Hacettepe University Graduate School of Social Sciences
Department of English Linguistics

APOLOGIZING IN TURKISH AND KOREAN:
A CROSS-CULTURAL STUDY

Esin Ozge ESEN

Master’'s Thesis

Ankara, 2021






APOLOGIZING IN TURKISH AND KOREAN: A CROSS-CULTURAL STUDY

Esin Ozge ESEN

Hacettepe University Graduate School of Social Sciences
Department of English Linguistics

Master’'s Thesis

Ankara, 2021



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

First, | would like to express my gratitude to my supervisor Assist. Prof. Dr.
Zeynep Doyuran for her guidance, patience and support throughout this

process.

| also would like to thank the jury members Prof. Dr. Isil Ozyildirim and Prof. Dr.
Seda Gulsum Gokmen for their invaluable suggestions and encouragement
during the thesis defense exam.

| am also grateful to Assoc. Prof. Dr. Emine Yarar for her constant moral

support during this period of my life.

Special thanks to Dr. Oktay Cinar for his suggestions and encouragement to
improve my study and to Fatma Nur Atalay for her support and help during the
translation process of the Korean data.

Last but not least, | would like to thank my precious family for believing in me
and supporting me every step of the way.



ABSTRACT

Esen, Esin Ozge. Apologizing in Turkish and Korean: A Cross-cultural Study,
MA Thesis, Ankara, 2021.

This study investigates the apology strategies of native speakers of Turkish
(NTR) and native speakers of Korean (NKR) in varying social situations in terms
of social distance, social dominance and the severity of the offense. The study
further aims at examining the similarities and differences in the apology
strategies of NTR and NKR. The data of the study are collected through the use
of a written discourse completion test (DCT) which consists of sixteen
situations, twelve of which include different social situations and four of which
include filler situations to prevent the participants from giving automatic
answers. The analysis of the findings is done manually, and the apologies of the
speakers are coded. The apology taxonomy of Hatipoglu (2012) which is the
modified version of the apology strategies of Cohen & Olshtain (1983) is
adapted and used for the coding of the data. Later, the percentages of the
apology strategies used by NTR and NKR are calculated for running descriptive
statistics of the findings. The study tries to explain the differences and
similarities of the apology strategies in the light of Hofstede’s cultural
dimensions (1981, 2001) and Politeness Theory (1987). The results of the study
reveal that both speaker groups use explicit expression of apology commonly,
however it was also observed that NKR use the strategy of explanation only
when the addressee is in a hierarchically equal or lower position.

Keywords
Sociopragmatics, apology speech acts, politeness theory, Hofstede’s cultural

dimensions



Vi

OzZET

Esen, Esin Ozge. Tiirkcede ve Korecede Oziir Dileme: Kiiltirlerarasi bir

Calisma, Yuksek Lisans Tezi, Ankara, 2021.

Bu calisma anadili Turkce konusurlarinin ve anadili Korece konusurlarinin
sosyal mesafe, sosyal baskinlik ve durumun ciddiyeti agisindan degisen sosyal
durumlardaki 6zur dileme stratejilerini arastirmaktadir. Bu c¢alisma ayrica,
anadili Turkge konusurlarinin ve anadili Korece konusurlarinin 6zur dileme
stratejilerindeki  benzerlikleri ve farklihklari incelemeyi amaglamaktadir.
Calismanin verileri, on ikisi farkli sosyal durumlari igeren, dordu katilimcilarin
otomatik yanit vermesini engellemek icin dolgu durumlardan olugan on alti
soruluk bir yazih sdylem tamamlama testi aracihigiyla toplanmigtir. Verilerin
analizi el ile yapilmistir ve katilimcilarin 6zur ifadeleri kodlanmigtir. Verinin
kodlanmasi igin Cohen & Olshtain’in (1983) 6zur stratejilerinden modifiye edilen
Hatipoglu'nun (2012) oOzur taksonomisi adapte edilerek kullaniimigtir.
Sonrasinda, betimleyici istatistik icin anadili Turkge ve anadili Korece
konusurlarinin 6zur dileme stratejilerinin yuzdeleri hesaplanmistir. Bu ¢alisma
Ozur dileme stratejileri arasindaki benzerlik ve farkliliklari Hofstede'in kulturel
boyutlari (1981, 2001) ve Nezaket Kurami (1987) cergevesinde agiklamaya
calismaktadir. Calismanin sonuglari iki grubun da acgik 6zur ifadelerini sikga
kullandigini  gosterirken, anadili Korece konusurlarinin yalnizca alicinin
hiyerargik konumu esit ya da dusuk oldugunda agiklama stratejisini kullandigi

gozlemlenmigtir.

Anahtar Sozcukler
Toplumbilimsel edimbilim, 6zur dileme s6z eylemi, nezaket kurami, Hofstede'in

kalturel boyutlar
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INTRODUCTION

Pragmatics is the study field which investigates language use in different
contexts and cultures. Crystal (1985, p. 240) defines pragmatics as follows:

Pragmatics is the study of language from the point of view of users,
especially of the choices they make, the constraints they encounter in
using language in social interaction and the effects their use of language
has on other participants in the act of communication.

In other words, the field of pragmatics deals with the speaker meaning rather
than what the words mean without considering the context. It takes into account
the contextual meaning which is the result of the influence of context on what is
said. Furthermore, it investigates the elements that affect the choice between
what is said and not said (Yule, 1996). Moreover, pragmatic perspective is
really important in scientific research because of the fact that this area of study
searches for answers to the question “Why?”. It tries to make explanations
about situations where someone uses a word instead of another or prefers one
grammatical structure over another one. That is to say, pragmatics is the field of
linguistics which investigates the reasons behind our linguistic choices and tries
to find explanations for them.

The desire to find out what is used for what reason arises one of the main
challenges for a pragmatics research, which is universality. The question “To
what extent is it possible to determine the degree to which the rules that govern
the use of language in context vary from culture to culture and from language to
language?” is tried to get an answer through a cross-cultural pragmatics
investigation (Blum-Kulka & Olshtain, 1984, p. 196).

Every culture has its own way of conveying meaning through language which

gives major significance to studies carried out in order to understand different



communication patterns with hopes of finding out the influence of culture and

societal structure on the language use.

The main concern of the research field of cross-cultural pragmatics is the way
native speakers communicate and behave in their native language and in that
particular cultural context, and further compare the linguistic behaviour of
natives in one culture with that of in another (Stadler, 2018). Therefore, it can be
said that it is the field of cross-cultural pragmatics which investigates the
linguistic behaviour and characteristics of various cultures focusing on the
appropriate use of language in different cultures. One of the most common
ways of learning about the linguistic behaviour of a specific society is
investigating the use of speech acts in that particular culture.

Wierzbicka (1985, p. 491) states that “every culture has its own repertoire of
characteristic speech acts and speech genres”. This view on speech acts have
been acknowledged by various studies on apologies, refusals, and requests in
the literature, which have found out that speech acts display culture-specific
features. Therefore, it can be said that there is a powerful bond between speech
acts and culture. Since subjective culture (small c) refers to the “psychological
features that define a group of people- their everyday thinking and behaviour”
(Bennet, 1998, p. 2), which can also be defined as “a pattern of learned, group-
related perceptions- including both verbal and non-verbal language, attitudes,
values, belief systems, disbelief systems and behaviours- that is accepted and
expected by an identity group” (Singer, 1998, p. 5) and also generates
knowledge besides of creating competence, speech act performance is

considered as a construction of culture.



CHAPTER 1

THE STUDY

1.1. STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

According to Austin (1962) and later Searle (1969, 1975), speech acts are
universal, and they are used by universal principles. While some studies
provide a proof for this claim, many other studies have resulted in contrary
findings (Hymes, 1967; Olshtain & Cohen, 1983; Kasper, 2000; Boxer, 2002).
Cross-cultural Speech Act Realization Patterns (CCSARP) was a significantly
remarkable study for testing the accuracy of this universality claim. The findings
of CCSARP (Blum-Kulka et al., 1989) show that there is little variation in terms
of the apology strategies prefered by speakers. According to Olshtain & Cohen
(1989, p. 171), there are “similarities in IFID and expression of responsibility
preferences”. However, there is little research on non-western languages
(Afghari, 2007). The claims regarding the universality of pragmatic principles
across different languages should further be investigated with the research
exploring not only English-speaking cultures or western languages, but also
with non-western languages and cultures (Blum-Kulka et al., 1989).

Apology speech acts were selected by the researcher as the main units for this
study to go under examination as they are regarded as face-threatening speech
acts that have major impact on communication in the contemporary world filled
with global networks which makes it easier to have a communication breakdown

and cause misunderstandings across cultures.



Brown and Levinson (1987) claim that there are three factors which affect the

strategy of the speaker as given below:

1. The social distance between the speaker and the hearer
2. The relative power/social dominance between the participants

3. The absolute ranking of impositions in a particular culture

In the current study, the impact of these three factors indicated by Brown and
Levinson (1987) are aimed to be explored.

In this study, particularly Korean is selected hoping to conduct a cross-cultural
investigation with Turkish. The major reason behind choosing Korean for a
cross-cultural investigation with Turkish is to find out whether there will be
similarities in the linguistic performance of these two societies which show
similar cultural characteristics according to Hofstede’s cultural dimensions.
Moreover, how these cultural features of the society are reflected on the
language use is also investigated in the study.

1.2. AIMS OF THE STUDY

Therefore, in this study the aim is to define the apology strategies in Turkish and
in Korean depending on different social variables which are social dominance,
social distance, and the severity of the offense. After describing the distribution
of the apology strategies for Turkish and Korean, the similarities and differences
between the choices of the speech act strategies in Turkish and Korean will be
explored.

This first objective of the current study is the investigation of the apology
strategies used by native speakers of Turkish and native speakers of Korean
and also the examination of the similarities and differences between these two
non-western languages. With this aim, the study seeks to provide an insight



about the universality of pragmatic principles and the effect of culture on

language use.

The second objective of this thesis is to examine the effect of social variations
(namely, social distance, social dominance, and the severity of the act) on

apology strategies of native speakers of Turkish and native speakers of Korean.

1.3. RESEARCH QUESTIONS

In-line with the aims stated above, the current study seeks to find answers to the

following research questions:

1. What are the apology strategies of native speakers of Turkish in different
social situations depending on the variables of social dominance, social
distance, and the severity of the act?

2. What are the apology strategies of native speakers of Korean in different
social situations depending on the variables of social dominance, social
distance, and the severity of the act?

3. What are the differences and similarities in the apology strategies of native
speakers of Turkish and native speakers of Korean?

1.4. CONTRIBUTIONS AND SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY

The main purpose of speech act investigation is to find out how communication
occurs in a specific language and compare and contrast interactions in different
languages and societies. Speech act studies provide insights on how cultural
and social characteristics of a society influence the realization of speech acts in
a particular language community (Meier, 1995). Moreover, the findings of cross-



cultural speech act studies could also provide a great source of information for
the study field of language teaching and study planning (Bardovi-Harlig, 1996).

Even though there are plenty of studies conducted about apology speech acts
so far, these studies are limited with western languages such as Danish
(Trosborg, 1987; Kasper, 1989), German (House, 1989), Spanish (Garcia,
1989), and Austrian (Meier, 1992). On the other hand, the current study seeks
to investigate apology strategies used in two non-western languages: Turkish
and Korean. In this particular study, the results will also bring light onto the
concept of politeness through the investigation of apology strategies used in two
different non-western cultures. Therefore, one of the major contributions of this
study will be the exploration of different interpretations of politeness depending
on the culture. Although there are a number of studies related to politeness
theory and speech acts such as refusals, gratitude, and apologies, most of
these studies are based on English and English-speaking communities for the
sake of language teaching. On the other hand, the current study aims to reveal
cross-cultural variations in the performance of apology speech acts in terms of
politeness with the purpose of revealing the effect of culture and society on the
language use. Furthermore, this study also provides an insight into non-English-
speaking communities’ apology behaviour and explains the elements that affect
the language use with a reference to the cultural background of that specific
society.

The current study will definitely contribute to the research area of cross-cultural
pragmatics as well as language teaching especially for Turkish learners of
Korean (KFL) and Korean learners of Turkish (TFL). As most of the previous
studies carried out in the research area of language teaching, this study with no
doubt will also contribute to the study field of second language teaching
revealing the importance of pragmatic competence in cross-cultural

communication.



CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1. POLITENESS THEORY

The claim that politeness is a universal concept was made by Brown and
Levinson in their Politeness Theory (1987). According to their investigations,
linguistic preference of speakers of different languages shows similarity. Brown
and Levinson (1987) put forward the theory of politeness which was hugely
inspired by the concept of face. The term face was first propounded by
Goffmann (1967). Goffmann (1967, p. 7) defines the concept of face as follows:

The positive social value a person effectively claims for himself by the line
others assume he has taken during a particular contact. Face is an image
of self-delineated in terms of approved social attributes.

Face is the “public self-image of a person” (Yule, 1996). In other words, it refers
to the way everyone would like to be recognized by others. Brown and Levinson
improved Goffman’s notion of face in their Politeness Theory (1987). According
to their view, there are two types of face: negative face, and positive face.
Negative face refers to “the need to be independent, to have freedom of action,
and not to be imposed on by others” (Yule, 1996), whereas the latter is defined
as “the need to be accepted, even liked, by others, to be treated as a member
of the same group, and to know that his or her wants are shared by others”
(Yule, 1996). In very simple terms, negative face is the desire to be
independent; while positive face is the desire to belong to a certain group.



Another important aspect of the politeness theory is Face Threatening Acts
(FTAs). As Brown and Levinson propose, FTAs are the illocutionary acts that
threaten the face of the interlocutor (Brown & Levinson, 1987). According to this
theory, speakers apply particular strategies during communication as they find
themselves in a situation that they might do a FTA. According to Brown and

Levinson (1987), there are four strategies of politeness:

Bald on-record
Positive politeness
Negative politeness
Off-record

0N -

Bald on-record strategy refers to being direct and straightforward. The speaker
does not try to minimize the imposition. While positive politeness strategy
means showing solidarity towards the addressee, negative politeness strategy
is used to refer to showing deference to the addressee which could be through
the use of hedges or being pessimistic. Unlike the bald on-record strategy, off-
record involves indirectness which generally makes it accepted as the politest

strategy during using FTAs.

Furthermore, the social factors which are social dominance, social distance and
the severity of the action/offence are accepted as the most influential factors on
the politeness strategies used by speakers. As quoted by Brown and Levinson
(1987, p. 15):

In broad terms, research seems to support our claim that three social
factors are crucial in determining the level of politeness ... these are
relative power ... the social distance ... and the ranking of the imposition.

However, Brown and Levinson’s Politeness Theory (1987) has received
some criticism over the years (1990; Mao, 1994; Mills 2003). Previous
studies have claimed that not every society can be completely explained in
terms of their language use through this perspective (Sifianou, 2002; Burt,



2005). Furthermore, some other studies (lde, 1989; Matsumoto, 1989)
have claimed that Politeness Theory may not be suitable in a non-western
culture like Japanese claiming that the theory only generalizes what is
polite and what is not within the borders of western languages. Another
criticism was received by Mao (1994) in the way that the concept of face in
Chinese is different from the one that was defined in Politeness Theory
(1987).

On the other hand, some non-western studies that investigated Japanese
in terms of politeness have come up with similar findings as western
studies in the way that the three social variables mentioned by Brown and
Levinson (1987) have an impact on the language use as displayed in
honorifics use (Usami, 2002; Fukada & Asato, 2004).

Finally, in the current study this framework is used in order to be able to
provide valuable findings to compare with, since speech acts studies have
mostly been conducted within this theory. Moreover, this study is an
investigation of two non-western languages taking into account the three
variables that was claimed to have an influence on speech act strategies.

2.2. THE LINK BETWEEN CULTURE AND SPEECH ACTS

Culture consists of patterns, explicit and implicit, of and for behavior
acquired and transmitted by symbols, constituting the distinctive
achievements of human groups, including their embodiments in artifacts;
the essential core of culture consists of traditional (i.e., historically derived
and selected) ideas and especially their attached values; culture systems
may, on the one hand, be considered as products of action, on the other as
conditioning elements of further action.

(Kroeber & Kluckhohn, 1952, p. 181)

Among the most effective factors that have a major influence on the

interpretation of a communicative act is culture. According to Hall (1959),
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culture is the way of life of a group of persons. It represents the learned
behaviour patterns and the way they behave accordingly. Bhagat et al. (1990)
define culture as socially constructed which also means that it is learned and
transmitted from generation to generation. Moreover, our minds are also
shaped by our culture. What is appropriate in which situation is culture specific.
Similarly, there are different ways of saying things in different cultures.
Communication and culture are related in the sense that persons interact
through communication which is conveyed in different ways in different cultures
(Graham & Sano, 1986).

