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The current study investigates the impact of social power on the performance and
perception of Pakistani English Speakers’ use of apology responses. Two
instruments, a discourse completion test (DCT, translated version for Pakistani Urdu
speakers) and a scale response questionnaire (SRQ, both in Urdu and English), are
used for data collection. The findings illustrate that Pakistani English speakers
(PakE) pragmatic choices are clearly influenced by their perceptions of various
sociocultural, socio-religious and contextual variables. The PakE and Pakistani Urdu
speakers (PakU) are found being influenced by the social power of their
interlocutors. The participants of both PakE and PakU groups used Acceptance
strategies (Adrefiza & Jones, 2013) when they responded to the apologies of higher
status speakers, and preferred to acknowledge the apologies of equal and lower
level interlocutors. They are also found using more Rejection strategies than British
English speakers (BritE) while responding to lower level interlocutors, indicating
that Pakistani society abides by non-egalitarian status. In contrast, British English
speakers preferred to use Acceptance and Evasion strategies more often while
interacting with the people of higher, equal and lower level interlocutors. The
findings further highlight the influence of socio-religious aspects on the PakE and
PakU groups, as they more often used positive politeness (Holmes, 1995), in
contrast, British English speakers prefer to use both (Holmes 1995; Adrefiza &
Jones, 2013) positive and negative politeness.
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In recent years, important issues about Interlanguage Pragmatics research have arisen,
focusing on both production and perception as important aspects of second language. Language
learners should not only need to be able to produce speech acts that are considered as contextually
appropriate by their target listeners; they also should understand and appreciate the elements that
form linguistic behavior in different types of contexts in their target language (Saleem & Anjum,
2018). This point indicates the relationship between cultural variables and pragmatic competence in a
target language. If second language learners are regarded as native speakers of another language,
they may apply certain rules and strategies and norms that are employed in their native language to
achieve certain aims in a translated form in their L2 to achieve the same aims. This can be described
as pragmatic transfer (Kasper & Rose, 2002; Al-Momani, 2009; Aziz, Magsood, Saleem & Azam, 2018).
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Under the scope of interlanguage pragmatics (ILP), this concept involves the influence of the
second language learners’ knowledge of their languages. The popularity of pragmatic transfer as an
explanatory concept in research relies on two assumptions. Firstly, the production and
comprehension of certain linguistic expressions are largely affected by learners' first language
pragmatic knowledge. Secondly, learners' pragmatic transfer is often caused by their resorting or
returning to first language pragmatic norms (Kasper, 1992, p.207).

Up to now, it is acknowledged that few kinds of speech acts have been investigated within
the field ILP research (Takahashi & Beebe, 1993). Such researched speech acts include apologies,
thanking, requests, suggestions, refusals, compliments, and most of these interlanguage pragmatics
research studies have revealed that interlanguage variation is dominant in the area of the
interlanguage pragmatics of non-native speakers (Wannaruk, 2008; Chang, 2009; Al-Momani, 2009;
Allami & Naeimi, 2011; Bou-Franch, 2012; Ahmed, 2017). Clearly, all these studies have enriched the
area of second language acquisition and second language learning.

The main concern of the present study is to investigate the influence of the context-external
variable of social power (high, equal and low) on the context-internal variable; the severity of the
offense on the performance and perception of Pakistani English speakers’ pragmatic transfer of
apology responses. Keeping in view that theories of politeness agree that any social violation can be
well reformed and maintained if the social conditions are met properly; and these conditions include
the type of offense, the social status of both the apologizer and apologizee, their age and gender.
Another significant condition is to what extent an individual aware of the form of politeness.

It has been acknowledged by Leech (2005) that apology as a speech act is classified into a
different type of politeness forms. In other words, apology speech act has been viewed in various
ways. Following Lakoff's (2001) argument, apology speech act performs social functions in order to
save the addressee's face. The spoken apology has been viewed by Lakoff (2001) as being a social
behaviour implying a face-threatening act. In performing an apology, the apologizer acknowledges
his/her responsibility of committing an offense, whilst, Leech (2005) puts apology under the maxim of
modesty. Thus, when apologizing, the speaker attempts to minimize praise of self and maximize
disparagement of self. Apology in Brown and Levinson's (1983) model is regarded as a negative
politeness strategy in terms of expressing respect, closeness, and deference. Negative politeness
depends on avoidance based on the strategy of on-record and self-control and it can be captured in
apology strategies such as taking responsibilities. Thus, the apologizer acknowledges the hearer's
face- want to avoid possible offense, therefore; apology is a face-threatening act for the apologizer
and face-saving for the apologizee. Finally, according to Goffman's view of face (1983), apology act
involves two interactional parts, one for the speaker to express his/her guilt and the other for
remedial action.

Though a number of studies have been conducted on the speech act of apology (Trosborg,
1987; Bataineh, & Bataineh, 2005; Bataineh, & Bataineh, 2006; Coombs & Holladay, 2008; Shariati, &
Chamani, 2010; Farashaiyan & Amirkhiz, 2011; Tehrani, Rezaei, Dezhara & Kafrani, 2012; Canli, &
Canli, 2013) yet there is scarcity of research on apology responses (ARs) and especially focusing on
the politeness behavior of Pakistani English speakers. Lack of research on ARs, the present study
focuses on the impact of social power on the performance and perception of Pakistani English
speakers pragmatic transfer of apology responses.
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Literature Review

The speech act of apology has been given immense importance among the speech acts in
the field of pragmatics research. Apology speech act functions as a remedial exchange between the
speaker and interlocutor for rejuvenating and preserving rapport in interpersonal relations. The
speech act of apology occurs when speakers break the cultural and social norms. A number of studies
have been conducted on the speech act of apology in pragmatics and sociolinguistics. An exploration
into the literature designates that probe into Apology Responses (ARs) totally proves to be limited.
There exist only a few studies about ARs which have mostly been conducted due to the analysis
pertaining to use of apology and not because of the prime emphasis on inquiry (see Agyekum, 2006;
Robinson, 2004; Holmes, 1990; 1995; Adrifiza & Jones, 2013). Except Adrifiza and Jones’ (2013) study,
the above-mentioned researchers have made limited use of ARs present in their studies. Resultantly,
a little information can be found pertaining to this speech act. As pointed out earlier, equal heed
ought to be provided to ARs due to the fact that they offer substantial information about socio-
cultural, linguistic as well as pragmatic multiplicity among languages.

