refusals in simil@ays by using similar refusal strategies
when they face situations requiring refusals. liaiso interesting finding that Turkish,
Latvian (102) and Polish (100) participants’ tataimber of indirect strategy use is very
close to each other. It can be said that threeer@ifit groups not only use the same
strategies for refusals but also they use almostsdime number of strategies. As the
participants are from different cultures, differerin the use of refusal strategies would be
expected. The potential reason of this situatioruld/doe related to the fact that the
participants in three different groups have theeséewael of linguistic proficiency and same

level of sociocultural knowledge of L2.

Research question 9: How different are the produndiof apology and refusal

speech acts of Polish, Latvian and Turkish partaijs in terms of appropriateness?

The responses of Turkish, Polish and Latvian ppdids are evaluated by a native
speaker in terms of appropriateness by using gaén appropriateness scale (Appendix
4). According to the grades given by the nativeakpg Kruskal-Wallis H test is conducted
on SPSS program to see if the appropriatenessafegponses of the participants for the
given situations according to the appropriateneatesshows difference according to the

nationality of the participants or not.
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According to the results (see Table 4. 37. Tedishizs), although the mean grades
of the groups are different, because of the faat significance levels of all situations are
bigger than 0, 05, there is no significant differeramong the scores of the groups which
means that the appropriateness of the respongbs pfrticipants for the given situations
according to the appropriateness scale does nowv gfifference according to the
nationality of the participants.

Although there is no significant difference accaglito the test statistics, it can be
expected to have some differences among TurkidishPand Latvian participants because
they have different cultures, native languagesamdculums which have the potential to
effect how the target language is used.

The culture of the countries effects the way ofagpey in the target language.
Especially it is more possible to see this in pratjos studies as these studies are not based
on grammar or mistakes but on how people use tigulge when they face certain kind

of situations.

Another factor affecting the appropriate use ofj¢éaranguage is how it is taught.
Each country has its own curriculum for teachingyligh. For this study it is possible to
expect the curriculums used in Turkey, Poland aatyih to effect the appropriate use of
language.

English which is the global language now is spokemny part of the world. As
Poland and Latvia are the members of European Unien people living in these two
countries have more chances to visit other countiibis chance automatically makes the
people in these two countries and the other Europé@Eon countries feel the need to
speak the global language English to be able tonoamcate well. To stress the
importance of English as a globally spoken langu&gygstal (1997: 105) suggests that
“By contrast, for those whose international trabeings theminto a world of package
holidays, business meetings, academicconferengtsnational conventions, community
rallies, sportingoccasions, military occupations ather ‘official’ gatherings,the domains
of transportation and accommodation are mediatedtir the use of English as an
auxiliary language. Safety instructionson intermaail flights and sailings, information
aboutemergency procedures in hotels, and directitmsmajor locationsare now

increasingly in English alongside local languadéestnotices which tell us to fasten our
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seatbelts, find the lifeboat stations,or check ltwation of the emergency stairs give us
anoption in English.”

However, as this chance not being very high fokiglr people because of not being
part of European Union, Turkish people do not fém$ need as Polish and Latvian
participants. It is also a fact that the more ypaak a language the more appropriate you
can be in that language. In this situation, it dohlve been expected to see some
differences in terms of appropriateness in the@pobnd refusal productions of Turkish,
Polish and Latvian participants but according te test statistics there is no significant

difference among the groups.
5.2. Pedagogical Implications

As it is commonly known, the interest of the resbars working on the second
language acquisition moved from linguistic competeto pragmatic competence of the
learners because of the fact that without examitivegway in which formal linguistic
properties are used in actual communication, aufudlerstanding of how formal properties
are learnt will not be achieved (Ellis, 2008: 159).

As pragmatic competence takes the attention byrbegpmore important in actual
language use, the learners are thought to be ptagithacompetent language users. The
language learners should have the knowledge ofchpaets as Barron suggests when
defining pragmatics (2003: 10). Ishihara (2010:)18dggests a hypothesis for a better
second language pragmatics learning which inclutetention” and “awareness”.
According to this hypothesis, she suggests thagridibn is limited and selective in nature,
managing access to consciousness and leading teoiimeol of action and learning.
According to this framework, pragmatic informatiorust be consciously attended to for
the learning of pragmatics to take place. When e information is noticed, whether
attended to deliberately or inadvertently, the inipas the potential to become intake and
may be stored in long-term memory” (2010: 101-10R)can be understood that in
teaching of pragmatic aspects, learners need tmigciously attending and if they notice
the information on pragmatics it will be storedtire memory. So being two important
speech acts in pragmatics and also the main ssbpédhis study, apology and refusal