The inseparability of culture and communication is explained by Samovar et al.
(1981, p. 24):

Culture and communication are inseparable because culture not only
dictates who talks to whom, about what, and how the communication
proceeds, it also helps to determine how people encode messages, the
meanings they have for messages, and the conditions and circumstances
under which various messages may or may not be sent, noticed, or
interpreted... Culture...is the foundation of communication.

The fact that there is a link between speech acts and culture has been a centre
of interest for various studies in the field so far (Blum-Kulka and Olshtain, 1984;
Wolfson, 1989; Lwanga-Lumu, 2005). These investigations reveal the following

assumptions as stated by Meier (2010, p. 75):

1. Norms of speech act performance will differ across cultures.
2. Such differences can cause misunderstandings.
3. An identification of the differences can lead to improved intercultural

communication.

With the developments in technology leading to an increase in mobility and the
emergence of globalization which has caused persons who speak different
languages and have different cultural backgrounds to get in contact on a daily
basis, intercultural communication has gained importance and the ability of self-
expression in L2 has become an essential skill to develop (Samovar et al.,
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2007). This results in creating a major demand on the interlocutors who need to
know more than solely grammar of the target language but also learn how to
effectively communicate in ways that are appropriate within that particular
culture with various people on different topics in different contexts (Hymes,
1962).

Each society has a different perception of what is appropriate in which situation,
as emphasized by Wierzbicka (2003, p. 69):

In different societies and different communities, people speak differently.
Different ways of speaking, different communicative styles, can be
explained and made sense of in terms of independently established
different cultural values and cultural priorities.

Language is affected by the characteristics of its society, but also plays a key
role in shaping it. Besides being used as a tool for communication, language is
also closely linked to the ways of thinking, culture and lifestyle of the society that
it is used in. Therefore, it is not possible to flawlessly communicate in a foreign
language without knowing the cultural characteristics that it carries of the society
in which it is used. In order to be able to make a correct interpretation, one has
to know about the culture of the language that is used in that particular society.
For example, the use of the time adverb tomorrow in the sentence “This is due
tomorrow” means “This has to be done in a couple of days” in Mexico or in India,
whereas it means “Certainly tomorrow” in Germany (Brown & Levinson, 1978).
A person who does not behave according to the cultural values might be
considered as unpunctual and therefore unreliable (Oksaar, 1988/2008). Due to
this kind of misinterpretations in intercultural communication as a result of lack
of knowledge on the culture of the target language used, problems in social
relationships or miscommunication/communication  breakdowns  occur.
Therefore, for conveying a successful intercultural communication, culture-

specific perceptions are needed to be learned.
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2.2.1. Cultural Dimensions of Hofstede

The cultural dimensions theory (Hofstede, 1980) provides insights on different
cultures which also provides a perfect source to understand other societies so
that more efficient and successful communication can be conveyed. In his
study, every country has been placed in comparison with other countries on a
scale for each dimension which is based on the survey results among IBM
employees between the years of 1967 and 1973 (Hofstede, 2001, p. 41). The
data were gathered from fifty countries and three different regions. Furthermore,
the findings of the survey were validated by other data and surveys (Hofstede,
2001, p. 41). Hofstede’s theory explains cultural differences through four
dimensions namely, power distance, individualism, masculinity, and uncertainty
avoidance. Later, these dimensions were modified with the addition of two new
dimensions which are long-term orientation and indulgence (Hofstede, 1991;
Hofstede, 2001).

2.2.1.1. Individualism

Gudykunst and Ting-Toomey (1988, p. 40) describe individualism as the
dimension where “emphasis is placed on individuals’ goals”, while defining
collectivism as a cultural dimension in which “group goals have precedence
over individuals’ goals”. Claiming that the terms namely collectivism and
individualism are used to explain broad variations between cultures, Gudykunst
and Ting-Toomey (1988) further suggest the replacement of collectivism and
individualism by the terms high-context communication and low-context
communication in order to define cultural variations in communication.
According to Hall (1976, p. 79), high-context communication is where “most of
the information is either in the physical context or internalised in the person,
while very little is in the coded, explicit, transmitted part of the message”. On the
other hand, Hall defines low-context communication or message as one where

most of the information is given explicitly. Therefore, it can be stated that low-
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context communication is a feature of individualistic culture, whereas high-

context communication is a characteristic of collectivist culture.

The level of individualistic characteristics of Turkish and South Korean societies
are given in the figure below (Country Comparison, n.d.):

Figure 1. The level of individualism in Turkey and South Korea
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As shown in the figure above, according to Hofstede’s cultural dimensions, with
18% South Korea is considered as a collectivist society, just as Turkey with
37%. Note that when the level of individualism in the figure is low, it refers to
collectivism. Therefore, it can be said that there is a heavy impact of
collectivism on both societies which results in having the desire to belong to a
certain group and also favouring the groups’ benefits over the ones of the
individual.

Table 1. The level of individualistic characteristics of Turkey and South Korea

Turkey South Korea
37% 18%
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As can be seen in Table 1, both Turkey and South Korea have collectivist
features. The reason behind the collectivist nature of South Korean society is
the massive influence of Confucianism which puts huge importance on loyalty
and family ties. According to Confucius, there are five fundamental relationships
in life which are the ones between the leader and the led, parents and children,
husband and wife, sister and brother, and friends. In his philosophy, each of
these relationships requires certain virtues. The ruler must be benevolent to the
ruled, and the subject must be loyal to the ruler. Parents must be loving to their
children, while the children must be respectful to their parents. Husband and
wife must be loyal to each other. Older siblings must be gentle to their
youngsters, whereas the younger must be respectful to the elder. Finally,
friends must be deferential and considerate to each other.

In general, Confucianism has a huge impact on South Korean society in various
ways. With the effect of the teachings of Confucius, South Koreans behave
friendly and caring. Furthermore, in South Korean culture, it is expected from an
individual to take into account the benefits of the group or the community that
they are a part of. Likewise, Turkey shares similar characteristics as South
Korea in terms of collectivism. Turkish people are known as being welcoming
which is a feature that is reflected in the language. For example, in daily
language, kinship terms in Turkish are generally used during communicating

with non-relatives in order to show intimacy.

2.2.1.2. Power distance

Societies that show a high level of power distance characteristics accept power
as a part of social life, whereas societies with a low power distance culture
consider power as something that can solely be used when necessary (Zeyrek,
2001). The dimension of power distance deals with the situation where each
individual is treated differently. In other words, this dimension is about the

inequality in society. Hofstede explains power distance as “the extent to which
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the less powerful members of institutions and organisations within a country

expect and accept that power is distributed unequally”.

The level of power distance in Turkish and South Korean societies are
displayed below (Country Comparison, n.d.):

Figure 2. The level of power distance in Turkey and South Korea
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As shown in the figure above, according to Hofstede’s cultural dimensions, with
60% South Korea is considered as a power distance society, just as Turkey with
66%. In both cultures, the relative importance or respect given to the addressee
is reflected on the language in various ways. In societies that are under the

influence of power distance, social inequality is found to be very natural.

Table 2. The level of power distance in Turkey and South Korea

Turkey South Korea

66% 60%

As shown in Table 2 above, according to Hofstede’s cultural dimensions, South
Korea has slightly hierarchical features in its societal structure, which is also
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displayed in their language by the use of different speech levels and honorifics
depending on the situational context. Status in South Korea is determined by
age, gender, educational background, and occupation. All these factors affect
and determine the way people are treated in society (Chaney & Martin, 2011).

Similarly, Turkey is also majorly affected by power distance dimension. For
example, employees in Turkey tend not to be able to fully express themselves
to the individuals who are hierarchically in a higher position than them.
Furthermore, there is a hierarchical respect given to the authority figures in
Turkey. The deference given to the individuals in hierarchically higher positions
are mostly shown in the language with the use of the second person plural
pronoun in Turkish, while intimacy to the individuals in hierarchically lower
positions is generally shown with the use of diminutives.

2.2.1.3. Masculinity

In his study, Hofstede (2001) explains masculinity as the dominant masculine
behaviour, whereas femininity as the dominant feminine behaviour in the
society. According to this study, there is a “fundamental dilemma” in every
society, which is between the “nurturance interests” such as relations with
colleagues and manager, and the “assertiveness interests” like gaining and
improvement. This dimension is aimed to find out where a society is located in

this scale of masculinity and femininity.

The level of masculinity in Turkish and South Korean societies are displayed

below (Country Comparison, n.d.):
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Figure 3. The level of masculinity in Turkey and South Korea
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According to the figure above, Turkey and South Korea seem to have similar
characteristics in terms of masculinity. Just like women generally give more
significance to “social goals” such as their relationships, femininity means that
importance is given to the quality of life rather than achievement in a
competition. A feminine society defines success in terms of feelings, rather than
ambitions. On the other hand, just like men mostly put more emphasis on “ego
goals” such as achievements in their career and how much they earn,
masculine societies are ambitious and motivated by success which is defined
with an achievement in a particular field.

Table 3. The level of masculine characteristics of Turkey and South Korea

Turkey South Korea

45% 39%

As shown in Table 3 above, according to Hofstede’s cultural dimensions, with
39% South Korea is considered as a slightly feminine society which means that
South Koreans care about their well-being rather than their status. The feminine
nature of South Korea is evident in the everyday lives of individuals as children
are expected to take care of their family members. On the other hand, with 45%
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Turkey stays almost in the middle of this scale, which means there is no

dominant behaviour in terms of masculinity and femininity.

2.2.1.4. Uncertainty Avoidance

The uncertainty avoidance dimension is related to the obscurity of the future.
Ambiguity brings anxiety which has different effects on different cultures. The
societies that show high uncertainty avoidance have rigid rules in the country in
order to reduce the unstructured situations and uncertainty, whereas low
uncertainty avoidance societies display a tolerant attitude and a more relaxed

behaviour.

The level of uncertainty avoidance in Turkish and South Korean societies are
given below (Country Comparison, n.d.):

Figure 4. The level of uncertainty avoidance in Turkey and South Korea
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According to the figure above, the level of uncertainty avoidance in Turkey and

South Korea are the same. Such societies mostly prefer using “technology, law,
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and religion to cope with uncertainty, organizations use technology, rules, and
rituals” (Hofstede, 2001, p. 147).

Table 4. The level of uncertainty avoidance in Turkey and South Korea

Turkey South Korea

85% 85%

As can be seen in the table above, both Turkey and South Korea with 85%
displays strong uncertainty avoidance. In high uncertainty avoidance countries,
time means money which makes people feel the need to work hard, therefore in

these countries, punctuality is highly emphasized.

2.2.1.5. Long-Term Orientation

This dimension is related to how each society should have some connection
with its own history while coping with the difficulties and hardships that comes
with the previous and the following, and societies deal with these problems
dissimilarly. The societies that have a low long-term orientation, for instance,
tend to choose keeping their old habits while putting importance on stability. On
the other hand, the societies with a culture that has a high long-term orientation
have a more pragmatic perspective which means they emphasize adaptability.
Therefore, kids that grow up in a long-term oriented culture expect immediate
outcomes and social or professional positions of individuals are not influential in
their associations. However, children that grow up in a low long-term oriented
culture show persistence, and status is highly effective in their relationships

which can be clearly observed.

The level of long-term orientation in Turkish and South Korean societies are

displayed below (Country Comparison, n.d.):
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Figure 5. The level of long-term orientation in Turkey and South Korea
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As displayed in Figure 5 above, South Korea is a highly long-term oriented
country as opposed to Turkey. In line with these results, relationships in East
Asian countries such as South Korea and China are understood through a long-
term perspective, which means they are maintained through long-term
associations (Yeung & Tung, 1996).

Table 5. The level of long-term orientation in Turkey and South Korea

Turkey South Korea

46% 100%

As can be asserted from the table above, with 100%, South Korea is considered
as one of the most pragmatic societies. The concept of God is not familiar to
South Koreans. Rather than a religious system, South Koreans live by virtues.
As Eastern cultures put emphasis on loyalty and obedience relationships under
the influence of Confucianism, there is a differentiation between the younger
and the elder in relationships. This can clearly be observed in South Korea, as
South Koreans use different speech levels depending on the age of the
addressee or the person that they are talking about. On the other hand, with
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46%, Turkey stands almost in the middle of the scale which shows that Turkish

society does not have a supreme preference in terms of long-term orientation.

2.2.1.6. Indulgence

Hofstede (2010, p. 281) describes indulgence as “a tendency to allow relatively
free gratification of basic and natural human desires related to enjoying life and
having fun”, while giving a definition for its opposite term restraint as “a
conviction that such gratification needs to be curbed and regulated by strict
social norms”. In other words, this dimension refers to the extent to which
people make an attempt to manage what they want and their motives, under the
influence of how they were raised. While the weak attempt to manage is defined

as indulgence, the powerful one is named as restraint.

The level of indulgence in Turkish and South Korean societies are displayed
below (Country Comparison, n.d.):

Figure 6. The level of indulgence in Turkey and South Korea
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As can be seen in Figure 6 above, the level of indulgence in Turkey is almost in
the middle of the scale, whereas it is relatively low in South Korea. According to
Hofstede (2010), South Korea is one of the countries where there is a strong

societal cynicism.

Table 6. The level of indulgence in Turkey and South Korea

Turkey South Korea

49% 29%

As shown in Table 6 above, with a low score of 29%, South Korea is shown to
have a restraint culture. Restraint cultures have a tendency for cynicism which
in turn causes pessimism and negativity. On the other hand, indulgent societies
put more emphasis on leisure time, which in turn causes people to be more

extroverted and less neurotic.

2.3. SPEECH ACTS

The utterance “| am doing the laundry” is a statement of the speaker that does
the act of doing the laundry. However, when someone says something like ‘I
apologize” or “I refuse”, the utterance of the speaker is indeed the performance
of the act itself. Austin (1962) and Searle (1969) define such communication
units as speech acts. In the Speech Act Theory (Austin, 1962; Searle, 1969)
propose that language is not solely used for giving information but also is used
for performing actions. There are three types of speech acts which are
explained in the following table.

Table 7. Types of Speech Acts

Locutionary Act The production of the utterance

lllocutionary Act The communicative purpose of the utterance

Perlocutionary Act The result of the utterance
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As stated in Table 7, locutionary act refers to the production of the utterance.
The illocutionary act is the second dimension. It refers to the communicative
purpose of the utterance, which is sometimes called as the illocutionary force.
The third dimension is the perlocutionary act, which is defined as the result of
the utterance that is also known as the perlocutionary effect.

One of the most critical issues that one can face during a conversation is the
potential meanings which the same utterance can have. Yule (1996, p. 49)

gives an example on this problem:

I'll see you later. (=A)
(I predict that) A.

(I promise you that) A.
(I warn you that) A.

In order to understand the intended meaning of the speaker (speaker meaning),
there are two concepts: lllocutionary Force Indicating Devices (IFIDs) and
felicity conditions. IFIDs are the most apparent devices to indicate the
illocutionary act. It is the verb which “explicitly names the illocutionary act” that
is being performed (Yule, 1996, p. 49). This kind of verbs are called
performative verbs. In this sense, verbs such as apologize, ask, refuse, warn,

and promise are all performative verbs.

According to Searle’s classification (1976), there are five illocutionary acts
which are: declarations, representatives, expressives, directives, and
commissives. The definitions of each illocutionary act and their examples are
given below in Table 8.



24

Table 8. The classification of illocutionary acts

The type of the Definition Example
speech act
Declaration Changes something in the “You are fired!”
world
Representative States a fact “Searle classified

speech acts.”

Expressive Represents the emotional “Congratulations!”
state of the speaker

Directive Gets somebody to do “Open the door.”
something

Commissive Commission for a future ‘I promise to see you
action soon”

As can be seen in Table 8, there are five types of illocutionary acts according to
Searle’s (1976) classification. Declaration is the one that changes something in
the world, while representatives state facts in the way the speaker believes
such as “Searle classified speech acts”. The third one that is expressive
represents the emotions of the speaker like happiness and sadness, whereas
directives are used to make someone do something just as if a command.
Finally, commissives are the promises made about something in the future.
According to Searle’s classification above, apologies are under the category of
expressive speech acts.

2.3.1. Speech Act of Apology

Apologies are “culture sensitive” speech acts (Suszcynska, 1999, p. 1053) that
are used when there is a violation in the social norms (Blum-Kulka & Olshtain,
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1983). Bergman and Kasper (1993) define apologies as post-event acts like
speech acts such as refusals, complaining and thanking. Apologies are the
speech acts that the speaker is aware that the event has already taken place or
is about to (Blum-Kulka & Olshtain, 1984). Moreover, an apology generally
includes the acknowledgement of one’s fault and the desire to be forgiven.

On the other hand, social order is maintained by the means of apologies which
makes them “face-supportive acts” (Holmes 1989, p. 195). Furthermore,
apologies not only indicate distance and dominance in an interaction but also

reflect cultural norms (Wolfson et al., 1986).