Agyekum (2006) and Holmes (1995) are of the view that apologies’ responses perform an
important part in corrective interchanges. These researchers say that ARs have the ability to play
basic function in order to maintain and restore social harmony that is attained through apology.
Pargament, Thoresenand, and McCullough (2000) propose that there are various pressing aspects
such as situational factors, the interface of personality, individual factors and conditions that play a
vital role in the realization of ARs. According to McCullough, Pargament, and Thoresen (2000) and
Gorsuch (1988), other than pragmatic, linguistic and sociocultural components, AR studies have often
been incorporated into studies investigating other aspects in particular that of psychology as well as
religious belief (as cited in Adrefiza, 2011; Adrefiza & Jones, 2013).

Reactions to regret can be demonstrated in various ways, varying from silence to various
kinds of language appearance, and locations apology reaction techniques into a few wide groups
(Holmes, 1995). These are: Agree to, Recognize, Avoid, and Decline. Owen (1983) Robinson (2004)
found that absolution “That’s fantastic” or “That’s awesome” was the most recommended reaction to
regret, particularly in United States and British English discussion. In his study, Robinson (2004) also
refers to an acknowledgment as an AR classification, but such a reaction is often showed through
non-verbal actions such as shrugging, and no particular spoken words are recognized to indicate this
reaction technique.

Relationship between Participants

The relation between the offender and the sufferer has a significant role to play in responding to
apology (Adrefiza & Jones, 2013; Holmes, 1990). Adrefiza and Jones (2013) state, it does not only
change the strategy choices but also the use of both language and paralinguistic types. It further
impacts the face needs and techniques (Brown & Levinson, 1978, 87). Adrefiza and Jones (2013) add
that responding to apologies differs from person to person, and it also depends on the familiarity
between the speaker and interlocutor, and how much there is difference of social power between the
offender and the victim. Brown and Levinson’s (1978, 87) model envisages that the greater the social
power between the addressee and the apologizer, the greater the face threat imposed upon the
interlocutors. Similarly, the greater the power status difference between the participants, the more
seriously is the offence evaluated (Adrefiza & Jones, 2013; Holmes, 1990).

A very severe offence will entail a very complete and perhaps somewhat official AR even
between intimates. In the same way, a great power difference results in elaborated helpful
techniques, in spite of the fact that the transgression is not severe (Holmes, 1990, p.187).
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Hassani, Mardani and Dastjerdi (2011) suggest that Eastern nations are quite status
conscious in their relationships. The people of higher status receive much respect as compared to
equal and lower level interlocutors. They further highlight that Iranian EFL learners’ refusal strategies
were greatly impacted with the social status factor as participants used more indirect strategies when
refusing to someone of higher status, and using direct strategies when refusing to equal and lower
status participants. They acknowledge that the learners strategies were cultural-specific in nature,
another justification may be the greater consciousness of the hierarchical nature of employer-
employee relationship, where people tend to defer to the individual with higher status and more
power (Nelson, Carson & Batal, 2002, p.183).

Power Status

Holmes (1990, 1995) describes that it is not easy to recognize the comparative power relations in
conversations. She contributes that the word power in some situations is influenced by a few aspects
such as comparative experience, age, qualification, or skills. However, according to Holmes (1990,
1995), additional aspects such as the positions of the members can be essential too, especially in
transactional connections. The production of apology responses between an instructor and a pupil,
for example, may be different to that between a dean and a lecturer, or to that between a manager
and an employee. Holmes (1990, 1995) states that in cultures where power position is greatly
regarded, expression of apology responses may be shown with a relatively high level of respect,
especially when given to individuals of higher position.

Holmes (1990) study conducted with native English speakers of New Zealand indicate that
participants used more apology expressions for the interlocutors of higher social power than the
interlocutors of equal and lower level hearers. Holmes (1990) also noticed that people having high
social status received more elaborated apology strategies than of lower social status.

On the other hand, an obvious or simple apology technique was mainly used between those
culturally equivalent and lower. This design tends to be reliable with Brown and Levinson’s (1987)
concept which leads to the supposition that a powerful addressee will increase the weight of an
offence and consequently require higher rated respect techniques (Holmes, 1990, p.189). As
discussed the significance of social power in different cultures and its nuances, the current study
focuses on the apology responses among participants of different social powers.

Banikalef and Maros (2013) studied the apology strategies of Jordain EFL learners from social
status perspective, and found that Jordianian EFL learners used more direct strategies with their
lecturers and social power played significant role in their perception and realization of the speech act
of apology. They opine that the result may be the outcome of cultural impact, where it is a common
practice in Jordan where the people of higher status have more authority and therefore show
linguistic and behavioral appreciation and tokens of appreciation. In this case, the lecturers are
clearly more senior and hence higher in status than the students, so the students would avoid
offending them, instead would do their best to express respect for the lecturers.

In a more recent research, Hedayatnejad, Maleki, and Mehrizi (2015) found that, the
learners' production and application of refusal techniques was dependent on the interlocutor's public
position. Participants used more indirect techniques to individuals of equivalent public position, they
used more direct techniques to individuals of low public position, and we could say that they used the
same level of direct and indirect strategies to individuals of high public position, and they used more
elaborated techniques (prolonged expressions) to individuals of equivalent public position. Literature
on social power highlights that it is quite difficult to interact with the speakers of different social
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levels, and people consciously or try to react appropriately. This can be very difficult when interacting
in second or foreign language. In order to investigate second language learner’s pragmatic abilities,
Al-Momani (2009) states that data samples must consist of three sets: data representing L2 learners
(interlanguage), data representing native speakers of target language (L2), data representing learners
mother tongue (L1). Native speakers of L1 and L2 perform as control groups “to decide how much L2
learners’ pragmatic abilities vary from native speakers’ pragmatic abilities and to determine the
manifestation of pragmatic transfer from L1” (Ellis, 1994, p.162). Keep in mind the importance of this
topic, the current study was undertaken to examine the impact of social power on pragmatic transfer
of Pakistani English speakers’ apology responses.