speech acts’ teaching should be done accordingly.
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As the teachers are the sources of informationther students, first of all, to
overcome the problem in teachers’ pragmatic conmget@and knowledge, teacher training
programs should be reviewed and improved by addimgge courses including the
elements of pragmatics. Elective courses shouliddieded in the programs especially for
the learners who are interested in pragmatics.Twowe the teachers’ current knowledge
and competence in pragmatics, in-service trainiragq@ams should include the necessary
pragmatics teaching. The students in English LagguBeaching departments should be
given more chances in terms of student mobilityabee of the fact that the appropriate
use of speech acts can be learned and improvedeasily by having the chance of using
the language in its natural atmosphere.

Although grammar and pragmatics are two differeelid$ in linguistics, they are
also related to each other. Ishihara (2010: 108pests in her work that “we cannot
simply assume that learners are able to producetf@sns themselves in interaction.
Although knowledge of grammar alone does not premappropriate pragmatic use,
learners’ grammatical ability is known to relatetheir L2 pragmatic competence.” It can
be concluded that to be pragmatically competermgnatical knowledge of the learners

should not be underestimated.

When the teaching of pragmatics is thought, Islah@010: 113) states that “the
noticing hypothesis calls for conscious attentiorptagmatics-related information in the
L2 classroom, rather than learners’ mere exposupeagmatics-rich input. In the language
classroom, this would translate into explicit teaaghof pragmatics.” So it can be deduced
that the speech acts such as apology and refubalddsbe taught explicitly in the
classrooms because it is not going to be enoughquexpose learners to input which is
about these speech acts. However, it should alsmdbed that explicit teaching of
pragmatic aspects is not the only way of becomimcceassful in teaching pragmatics.
Some other factors should also be taken into adceunh as learners’ motivation,
acculturation, social identity, investment, andtadies.

All these proposals mentioned above are found doupto the results of the studies
in the broad field of pragmatics. So it is a mustheive more studies in this field. The
results of this study and similar studies mightused to create better ideas for teachers to
teach pragmatics to language learners. In additien results might also be used to help
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creating more pragmatics-based curriculums andtecreetter materials for teaching of
pragmatics.

5.3. Suggestions for Further Research

This study is based on the apology and refusalcépaet performance comparison of
Turkish, Polish and Latvian final year undergradustudents who are studying in English
Language Teaching Department. Further studies raaalried out not just with final year
students but also other classes. Also, an expetahstudy can be designed which can
include a control group. After the training of aogp, the effect of factors such as age,

gender and level of proficiency can be associaidtd factors.

Also, this study includes just 45 participants IngviLl5 participants in each group.
Especially when the Discourse Completion Testsuaesl as the data gathering methods,
by increasing the number of participants in eacugr a more comprehensive study may
be carried out because it allows the researchezaich a great number of participants in a
short period of time.

For this study, the data were gathered by meamdisasiourse Completion Tests. In
the further researches, the data may be gatheedly tw have more authentic data. For
instance, the data gathering method can be vigangaFollowing this, an interview can
be designed to ask the participants why and hoghkealdsed the strategies. Also this kind
of a study can be interrelated to mother tongusrfietence.
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Appendix 1: Discourse Completion Test
Dear Respondent,

This instrument has been designed to investiffdte Apology and Refusal Strategies of
Turkish, Polish and Latvian Prospective English Telaers’. You are kindly requested to
give the most appropriate responses to the singmtven below. The answers should be
written in the provided spaces and in English. Thleguld be whatever you would say in
the given conversational situations. Rest assunedl the information obtained in the
course of this study will be kept confidential amsked only for the purposes of academic

research.
Thanks for your participation.

Mehmet ASMALI - ‘Canakkale 18 Mart University’- Post-graduate dgteon- M. A. in
English Language Teaching

E-mail: asmalimehmet@gmail.com
I:Biographic Data

Please provide the information asked below.
1) Age:
2) Gender:
3) Nationality:

4) How many years have you studied English so far? :

5) If you have been to foreign countries where Enghsiised as a native

language,please list the names

Countries:

For what purpose?
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How long?

6) Are there any other foreign languages that yogquaed/learned before? If yes,
please specify:
7) Your 'General Point Average' (GPA) at universityfar:

Il
Instructions: Read each of the situations on the following paged write after each
situation what you would normally say in the giwatuation. Please write the actual words

you would say rather than saying “l would ...”