Cohen (1996) claims that occasions like physically hurting someone are
universally accepted situations where an apology is expected. On the other
hand, the type and intensity of the apology that are required vary in different
cultures. In other words, even though there are some universal situations that
generally call for apology, the type and intensity of the speech act shows
culture-specific features.

In their study on politeness, Brown and Levinson (1987) define apology as a
face-threatening act for the speaker's face because apologizing means that the
speaker is aware that s/he have made a mistake and therefore wants to make-
up for it and bring back the balance with the addressee. According to
Deutschmann (2003, p. 44), an apology consists of four constituents which are
“the offender, the offended, the offence, and the remedy”.

2.3.1.1. Apology in Korean

2.3.1.1.1. Lexical Features of Korean Apologies

Korean has five different terms which are considered as apology terms: mian-,
coysong-, sakwa-, silyey-, and yongse- (Hatfield & Hahn, 2011). When



26

combined with the suffix “-ha” in order to add the meaning of doing something,
mian- and coysong- become adjectival verbs whereas the other apology terms
are all verbs so they can take honorific inflection. Mian- and coysong- are most
commonly translated as “sorry” or “to apologize”. There is also a loan word from
English: sori which is generally preferred by young speakers and cannot take
any inflection (Hatfield & Hahn, 2011).

Korean is a highly honorific language. Every speaker should consider their
social position regarding the person that they are talking to or talking about
during communication so that they can choose the appropriate speech level and
honorific form to use in their utterances (Brown, 2011). Speakers consider
various factors in their speeches, which are the age of the addressee, the social
dominance relationship between the speakers, social distance, and the context
of the situation (Koo, 2001).

In Korean, the suffixes “-Ot” and “-OF” are generally used to add intimacy when
attached to the ending of a name as in “&&4t0F” (Nam Do-san-a)
Furthermore, kinship terms such as “Ot&l M|” (eng. uncle), and “Ot=0} (eng.

aunt) are used when referring to non-relatives that are older than the speaker in
order to show respect to the person they are talking to due to their age.

Furthermore, when talking to someone who has high power such as boss,
parents, customer or someone older than the speaker, “-Al-" is added to the

verb in order to show high level of respect as in the following example:

“OtHAXIDOL K= =2AID AL

“Dad is sleeping now.”

The importance given to showing respect to individuals that are hierarchically
higher than the speaker or older than the speaker is a huge part of Korean
culture. This characteristic of the society is reflected in the language usage as
honorifics. As Wang (1990, p. 26) states:
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...the morphological variants of the sentence-concluding endings occupy
most important positions in Korean addressee honorifics, not only
because they are more systematically distributed than the other elements,
but also because they tend to be less elliptical in an actual utterance than
the other elements.

Among Korean honorifics, the addressee honorifics and sentence-concluding
endings are the most complex and problematic ones to learn for a L2 learner.
Martin (1964) was the first to call the sentence-concluding endings as speech
levels in his study, which is also the term that will be used to refer to the
sentence-concluding endings of Korean in the current study.

Earlier studies in Korean propose that there are six speech levels in Korean
(Martin, 1964; Choi, 1978; Lee & Yim, 1983). The reason for this description is
explained by Wang (1990, p. 28) as:

1. Excluding the archaic form -naita from contemporary usage
2. Placing the form -eyo between the two honorific levels
3. Establishing panmal as a separate level

In this study, Sohn’s classification of Korean speech levels (1999, cited in
Hatfield & Hahn, 2011, p. 1306) will be used. According to his classification, in
contemporary Korean there are four speech levels which are most commonly
used by speakers: deferential, polite, intimate, and plain. The selection of the
appropriate speech level inflection is determined by contextual features such as
the relationship between the speaker and the addressee which is called social
distance, and the hierarchical positions of them which is called social
dominance. Additionally, the formality of the situation also affects this selection.

Each speech level has a different inflection which is shown in the following table:
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Table 9. Korean Speech Levels (Sohn, 1999, cited in Hatfield & Hahn, 2011)

SPEECH LEVEL

INFLECTION

Deferential -supnita, -pnita

Polite -yo

Intimate no inflection, sometimes -a
Plain -ta

As described on the table above, the deferential speech level takes the

inflection -supnita or -pnita; whereas the polite speech level requires the

inflection of -yo into the last stem. No inflection or sometimes -a is used in

intimate speech level, while -ta is added into the last stem in plain speech level.

2.3.1.1.1.1. Deferential Speech Level

According to Eun & Strauss (2004), deferential speech level occurs during

public speeches (i.e. while addressing the public such as news broadcasts, and

public announcements). This particular speech level is used in formal settings.

There are four different endings for each sentence type namely declarative,

interrogative, imperative, and propositive as shown below in Table 10:

Table 10. Deferential Speech Level

Speech Level | Declarative | Interrogative | Imperative | Propositive
Deferential |-<Ujth -7 S(L)HAIL | -()AH A
-H Yt} -H Y7}
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2.5.1.1.1.1.1. Declarative

When forming a declarative sentence, -SLICt or -= L|Ct is used depending on
the ending. If the last stem is a consonant, - LICt is used; however, if the last

stem is a vowel, then -= L| C} is used.

Some declarative sentence examples for deferential speech level are given
below.

a. 2ugys

Excuse me

b. whiA zrEUTH

Nice to meet you

2.5.1.1.1.1.2. Interrogative

An interrogative sentence in deferential speech level is formed adding -5 4 7}.

However, if the ending of the stem is a vowel, then -1 U7} is used.

Some examples for interrogative sentences using the deferential speech level

are given below.

c. oltjel A7

Where do you live?

d. ojtlol A =23 viF Y 7}?

Where do you learn Korean?
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2.5.1.1.1.1.3. Imperative

When forming an imperative sentence, if the ending of the stem is a consonant -

O A A 2 is used, whereas if it is a vowel -4 A] 2 is used.

Some imperative sentence examples for deferential speech level are shown

below.

e. WIAME oA L.

Please read the textbook.

f. Wl gAlo LA L.

Please come at 8 tomorrow.

2.5.1.1.1.1.4. Propositive

A propositive sentence is formed by adding - 2.4 A| t} to the ending of the stem

if it is a consonant, however if the ending is a vowel -4} A T} is used.

An example of a propositive sentence for deferential speech level is given

below.

g. ¥HlE ES5AITH

Let’s quit smoking!

2.3.1.1.1.2. Polite Speech Level

This particular speech level occurs in daily non-formal conversations. If there is
a close relationship between the individuals, then this is the speech level that is
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used in casual conversations. In polite speech level, -©] & or -°} 2 is used.

Contrary to the declarative speech level, the endings of polite speech level does
not change depending on the sentence type, the meaning is conveyed through

intonation.

The endings for each sentence type in polite speech level is shown below in
Table 11:

Table 11. Polite Speech Level

Speech Level | Declarative | Interrogative | Imperative | Propositive

Polite -olQ/-oFQ | -0]Q/-olQa o] g/ -olQ [-o]8/-ol8a

The following examples of polite speech level shows how different meanings
conveyed through the same sentence:

h. AFA]

=

Holg,

() eat lunch.

o

L S Hear

(Do you) eat lunch?

Let’s eat lunch!
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2.5.1.1.1.3. Intimate Speech Level

This speech level is used when talking to someone younger, when addressing
someone of lower status, or between close friends that have known each other
for many years. The sentence ending for this speech level is -©] or -¢}. As in
the polite speech level, the sentence ending in the intimate speech level is used
for all types of sentences. The meaning of the utterance is inferred from the
context and the intonation of the speaker.

The sentence endings for each sentence type in intimate speech level is given
below in Table 12:

Table 12. Intimate Speech Level

Speech Level | Declarative | Interrogative | Imperative | Propositive

Intimate -0]/ -0} -0]/ .o} _0]/ -0} _o}/ -0}

The following examples of intimate speech level shows how different meanings
conveyed through the same sentence:

| ol Hol.
(I) run everyday.

m. of < o2

(Do you) run everyday?

n. o #Hef!
Run everyday!
o. o #Hol!

Let’s run everyday!
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2.5.1.1.1.4. Plain Speech Level
Plain speech level is used when addressing a child, a younger sibling or in
writing. Contrary to the use of polite and intimate speech levels, this speech

level has different endings for each sentence type as shown below in Table 13:

Table 13. Plain Speech Level

Speech Level | Declarative | Interrogative | Imperative | Propositive

R IR -3 \E S I = VR 1

Plain
-t} -2/9k]
/-(&
- -SkTh (&

2.5.1.1.1.4.1. Declarative

The endings -=/- -t} only used with verb stems, whereas -%1/ -}t} is used

with all predicate stems in the past tense as shown in the following example:

p. 7Ft} (eng. to go)

LR FRG

The weather was cold.
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2.5.1.1.1.4.2. Interrogative

The ending -4/(2.)1f is used with all predicate stems, on the other hand the
endings -%1/3kY/ -(&) is used with all predicate stems in the past tense

which is shown in the following examples:

s. 7H4?

Go?

tLogHTEFRY

Was the weather cold?

2.5.1.1.1.4.3. Imperative

When a stem ends with the vowels 2. or o}, -o}2} is used; however if it ends

with another vowel it gets the ending -1 2}. Some examples are given below:

u. 7F2H
Go!

v. HojZ}H
Eat!

2.5.1.1.1.4.4. Propositive

The ending -#A is only used for verb stems as shown below:

w. 7FA}

Let’s go!
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x. WA}

Let’s eat!

Even though it can be said that deferential speech level is the politest, while
plain speech level is the least, high speech levels are not always the most
appropriate ones to use. The selection of a particular speech level depends on
the context of situation. Social distance between the participants and how the
participants desire to represent the relationship between them affect the

selection of a speech level to use in an interaction.

2.3.1.2. Apology in Turkish

2.3.1.2.1. Lexical Features of Apology in Turkish

There are various apology terms in Turkish some of which are as follows: “Oziir

” “® ” “® ” e ” 1] ” 1]

dile-”, “affet-”, “kusura bak-", “af iste-”, “pardon”, “Gzgun ol-", “bagigla-", “affa
sigin-", “mazur gor-". Respect or intimacy is displayed through the use of the
second person plural suffix “-nlz” in Turkish. Just like Korean, the selection of
the appropriate inflection is determined by the social relationship between the
speakers or age of the addressee. While referring to a person that is in a
hierarchically higher position, someone older or a stranger, the speaker tends to
prefer using the second person plural suffix to show his/her respect towards the
addressee. On the other hand, when talking to someone that is in a
hierarchically equal or lower position, someone younger or a close friend, this
time the speaker tends to use the second person singular suffix to indicate his
closeness or intimate relationship with the addressee. The difference can be

seen in the following sentences:

1. “Afedersin.” (second person sing.)

“Excuse me.”
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2. “Afedersiniz.” (second person pl.)

“Excuse me.”

Even though the sentences (1) and (2) look almost identical, the meaning they
carry are different. The change from the use of second person plural to second
person singular suffix could mean that the speaker and the receiver have a
close relationship or an equal power relationship, or sometimes mean that the
age of the receiver is younger than the speaker.

There are also some formulaic expressions in Turkish that are used while
apologizing, such as “hakkini helal et’, “gdézinu seveyim”, “Allah agkina”,
and “Allah rizasi igin”. These expressions are mostly motivated by “a cultural
norm or a religious belief” (Zeyrek, 2001, p. 62). Some of these expressions
have embedded meanings like the belief in God and fate, implying that if the
addressee forgives the speaker then they will be loved by God because God
loves the ones that are merciful. This kind of use shows the influence of religion
on the linguistic behaviour in Turkish society.

Moreover, Turkish is a language that is rich with its “deferential or solidarity
consolidating address terms” (Bayyurt and Bayraktaroglu 2011, p. 226). As
further explained in Bayyurt & Bayraktaroglu (2011), there are honorific titles
such as “Hanimefendi” (eng. Madam) and “Beyefendi” (eng. Sir) in Turkish.
Sometimes occupational titles get added before these honorific titles like in
“Ogretmen Hanim” (eng. Lady Teacher) when talking to someone in a higher
position than the speaker, a stranger, or sometimes to someone older than the
speaker. On the other hand, when talking to someone in a lower hierarchical
position than the speaker or someone from a humble occupation, only the name
of the occupation is used as the address term instead of adding a honorific title
like in “Postaci” (eng. Postman).

When talking to someone close or depending on the situation sometimes used

when talking to someone younger, endearment terms are used such as “Canim”
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(eng. My dear), “Balim” (eng. My honey), and “Tathm” (eng. My sweetie).
Besides using endearment terms, diminutives (DIMs) are also used getting
attached to address terms generally followed by the first person singular
possessive suffix “-m” as in “Aycacigim” (Ayca + DIM + first person sing., eng.
My little Ayca). However, such kind of use of diminutives does not always mean
that there is a close relationship between the speakers. In some occasions it is
used when talking to someone that is not close with the speaker at all in order
to be sarcastic or get the other person angry as in the example below:

3. “Ah, Denizcigim. Sen de mi burdaydin tathm?”
“Oh, my little Deniz. You were here too, my sweetie?”

4. “Bakin kimler gelmis. Gultencik, n’aber?”

“Look who came. Little Gulten, what’'s up?”

Depending on the context, the examples above may indicate either there is a
close relationship between the speakers or the opposite. In 3, the speaker may
be showing intimacy to Deniz with the use of diminutive and endearment terms,
or may be being sarcastic which means the speaker is not close with the
addressee at all. Similarly, in example 4 the intentional meaning of the speaker
may be showing intimacy to the addressee, as well as sarcasm which means
that there is a rivalry or hostility between the speakers.

Another politeness indicator in Turkish is the use of kinship terms when talking
to non-relatives. When talking to a stranger that is older than the speaker,
kinship terms such as “abla” (eng. elder sister), “teyze” (eng. aunt), “amca”
(eng. uncle) are used as the address term. Even though kinship terms can be
used when referring to non-relatives in both Turkish and Korean, there is a

slight difference between them. In Korean, kinship terms 21L| (eng. sister), <2 titt
(only used by a female, eng. brother), and & (only used by a male, eng.

brother) are solely used when talking to someone that is well known by the

speaker that is in a close relationship with the addressee.
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2.4. PREVIOUS LITERATURE ON APOLOGIES

There are numerous studies on apology speech acts. Most of these researches
are cross-cultural studies which have focused on apology strategies and their
frequency (Cordella, 1990; Sugimoto, 1997; Bataineh, 2004; Byon, 2005;
Kasanga & Lwanga-Lumu, 2007; Bataineh, 2008; Guan et al., 2009), while
other studies were carried out in the field of ILP (Maeshiba et al., 1996; Yang,
2002; istifgi, 2009).

Cross Cultural Speech Act Research Project (CCSARP) is one of the most
infamous studies carried out in this field. In this study, request and apology
realizations of native and L2 speakers have been investigated across eight
languages: namely Australian English, American English, British English,
Canadian French, Danish, German, Hebrew, and Russian. In the CCSARP,
very few differences were observed in the preferences of the five main apology
strategies among the languages that were examined. The limitations of this
study were that seven out of the eight languages investigated were Indo-
European. In order to detect the effect of culture and society onto the language
use, specifically speech act behaviour/realizations, non-Western languages
should be studied.

On the other hand, in the cross-cultural study conducted by Olshtain & Cohen
(1983), it was found that Hebrew speakers prefer using two particular apology
strategies which are an offer of repair and a promise of forbearance more than
English speakers do. Later, Olshtain (1989) investigated apology strategies
used in Hebrew, Australian English, Canadian French and German. The results
of this study indicate striking similarities in IFID and expressions of speaker’s
responsibility. Furthermore, Olshtain claims that “given the same social factors,
the same contextual features, and the same level of offence, different
languages will realize apologies in very similar ways” (p. 171).
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Mir (1992) investigated the apology strategies of Spanish EFL speakers. The
instrument used included eight role plays which varied in terms of the severity of
the offense, the familiarity between speakers and the age of the offended. The
results of the study reveal that native speakers of English use intensified
apologetic expressions more compared to native speakers of Spanish. It was
found that both the variables of familiarity and age had similar influences for all

groups.

Maeshiba et al. (1996) investigated apologies in Japanese and English. In the
study it was found that there is pragmatic transfer from Japanese to English in
the apology strategies produced by advanced level learners of English only in
two instances, whereas there is pragmatic transfer in six instances in the

apology strategies of intermediate level learners.

Erden & Ozyildirm (2000) examined apologies in Turkish with a functional
approach. They claim that since expressions that include apology in Turkish
have various functions, they may indicate different meanings such as God’s
blessing, objection, protest, etc. which cannot be interpreted by solely

considering their grammatical structure.

In another study, Koo (2001) analyzed heritage learners’ realizations of
requests and apologies in Korean and compared the findings with that of native
speakers. It was found that there are differences in the realizations of two

groups.