Method

This data-oriented study is based on quantitative approach to investigate the apology
responses of Pakistani English speakers in interactive situations. For data collection, a Discourse
Completion Test (DCT, see Appendix A), having 12 items, and Scale Responses Questionnaire (SRQ,
see Appendix B) based on likert scale were adopted from Thijittang (2010) and Al-Momani (2009). We
personally explained and administered the DCT and SRQ. All participant responses were analyzed
using (SPSS-20) statistical software and summary narrative methods in order to present a realistic
description of Pakistani English speakers performance and perception of ARs.

Population and Sample

The target population of this study was the (150) Pakistani English speakers (who reported
their responses in English DCTs through English) and (150) Pakistani Urdu speakers (who reported
their ARs through Urdu in Urdu DCTs), consisting of Academicians, Teachers, Lawyers, Doctors,
Engineers, Journalists, and Army personals who have studied English as a subject till graduation. The
current study also included (30) British English native speakers as reference group to determine the
possibility of pragmatic transfer (Al-Momani, 2009). As mentioned earlier, Al-Momani (2009) states
that data samples must consist of three sets: data representing L2 learners (interlanguage), data
representing native speakers of target language (L2), data representing learners mother tongue (L1).
Native speakers of L1 and L2 perform as control groups “to decide how much L2 learners’ pragmatic
abilities vary from native speakers’ pragmatic abilities and to determine the manifestation of
pragmatic transfer from L1” (Al-Momani, 2009; Kasper & Rose, 2002; Ellis, 1994, p.162). The British
English speakers were from British Association of Applied Linguistics (BAAL), University of Edinburgh,
Uk, and the Coventry University, UK. All the British English speakers were the faculty members
(English Department) of Coventry University UK, Leeds University UK, and University of Edinburgh,
Uk. The Pakistani participants were selected using purposive, convenience, non-random sampling
procedures from different public sector organizations and institutions of capital cities of provinces of
Pakistan. The sample was comparatively homogeneous in terms of their linguistic and cultural
background and academic experiences. There were both male and female respondents in the three
groups. The target participants were serving in different public sector organizations and institutions.
The only criteria for selecting the Pakistani participants from different organizations and institutions
was that the respondent should be educated (at least up to the bachelor's level) and should be in a
job where the official written work is carried out in English and Urdu language, and can exhibit
pragmatic competence in the use of apology responses.

Instrumentations

A Discourse Completion Test (translated into Urdu version, see appendix B), having 12
apology response scenarios, was adopted to collect information from Pakistani English, Pakistani
Urdu, and British English speakers about their use of apology responses. The DCT (see appendix A)
consists of two parts- Part A. Demographic Information and Part B. Apology Response Scenarios. The
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first part is structured to gather certain indispensable information regarding demographics such as,
participants’ name and status, level of English, and name of institution (gender and age are not
included in the scope this study). The part B contains 12 apology response scenarios designed to
gather apology responses (realization of different pragmatic patterns) by adopting those scenarios
utilized in the studies of Thijittang, (2010); Bergman and Kasper, (1993); Olshtain and Cohen, (1983);
Cohen, Olshtain, and Rosenstein, (1986). In the design of the apology situations, relation of
imposition, sociocultural status (high, equivalent and low) and distance (close, equivalent, and
distant) of the participants and their interlocutors was also considered. The respondents were
requested to jot down responses in DCT while having considered they are interacting in real life
scenarios. As mentioned earlier, a Scale Response Questionnaire (SRQ, see appendix D) was also
adopted from Al-Momani (2009) to generate socio-pragmatic results from the participants of the
study. Scale Response Questionnaire (SRQ) as mentioned by Al-Momani (2009) is the generally used
instrument for gleaning socio-pragmatic information, and has previously been utilized by a number of
researchers (Rose & Kasper, 2002; Mir, 1995; Shimamura, 1993). The SRQ in this research provided
the same L2 (target language) situations presented in the discourse completion test followed by
question that invited the participants to measure the contextual variable of social power using a 5-
point Likert range that varied from 1 to 5. In the SRQ, the DCT scenarios which are 12 in total, were
combined into six social categories based on social power i.e. for high social power (+P), equal social
power (=P), and lower social power (+P), social distance i.e. close social distance (+D), Acquaintance
(=D), and stranger (-D), and severity of the offense i.e for severe (+0), and non-sever (-O). As far as
validity and reliability of the instruments were concerned, the DCT (both English and Urdu) and SRT
(English and Urdu) were piloted with thirty (30) Pakistani English speakers (5) British English speakers
(from Coventry University, UK) and (30) Pakistani Urdu speakers in Lahore and Islamabad before the
final data collection. In addition, the DCT and SRT, an evaluative questionnaire was to be completed
by the teachers, practitioners and researchers (see Appendix C). The results of the evaluation
questionnaires required very slight changes in the DCT and SRT. The comments of the participants
made the DCT and SRT more valid and more reliable. In addition, the situations had been confirmed
by three professors from Coventry University, UK, five professors from the University of Lahore, ten
Pakistani English speakers, and ten Pakistani Urdu speakers (the inter-rater reliability = .89) as valid
and very close to authentic settings.