Situation 1: You are a teacher at a school. You are responBiblsocial organizations.
You organized an event with the students a monthaygl invited the mayor and other
important people in the town. On the day of then¢vgou realized that some of your
students who were in charge of the show were natethTo explain that the show is
cancelled, you go on the stage, take the microphodespeak.

You say:

Situation 2: You are working as a professor at a universitys@@lents are waiting for
your class sitting at the lecture hall and youlate for 20 minutes. You get into the lecture
hall in a hurry.

You say:

Situation 3: You are a teacher. You want to get your officialnpgsion document of not
coming to school for 10 days. When you went inte thom of the school principal, you
accidentally poured the water in the glass onri@rtant documents.

You say:
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Situation 4: You are one of the most successful students at fgmuity. You go to the
office of your professor and while you are talkirmgie of the objects on the shelf takes
your attention. She lets you have a closer loak atowever, you suddenly drop the object
and it breaks.

You say:

Situation 5: You are a language teacher. One of your less ssfctasudents asks to speak
toyou in private.

Student:As you know, I've been studying in your class mibr@n 6 months. | really enjoy

studying English, but to be quite honest, | cargaitgood marks. If you have free time for

this weekend, | will be glad to study with you tbe next week’s exam.

StudentThen | guess I'll have to look for another persbinank you anyway.

Situation 6: You are a junior in college. You attend classesulaty and take good
notes.Your classmate often misses a class and/askier the lecture notes.
ClassmateOh God! We have an exam tomorrow but | don't hagtes fromlast week. |

am sorry to ask you this, but could you please leedyour notesonce again?

Classmate©O.K., then | guess I'll have to ask somebody else.

Situation 7: You are working as a professor at a faculty. Ongooir assistants comes into
your office to invite you to her wedding ceremony.

Assistant:Sir, | know that you are too busy these days lwilllbe honored if you attend

my wedding this weekend.
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Assistantl] am sorry to hear this. | really would like teesgou there.

Situation 8: You're a language teacher at a university. It& pbout the middle of the

term now and one of your students asks to speguo

Student:Ah, excuse me, some of the students were talKiieg elass recentlyand we kind
of feel that the class would be better if you cagilke us morepractice in conversation and

less on grammar.

Student:O.K., it was only a suggestion.
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Appendix 2: Apology Strategies Coding Schema

Apology Strategies Coding Schema

Apology Strategies

Coding Categories
of the Alerters
strategy Category name Example
Al 1) Attention Getter « Listen
A2 2) Surname/Family Name e Mr. Brown
A3 3) First Name  Jack
A4 4) Undetermined Name * [name]
A5 5) Title/Role « | didn’t mean to upset you
Head Acts
1) lllocutionary Force Indicating Device * (I'm sorry)
* | am afraid
H1 * | apologize for

* Forgive me

» Excuse me
H2 2) Explanation | am sorry | missed the bus
H3 3) Offer of Repair « I'll buy you a new one
H4 4) Taking Responsibility « | apologize to you for mgrelessness
H5 5) Lack of Intent « | didn’t mean to upset you
H6 6) Admission of facts (not resp.) * | missed the bus
H7 7) Statement of Fact (not resp.) » The bus was late
H8 8) Promise of Forbearance « It will never happen again
H9 9) Minimize Offense « It doesn't look too bad
H10 10) Upgrading of Offense » Those papers look important
H11 11) Self Blame « It's all my fault.
H12 12) Expression of embarrassment * I'm so ashamed!
H13 13) Express Gratitude » Thanks for waiting
H14 14) Distract with Humor * I'm all thumbs!
H15 15) Distract with Task Oriented Remark * Let’s lookladse pictures
H16 16) Statement or Question of Dismay * What should | do?