Karsan (2005) investigated apology strategies of native speakers of Turkish and
English. The findings of the study revealed that there are both similarities and
differences in the semantic formulae of the apologies of the participants. In the
study it was found that the proficiency level of the speakers had an impact on
their apology behaviour. The results displayed that as the level of the
proficiency increases, the apology behaviour of L2 learners show more similar
features with that of native speakers of the target language.
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Byon (2005) made a comparison between apology strategies of native speakers
of English and native speakers of Korean using a written DCT. In the study it
was found that the semantic formulae of the apologies native speakers of
English, native speakers of Korean, and American KFL learners show similarity
which is the expression of regret, followed by the strategies of explanation or
repair. It was also revealed in the study that the variables of social dominance
and social distance have an impact on the apology strategies of all the speaker
groups that were investigated.

In a research that investigates apology realization patterns in Persian, Afghari
(2007) found that Persian apologies fit in the categorization of apologies that
was observed in previous studies. The results show that the most frequently
employed apology strategies in Persian are expression of apology and
acknowledgement of responsibility. Additionally, in the study two different sub-
categories of internal intensifiers which are hoping for forgiveness and
swearing, were found to be used by the speakers. Moreover, the frequency of
these intensifiers support the findings of the previous studies that suggest in
situations where there is a close relationship between the speakers, apology
strategies that include the most intensifiers are preferred whereas the least
intensified apologies were used towards strangers.

Bataineh & Bataineh (2008) compared the apology strategies used in American
English and Jordanian Arabic. In the study it was found that native speakers of
American English prefer using explicit apology strategies more than native
speakers of Jordanian Arabic. Furthermore, it was also found that there are
more difference between Jordanian male and female speakers compared to
American male and female speakers, which is explained with how children are
raised in America similarly and how differently they are raised in Jordan.

Kim (2008) investigated the apology expressions in Australian English and
South Korean. The findings of the study reveal that the attitudinal meanings of

South Korean apologetic expression 7| <5t} (eng. “I'm sorry” or “I apologize”)



differs from “Sorry” in Australian English. Moreover, it was found that 7| +s}t}

carries the meaning of acknowledgment of responsibility. On the other hand,
“Sorry” does not carry that kind of meaning other than expressing the feeling of

sorrow or regret.

In another study, Balci (2009) examined the strategies of apology and request
by Turkish and American teenagers. In the study, apology and request
productions of the participants were graded in terms of appropriateness.
Findings showed that Turkish speakers use as appropriate apologies as
American speakers. On the other hand, the request productions of Turkish
speakers were found to be as less appropriate than those of American
speakers.

Hatipoglu (2009) investigated the effect of the level of imposition on apology
strategies of native speakers of Turkish. The findings of the study were parallel
with the claims of Brown & Levinson (1987) which state that the level of
imposition affects politeness strategies of the speakers. When there is a high
imposition, speakers prefer using the most direct apology, on the other hand
when the imposition is low, speakers prefer using different apology strategies.

Shariati & Chamani (2010) investigated apology strategies used in Persian and
found that even though the same strategies were used, the frequency of these

strategies differ which shows that apology behaviour is culture-specific.

Furthermore, Chamani & Zareipur (2010) investigated apology strategies in
British English and Persian and found that even though the same strategies

were used by both groups, the preferences of speakers differ.

Ozyildinm (2010) investigated the effect of the level of education on the
directness level of the apologies made by native speakers of Turkish. In the
study it was found that individuals with a high educational background prefer
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using direct apology strategies whereas individuals with a low educational

background prefer using indirect apology strategies.

Tarkmen (2010) examined the apology and request strategies of native
speakers of Turkish, Korean and Thai in English. The aim of the study was to
reveal the perception of native speakers of English on the strategies used by
non-native speakers. It was found that the participants mostly used similar
strategies. However, some of the responses of the participants showed culture-
specific features which were found inappropriate by the raters.

Maddux et al. (2011) investigated the effect of culture on the function and
meaning of apologies. In the study, apologies of Japanese speakers and
American speakers were investigated. It was found that the individual-agency
culture features of American speakers and the collective-agency -culture
features of Japanese speakers highly influence the apology behaviour of the
speakers. The findings of the study reveal that apology in Japanese does not
always mean the blame/fault is accepted, whereas apology in American English

mostly implies the acceptance of the blame/fault.

Al-zumor (2011) investigated apology strategies in English and Arabic and
found that native speakers of English tend to use repair or redress more
frequently compared to native speakers of Arabic.

Jebahi (2011) investigated the apology strategies of Tunusian university
students and found that Tunusian university students tend to use statement of
regret while they rarely use offer of repair in their apologies.

Ametbek (2012) investigated apology, request and complaint use of American,
Turkish and Kazakh EFL students. The findings indicated that there were
significant differences in the speech act production of the participants in terms
of appropriateness. Pragmatic transfer was observed from L1 to L2 in the
speech act use of Kazakh and Turkish speakers.
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Hatipoglu (2012) investigated the apology strategies of native speakers of
Turkish and native speakers of English. In the study the effect of gender on the
apology strategies of both groups were studied. It was found that the link
between gender and language use is rather context-specific. Furthermore, the
findings of the study also reveal that every community of practice has their own
‘range of linguistic behaviours” which may have different functions compared to

other communities of practice.

Canli & Canh (2013) investigated EFL teachers’ apology strategies in both
English and Turkish, it was found that teachers transfer their apology
realizations in Turkish to their L2 apologies which shows the occurrence of a

pragmatic transfer.

Nazl (2013) examined the effect of gender, age, social class and ethnical
background on the apology speech acts in Turkish. It was found that all these

factors had an influence on apology strategies used by the speaker.

Asmali & Yavuz (2014) investigated apology strategies of Turkish, Polish and
Latvian final year students of English Language Teaching programme in
English. In the study it was found that there were similarities in apology
strategies of the three groups with some exceptions. Findings showed that even
though the participants had different cultural backgrounds and come from

different educational systems, they prefered to use similar apology strategies.

Saleem & Azam (2015) investigated appropriateness in English apologies. In
the study it was found that native speakers of Urdu use different apology
strategies such as adding intensifiers to their apologies depending on the

severity of the offence when they apologize in English.

Wu & Wang (2016) examined the apology responses of native speakers of
English and native speakers of Chinese. The findings of the study indicate that

speakers display different strategies in their responses to apologies given the
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same situations regarding social dominance, social distance, and the severity of
the offense.

Jassim & Nimehchisalem (2016) carried out a study in order to examine the
influence of the social context and the severity of the offense on the apology
strategies of Arab EFL students. The findings of the study indicate that even
when the severity of the offense is mild and the situation occurs in an informal

context, Arab EFL students prefer using intensifiers in their apologies.

A recent study that used Hofstede’s cultural dimensions to explain the culture-
specific perceptions of speech acts is Ahmed’s doctoral dissertation (2017)
which investigated apologies in Iraqi Arabic and English. In that study, it was
found that the collectivist nature of Iraqgi culture majorly affects the apology
strategies of the speakers. It was also observed in the study that the functions
of the apologies performed by native speakers of Arabic in their L1 were
different than those of in L2.

Tabatabaei et al. (2018) investigated apology strategies of Turkish EFL learners
and compared them with that of native speakers. In the study it was found that
there are some variations between the apology strategies of these two groups
in terms of the content of the apology and degree of directness which is
explained with different cultural background of the speakers. For instance, when
expressing regret, it was found that Turkish speakers tend to exaggerate their
concern, while native speakers of English prefer being direct and clear in their
expressions. It was described as the result of the fact that apology is a part of
Turkish culture.

In sum, previous studies in various research fields such as pragmatics, cross-
cultural and interlanguage pragmatics have provided valuable findings, however
the languages investigated so far are very limited and generally involve western
languages. Future research in this area should investigate more non-western

languages in order to be able to answer questions related to universality or



45

culture-specificity of speech act realizations/behaviour. As can be seen from the
above examples from previous literature on speech acts, even though the same
strategies are used by speakers across the languages investigated, there are
differences in their use in terms of frequency depending on different social
variables such as social dominance, the level of imposition, social distance and
age. In other words, even though the speech act strategies are universal, their
patterns of use and frequency is culture specific.
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CHAPTER 3

METHODOLOGY

The theoretical framework that is used in this study includes the combination of
Brown and Levinson’s Politeness Theory (1987) and Hofstede’s Cultural
Dimensions (1980, 1991) with the emprical method adapted from Hatipoglu
(2012) which was modified from Cohen & Olshtain (1983) for the analysis.

3.1. PARTICIPANTS

Eighty informants participated in the study. The participants were composed of
two groups of informants: native speakers of Turkish (NTR) and native speakers
of Korean (NKR). The informant group that includes native speakers of Turkish

constitutes forty participants (twenty-three FL, seventeen ML).

Figure 7. The distribution of the participants of NTR
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The age range of the participants is 25-35. The younger informant is twenty-five
years old, while the older one is thirty-four. Each informant is from Turkey living
in different parts of the country (e.g. Ankara, izmir, istanbul, Eskisehir,
Zonguldak). A questionnaire which includes several questions about the
background information of the informants were given before the discourse
completion test. The participants were from different occupations such as
language teaching, sociology, dentistry, biology, political science and public
administration, and computer engineering as shown in Table 14 below:

Table 14. Occupational Distribution of the NTR

< S VAN VS VA VR G U G L N G S
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The other informant group includes native speakers of Korean which constitutes
forty participants (twenty-six FL, fourteen ML).

Figure 8. The distribution of the participants of NKR

Male
35,0%

Female
65,0%

The age range of the participants is 25-35. The younger informant is twenty-six
years old, while the older one is thirty-five. The informants are all from South
Korea, but they live in different locations in the country (e.g. Seoul, Daegu,
Busan, Gumi, Incheon). The background questionnaire was given to the
participants before the application of the DCT. The participants are from
different occupations such as language teaching, pre-school teaching, and
dental hygiene.

The occupational distribution of the participants is displayed in Table 15 below:
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Table 15. Occupational Distribution of the NKR

o > N 5 N N 5 > @ N N > .
& L FF O E ¥ LS PN S S
&> N o S QNN & N & &
PN O - R S P N I ¢
> N (2 & N o <@ &~ N o
O & & D 9 N NS o & o o
S K & @ O @ & O
K S N3 N %
> N> @
N R

3.2. DATA COLLECTION TOOL

The data of this study were elicited through a written discourse completion test
(DCT) which includes sixteen situations where each scenario differs from the
other in terms of social dominance, social distance and the severity of the
offence.

Each scenario was written in detail by giving background information about the
relationship between the addressee and the speaker, the context of the situation
and the severity of the offence. The scenarios were written attentively and
clearly enough to understand for the participants taking into consideration how
each and every participant could easily empathize and give answers to. In the
DCT, there are also four filler situations for which participants were expected to
use the thanking speech act, so that they would not give automatic answers.
The additions of fillers also increase the reliability of the answers to the DCT.

The distribution of the situations used in the DCT are shown in Table 16 below:
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Table 16. The Distribution of The Situations in the DCT

Social Variation Type of the Variation | The Severity of the Offence
Serious
Higher
Mild
SOCIAL DOMINANCE
Serious
Equal
Mild
Serious
Lower
Mild
Serious
Close
Mild
SOCIAL DISTANCE
Serious
Acquaintance
Mild
Serious
Stranger
Mild

As shown in Table 16, the situations in the DCT are written depending on two
aspects of social variation which are social dominance and social distance. The
types of social dominance variation are defined as higher, equal and lower. For
each type of variation, two different scenarios were written depending on the
severity of the offence namely, serious and mild.

The same categorization was applied to the social distance variation. The types
of this variation were classified as close, acquaintance and stranger. Again, for
each type of variation, two different scenarios were used depending on the
severity of the offence.
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3.2.1. The Use of DCT as Data Collection Tool

Discourse completion tests are written questionnaires that consist of various
situational descriptions. These descriptions mostly are followed by brief
dialogues with a blank space to be filled by the participants of the research.
They are asked to give responses to these scenarios by writing what they think
is the best or the most appropriate thing to say in the given context. DCTs are
mostly used as the data collection tool in cross-cultural studies, especially in
speech act investigations (Kasper & Dahl, 1991). The use of DCT as the
research tool in cross-cultural speech act investigation makes it easier for
researchers to look for universal features or differences in speech act
production among various languages (Olshtain & Blum-Kulka, 1985).

Seliger and Shohamy (1989) indicate that the advantages of a DCT as the
following:

1. They are self-administered and suitable to collect data from large groups
of subjects at one time. Therefore, they take less time and are less
expensive and easier to conduct compared to other procedures such as
interviews.

2. Subjects tend to share information of a sensitive nature more easily
when anonymity is assured.

3. More uniform and standard data are obtained because all subjects are
given the same questionnaire.

4. Lastly, the data are more accurate because the questionnaire is usually
given to all subjects in each group of the research exactly at the same

time.

During the preparation process of the DCT, social dominance, social distance
and the severity of the act/offence were taken into consideration, since they
were selected as the variables to be investigated in the study. These variables
are briefly explained in the following part.
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3.2.1.1. The Variations Used in the DCT

3.2.1.1.1. Social Dominance

According to Blum-Kulka and Olshtain (1984), social variations such as distance
and dominance may have different effects on the intensification of the apology
depending on the culture. In a study carried out by Spencer-Oatey (1997), it
was found that there is a propensity for associating power with concepts such
as kindness and humanitarianism in Asian cultures. On the other hand, in

western societies the concept of power is related to domination.

3.2.1.1.2. Social Distance

Park (1924) initiated the term social dominance and defines this concept as “the
grades and degrees of understanding and intimacy which characterize pre-
social and social relations generally” (p. 339). Fraser (1981) found that
increased familiarity ends up causing less detailed apologies. In line with this
finding, later Cohen, Olshtain & Rosenstein (1986) found out that when
apologizing to friends, less elaborate apologies were used whereas, when
apologizing to strangers more elaborate apologies were used. On the other
hand, in another study by Bergman & Kasper (1993) it was found that increased

familiarity increased the use of taking responsibility strategy.

3.2.1.1.3. Severity of the Action/Offense

The impact of the level of severity of the action or offense on the preferences of
apology strategies have been a topic of interest in the study of speech acts. It
was found that the level of severity of the offence or the act results in more
detailed and careful apologies (Fraser, 1981; Schlenker & Darby 1981; Holmes,
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1990). On the other hand, in another study it was found that severity of the
offence might cause no response (McLaughlin et al., 1983). Furthermore, in
another study it was found that severe offense has no effect on the number of

strategies used or their sequence (Meier, 1992).

3.2.1.3.1. The Use of Likert-Scale to Determine The Severity

Likert-scale questionnaires make the researcher able to find a common point
and define an agreement for the situations to be investigated (McDonough &
McDonough, 1997). Therefore, in order to be able to successfully compare the
responses of the speakers for the cross-cultural analysis, a five-point Likert-
scale was developed to determine a common point of what is accepted as
severe and mild by the NKR and NTR. With the aim of preventing speakers’
responses for the DCT, the speakers that participated in the Likert-scale
questionnaire were not included in the actual study. The questionnaire was
taken by ten native speakers of Turkish and ten native speakers of Korean. The
participants were asked to mark one for the situations that they think is highly
serious, and mark five for the ones that they find less serious. After receiving
the answers of the speakers for the Likert-scale, interviews were made with
some of the participants in order to get more insightful information about their
cultural norms. The final version of the DCT has been modified in accordance

with the results of the questionnaire and also the pilot test.

An extract from each Likert-scale is given below:



Table 17. An example from the Turkish likert-scale questionnaire
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parayl sOz verdigin tarinte geri 6demen mumkun dedgil.
Arkadasinin bor¢ olmasi sartiyla bu parayl sana verdigini
ve paraya ihtiyaci oldugunu biliyorsun. Ona ne soylersin?

Durum 9 az ¢« Ciddiyet
Derecesi - ¢ok
Acil bir ihtiyacin igin arkadasindan borg olarak aldigin|{1 (2|3 |4|5

Table 18. An example from the Korean likert-scale questionnaire

339 2 AZEY
A% - 2

Galol AEe BaR AT A ES bE uAd [ 1[2]3 |45

28 & ek A7k el 2 2HoR B8

Frhe A2 23 G 2o Aekn TRAEUA

Table 19. English version of an example from the likert-scale questionnaires

Situation 9

low & Degree of
Severity -> high

It is not possible for you to pay back the money you had
borrowed from a friend of yours for an urgent need at the
time you promised to. You know that your friend gave you
the money provided that you would pay it back and that
s/he needs the money. What would you tell her/him?

1

2

3

4

5

3.3. DATA COLLECTION PROCEDURE

A questionnaire that includes questions about the background of the participants

was written and used before the application of the DCT. Deciding on the

appropriate data collection procedure is one of the most important parts of

carrying out a research. The data collection tool that is used in the study should

be able to help the researcher find answers to the research questions (Yuan,

2001). Moreover, when carrying out a cross-cultural study, the data collection
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tool should both be applicable in a short time period, and let the researcher be
able to get data that are generalizable ($ahin, 2011). The data collection

materials were all sent the participants via google form.