Data Collection Procedures

Before administrating the DCT for data collection, we first sought the permission from the
heads of the organizations and institutions selected for this study. Responses were collected from
participants from Academia, Teachers, Doctors, Engineers, Lawyers, and Army personals. From British
English speakers, the data was collected through e-mails. Two instruments were used for data
collection: Discourse Completion Test (both in English and Urdu) and a Scale Response Questionnaire
(SRQ) adopted from the studies of Thijittang (2010) and Al-Momini (2009). Ethical issues of the
research were taken into account in gathering data. At each organization, we personally invited
participants to take part in the Informed Consent Sessions. Participants were provided with the
information related to this study and requested to participate in the study. Each participant was
provided with the Informed Consent Sheet, Discourse Completion Test and SRQ. Participants who
consented to take part in the research were asked to complete the Discourse Completion Test and
SRQ. They were allowed to keep anonymity while filling the DCTs and SRQs, but everyone provided
their names while filling the demographic information. We explained to respondents that the study
focuses on language use and apology response strategies not the language ability. We also explained
each situation to the participants before they complete the DCT and SRQ.
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Data Analysis Procedures

The DCT data was analyzed by using SPSS-20, descriptive statistics were run to find out the
similarities and differences within the three groups ARs behavior. For the analysis of SRQ data, One-
way ANOVA was run to investigate the three groups’ socio-pragmatic perception of contextual factor
(i.e., social power). In order to determine the absence or presence of negative pragmatic transfer, a
criteria developed by Kasper (1992) was used. Negative pragmatic transfer was operational if there
was a significant statistical difference in the frequency of a certain pragmatic feature between the
PakU and BritE groups and between the PakE and BritE groups and no statistically significant
difference between the PakU and PakE groups. Positive pragmatic transfer was operational if there
was no statistically significant difference in the frequencies of a pragmatic feature between the
L1(first language), IL (interlanguage), and L2 (second language/target language). The probability level
for statistical significance was set at p < .05, the standard in the applied linguistics field (Hatch &
Lazaraton, 1991). The present study based its data analysis on Adrefiza and Jones’ (2013) apology
response classifications. The responses of the participants were first grouped into general strategy
classifications, using language expressions provided by Holmes (1990; 1995) (see Jones & Adrefiza,
2013). Nevertheless, in the present study, AR detailed strategies in Urdu and English are grouped as
follows:

Table 1

Apology Response Framework
Strategy Expressions in English Expressions in Urdu
Acceptance (AC)
Absolution “That’s OK” T
Dismissal “It doesn’t matter”, “Don’t worry” S A8 U5 el A S ol
Formal “I accept your apology”, “I forgive you” Cilae Gl e S J s Blae S O S50

SETALES

Thanking “Thanks (for apologizing)” FNE V. SN Pyt Py
Intensifiers “It’s OK, really ”, “It’s Ok, It's Ok” S S o Sad Sl
Requests “Please return it as soon as possible” Aol o gils s Sne Lin (b yez ) g

Expressing Empathy
Expressing Emotion
Questioning/Surprise

Acknowledgement (AK)

Absolution Plus
Dismissal Plus
Formal Plus
Advice/Suggestion
Accepting Remedies
Evaluating

Accepting Promises
Evasion (EV)
Deflecting/Explaining
Providing Solution

Minimization

Expressing Concerns
Shifts of Topic
Shifts of Blame
Rejection (RJ)
Refusals

“I understand that stuff happens”
“I'm disappointed”
“How could you do that to me?”

“That’s OK, but ...”

“It doesn’t matter, but....”
“I'accept your apology, but....”

“You should be quite vigilant next time”
“Don’t do that again next time”

“It’s ridiculous”

“I'accept your words but.....

J

“I have not seen you for a long time”
“Go back and complete the task
quickly”

“Hey! It’s nothing yar (buddy), just a
carpet”

“Are you OK’?

“Forget about it, I'll buy a new one”
“It was bad weather”

“It's not gonna work with meal”

.)J

UH S o e o b o
= NSy e

cs o oS gle o e A

O U o B8 (S 5S — !
e (S J s Alae (S S e
A6 e LS st e 4
L8 A Ll b K1

o S Sl o A Saame g,
(S G L e (5l (e

.dm:)}fcblﬁ)\aa:u.\c‘a)cels
S deSa S wgala sl sla Gl

Sy IS Sl G paa g ego 3 Gl S e
. =

or S m s
-@u;“a)'at.ﬁueeéu%-wsu*ﬁ'ﬁ
L8 ot Sl pmsa gl

o o Ayl e S ST i e
=



Description
Blaming &Complaining
Warning

Swearing

Asking for
Compensation
Refusing Remedies

Non-Apology “Sorry”
Expressing Strong
Emotions

Seeking for Solution
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“We could have done far better”
“You are really quite careless, Bad day’
“Find ASAP, otherwise I'll issue you
explanation”

‘You are really shit”

“You have to replace it with the new
one”

“That’s not good”, “You're horrible
person”

“Sorry, | can’t forgive you”

“I'm really angry”

J

“When are you going to return my
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Results
In the present study, the speakers in the role of a Boss in a department (situation1), a senior
officer (situation 4), a senior delegate (situation 6), a senior colleague (situation 7), were in higher
status than the hearers. On the other hand, the speakers of these roles; office boy (situation 3), a
junior colleague (situation 5), a lecturer (situation 9), and a junior officer (situation 10) were in a
lower status. Social status between workmates as friends (situation 2, 8, 11, and 12) was assumed to
be equal.