H17 17) Concern for Hearer « Are you all right?
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Modifications

Downgraders
D1 1) Politeness Markers * Please
D2 2) Subjectivizer * | believe
D3 3) Hedge » Somehow
D4 4) Appealer » Okay?
D5 5) Pause Filler * Well...
D6 6) Understater * A bit
D7 7) Cajoler * | mean, you see, you know
Upgraders
Ul 1) Intensifier * Very, terribly
u2 2) Emotional expression « Oh!, Oh, God.
u3 3) Emphasis * (Written underlining, exclamation,
etc)
u4 4) Expletive * Damn
us 5) Lexical Uptoner * As soon as




Appendix 3: Refusal Strategies Coding Schema

Refusal Strategies Coding Schema
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Type Coding of Strategies Semantic Formulas
the
strategies
Direct D-1 Performative "l refuse”
D-2 Nonperformative
D-2-a 1. "No"
D-2-b 2. Negative willingness/ability "I can’'t", "l don't think so"
Indirect | I-1 Statement of regret "I'm sorry ...", "l feel terrible"
-2 Wish "l wish | could help you ..."
-3 Excuse, reason, explanation "My children will be mgo that
night"; "I have a headache"
I-4 Statement of alternative
I-4-a 1.1 can do X instead of Y 'drather ...", "I'd prefer ...
I-4-b 2. Why don't you do X instead of Y "Why don’t yoslasomeone else?"
I-5 Set conditions for future or past'lf you had asked me earlier, | would
acceptance have..."
I-6 Promise of future acceptance "I'll do it next time", "I promise I'll
.Myoor "Next time I'll ..."__using
"will" or promise or "promise"
-7 Statement of principle "I never do business with friends"
I-8 Statement of philosophy "One can't be too careful"
1-9 Attempt to dissuade interlocutor
I-9-a 1. Threat or statement of negati\/%lI won't b.e any fun tonight" to refuse
n invitation
consequences to the requester
1-9-b
2. Guilt trip For instance: waitress to customers
who want to sit a while: "I can’'t make
a living off people who just order
coffee”
1-9-c 3.Criticize the request/requester, gt¢Who do you think you are?" "That’s
(statement of negative feeling opm@ terrible ideal!”
opinion); insult/attack
1-9-d 4. Request for help, empathy, and
assistance by dropping or holding the
request.
1-9-e 5. Let interlocutor off the hook "Don’t worry about it", "That's
okay", "You don't have to"
I-9-f
6. Self-defense (e. g., "I'm trying my"I'm trying my best", "I'm doing all |
best", "I'm doing all | can do") can do"
I-10 Acceptance that functions as a refusal
I-10-a 1. Unspecific or indefinite reply

I-10-b

2. Lack of enthusiasm
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I-11 Avoidance

I-11-a 1. Nonverbal

I-11-a-i a. Silence

I-11-a-ii b. Hesitation

I-11-a-iii c. Do nothing

I-11-a-iv d. Physical departure

I-11-b 2. Verbal

1-11-b-i a. Topic switch

I-11-b-ii b. Joke

I-11-b-iii c. Repetition of part of request, etc. "Monday?"

I-11-b-iv d. Postponement "I'll think about it"

I-11-b-v e. Hedging "Gee, | don’'t know", "I'm not sure"

1-12 Adjuncts to refusals

I-12-a 1. Statement of positive opinion/feelindThat's a good idea ..."; "I'd love tg
or agreement "

1-12-b 2. Statement of empathy "I realize you are in dficdit

situation”
I-12-c 3. Pause fillers "uhh”, "well", "oh", "uhm"
1-12-d 4. Gratitude/appreciation
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Appendix 4: Appropriateness Scale

Is the expression adequate for the level of sgvefithe situation which necessities the
apology and refusal for the relationship betweenitterlocutors?.e. regarding the
choice of address terms, whether it has necessargcaunts/explanations, softeners etc.
APPROPRIATENESS RATING SCALE

10 - Expressions are fully appropriate for the situatioNo or almost no grammatical and
discourse errors.

9 - Expressions are fully appropriate for the situatioGrammatical and discourse errors
which do not interfere appropriateness.

8 - Expressions are mostly appropriate. - No or almoggrammatical and discourse
errors.

7 - Expressions are mostly appropriate. - Grammadindldiscourse errors are noticeable,
but they do not interfere appropriateness.

6 - Expressions are only somewhat appropriate. - N@most no grammatical and
discourse errors.

5 - Expressions are only somewhat appropriate. - Gramel and discourse errors are
noticeable, but they do not interfere appropriassne

4 - Due to the inference from grammatical and disa@ersors, appropriateness is difficult
to determine.

3 - Expressions are not appropriate - No or almoggrammatical and discourse errors.
2 - Expressions are not appropriate - Grammaticaldiswburse errors totally interfere
appropriateness.

1 - There is no evidence that the intended speeclaeefserformed.

0 - No performance.
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P1

P2

P3

P4

PS5

P6

P7

P8

P9

P10

P11

P12

P13

P14

P15

‘S’ stands for the situations in the DCTs

‘P’ stands for the participants

124