3.4. DATA ANALYSIS PROCEDURE

In order to find out the apology strategies which the participants prefer using, the
apology taxonomy of Hatipoglu (2012) which is the modified version of Cohen &
Olshtain (1983) were adapted for the current study (see Appendix C). The
formulae of the apology strategy used were analysed and coded accordingly.
The following example shows how the data were analysed and coded the
strategies:

“I'm so sorry/ Are you alright/ Is there anything | can do for you?”
[Explicit expression of apology + Positive politeness apology + An offer of
repair/redress].

3.4.1. Pilot Study

After receiving some feedback about the scenarios used in the pilot study,
particular changes were made accordingly. Some of the participants stated that
some situations in the DCT were complicated and hard to understand.
Therefore, these scenarios were rearranged in the DCT in order for the context
of the situation to be more easily understood. In addition to these changes, more
information was given to make a plain description of the situations. An example

from the DCT is given below:

‘Derse yetismeye c¢alisirken ayni dersi aldigin ogrencilerden birine

garptin ve onun c¢ayini doktin. Ogrenciye ne sdylersin?”
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“While you were trying to catch the class, you hit one of the students that
takes the same class as you and spilled their tea. What would you say to

her/him?”

The revised version that was used in DCT:

“‘Kantindeki kahve kuyrugunda cok beklemek zorunda kalinca dersine
ge¢ kaldin. Sinav haftasindan dnceki son ders oldugu igin derse yetismek
amaciyla hizla sinifa kosarken seninle ayni dersi aldigini bildigin ama
onun diginda pek de samimiyetin olmayan bir 6grenciye carptin. Bu
sirada tasidigin kahve onun Uzerine dokuldu, ona ne soylersin?”

“When you have had to wait in the coffee queue at the cafeteria, you get
late to your class. Since it is the last class before the exam week, you run
quickly with the aim of catching the class. While running, you hit one of
the students that you know takes the same class as you but you are not
that close with. When your coffee gets spilled on her/him, what would you

tell her/him?”

3.5. DATA CODING SCHEME

The data gathered from the DCT were coded according to the following coding

scheme of apology strategies which was adapted from Hatipoglu (2012) that
was modified from Cohen & Olshtain (1983).



Table 20. Apology Strategies

CATEGORIES

LANGUAGE

EXAMPLES

A. Explicit expression of
apology

TR

Affedersin/ Beni affet/ Kusura bakma

KR 25 3UTy A
ENG | apologize/ I'm sorry/ Excuse me
TR Trafik korkungtu
B. Explanation or account
KR | %] Zdol s
ENG Traffic was horrible
TR Benim hatam/ Unuttum
C. Acknowledgment of
responsibility KR PRE
ENG It is my fault/ | forgot
TR lyi misin/ Bir sey olmadi, degil mi?
D. Positive politeness
apologies KR P LY,
ENG Are you alright?
TR En kisa zamanda sana yenisini
E. An offer of repair / redress alacagim
KR g we] e e A
s CE
ENG I will fix it
TR Bunu asla tekrarlamayacagdim/ Yine
F. A promise of forbearance olmaz
KR thAl = ok sk s U o
ENG | won’t do it again
TR Odamdan hemen c¢ik!/ Umrumda
degil
N: Non-apology
KR 2178k A af o el A UK
ENG Get out of my room!
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CHAPTER 4

FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION

The findings of this study are examined by using the apology categories
adapted from Hatipoglu (2012) which was modified from Cohen & Olshtain
(1983) (Appendix C). The findings of the data analysis are given, and then the
apology strategies used by each group are explained and discussed in this
chapter. The first section of the data analysis includes the descriptive analysis
of the apology strategy preferences of NTR, while the descriptive analysis of the
apology strategy preferences of NKR is given in the second section.

4.1. APOLOGIES BY NATIVE SPEAKERS OF TURKISH (NTR)

4.1.1. General Results

After the process of collecting the responses of the participants, the final results
of the data analysis is given in Table 21 below.



Table 21. The Distribution of the Apology Strategies Used by NTR (n=40)
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Apology Strategy
TR A B Cc D E F N
St1 75% 5% 55% 5% 67.5% 0% 17.5%
St2 62.5% 45% 15% 15% 22.5% 5% 10%
St3 75% 0% 5% 50% 22.5% 0% 20%
St5 90% 20% 25% 35% 35% 0% 0%
St6 65% 10% 45% 10% 65% 0% 10%
St7 55% 5% 70% 0% 72.5% 0% 0%
St8 85% 0% 65% 0% 0% 0% 30%
St9 87.5% 0% 30% 15% 0% 0% 0%
St11 55% 20% 10% 10% 50% 0% 5%
St12 65% 20% 40% 5% 85% 0% 10%
St13 87.5% 15% 40% 10% 55% 5% 5%
St15 60% 20% 40% 0% 45% 0% 12.5%

As can be seen in Table 21 above, for each situation it was found that most of

the participants use explicit expression of apology except for situation 7, for

which 72.5% of the participants preferred to use the strategy of repair and

situation 12 for which 85% of the participants used repair. The strategy of

forbearance was not used by any of the participants except for situation 2, and

situation 13. A more detailed explanation will be made considering the variables

taken into consideration in the study which are social dominance, social

distance, and the severity of the offence in the following sections.

4.1.2. Variable 1: Social Dominance

4.1.2.1. The effect of the level of social dominance on the use of the

apology strategies

In this section, the findings of the DCT answers by NTR will be given in terms of

the social dominance variable, after that the results will be explained and

discussed through the perspective of Hofstede’s cultural dimensions and Brown
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and Levinson’s politeness theory. The percentage of the number of speakers

depending on the apology strategies are given in Table 22 below:

Table 22. The Distribution of the Apology Strategies Used by NTR depending
on the Variable of Social Dominance and Severity of the Offence (n= 40)

Apology Strategy
LSDO | Situation A B Cc D E F N Fault
St13 87.5% | 15% |40% |10% |55% |5% 5% Sv
High St8 85% | 0% 65% | 0% 0% 0% 30% M
St11 55% [20% |10% |10% |50% | 0% 5% Sv

Equal St15 60% |20% |40% |0% 45% | 0% 12.5% M

St12 65% |20% |40% |5% 85% | 0% 10% Sv

Low St2 62.5% | 45% | 15% | 15% |22.5% | 5% 10% M

As given in the table above, a general view of the apology strategy preferences
of NTR when apologizing to someone who is in a higher hierarchical position
than the speaker, it can be said that the strategy that is used most commonly is
the strategy of explicit apology. None of the participants used the strategy of
forbearance besides situation 13 and situation 2. In the following part of the

discussion, each situation will be examined separately.

4.1.2.1.1. Apologizing to Someone in a Higher Position S (-) H (+)
When the social dominance relationship between the speaker and the hearer is
S(-) and H (+), the apology strategies chosen by NTR are given in the table

below:

Table 23. The Distribution of the Apology Strategies Used by NTR while
apologizing to someone in a higher position

Apology Strategy
LSDO | Situation A B Cc D E F N Fault
St13 87.5% | 15% |40% |10% |55% |5% 5% Sv
High St8 85% | 0% 65% | 0% 0% 0% 30% M
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As displayed in Table 23 above, when apologizing to a person that is in a
hierarchically higher position than the speaker, the most preferred apology
strategy is explicit apology. When there is a serious fault, 87.5% of the
participants choose to use an explicit apology strategy, whereas when there is a
mild situation 85% of the speakers prefer using this type of apology strategy.
Moreover, the strategy of repair is used by 55% of the speakers when there is a
serious act, however this strategy is used by none of the speakers when the
level of severity is low. Another important finding to mention here is that non-
apology strategies are used by 5% of the speakers in severe situations, on the

other hand they are used by 30% of the speakers in mild ones.

Each scenario that was written to investigate the effect of social dominance and
the severity of the offense will be examined individually in the following

section.

4.1.2.1.1.1. Situation 13 (serious offense)

In situation 13, the participants were asked to talk to their professor who is very
strict when it comes to his/her materials, in a situation that even though they
promised to give back the book they had borrowed that day because the
professor is meant to use the book in the class, they forgot.

The apology strategies used by NTR in this situation is displayed in the table

below:
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Table 24. The Distribution of the Apology Strategies used by NTR in Situation
13

Strategy Total Percentage of Example
N= use (%)
40
Explicit expression of 35 87.5% | feel so ashamed, I'm terribly
apology sorry
Explanation or account 6 15% There was a problem at the
copy center
Acknowledgement of 16 40% | forgot your book at home
responsibility
Positive politeness 4 10% Thank you for trusting me
apologies enough to let me borrow your
book
An offer of repair / 22 55% I'll get your book back as
redress soon as possible, how can |
make it up for you?
A promise of 2 5% | promise that I'll never do
forbearance that again
Non-apology 2 5% Forgetting is a part of being
human

As displayed in the table above, the findings reveal that most of the participants
(87.5%) prefer to use explicit apology strategies such as “l feel so small”, “I'm
sorry”, and “Forgive me”. The second most preferred apology strategy is an
offer of repair which is used by 55% of the participants, while the strategy of
acknowledgement of responsibility is at the third place with 40% of the
participants. The least used strategies are a promise of forbearance (5%) and

non-apology which was used by only 5% of the NTR.

For a detailed explanation, some of the responses are given below:

1. “Hocam fotokopici kapanmistt din aksam/ Yarin s6z kitabinizi
getirecegim.”
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“Professor, the copy center was closed last night/ | promise I'll get your
book back tomorrow.”
(Explanation or account + An offer of repair)

As can be seen in example 1, 15% of the participants preferred not taking any
responsibility but making up an excuse for their fault instead. They supported
their excuse by using a repair strategy by saying they will bring it back the next
day.

2. “Cok o6zur dilerim hocam/ Unuttum/ Yarin getirecegim/ Bir daha olmaz.”
“I'm so sorry, professor/ | forgot/ | will bring it back tomorrow/ It will not
happen again.”

(Explicit expression of apology + Acknowledgement of responsibility + An
offer of repair + A promise of forbearance)

Another finding of the study is that the participants seem to feel the need to
make up for the mistake they have made only when there is a serious situation.
As can be seen in example 2, it was also observed in the data that some of the
participants use the strategy of a promise of forbearance to indicate the shame
and regret they feel for their fault and make sure the hearer that they will never
do the same mistake again.

4.1.2.1.1.2. Situation 8 (mild offense)

In situation 8, the participants want to talk to their professor about a project they
are working on. However, they accidentally knock on another professor’s door
that they have never taken a class of. The apology strategies used by NTR in
this situation is given in table 25 below:
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Table 25. The Distribution of the Apology Strategies used by NTR in Situation 8

Strategy Total Percentage of Example
N= use (%)
40
Explicit expression of 34 85% Sorry, pardon
apology
Explanation or account 0 0% -
Acknowledgment of 26 65% My bad, | accidentally
responsibility knocked on your door
Positive politeness 0 0% -
apologies
An offer of repair / 0 0% -
redress
A promise of 0 0% -
forbearance
Non-apology 12 30% Have you seen professor
X?

As displayed in the table above, the findings display that 85% of the participants
prefer using explicit apology strategies such as “I'm sorry”, and “Pardon”. The
second most preferred apology strategy is acknowledgement of responsibility
which is used by 65% of the participants. Non-apology is the third most used
strategy with 30%. On the other hand, it was found that none of the participants
used the apology strategies namely explanation, positive politeness apology,
repair, and a promise of forbearance. For a detailed discussion on the findings,

some of the responses are given below:

3. “Afedersiniz/ X hocanin odasi ne tarafta?”
“‘Excuse me/ Where is professor X’s office?”

(Explicit expression of apology + Non-apology)

As displayed in 3, the non-apology strategies are used by the participants in
order to cover the fault and pretend as if they did not accidentally get in the
professor’s office but just to ask for where another professor’s office is, which
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shows that they do not take any responsibilty for their act.

4. “Ozur dilerim hocam/ odalari karistirmigim.”
“l apologize, professor/ | accidently came in.”

(Explicit expression of apology + Acknowledgement of responsibility)

As shown in example 4, the participants seem to have a tendency of using
acknowledgment of responsibility in their responses. One important thing to
mention here is that while some of the non-apology strategy used by NTR carry
the intention of not taking any responsibility and making up a scenario to cover
up the mistake as in example 3, others prefer using the strategy of responsibility
with the aim of accepting the fault as in 4.

Note that the strategy of explanation, positive politeness apology, and
forbearance are only used by NTR in situation 13, where there is a relatively
serious offence. This difference shows that NTR take the severity of the
situation into account in their apologies. When there is a serious situation,
speakers tend to support their apologies using explanation, however when there
is a mild situation they try not to accept their fault by using non-apology
strategies to pretend as if they have done nothing wrong in order to cover up
the mistake.

4.1.2.1.2. Apologizing to Someone in a Equal Position S (=) H (=)

When the social dominance relationship between the speaker and the hearer is

equal [S(=) and H (=)], the apology strategies chosen by NTR are given in the
table below:
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Table 26. The Distribution of the Apology Strategies Used by NTR while

apologizing to someone in a equal position

Apology Strategy
LSDO | Situation A B Cc D E F N Fault
St11 55% [20% |10% |10% |50% | 0% 5% Sv
Equal St15 60% |20% |40% |0% 45% | 0% 125% | M

As displayed in Table 26 above, when apologizing to a person that is in a
hierarchically equal position with the speaker, the most preferred apology
strategy is explicit expression of apology. When there is a serious fault, 55% of
the participants choose to use the strategy of an explicit expression of apology,
whereas when there is a mild situation 60% of the speakers prefer using this
type of apology strategy. Furthermore, the strategy of repair is used by 50% of
the speakers when there is a serious act, while this strategy is used by 45% of
the speakers when the level of severity is low. The strategy of forbearance was

not used by any of the speakers in both situations.

Each scenario that was written to investigate the effect of equal social
dominance and the severity of the offense will be examined separately in the

following part.

4.1.2.1.2.1. Situation 11 (serious offense)

Situation 11 includes a scenario that the speaker is not able to pay the money
they had borrowed on the day that they promised. The speaker is aware that
their friend needs the money. The participants were asked to talk to their friend

about this situation.

The distribution of the apology strategies used by NTR in this situation is shown
in table 27 below:
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Table 27. The Distribution of the Apology Strategies used by NTR in Situation
11

Strategy Total Percentage of Example
N= use (%)
40
Explicit expression of 22 55% Forgive me, | feel so
apology ashamed
Explanation or account 5 20% It didn’t go as | planned
Acknowledgement of 4 10% It's totally my irresponsibility
responsibility
Positive politeness 4 10% | appreciate that you gave
apologies me money when | needed
An offer of repair / 20 50% | will find a way to make it up
redress without making it harder for
you
A promise of 0 0% -
forbearance
Non-apology 2 5% Give me a few more days
please

As displayed in the table above, the findings display that 55% of the participants
prefer using explicit expression of apology strategy such as “Forgive me”, and ‘I
feel so ashamed”. The second most preferred apology strategy is an offer of
repair which is used by 50% of the participants. Explanation is the third most
used strategy with 20%. On the other hand, it was found that none of the
participants used the apology strategy of a promise of forbearance. For a

detailed discussion on the findings, some of the responses are given below:

5. “Zor zamanimda borg verdigin igin ¢ok tesekkur ederim/ Seni daha fazla
magdur etmeden 6demeyi yapmanin bir yolunu bulacagim.”
“Thank you for lending me money when | was going through a tough
time/ | will find a way to make it up without making it harder for you.”
(Positive politeness strategy + An offer of repair)
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As given in example 5, 10% of NTR prefer using positive politeness apologies
while 50% of the participants use the strategy of repair. In this example, the
strategy of positive politeness apology is used to show gratitude to the
addressee.

6. “Canim ¢ok mahgubum/ biliyorum ihtiyacin var/ ama abimden alip sana
verecegim/ Kusura bakma/ planlamada hata yaptim.”
“‘My dear, | feel so small/ | know you need the money/ but | will give it
after borrowing it from my brother/ Sorry/ | have made a mistake in
planning.”
(Explicit expression of apology + Positive politeness strategy + An offer
of repair + Explicit expression of apology + Acknowledgement of
responsibility)

As can be seen in example 6, NTR tend to use the strategy of explicit
expression of apology, and repair in their apologies. Just like in example 6, the
use of endearment terms like “Canim” (eng. My dear) is evident in some of the
respondents’ apologies when talking to someone that has equal status with
themselves, which is used to show intimacy and closeness to the addressee.
Contrary to example 5, positive politeness apology is used to show empathy
towards the addressee in 6.