Pragmalingusitcs Findings

It is generally known that an individual’s social status plays a very important role in everyday
conversation. Accordingly, when responding to apology, a speaker is sensitive to a hearer’s social
status. For example, when a speaker responds to an apology to a hearer with a higher social status,
the speaker uses ARs with polite and formal forms. In contrast, when the speaker has a higher social
status than the hearer, he/she moderately uses simple forms of ARs or even hesitates to use ARs. The
table 2 illustrates the overall ARs interacting with social status variables. As mentioned earlier, these
AR classifications are adopted from Adrefiza (2011), and Adrefiza and Jones (2013) studies (see table
1)

Table 2
Overall AR Distribution interacting with Social Status in PakE, BritE and PakU
Acceptance Acknowledgement Evasion Rejection
High Equal Low High Equal Low High Equal Low High Equal Low

PakE N 82 83 115 50 40 28 06 09 06 02 03 01
% 15.1 152 211 116 94 64 3.1 4.9 33 29 3.8 1.0
BritE N 51 54 67 05 02 04 14 07 04 01 01 00
% 17.1 18 223 103 538 3.8 102 5.1 3.1 2.7 2.9 0.0
PakU N 80 84 123 50 48 25 09 08 08 01 02 01
% 14.3 15 22 118 114 06 4.7 4.1 4.1 3 3.4 1.0
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Figure 1 AR Distribution interacting with Social Status
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Table 2 and Figure 1 show the general picture of social status AR strategy distribution
through three groups. It is noticeable that, within social status variable, the three groups exhibit
different distribution patterns according to higher, equal, and lower levels. The results illustrate that
lower status participants of three groups PakE, BritE, and PakU (21.1%,22.3%, and 22%) tend to use
more Acceptance strategies than the higher (15.1%, 17.1%, and 14.3%) and equal (15.2%, 18%, and
15%) levels respondents. In the Acknowledgement category, a noticeable difference can be observed
at the higher and equal status levels. All the three groups’ higher (11.6%, 10.3%, and 11.8%) and
equal (9.4%, 5.8%, and 11.8%) levels participants tend to favour the use of acknowledgment ARs than
lower (6.4%, 3.8%, and 6%) status participants. Further, it can be seen that BritE of equal and lower
status participants tend to use less strategies than the higher status participants. The Evasion
category demonstrates that BritE (10.2%) of higher status prefer the use of Evasion ARs more often
than PakE (3.1%) and PakU (4.7%) Further, at equal (4.9%, 5.1%, and 4.1%) and lower (3.3%, 3.1%,
and 4.1%) levels, three groups tend to use similar proportion of EV strategies. The least number of
ARs are used in Rejection category. The table 1 and Figure 1 show that equal level participants of
three groups (PakE, BritE, & PakU) tend to prefer the use of more Rejection strategies with a ratio of
(3.8:2.9:3.4) than the participants of higher (2.9:2.7:03) and lower (01:00:01)) status levels.

The differences in the use of ‘Acceptance’ at different social status levels demonstrate that
participants at lower level tend to use more ‘Acceptance’ strategies than the participants of both
higher and equal levels. It indicates that when the social power of the addressee is higher than that of
the apologizer, there is an increase in Acceptance strategies and a decrease in direct Acceptance
rather higher social status participants tend to use more acknowledgment strategies. This indicates
that for all three groups, when facing apologizers of higher social status, the apology receivers with
lower social status will respond to the apologies by using more polite strategies, that is, the
Acceptance and Acknowledgement strategies, and extended speech expressions are ‘Absolution or
Absolution plus’, ‘Dismissal or Dismissal plus’, ‘Accepting Remedies’, ‘Thanking’ are the most
frequently used ones. For example, Pakistani English speakers’ ARs are:

Senior dean came late to see a lecturer. (Situation 9)

Senior Dean: I’m sorry, you had to wait for me. | had urgent meeting with the VC. How is
everything?

Lecturer: It’s ok sir. Thanks a lot for your concern. | know such things happen when you have
meeting with senior officials of the university. And please don’t apologize to embarrass me.
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In this example, the lecturer takes into consideration the dean’s face, and uses the strategies of
“Thanking” (Thanks a lot for your concern) and “accepting explanation” (I had urgent meeting with
the VC) in order to save the dean’s positive face.

In the reverse situation, the apologizer’s social status is lower than that of the respondent. For
example:

Employee forgot to pass on an urgent letter to boss. (Situation 1)

Employ: Sorry Sir/Ma’am, | forgot to pass it to you. It won’t happen again.

Boss: | accept your apology this time gentleman. | hope you will make it sure that it’s not

going to happen again. If it happens, | will definitely fix you.

When facing the apologizer with lower social status, the apology receiver, that is, the boss in Scenario
1, first uses the strategies of “Formal Acceptance” (I accept your apology this time gentleman) and
“cautions” (I hope you will make it sure that it’s not going to happen again), which are “Indirect
Refusal” at the macro-level, and then turns to more negative strategies— “Warning” of Rejection (If it
happens, | will definitely fix you).

Similarly, for British English speakers, the social power factor is quite pertinent in their ARs.
The results reveal that when the social status is higher fewer ARs are used, and when the social status
is lower, more ARs are demonstrated by the respondents in Acceptance category. For example:

Senior dean came late to see a lecturer. (Situation 9)

Senior Dean: I’'m sorry, you had to wait for me. | had urgent meeting with the VC. How is

everything?

Lecturer: Fine, thanks. You?

As discussed above, the lecturer here in British English speakers corpus as well takes into concern the
dean’s face and uses the ‘Absolution’ (fine) extended strategy of ‘Acceptance and Thanking’ category
and accepting (thanks) ‘Asking for Concern’ (How is everything?) with ‘Questioning’ (You?) extended
speech expression of ‘Acceptance’ in order to save the positive image of the dean.

In contrast, when the social status of the apologizer is lower than the apology receiver, it can
be observed that there is use of different AR patterns with different politeness strategies. For
example:

Employee forgot to pass on an urgent letter to boss. (Situation 1)

Employee: Sorry Sir/Ma’am, | forget to pass it to you. It won’t happen aqgain.

Boss: Okay. Be careful and try to remember next time. Maybe you need a workflow system

setting up?

When receiving apology from lower status respondents, the British English speaker uses the strategy
of ‘Absolution’ (Okay) sub-strategy of ‘Acceptance’ in combination with ‘Advice’ (Be careful and try to
remember next time) and suggesting (Maybe you need a workflow system setting up?)

Likewise, Pakistani Urdu speakers also kept in their mind the effect of social status factor.
When the social status of the apologizers is higher than that of the apology respondents, the
respondents use the less ‘Acceptance’ strategies mostly based on ‘Absolution’ and ‘Questioning’, and
when the social status of the apologizer is lower than that of the interlocutor, the speakers tend to
use more ‘Acceptance’ strategies, among which ‘Absolution’, ‘Dismissal’ and ‘Thanking’ are the most
preferred extended strategies. For example:
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Senior dean came late to see a lecturer. (Situation 9)
Senior Dean: I’'m sorry, you had to wait for me. | had urgent meeting with the VC. How is
everything?

S eme B8 K€ K088 iVl (Gl 00 2 s (onsS Gpe LSS i szl
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(Translation: Lecturer: It’s alright/Ok sir. | will discuss my annual report on other day. | can
understand your commitments.)
As we have already seen in the previous examples from BritE and PakE corpus that respondents take
into consideration of higher status while responding to apologies. As it is evident in this example that
lecturer keeps the positive image of the dean and uses ‘Absolution’ strategy (/t’s alright sir) and
accepts ‘Explanation’ from dean by mitigating the situation with ‘Deflecting’ strategy (/ will discuss
my annual report on any other day) in combination of ‘Evaluating’ strategy (/ can understand your
commitments).

On the other hand, when the social status of apologizer is lower than the apology receiver,
the interlocutors tend to use different ‘Acceptance’ strategies based on different formulaic patterns;
especially ‘Absolution” and ‘Questioning’ strategies are dominant in Pakistani Urdu speakers’ corpus.
For example:

Junior copied an article from a website for his/her presentation. (Situation 4)
Junior officer: | beg pardon Sir/Ma’am, forgive me this time, and assure you it won’t happen
again.

LS J85 5 o i 01l Sl —gh 8 S 5 e O saniae W) Gl o Sogis i

(Translation: Senior: That’s OK. You could write your own article. Why did you copy it from
internet?)
The Urdu corpus of ARs also demonstrates that when participants receiving apology from lower
status speakers, the PakU uses the strategy of ‘Absolution’ (That’s Ok) in combination with extended
expressions ‘Evaluation’ (You can write your own article) and ‘Questioning’ (Why did you copy it from
internet).

The findings are in line with Holmes (1990) and Kiger (2004) who argue that people who hold
a high social position, like managers, professor, and senior officials find it difficult to accept apology
since they are afraid of appearing unimpressive if they accept apology without remediation. Holmes
(1990) further argues that in some cultures where social status is given significant importance, ARs
may be expressed quite politely with the interlocutors of high social power. Aquino, Tripp and Bies
(2006) suggest that the relative high status of the interlocutors encountered in a conflict affects their
will to accept an excuse or forgive. Thus, the higher the status of the offender, the less likely he/she
accepts an apology directly. Further, an offended lower-status person may feel that it is more
beneficial to maintain a relationship with a high status offender and accepts apology rather than
seeking remediation as might be done with a low status offender. It means persons with high status
feel reluctant to accept apology straight away. In contrast, persons with lower status tend to accept
apology instantly for the sake of gratification and maintaining healthy relations with the high status
persons (Rahman, 1998). Thus, it can be concluded that apologies accepted by high social status
parties are more effective than lower status parties because they are more salient and marked.

Socio-pragmatics Findings

Previous section of this study reported the results of performance of Pakistani English
speakers ARs in relation to other two (PakU & BritE) reference groups. This section reports the results
concerned with the perception of AR situations of Pakistani English, Pakistani Urdu, and British
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English speakers. SRQ (both in English and Urdu) was used for data collection. The assessment of
social power among the three groups seems to show a lot of variance. In the instrumentation section,
it is discussed that three groups participants were requested to quantify the contextual variable of
social power using a 5-point Likert range that varied from 1 to 5. (see appendix D & E). As shown in
table 3, the participants of PakkE and PakU speakers tend to assign low ratings (mean scores) to the
situations of high social status, providing the evidence for adhering to native sociocultural norms. In
contrast, BritE speakers prefer to assign high mean scores to situation of high social status. In
addition, the participants of three groups are found at variance in assigning different mean scores to
the situations of equal level and lower level. Both PakkE and PakU groups prefer to assign high mean
scores to equal and lower level situations (see table 3). Conversely, British English speakers group
tends to assign low mean scores to lower social status situations and moderate mean scores to equal
level social status situations.

Table 3

ANOVA Results for Social Status by Groups in Three Social Categories
Social Categories PakE BritE PakU DF

M SD M SD M SD  (errors) F Sig

C1(+P,+D,+0) 290 133 500 .00 290 1.33 2(327) 24.790 .000*
C2(+P,-D,-0) 235 1.18 500 .00 235 1.18 2(327) 50.255 .000*
C3(=P,+D,-0) 390 1.41 3.00 .00 3.90 141 2(327) 4.071  .022
C4(=P,-D,-0) 265 126 3.00 .00 265 1.26 2(327) .762 471
C5(-P,+D,+0) 335 126 100 .00 335 1.26 2(327) 34.346  .000*
C6(-P,-D,-0) 315 1.26 1.00 .00 3.15 126 2(327) 28.749 .000*

Note: PakE = Pakistani English speakers, BritE = British English speakers, PakU = Pakistani Urdu
speakers, C1 = S1: S4, C2 = S6: S10, C3 = 52:57, C4 = 5S9: S11, C5 = S3: S5, C6 = S8:512. *p < 0.05

Anyhow, ANOVA results indicate statistically significant difference in C1 (F [2, 327] = 24.790,
p =.000); C2 (F [2, 327] = 50.255, p =.000); C5 (F [2, 327] = 34.346, p =.000); C6 (F [2, 327] = 28.749, p
=.000).

Tukey HSD post hoc pair comparisons results indicate that the PakE and PakU participants’
assessment of power in C3 is the evidence of cultural-specific perception of social factors. As
expected, there is no significant mean difference found between PakE (M = .3.90) and PakU (M =
3.90) participants as they tend to assign high values to C3 than BES participants (M = 3.00), illustrates
the operation of negative pragmatic transfer in C3. In contrast, the PakE group’s assessment of social
power in category 4 (M = 2.65) is equivalent to PakU (M = 2.65) and is lower than BritE groups’
assessment (M = 3.00).