4.1.2.1.2.2. Situation 15 (mild offense)

The scenario for situation 15 is when the speaker had planned a date with a
friend whom they had not seen for a while but they forgot. The participants were
asked to write what they would say to their friend when s/he calls them at the
time that they were supposed to meet. The apology strategies used by NTR in

this situation are given below:
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Table 28. The Distribution of the Apology Strategies used by NTR in Situation
15

Strategy Total Percentage of Example
N= use (%)
40
Explicit expression of 24 60% I’'m sorry
apology
Explanation or account 8 20% I've been so busy this
whole week
Acknowledgement of 16 40% | totally forgot
responsibility
Positive politeness 0 0% -
apologies
An offer of repair / redress 18 45% Order a coffee for
yourself, it's on me
A promise of forbearance 0 0% -
Non-apology 5 12.5% Why didn’t you remind

me?

As displayed in Table 28 above, the findings show that 60% of the participants

prefer using explicit apology strategies such as “I'm sorry”, “Sorry for being
late”. The second most preferred apology strategy is an offer of repair which is
used by 45% of the participants. Acknowledgement of responsibility is the third
most used strategy with 40%. On the other hand, it was found that none of the
participants used the apology strategies of a promise of forbearance and
positive politeness apologies. For a detailed discussion on the findings, some of

the responses are given below:

7. “Kendine bir kahve sdyle benden/ Geciktigim igin 6zur dilerim.”
“Order a coffee for yourself, it's on me/ Sorry for being late.”
(An offer of repair + Explicit expression of apology)
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In the example above it can be observed that explicit expression of apology and
repair are prefered by NTR in their apologies. Speakers offer buying a drink or
paying for the dinner in order to make amends with the speaker.

8. “Niye 6nceden aramadin?”
“Why didn’t you call me earlier?”
(Non-apology)

As given in 8, some NTR prefered using non-apology to insult the offended
instead of taking the blame when there is a mild situation, which shows
difference in the function of non-apology used when there is a severe situation.
NTR prefered non-apology solely to ask for some more time to make-up for the
offense in high-imposition situations, which supports the claim that the severity

level of the offense has an effect on the apology strategies used.

4.1.2.1.3. Apologizing to Someone in a Lower Position S (+) H (-)

When the social dominance relationship between the speaker and the hearer is
S(+) and H(-), the apology strategies chosen by NTR are given below:

Table 29. The Distribution of the Apology Strategies Used by NTR while

apologizing to someone in a lower position

Apology Strategy
LSDO | Situation A B C D E F N Fault
St12 65% |20% |40% |5% 85% | 0% 10% Sv
Low St2 62.5% | 45% | 15% | 15% |22.5% | 5% 10% M

As shown in Table 29 above, when apologizing to a person that is in a
hierarchically lower position than the speaker, 65% of the participants prefer
using a repair strategy in a high-imposition situation, whereas 62.5% of NTR
choose using the strategy of an explicit expression of apology in a low-
imposition situation. While the strategy of forbearance is used by 5% of the
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participants in a low-imposition situation, none of the speakers used this
strategy when there is a high imposition. Each scenario that was written to
investigate the effect of low social dominance and the severity of the offense will
be examined separately in the following section of the analysis.

4.1.2.1.3.1. Situation 12 (serious offense)

Situation 12 includes a scenario in which the speaker is a lecturer at a university
and they misgraded two students that have the same name which in turn results
in a situation where the successful student fails, and the unsuccessful one
passes the class. The participants were asked what they would say when the
failing student comes to see them and they realize the mistake they have made.

The distribution of the responses of the participants are shown below:

Table 30. The Distribution of the Apology Strategies used in Situation 12

Strategy Total Percentage of Example
N= use (%)
40
Explicit expression of 26 65% | deeply apologize, I'm sorry
apology
Explanation or account 8 20% It must’'ve been some kind
of a problem with the
system
Acknowledgment of 16 40% It's all my fault, | misgraded
responsibility your exam paper
Positive politeness 2 5% Thank you for coming
apologies
An offer of repair / 34 85% I'll regrade your exam
redress paper, I'll fix it
A promise of 0 0% -
forbearance

Non-apology 4 10% Don’t worry
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As displayed in Table 30 above, the findings reveal that 65% of the participants
prefer using explicit expression of apology strategy such as “I'm sorry”, and ‘I
deeply apologize”. The most preferred apology strategy is an offer of repair
which is used by 85% of the participants. Acknowledgement of responsibility is
the third most used strategy with 40%. On the other hand, it was found that
none of the participants used the apology strategy of a promise of forbearance.
For a detailed discussion on the findings, some of the responses are given
below:

9. “X’cigim bir karisiklik olmus sistemde/ Hemen diizelttirece@im/ lyi ki fark
etmigsin, aferin.”
“‘Dear X, there has been a problem with the system/ I'll get it fixed now/
Thanks for noticing it/ good job.”
(An explanation or account + An offer of repair + Positive politeness

apology + Positive politeness apology)

As given in the example above, NTR prefer using repair, and positive politeness
apologies. Speakers use positive politeness apologies to show gratitude
towards the offender for noticing the problem, and thanking them for coming to
the office to get it fixed. The findings also reveal that NTR tend to use
diminutives while addressing the offended in order to decrease the level of
imposition by showing some sympathy and intimacy.

4.1.2.1.3.2. Situation 2 (mild offense)
Situation 2 includes another scenario in which the speaker is a lecturer at a
university and they got late to their class because of a meeting. The participants
were asked what they would say to their students when they got into the class

and saw that some of the students left the class already.

The responses of the participants are shown in table 31 below:
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Table 31. The Distribution of the Apology Strategies used by NTR in Situation 2

Strategy Total Percentage of Example
N= use (%)
40
Explicit expression of 25 62.5% Sorry
apology
Explanation or account 18 45% The meeting took so
long
Acknowledgement of 6 15% | should've let you
responsibility know I'd be late
Positive politeness 6 15% Thank you for waiting
apologies
An offer of repair / redress 9 22.5% | can cancel the class
if you want to
A promise of forbearance 2 5% This will never happen
again
Non-apology 4 10% Let’s begin the class

As can be seen in the table above, 62.5% of the participants preferred to use an
explicit expression of apology, while 45% used an explanation or account. The
strategy of forbearance is the least used one with 5%. For a more detailed

explanation on the use of apology strategies, some responses are given below:

10.  “Oncelikle 6zir dilerim/ dersin telafisini en kisa zamanda yapacagim/
Giden arkadaslar icin de eQer isterlerse tekrar telafi dersi verebilirim.”
“First of all | apologize/ I'll schedule a makeup class as soon as possible/
| can also schedule a makeup class for the ones that have already left, if
they want to.”

(Explicit expression of apology + An offer of repair + An offer of repair)

1. “Ozdir dilerim/ Onemli bir toplantim vardi/ Bugiin ders yapmayalim.
Telafisini boyle yapmig olayim.”
“I'm sorry/ | had an important meeting/ I'm canceling today’s class. This is
how | makeup for it.”
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(Explicit expression of apology + An explanation or account + An offer of

repair)

Even though the apology strategies used by the participants are the same, each
participant had a different understanding of repair in examples 10 and 11. While
in 10 the respondent offer to schedule a makeup class because s/he got late
and found that some of the students had already left, however in 11 the
participant wants to makeup for being late and making the students wait,

so s/he cancells the class.

12.  “Bir sey sdylemezdim, direkt derse gecerdim.”
“I would not say anything, | would begin the class straight away.”
(Non-apology)

As can be seen in example 12, some of the participants expressed that they
would not feel the need to apologize or make any explanations to the students,
therefore they would not say anything and start the class instead. It can be said
that in situations where the offender is in a hierarchically higher position than
the offended, some speakers prefer not to apologize which could be explained
with the power distance features of Turkish culture. Since power distance
cultures accept the inequality between individuals, it is found normal not to
accept the fault or not feel the need to apologize from someone that has low-

status.

4.1.3. Variable 2: Social Distance

4.1.3.1. The effect of the level of social distance on the use of the

apology strategies

In this section, the findings of the DCT answers by NTR will be given in terms of

the social distance variable, after that the results will be explained and
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discussed. The percentage of the number of speakers depending on the

apology strategies are shown in Table 32 below:

Table 32. The Distribution of the Apology Strategies Used by NTR Depending
on the Level of Social Distance and the Severity of the Offence (n=40)

Apology Strategy
LSD | Situation A B Cc D E F N Fault
St1 75% | 5% 55% | 5% 67.5% | 0% 17.5% | Sv
Close St6 65% |10% |45% |10% |65% | 0% 10% M
St5 90% |20% |25% |35% |35% |0% 0% Sv

Acq. St7 55% | 5% 70% | 0% 72.5% | 0% 0% M
St3 75% | 0% 5% 50% | 22.5% | 0% 20% Sv
Str. St9 87.5% | 0% 30% | 15% | 0% 0% 0% M

As displayed in the table above, apology strategies preferred by NTR when
apologizing to someone who is in a close relationship with the speaker, it can
be said that the strategy that is used by most of the speakers is the explicit
expression of apology except for situation 7. On the other hand, the strategy of

forbearance was not used by any of the speakers in any of the situations given.

In the following sections, each situation will be investigated separately

depending on the level of social distance and severity.

4.1.3.1.1. Apologizing to Someone Close

When there is a close relationship between the speakers in terms of social

distance, the apology strategies chosen by NTR are displayed in the table
below:
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Table 33. The Distribution of the Apology Strategies Used by NTR while

apologizing to someone close

Apology Strategy
LSD | Situation A B C D E F N Fault
St1 75% | 5% 55% | 5% 67.5% | 0% 17.5% | Sv
Close St6 65% 10% |45% |10% |65% | 0% 10% M

As displayed in Table 33 above, when apologizing to a person that is in a close
relationship with the speaker, 75% of the participants choose using an explicit
expression of apology when there is a serious act, whereas 65% of the
participants prefer using the same strategy in their apologies when the level of
the severity of the offence is mild. On the other hand, it was observed that none
of the participants used the strategy of forbearance.

Each situation that was written to examine the influence of social distance and
the severity of the offense will be discussed individually in the following

section.

4.1.3.1.1.1. Situation 1 (serious offence)

Situation 1 includes a scenario where the participants accidentally crush one of
their closest friends' car while parking. The speakers were asked to talk to their
friend when they call them at the time that the speaker is supposed to bring
back the car.

The distribution of the responses received from NTR are given in Table 34 as

percentage below:
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Table 34. The Distribution of the Apology Strategies used by NTR in Situation 1

Strategy Total Percentage of Example
N= use (%)
40
Explicit expression of 30 75% | apologize, | feel so sorry
apology
Explanation or account 2 5% Someone must have hit your
car
Acknowledgment of 22 55% | hit your car
responsibility
Positive politeness 2 5% | know how much you love
apologies your car
An offer of repair / 27 67.5% I'll pay for the damage
redress
A promise of 0 0% -
forbearance
Non-apology 7 17.5% | got something to tell you,
Can | keep the car for a little
longer?

As displayed in Table 34 above, 75% of NTR used the strategy of an explicit
expression of apology such as “l apologize” and ‘| feel so sorry”, while 67.5% of
the speakers prefered the strategy of repair. On the other hand, none of the
speakers used the strategy of forbearance. Some of the responses are given
below for further explanation:

Some of the responses of the participants are given below:

13.  “Cok 6zur dilerim/ arabani garptim/ Masraflari ben 6deyecegim.”
“I'm so sorry/ | hit your car/ I'll pay for the expenses.”
(Explicit expression of apology + Acknowledgement of responsibility +
An offer of repair)
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As displayed in the example above, NTR tend to prefer using the strategies
explicit expression of apology, acknowledgment of responsibility, and repair in
their responses when talking to someone close. It should also be added that
some of the speakers used expressions such as “Kanka” (eng. mate) and
“‘Kardesim” (eng. -my- brother/sister) as address terms to indicate intimacy,

which is shown in the example below:

14. “Kanka, ben bir b*k yedim...”
“(My) brother/sister, | did some sh*t...”

(Acknowledgement of responsibility)

In example 14 above, it can also be observed that NTR use slang which is
another signifier of intimacy between speakers. The slang in the example
indicates the badness of the situation in an informal and more casual way, while

showing that the speaker takes the blame for the fault.

4.1.3.1.1.2. Situation 6 (mild offence)

The scenario includes a situation where the participant could not attend the
class because of a health issue, therefore s/he asks for the notes from a close
friend. Unfortunately, the speaker spills coffee on the notes and they are asked
to write what they would say to their friend when they call them to ask for the
notes back.

The percentage of the responses per participant are shown in Table 35 below:
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Table 35. The Distribution of the Apology Strategies used by NTR in Situation 6

Strategy Total Percentage of Example
N= use (%)
40
Explicit expression of 26 65% | feel so embarrassed.
apology
Explanation or account 4 10% Coffee was spilled on your
notes by an accident.
Acknowledgment of 18 45% It's all my fault.
responsibility
Positive politeness 4 10% Now your notes smell
apologies coffee.
An offer of repair / 26 65% I'll do whatever | can to
redress make it up
A promise of 0 0% -
forbearance
Non-apology 4 10% Take it, things like that
happen.

As displayed in Table 35, 65% of NTR used the strategy of an explicit
expression of apology such as “l feel so embarrassed”, while 65% of the
speakers prefered offering a repair for their fault. 45% of the speakers used the
strategy of acknowledgement of responsibility, while 10% of NTR used
explanation and/or positive politeness apologies. Some of the responses from
the DCT are given below for further explanation:

15.  “Ders notlarinin Ustine kahve doktum/ Hatami telafi edebilmek igin
elimden geleni yapacagim/ Sana karsi gok mahcup oldum/ Ozir dilerim.”
“I spilled coffee on your notes/ I'll do whatever | can to make it up/ | feel
so embarrassed/ I'm sorry.”
(Acknowledgement of responsibility + An offer of repair + Explicit

expression of apology + Explicit expression of apology)
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As given in the example above, NTR tend to use explicit expression of apology
and repair in their apologies.

16.  “Not kagitlarini biraz renklendirdim.”
“I coloured your notes a little.”

(Positive politeness apology)

As can be in this example, some participants prefer using positive politeness
strategies as a way to decrease the severity of the situation through the use of
jokes. It should be added that the use of jokes is not observed in any other
situation, which could result from the fact that joking requires a certain degree of

intimacy to be used in a conversation.

17.  “Alya n'olacak, olur oyle geyler.”
“Take it, that's alright. Things like that happen.”
(Non-apology)

When there is high-imposition, non-apology is used with the aim of asking some
more time to make-up for the mistake as a request for tolerance or sometimes
as an initiator to indicate the importance of the situation before actually saying
it. On the other hand, when there is low-imposition, non-apology is used as a
result of not taking the blame and underestimating the situation by ignoring it.
Therefore, it can be said that the level of severity of the situation affects the
strategy preferences of NTR.

4.1.3.1.2. Apologizing to An Acquaintance

The apology strategies used by NTR when apologizing to an acquaintance
depending on the severity level of the offence are shown in Table 36:
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Table 36. The Distribution of the Apology Strategies Used by NTR while

apologizing to an acquaintance

Apology Strategy
LSD | Situation A B C D E F N Fault
St5 90% |20% |25% |35% |35% |0% 0% Sv
Acq. St7 55% | 5% 70% | 0% 72.5% | 0% 0% M

As can be seen in the table above, when apologizing to an acquaintance, 90%
of the participants prefer using an explicit apology strategy when there is a
serious act, on the other hand 55% of the participants choose using the same
strategy in their apologies when there is a relatively less severe act. One
important difference in the strategy preferences of NTR is that when there is a
serious offence, 35% of the participants used positive politeness strategies
however none of the participants used that strategy in their apologies when
there is a mild offence.

Each situation in the DCT aiming to investigate the influence of equal social
distance and the severity of the act will be discussed separately in the following

section.

4.1.3.1.2.1. Situation 5 (serious offence)

The scenario for situation 5 includes a context where the participant gets late for
class s/he had to wait in the queue for coffee too long, so s/he rushes off to
catch up with the class. Unfortunately, while on the way to the class, s/he hits
one of her/his classmates that s/he barely knows, and the coffee gets spilled on

them.

The distribution of the responses as percentage are given in Table 37 below:
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Table 37. The Distribution of the Apology Strategies used by NTR in Situation 5

Strategy Total Percentage of Example
N= use (%)
40
Explicit expression of 36 90% I’'m sorry.
apology
Explanation or account 8 20% The queue was so long
that | got late for the class
Acknowledgment of 10 25% It’s all my fault
responsibility
Positive politeness 14 35% Are you okay? Have |
apologies burned you?
An offer of repair / 14 35% Is there anything | can do?
redress
A promise of 0 0% -
forbearance
Non-apology 0 0% -

As displayed in Table 37, 90% of NTR used the strategy of an explicit
expression of apology such as “l apologize” and “I feel so sorry”, while 35% of
the speakers prefered the strategy of repair. On the other hand, none of the
speakers used the strategy of forbearance. Some of the responses are given
below:

18.  “Cok ozur dilerim/ iyi misin/ Sana yardimci olayim.”
“I'm so sorry/ are you alright/ Let me help you.”
(Explicit expression of apology + Positive politeness apology + An offer

of repair)

As given in the example above, NTR often prefer using explicit expression of
apology, positive politeness apology, and repair in their responses. It was found
that speakers often use positive politeness apology in order to check on the
speaker’s well-being just like in the example above. Note that when apologizing
to an acquaintance, NTR keep using the second person singular suffix even if
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there is no intimacy. This could be due to the fact that the speaker is aware that
the addressee is almost the same age as the speaker, since they take the same
class. Therefore, these speakers may not feel the need to use a more formal
language in their apologies.

19.
a. “(Erkekse) gercekten ¢ok 6zur dilerim/ derse yetismeye calisiyordum.”
“(If it is @ man) I'm truly so sorry/ | was trying to catch up with the
class.”

(Explicit expression of apology + Acknowledgment of responsibility)

b. “(Kadinsa) gergekten ¢ok dzir dilerim/ yandiniz mi/ Uzginim/ derse
yetismeye cgalisiyordum/ Yapabilecegim bir sey var mi?”
“(If it is a woman) I'm truly so sorry/ have you burnt/ I'm sorry/ | was
trying to catch up with the class/ Is there anything | can do?”
(Explicit expression of apology + Positive politeness apology +
Explicit expression of apology + Acknowledgment of responsibility +

An offer of repair)

As can be seen in the example above, some of NTR prefered using different
strategies depending on the gender of the addressee. As given in example 19a,
when the addressee is male, the apology strategy is explicit expression of
apology and acknowledgement of responsibility. On the other hand, when the
addressee is female, as shown in 19b, the apology strategy is not only explicit
expression of apology and acknowledgement of responsibility but also positive
politeness apology and repair. It should be mentioned that this response was
given by a female speaker. The difference between the apology strategies
applied depending on gender could stem from the religious belief of the
speaker. In order not to have any further contact with the addressee, the
speaker here prefer only apologizing and accepting the fault, whereas when the

addressee and the hearer are the same gender, the speaker does not feel the
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need to stay away but ask whether the hearer is alright or not and offer help

instead.

4.1.3.1.2.2. Situation 7 (mild offence)

Situation 7 includes a scenario where the speaker borrows a book from a friend
that s/he is not very close with in order to study for the exam that is in two days.
The speaker forgets to bring the book back the next day, and the participants
were asked to write down what they would say to the addressee when s/he

aska for the book. The answers of the NTR are given in Table 38 below:

Table 38. The Distribution of the Apology Strategies used by NTR in Situation 7

Strategy Total Percentage of Example
N= use (%)
40
Explicit expression of 22 55% Sorry
apology
Explanation or account 2 5% I've been pretty busy
Acknowledgment of 28 70% | forgot the book at
responsibility home
Positive politeness 0 0% -
apologies
An offer of repair / 29 72.5% I'll skip the class and go
redress home to get it
A promise of forbearance 0 0% -
Non-apology 0 0% -

As can be seen in the table above, most of the speakers (72.5%) prefer using
the strategy of repair, while 70% of NTR choose using acknowledgement of
responsibility in their apologies. Furthermore, only 55% of NTR used the
strategy of an explicit expression of apology such as “Sorry”, however the
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strategies namely positive politeness apologies, forbearance, and non-apology
were not included in the apologies of any of the speakers.

Some of the responses will be given and discussed below:

20. “Kitabi evde unuttum/ kusura bakmal/ istersen okul ¢ikigI getirebilirim.”
“I forgot the book at home/ sorry/ | can bring it after school if you want.”
(Acknowledgement of responsibility + Explicit expression of apology + An
offer of repair)

As can be seen in the example above, NTR prefer using the strategy of repair,
acknowledgement of responsibility, and explicit expression of apology. The
findings reveal that speakers use acknowledgement of responsibility strategies
such as “l forgot it” and “It's my bad” in order to take the blame and accept their
fault.

When taking into consideration the impact of the severity level of the situation, it
was found that the strategy of positive politeness was used in high-imposition
situation whereas it was not used by any of the speakers in low-imposition
situation. This could be because of the fact that when there is a severe
situation, speakers want to pay more attention to the hearer and make sure they
are alright in order to show how much they regret what they have caused and

that they care about the addressee.

Also, note that even though the social distance between the speakers is equal
in situation 5 and 7, while some of the participants prefer using second person
singular, others choose using second person plural suffix in their responses.
This could be as a result of individual differences among the speakers. Some
prefer being more casual and intimate, whereas others prefer showing respect
and keeping their distance.
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4.1.3.1.3. Apologizing to A Stranger

The apology strategies used by NTR when apologizing to a stranger depending
on the severity level of the offence are shown in Table 39 below:

Table 39. The Distribution of the Apology Strategies Used by NTR while
apologizing to a stranger

Apology Strategy
LSD | Situation A B C D E F N Fault
St3 75% | 0% 5% 50% | 22.5% | 0% 20% Sv
Str. St9 87.5% | 0% 30% |15% | 0% 0% 0% M

As can be observed in the table above, NTR prefer using explicit expression of
apology in their responses both when there is a serious offence (75%), and
there is a mild situation (87.5%). On the other hand, it was found that none of
the speakers use the strategies of explanation forbearance in their apologies.
One important finding is that the strategy of repair was used by 22.5% of NTR in
a high imposition, whereas it was not used by any of the participants.

4.1.3.1.3.1. Situation 3 (serious offence)

The scenario that was used in situation 3 is about the participant putting his/her
bag in the bus but when the driver suddenly hits the brake, the bag falls down
and hits a passenger. The speakers are asked to write down what they would
say to the passenger, when s/he jumps in her/his seat in fear.

The apology strategies used by NTR are given in the table below:
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Table 40. The Distribution of the Apology Strategies used by NTR in Situation 3

Strategy Total Percentage of Example
N= use (%)
40
Explicit expression of 30 75% I’'m really sorry, | apologize,
apology Forgive me
Explanation or 0 0% -
account
Acknowledgment of 2 5% | shouldn’t have put it there,
responsibility it's my fault
Positive politeness 20 50% Are you alright? Did you get
apologies hurt?
An offer of repair / 9 22.5% I'll buy you a coffee in the next
redress station, I'll put it somewhere
else for you
A promise of 0 0% -
forbearance
Non-apology 8 20% Since the driver suddenly hit

the brake, it fell down

As can be seen in Table 40 above, 75% of NTR use the strategy of explicit
expression of apology, while 50% of the participants prefer using a positive
politeness apology. However, the strategies explanation and forbearance was
not used by any of the speakers in their responses. For a more in depth

examination, some of the responses are given below:

21.  “Cok afedersiniz/ hakkinizi helal edin/ iyi misiniz/ Yardimci olayim.”
“I'm so sorry/ forgive me/ are you alright/ Let me help you.”
(Explicit expression of apology + Explicit expression of apology +
Positive politeness apology + An offer of repair)

As can be inferred from example 21 above, NTR prefer using explicit
expression of apology, positive politeness apology, and repair in their
responses. One important thing to mention here is that some of the NTR were
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observed using formulaic expressions of apology such as “Mazur gorun” and
“‘Hakkinizi helal edin” (eng. similar to “forgive me”), given in the example above.
The importance of the use of these kind of expressions in the apologies of NTR
is that they reflects the features of the cultural background of Turkey, showing
the impact of religion and religious beliefs on the language. Also, note that the
responses of the participants were written in second person plural form instead
of second person singular which also results from the power distance
characteristics of Turkish culture which suggests showing respect to strangers
by using the second person plural suffix.

4.1.3.1.3.2. Situation 9 (mild offence)

In situation 9, the participants were given a situation where the speaker quickly
get on the bus in order not to get late for work. However, they do not notice the
person that gets on the bus after her/him and steps on her/his foot. The
speakers are asked to write what they would tell them, when the person turns

them. The responses given by NTR are displayed in Table 41 below:

Table 41. The Distribution of the Apology Strategies used by NTR in Situation 9

Strategy Total Percentage of use Example
N= (%)
40
Explicit expression of apology 35 87.5% Pardon, Excuse
me
Explanation or account 0 0% -
Acknowledgement of 12 30% | didn’t see you
responsibility
Positive politeness apologies 6 15% Are you alright?
An offer of repair / redress 0 0% -
A promise of forbearance 0 0% -
Non-apology 0 0% -
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As can be observed in the table above, 87.5% of NTR prefer using the strategy
of explicit expression of apology, while 30% of the speakers use
acknowledgement of responsibility. On the other hand, none of the speakers

use the strategies explanation, repair, forbearance, and non-apology.

For further examination, some of the responses are given below:

22.  “Pardon/ benim hatam/ Umarim caniniz yanmamistir/ Ozir dilerim.”
“Pardon/ it's my fault/ | hope you didn’t get hurt/ I'm sorry.”
(Explicit expression of apology + Acknowledgement of responsibility +
Positive politeness apology + Explicit expression of apology)

As displayed in the example, NTR tend to use the strategies of explicit
expression of apology, acknowledgement of responsibility, and positive
politeness apology in their responses when talking to a stranger in a mild
situation. The findings reveal that speakers have a tendency to accept their fault
by using the strategy of acknowledgement of responsibility with expressions
such as “lt's my fault’”, “I didn't see you standing there”, and “It's my
carelessness” and also to check on the addressee by asking whether they are
alright or not.

Furthermore, as can be observed in the example above, it was found that NTR
use second person plural suffix in their responses when talking to a stranger,
which indicates politeness and respect towards the addressee. The effect of the
power distance characteristics of Turkish culture is reflected on the language
use of NTR in the way that speakers talk to people depending on their social
distance relationship. Moreover, the fact that the strategy of repair was used by
22.5% of NTR when there is a high-imposition, whereas it was not used by any
of the participants in the low-imposition situation indicates that the level of
severity has an impact on the apology strategies.
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After receiving the answers of NKR for the DCT, the findings of the data

analysis are displayed in Table 42 below.

Table 42. The Distribution of the Apology Strategies Used by NKR in Each

Situation (n=40)

KR Apology Strategy

A B Cc D E F N
St1 | 100% 0% 67.5% | 0% 92.5% | 0% 17.5%
St2 |925% |75% 20% 25% 325% |125% |7.5%
St3 |425% |0% 0% 87.5% |15% 0% 32.5%
St5 | 100% 0% 7.5% 62.5% |37.5% |5% 0%
St6 |92.5% |0% 87.5% |7.5% 55% 0% 12.5%
St7 | 75% 0% 100% 0% 70% 0% 40%
St8 |87.5% |0% 80% 0% 0% 0% 30%
St9 |925% |0% 125% |[37.5% |0% 0% 0%
St11 |92.5% |5% 0% 0% 37.5% | 5% 67.5%
St12 |825% |125% |67.5% |0% 82.5% | 0% 12.5%
St13 | 100% 0% 80% 0% 55% 5% 12.5%
St15 | 100% 5% 87.5% | 0% 67.5% | 0% 37.5%

As can be seen in Table 42, for each situation most of the participants used

explicit expression of apology except for situation 3 and 7. The strategy of

forbearance was one of the least used strategies by NKR which is solely used

in situations 2, 5, 11, and 13. In the following section of this chapter, responses

received from NKR for each situation will be examined and discussed in detail
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considering the variables social dominance, social distance, and the level of

imposition.

4.2.2. Variable 1: Social Dominance

4.2.2.1. The effect of the level of social dominance on the use of the

apology strategies

In this section, the findings of the DCT answers by NKR will be given in terms of
the social dominance variable, after that the findings will be examined and
discussed through the perspective of Hofstede’s cultural dimensions and Brown
and Levinson’s politeness theory. The percentage of the number of speakers

depending on the apology strategies are shown below:

Table 43. The Distribution of the Apology Strategies Used by NKR depending
on the Variable of Social Dominance and Severity of the Offence (n= 40)

Apology Strategy

LSDO | Situation A B C D E F N Fault
St13 100% | 0% 80% 0% 55% 5% 12.5% | Sv
High St8 87.5% | 0% 80% 0% 0% 0% 30% M

St11 92.5% | 5% 0% 0% 37.5% | 5% 67.5% | Sv
Equal St15 100% | 5% 87.5% | 0% 67.5% | 0% 375% | M

St12 82.5% | 12.5% | 67.5% | 0% 82.5% | 0% 12.5% | Sv

Low St2 92.5% | 75% | 20% |25% |32.5% | 12.5% | 7.5% M

As given in Table 43 above, a general view of the apology strategy preferences
of NKR when apologizing to someone who is in a higher hierarchical position
than the speaker, it can be said that the strategy that is used most commonly is
the strategy of explicit expression of apology. None of the participants used the
strategy of positive politeness apologies except for situation 2. In the following
part of the discussion, each situation will be examined separately.
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4.2.2.1.1. Apologizing to Someone in a Higher Position S (-) H (+)

When the social dominance relationship between the speaker and the hearer is
S(-) and H (+), the apology strategies chosen by NKR are given in Table 44
below:

Table 44. The Distribution of the Apology Strategies Used by NKR while
apologizing to someone in a higher position

Apology Strategy
LSDO | Situation A B Cc D E F N Fault
St13 100% | 0% 80% | 0% 55% | 5% 12.5% | Sv
High St8 87.5% | 0% 80% | 0% 0% 0% 30% M

As can be seen in Table 44 above, when apologizing to a person that is in a
hierarchically higher position than the speaker, an explicit expression of apology
is the most used strategy with 100% in a situation that is relatively severe.
Moreover, the findings reveal a similar result with 87.5% of NKR prefer the
same strategy when apologizing in a mild situation. None of the speakers used
either the strategy of explanation or positive politeness apologies in both
situations. On the other hand, the strategy of repair was used by 55% of NKR
when there is a serious fault, whereas none of the participants used that
strategy when the level of imposition is low.

Each scenario that was written to investigate the effect of social dominance and

the severity of the offense will be handled separately in the following section.

4.2.2.1.1.1. Situation 13 (serious offense)

The apology strategies used by NKR in situation 13 are given in the table
below:
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Table 45. The Distribution of the Apology Strategies used by NKR in Situation

13
Strategy Total Percentage of Example
N= use (%)
40
Explicit expression of 40 100% | apologize, | feel so
apology ashamed
Explanation or account 0 0% -
Acknowledgement of 32 80% | forgot your book
responsibility
Positive politeness 0 0% -
apologies
An offer of repair / 22 55% Let me give you mine
redress
A promise of forbearance 2 5% | will never make a
mistake like this again
Non-apology 5 12.5% Is it ok if I give it back

tomorrow?

As shown in the table above, the findings reveal that all of the participants

(100%) prefer using the strategy of explicit expression of apology such as ‘I feel

so ashamed”, and “I apologize”. On the other hand, the strategies namely

explanation and positive politeness apologies are not used by any of the

participants in this situation. For a more detailed explanation, some of the

responses are given below:

23.

‘W, AR HSFUH AV g A 2k s a Pl Fa gol gy
A$FIH A A& =AY

“Professor, I'm so sorry/ | forgot your book at home and got here/ |
apologize/ Could | lend you my book?”

(Explicit expression of apology + Acknowledgement of responsibility +
Explicit expression of apology + An offer of repair)
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As can be seen in the example above, NKR seem to have a tendency to use an
explicit expression of apology when the level of imposition is high. Furthermore,
it was also observed that 80% of the participants prefer using acknowledgement
of responsibility strategies such as “It is my fault”, and “I forgot”. However, none
of the speakers use the strategy of explanation. These findings reveal that NKR
tend to take the blame and accept their fault instead of making up excuses or
blaming others. Moreover, the reflections of the power distance dimension in
the South Korean cultural system is evident in the linguistic structure of the
apologies. As given in the above example, the deferential linguistic marker -
H YTt} and polite linguistic markers - & and -°} 2. are used in order to show
respect towards the professor who is in a hierarchically higher position than the
speaker.

4.2.2.1.1.2. Situation 8 (mild offense)

The apology strategies used by NKR in situation 8 are displayed below:

Table 46. The Distribution of the Apology Strategies used by NKR in Situation 8

Strategy Total Percentage of Example

N= use (%)
40

Explicit expression of 35 87.5% | apologize, I'm sorry

apology

Explanation or account 0 0% -

Acknowledgement of 32 80% | thought it was

responsibility professor X’s office.

Positive politeness 0 0% -

apologies

An offer of repair / 0 0% -

redress

A promise of forbearance 0 0% -

Non-apology 12 30% Your office is next to

professor X’s office?




95

As can be seen in Table 46, the findings reveal that 87.5% of the participants
prefer using the strategy of explicit expression of apology such as “I'm sorry”,
and “l apologize”. The second most preferred apology strategy is
acknowledgement of responsibility which is used by 80% of the participants.
However, it was found that none of the participants used the apology strategies
namely explanation, positive politeness apology, repair, and a promise of
forbearance.

For a detailed discussion, some of the responses collected from NKR are given

below:

24. “HEFUH 00T E W= S AR SqgsUH
‘I apologize/ | thought it was professor OQO’s office and got in
accidentally.”