Results have revealed that social status plays quite a significant role in Pakistani English
speakers assessment of different sociopragmatic factors. Both PakE and PakU perceived the AR
situations quite similarly, and are found at variance from the BritE, providing ample evidence for the
negative pragmatic transfer (see table 3). The findings accorded with Al-Momani (2009), Al-Khaza'leh,
and Ariff, (2015), and Ahmed, (2017), who found that Iragi and Jordanian EFL leaners used the same
criteria in assessing the social status of their interlocutors.

Further, Both PakE and PakU prefer to assign high values to equal and lower level situations.
There is no significant mean difference found between PakE and PakU participants as they tend to
assign high values to C3 than BritE participants, illustrates the operation of negative pragmatic
transfer in C3 (see table 3). In contrast, the PakE group’s assessment of social power in category 4 is
equivalent to PakU and is lower than BritE groups’ assessment. Conversely, BritE group tend to assign



PAKISTANI ENGLISH SPEAKERS APOLOGY RESPONSES 86

low values to lower social status situations and moderate ratings to equal level social status
situations. The reason of this discrepancy in the assessment of both PakE and PakU groups might be
that PakE group transferred their L1 perception of social power to L2, and assessed the situations
along with their own culturally specific patterns providing an evidence of lacking sociopragmatic
knowledge of the target language. The findings agreed with Al-Khaza'leh and Ariff, (2015), who found
that Jordanian EFL leaners perceived the social status of their interlocutors in relation to their L1
cultural norms and hierarchy.

Conclusion

The overall results evidently highlight that the social principles, norms and values immensely
inherent in all respondents can greatly influence their language options in both their L1 and L2 (target
language). Findings indicate that Pakistani English speakers to some extent exhibited signs of
pragmatic competence development towards target language (in both pragmalinguistic and
sociopragmatic) in some scenarios, as they quite often demonstrated similar kind of pragmalinguistic
and sociopragmatic competence as was demonstrated by British English speakers. At the same time,
they most often deviated from it as well, they also demonstrated their intense dependency on L1
standards of conversation.

Further, Pakistani English speakers, on pragmalinguistic level, were consistently very
sensitive to their social hierarchy than were the BritE participants in following their L1’s pragmatic
norms. As Rahman (1998) states that British (Victorian) norms of appropriate subordinate-superior
interaction which are still used in the armed forces, the bureaucracy and many other Pakistani
hierarchical institutions are the reason of being the hierarchical society in 21° century. Pakistani
English speakers were also found demonstrating negative pragmatic transfer in their choice of
apology responses, as higher social status participants were found receiving more ARs than equal and
lower level interlocutors. Further, interlocutors of higher social power tended to use more often
acknowledgment strategies which mean that participants did not want to let the offender get off the
hook easily, and which could also challenge their authority. The PakE participants’ use of Acceptance
and Acknowledgement strategies also demonstrates their strong link with their socio-religious
perceptions, indicating the influence of L1 cultural-specific aspects. In Pakistani context, mostly
religious teaching guides to forgive the offenders and earn Allah’s blessings. So, participants
preferred to use positive politeness strategies in accepting and acknowledging apologies. In contrast,
BritE speakers preferred the use of both Acceptance and Evasion strategies which fall into positive
and negative politeness continuum.

The Pakistani Urdu and British English speakers, on the sociopragmatic level, were found
differed in their understanding and perception of the contextual variable of social power. The
negative pragmatic transfer was quite operational in Pakistani English speakers in assessing social
power variable differently than did both of the native language groups, indicating that their
sociopragmatic knowledge is still at the developmental stage.

In sum, findings provide some cultural insights about Pakistani and British cultures regarding
the similarities and differences in their performance and perception of apology responses. Based on
aforementioned responses, PakE participants showed a great deviation from British English native
culture. This might be due to the Pakistanis sensitivity toward social power variations more often
than British English speakers. PakE Speakers responses clearly demonstrated their adherence to
culture-specfic politeness patterns and apology response formulaic at pragmalinguistic level. Both
PakE and PakU speakers used honorifics (sir/dear) for their higher and equal social status
interlocutors, in contrast, BritE participants did not use at all honorifics (sir/dear) for their addressees.
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PakE participants clearly displayed the pragmatic transfer in their ARs; they used cultural-specific and
soico-religious idiomatic and proverbial expressions in their ARs. The PakE participants also showed
sociopragmatic failure that comprises linguistic choices or strategies along with social knowledge.
That is because the perceptions of the contextual variables are still influenced by the Pakistani L1
cultural norms and different from British English native culture. These differences might be closely
related to the cultural differences which are considered as social conditions placed on language use
stemming from cross-culturally different perceptions (Thomas, 1983).

From the theoretical viewpoint, the traditional concepts of politeness suggested that the
level of politeness can be improved by indirectness while executing apology response conversation
act behavior. Here, however, the exact reverse is shown; responding to apology straight and clearly
increases social connections and helps you to save the upset person’s face due to directness which is
related with positive social standards like solidarity, religious concern rather than being indirect while
responding to an apology. The Pakistani English speakers and Pakistani Urdu speakers were more
prolonged and overstated than British English speakers’ apology responses. Such apology response
strategies included using techniques of solidarity and deference as an attempt for preserving both the
apologizer and the apologizee’s face. The current research also differed from facets of Brown and
Levinson’s concept of politeness (1987) particularly the hearer-oriented face saving act. This was
indicated through how PakE, BritE, and PakU speakers’ apology responses aim to preserve not only
the offender’s face but also to preserve the speakers’ own face and religiously for the sake of Allah.
Therefore, responding to apology in Pakistani culture is a multi-dimensional communicative act.
Hence, responding to an apology is a universal conversation act, yet it can be executed in a different
way and serve different purposes when compared across 'languages' and societies. The Pakistani
English speakers and Pakistani Urdu speakers here often were responding to apologies using
strategies whose main content shows their cultural beliefs and values.

Despite the present agreement on the significance of developing both pragmatic and
linguistic competence, the two main elements of communicative proficiency, into language teaching
curricula, instruction in many Pakistani EFL classes still gives ascendency to sentence structure
exercise and that of other linguistics features over the importance of conversation in the target
language. Pakistani English textbooks currently taught underrepresented pragmatic knowledge and
real-life conversation acts of the target culture (Rose, 1997; Kasper, 1997; Bradovi-Harlig, 1996;
Bouton, 1994). Hence, curriculum designers and material developers can utilize the
recommendations and suggestions of the current study into English textbooks.

Limitations of the Study

There were certain challenges or limitations which we faced while conducting this study. We
only could get access to limited number of British English speakers (30) as a baseline data group in
order to infer possible pragmatic transfer in Pakistani English speakers’ apology responses. In the
methodological, there has been much debate regarding collecting natural response that is very
difficult in such studies. So, by following the previous researchers, we also collected data through
DCTs and SRQs, a sort of make-up naturalistic data. We only collected data from capital cities of
Pakistan and ignored the other major cities of Pakistan. So the findings may not be accurate but can
be considered as the representative of PakE, PakU, and BritE groups and may be generalized.

Suggestions for Further Research

It would be fruitful step for intercultural pragmatics research to compare the ARs of other
communities in the Pakistani culture such as Pashto, Sindhi, Bolouchi, Hindhko and Punjabi apology
responses.
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APPENDIX A
APOLOGY RESPONSE (AR) DISCOURSE COMPLETION TASK
Part A
Demographic Information
Your Name
Name of Institution
Profession
Sex: Male Female
Age: years
Nationality:

Native Language:
Rate your speaking ability in English

Excellent Good Fair Poor
Time spent in English speaking country Months, years. Interaction in
English with Native speakers of English in the past
Frequent Occasional Rare Nil Interaction
in English with Native speakers of English at present
Frequent Occasional Rare
\
PartB

Apology Response Scenarios
Instructions
Please put yourself in the following situations and assume that in each instance you will have to say
something. Write down what you would say in English in the space provided. Make sure you read the
whole situation carefully before you respond.
1. At the office, your employee forgot to pass on an urgent letter to you. The next day you
complained to your employee that he/she did not pass it to you. He/she says.
Employ: Sorry Sir/Ma’am, | forget to pass it on to you. It won’t happen again.
You:

2. Your friend promised to return your laptop after a week. However, he/she kept it for almost
two weeks. Then you asked your friend to return it. He/she says.

Friend: O’ Sorry var, forgot, really I'll give you tomorrow, promise.

You:

3. You are a junior officer in an organization. Your head forgot to inform you to join the
meeting so you missed it because of your head’s negligence. Your head talked to you about his fault.
He/she says:

Head: I'm really sorry dear; it just skipped out of my mind.

You:

4, You are a senior officer, your junior copied an article from a website for his/her
presentation, which you found out. Your junior officer says:
Junior officer: | beg pardon Sir/Ma’am, forgive me this time, and assure you it won’t happen again.
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5. You were in the hospital. Your senior colleague said he/she will visit you at the hospital but
he/she had an urgent business prevented him/her from going. The next day he/she called you to
explain why he/she didn’t come to see you. He/she says.

Senior: Excuse me dear, my son was not well and | had to take him to the hospital, there was no one
at home who could take care of her.

You:

6. Having tea with your junior colleague at your house, he/she accidentally spilled tea on your
carpet. He/she got worried and says:

Junior: Oooops, sorrrry, ooohhh, | spoiled your carpet. Let me help you.

You:

7. You and Abdullah are friends. You lent a camera to Abdullah unfortunately it was damaged.
Abdullah says:

Abdullah: I’'m extremely sorry buddy, your camera got damaged. But don’t worry dude, I'll buy you a
new one.

You:

8. In the officer’'s mess, a senior officer stepped on your foot passing by you. Senior officer
says?

Senior officer: Ouch! Sorry dear, | didn’t see you coming. Are you OK? Hope | didn’t hurt you.

You:

9. You are a university lecturer; your students got an appointment from you to discuss a
difficult topic with you. Your students came almost an hour late. They say:

Students: we beg pardon Sir/Ma’am, actually we had class with Miss Fatima and she left class quite
late.

You:

10. You are a senior officer and waiting for a colleague standing beside the corner of a building.
Rushing to get to meeting room on time, a junior colleague ran and bumped into you. He /she says:
Junior colleague: I'm sorry, extremely sorry, | beg pardon. Sir, | didn’t look at you.

You:

11. At a working place, a colleague stepped foot on you in a crowded elevator. He/she says:
Colleague: Excuse me budz, | was in hurry. You fine?

You:

12. You are a junior officer in an organization, you asked your manager with whom you do not

have much interaction, for advice about your presentation for the next meeting. Your manager got
late. You were waiting for your manager at the front of his/her office. He/she says:

Manager: Sorry dear, | made you to wait for me. Let’s have a discussion.

You:
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Appendix B
URDU DISCOURSE COMPLETION TASK FOR PAKISTANI URDU SPEAKERS
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APPENDIX C
QUESTIONNAIRE FOR TEACHERS/PRACTITIONERS

o What is your opinion about the overall appropriateness and clarity of all the situations?

. Do any of the situations have the potential to be misunderstood or not understood by the
participants?

. Will the students find it easier to respond to the survey items and also know how to respond
to the items?

. Is there any situation that has the potential to be misinterpreted by the participants?

. Do/will the situations allow the participants to provide a straightforward answer to
situations?

. Do any of the situations seem inappropriate to be asked from the Pakistani English
speakers?

o Which situations seem to you more useful and effective to find out the information | want?

Any other comment.
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APPENDIX E
SCALE RESPONSE TASK
(Assessment of Contextual Variables/Urdu Version)
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