(Explicit expression of apology + Acknowledgement of responsibility)

As shown in the example above, NKR tend to use the strategies, namely explicit
expression of apology and acknowledgement of responsibility, when the level of
imposition is low. Just as in situation 13 where there is high imposition, none of
the participants used the strategy of explanation and positive politeness
strategies. These findings reveal that NKR have a tendency to use the strategy
of acknowledgement of responsibility regardless of the level of imposition. On
the other hand, contrary to the findings of situation 13, the strategy of repair was
not used in situation 8. This could be because of the difference in the severity
level of the situation. Furthermore, as can also be observed in the example, the

deferential linguistic marker -2 Lt} is used in the apologies of NKR as a result

of the power distance characteristics of the South Korean society. This marker
is used when talking to someone that is in a higher hierarchical position than the
speaker with the aim of showing respect.
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4.2.2.1.2. Apologizing to Someone in a Equal Position S (=) H (=)

When the social dominance relationship between the speaker and the hearer is
equal [S(=) and H (=)], the apology strategies chosen by NKR are displayed in
Table 47:

Table 47. The Distribution of the Apology Strategies Used by NKR while
apologizing to someone in a equal position

Apology Strategy
LSDO | Situation A B C D E F N Fault

St11 92.5% | 5% 0% 0% 37.5% | 5% 67.5% | Sv

Equal St15 100% | 5% 87.5% | 0% 67.5% | 0% 375% | M

As shown in the table above, when apologizing to a person that is in a
hierarchically equal position with the speaker, the most preferred apology
strategy is explicit apology. When there is a serious fault, 92.5% of the
participants choose to use an explicit apology strategy, whereas when there is a
mild situation all of the speakers (100%) prefer using this apology strategy. The
strategy of acknowledgement of responsibility was not used when there is high
imposition, on the other hand 87.5% of NKR used this strategy when there is
low imposition. The strategy of positive politeness apology was not used by any
of the speakers in both situations. Each scenario that was written to investigate
the effect of equal social dominance and the severity of the offense will be

handled separately in the following part.

4.2.2.1.2.1. Situation 11 (serious offense)

The distribution of the apology strategies used by NKR in situation 11 is given in
table 48 below:
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Table 48. The Distribution of the Apology Strategies used by NKR in Situation

11
Strategy Total Percentage of Example
N= use (%)
40
Explicit expression of 37 92.5% I’'m so sorry, | apologize
apology
Explanation or account 2 5% Something came up.
Acknowledgment of 0 0% -
responsibility
Positive politeness 0 0% -
apologies
An offer of repair / 15 37.5% Let me buy you a drink
redress instead
A promise of forbearance 2 5% | won't ever ask for
money again
Non-apology 27 67.5% Can you give me some

more time?

As can be understood in the table above, the findings reveal that 92.5% of the

participants prefer using explicit apology strategies such as “I apologize”, and

“Sorry”. The second most preferred apology strategy is non-apology which is

used by 67.5% of the participants. Furthermore, it was also found that none of

the participants used the strategies of acknowledgement of responsibility and

positive politeness apology. For a more in detail explanation of the findings,

some of the responses are given below:

25.

O & 5 A2 Ad y5 |+

filo

“EToF QA QA mekal) 2 E R Al
u| ok .

“(My) friend, I'm so sorry/ Could you give me some more time?/ I'm really
very very sorry.”

(Explicit expression of apology + Non-apology + Explicit expression of

apology)
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As can be seen in example 25 above, NKR prefer using explicit expression of
apology and also tend to use non-apology strategies such as “Could you give
me some more time?” or “Is it ok if | pay it back next week?” which are in fact
requests to ask for some more time to pay the money back to the addressee. It
was also found in the data that when there is an equal status between the
participants, the suffix -©F is added to the addressing term %1 (eng. friend)
which is used in casual conversation. The impact of power distance is once
again observed in the use of the apology term 7| ¢}l (eng. sorry) which is only

used when talking to friends and in a casual conversation.

4.2.2.1.2.2. Situation 15 (mild offense)

The apology strategies used by NKR in situation 15 are shown in Table 49
below:

Table 49. The Distribution of the Apology Strategies used by NKR in Situation
15

Strategy Total Percentage of Example

N= use (%)

40
Explicit expression of 40 100% | apologize, I'm terribly
apology sorry
Explanation or account 2 5% There was an

emergency at work

Acknowledgement of 35 87.5% | forgot
responsibility
Positive politeness 0 0% -
apologies
An offer of repair / redress 27 67.5% I'll pay for the dinner
A promise of forbearance 0 0% -

Non-apology 15 37.5% Could you wait?
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As displayed in Table 49 above, the findings show that all of the participants
prefer using explicit apology strategies such as “I'm terribly sorry”, and ‘I
apologize”. On the other hand, it was found that none of the participants used
the apology strategies of a promise of forbearance and positive politeness

apologies.

For a detailed discussion on the findings, some of the responses are given
below:

26. “FgroH mQkal/ Wi} oFLa llo)/ 1AL 7|tk S
“(My) friend! I'm sorry/ | forgot my promise/ Could you wait for an hour?”
(Explicit expression of apology + Acknowledgement of responsibility +

Non-apology)

As can be inferred from the example above, NKR tend to use the strategies of
explicit expression of apology, acknowledgement of responsibility, and non-
apology in their responses when there is a mild situation. Just as in situation 11,

the addressing term %15 is used with the -©F suffix to indicate a casualty.

While 67.5% of the responses include a repair strategy such as “I'll pay for the
dinner” or “I'll pay for the drinks”, 37.5% include non-apology expressions with
the purpose of asking for some more time to get to the meeting place or
whether the addressee could wait a little longer or not just as in the example
above. Since the participants tend to combine several strategies to apologize
and then make-up for their fault of forgetting the date with a friend instead of
saying they would not be able to make it or postponing the date, it can be said
that this is the result of both Confucianism and the collectivistic nature of South
Korean society in which individuals pay attention to their relationships, be

considerate to their friends, favour group’s benefits instead of individual ones.
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4.2.2.1.3. Apologizing to Someone in a Lower Position S (+) H (-)

When the social dominance relationship between the speaker and the hearer is
S(+) and H (-), the apology strategies chosen by NKR are given in the table
below:

Table 50. The Distribution of the Apology Strategies Used by NKR while

apologizing to someone in a lower position

Apology Strategy
LSDO | Situation A B Cc D E F N Fault
St12 82.5% | 12.5% | 67.5% | 0% 82.5% | 0% 12.5% | Sv
Low St2 92.5% | 75% | 20% |25% |32.5% |12.5% |7.5% M

As shown in Table 50 above, when apologizing to a person that is in a
hierarchically lower position than the speaker, the most preferred apology
strategy is explicit apology. When there is a serious fault, 82.5% of the
participants prefer using an explicit apology strategy and the strategy of repair,
whereas when there is a mild situation 92.5% of NKR choose using an explicit
expression of apology strategy. While the strategy of positive politeness
apology is used by 25% of the participants in a low-imposition situation, none of
the speakers used this strategy when there is a high imposition.

Each scenario that was written to investigate the effect of low social dominance

and the severity of the offense will be examined separately in the following

section of the analysis.

4.2.2.1.3.1. Situation 12 (serious offense)

The distribution of the responses received from NKR are given in Table 51
below:
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Table 51. The Distribution of the Apology Strategies used by NKR in Situation

12
Strategy Total Percentage of Example
N= use (%)
40
Explicit expression of 32 82.5% | feel so embarrassed,
apology I’'m sorry
Explanation or account 5 12.5% There was a problem in
the system
Acknowledgement of 27 67.5% It's completely my fault
responsibility
Positive politeness 0 0% -
apologies
An offer of repair / redress 32 82.5% I'll fix it as soon as
possible
A promise of forbearance 0 0% -
Non-apology 5 12.5% It looks like there is a
mistake

As shown in Table 51 above, the findings reveal that most of the participants

prefer using the strategies explicit expression of apology (82.5%) and an offer of

repair (82.5%). However, it was found that none of the participants used the

apology strategies namely a promise of forbearance, and positive politeness

apologies.

For a more in depth explanation on the findings, some of the responses are

given below:

27. P A AR 2 A5E A #Zolas A vt g/ At dE
AL
‘I made a big mistake/ I'm really sorry/ Il fix it right away.”

(Acknowledgement of responsibility + Explicit expression of apology + An

offer of repair)
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As can be seen in the example above, NKR prefer using explicit expression of
apology, acknowledgement of responsibility, and repair in their apologies when
there is a serious fault. Speakers tend to use the polite speech level (-0} £.)

since the conversation is taking place in a formal context instead of a equal-

status or close relationship context with the addressee.

4.2.2.1.3.2. Situation 2 (mild offense)

The distribution of the responses received from the speakers are given below:

Table 52. The Distribution of the Apology Strategies used by NKR in Situation 2

Strategy Total Percentage of Example

N= use (%)

40
Explicit expression of 37 92.5% Sorry for being late
apology
Explanation or 30 75% The meeting took longer
account
Acknowledgment of 8 20% | didn’t realize how time passed
responsibility
Positive politeness 10 25% Thank you for waiting
apologies
An offer of repair / 13 32.5% I'll give a 30-minute class to
redress make it up
A promise of 5 12.5% I'll make sure that my assistant
forbearance will inform you next time
Non-apology 3 7.5% I'll set up an alarm next time in

order not to be late. If | get late
again, you'll let me know (!)

As displayed in the table above, 92.5% of the participants preferred to use an
explicit expression of apology, while 75% used an explanation or account. The
strategy of non-apology is the least used one with 7.5%.
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For a more detailed explanation on the use of apology strategies, some of the

responses are given below:

28, “3le] Alzro] WojRo <l 308 o4 Qo HEFUT A}
o YR Eol A Wdolets mifole Wd A BEY Uth of7] e
HEol A HEahay mH |0 FAA A T

“Since the meeting was prolonged, | got late for thirty minutes/ I'm sorry/ |

Alr

should’ve sent you an email, it's my fault/ | not only apologize/ but also
thank the rest of the class”.
(Explanation or account + Explicit expression of apology +
Acknowledgement of responsibility + Explicit expression of apology +
Positive politeness apology)

As shown in the example above, NKR tend to use an explicit expression of
apology, explanation, and positive politeness apologies in their responses.
Since it is a formal conversation, even if the hierarchical position of the speaker
is higher than the hearer, the deferential and polite speech levels are used in
the apologies.

29. “oAYE Fgol HoAA HAFFUW dore AREEF dES
w2 e AH U =) Ao ALk o] 5] FHFAHE FHU T
“I'm sorry that the class was postponed, guys/ I'll set up an alarm next
time in order not to be late/ If | get late again you'll let me know, it will be
great.”

(Explicit expression of apology + Non-apology)

As given in the example above, some of the participants of NKR prefered using
non-apology. Even though for a non-Korean speaker this response may seem
like a decent apology at first glance, linguistically it carries the opposite
meaning. The super formal -A| in the apology strategy of the speaker is used
sarcastically which indicates that as a professor who is in a hierarchically higher
position than the students, they do not feel the need to apologize. As members
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of a power distance culture where power inequality is accepted as normal, this
kind of attitude is evident and also observed in the 7.5% of the responses
received from NKR.

Another important thing to mention here is that when there is high-imposition,
NKR prefer using the strategy of acknowledgement of responsibility more,
whereas when there is low-imposition speakers tend to use the strategy of
explanation more. This could be explained with the effect of the level of severity
on the apology strategies of the speakers. When there is a severe situation,
speakers accept their fault and take the blame, on the other hand when there is
a mild situation, they make-up excuses or make explanations instead of saying
“It's my fault”.

4.2.3. Variable 2: Social Distance

4.2.3.1. The effect of the level of social distance on the use of the

apology strategies
In this section, the findings of the DCT responses received from NKR will be
displayed and discussed in terms of the social distance variable. The

distribution of the apology strategies is shown in Table 53 below:

Table 53. The Distribution of the Apology Strategies Used by NKR (n=40)

Apology Strategy
LSD | Situation A B C D E F N Fault

Close St1 100% | 0% 67.5% | 0% 92.5% | 0% 17.5% | Sv

St6 92.5% | 0% 87.5% | 7.5% |55% | 0% 125% | M

Acq. St5 100% | 0% 7.5% |62.5% | 37.5% | 5% 0% Sv
St7 75% | 0% 100% | 0% 70% | 0% 40% M
Str. St3 42.5% | 0% 0% 87.5% | 15% | 0% 32.5% | Sv

St9 92.5% | 0% 12.5% | 37.5% | 0% 0% 0% M
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As can be seen in the table above, apology strategies preferred by NKR when
apologizing to someone who is in a close relationship with the speaker, it can
be said that the strategy that is preferred by most of the speakers is the explicit
expression of apology except for situation 3 and situation 7. On the other hand,
the strategy of forbearance was not used by any of the speakers in any of the

situations besides situation 5.

In the following sections, each situation will be investigated separately

depending on the level of social distance and severity.

4.2.3.1.1. Apologizing to Someone Close

When there is a close relationship between the speakers in terms of social
distance, the apology strategies used by NKR are displayed in the table below:

Table 54. The Distribution of the Apology Strategies Used by NKR while

apologizing to someone close

Apology Strategy
LSD | Situation A B C D E F N Fault

St1 100% | 0% 67.5% | 0% 92.5% | 0% 17.5% | Sv

Close St6 92.5% | 0% 87.5% | 7.5% |55% | 0% 125% | M

As displayed in Table 54 above, when apologizing to a person that is in a close
relationship with the speaker, most of the participants prefer using an explicit
expression of apology both in a high-imposition situation (100%) and a low-
imposition situation (92.5%). On the other hand, none of the participants used

the strategy of explanation.

Each situation that was written to examine the influence of social distance and
the severity of the offense will be discussed individually in the following section.



106

4.2.3.1.1.1. Situation 1 (serious offence)

The distribution of the responses received from NKR are displayed in Table 55
below:

Table 55. The Distribution of the Apology Strategies used by NKR in Situation 1

Strategy Total Percentage of Example
N= use (%)
40
Explicit expression of 40 100% | sincerely apologize
apology
Explanation or account 0 0% -
Acknowledgement of 27 67.5% | hit your car
responsibility
Positive politeness 0 0% -
apologies
An offer of repair / 37 92.5% I'll fix it, I'll pay for the
redress expenses even if the
assurance provides it
A promise of 0 0% -
forbearance
Non-apology 7 17.5% There is a problem in your

car

As can be seen in Table 55 above, 100% of NKR prefer using the strategy of an
explicit expression of apology such as “l apologize” and “I'm so sorry”, while
92.5% of the speakers prefered the strategy of repair. On the other hand, none
of the speakers used the strategy of forbearance, explanation, or positive
politeness apology. Some of the responses of the participants are given below:

30. AL wmgkel/ A Al FH-ol ARl W7 = v =olF
A"
“I'm really sorry/ | accidentally hit your car/ I'll ask for the price and get it
fixed”.

o

ki
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(Explicit expression of apology + Acknowledgement of responsibility + An

offer of repair)

As can be seen in the example above, NKR prefer using the strategies of an
explicit expression of apology, acknowledgement of responsibility, and repair in
their responses. Since the speakers are in a close relationship, the responses
include casual apologies such as “V|<¢Fsl]” and “V|?}. The influence of
Confucianism is evident in the apology strategies. As the teachings of
Confucius suggest friends taking care of each other and being considerate, the
speakers tend to accept their faults and use the strategy of repair for the
mistake.

4.2.3.1.1.2. Situation 6 (mild offence)

The distribution of the apology strategies used by NKR are given below:

Table 56. The Distribution of the Apology Strategies used by NKR in Situation 6

Strategy Total Percentage of Example

N= use (%)

40
Explicit expression of 37 92.5% I’'m terribly sorry
apology
Explanation or account 0 0% -
Acknowledgement of 35 87.5% | spilled coffee on your
responsibility notes
Positive politeness 3 7.5% Thanks for letting me
apologies borrow your notes
An offer of repair / redress 22 55% I'll give you my notes
A promise of forbearance 0 0% -
Non-apology 5 12.5% You can still see the

writing, it's alright
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As displayed in the table above, 92.5% of NKR used the strategy of an explicit
expression of apology, while 87.5% of the speakers prefered using the strategy
of acknowledgement of responsibility. On the other hand, none of the speakers
used the strategies namely explanation and a promise of forbearance.

Some of the responses from the DCT are given below for further explanation:

31, "WiZh &St Ul B A¥ & Lol lol/ AR m el ettt Wik

N2 D7) EE Al A 71t =4

=

“As | was studying, | spilled coffee on your notes/ I'm really sorry/ | can
get a copy of my notes and give them to you, if you want.”
(Acknowledgement of responsibility + Explicit expression of apology + An
offer of repair)

It can be inferred from the example above that NKR tend to use the strategies
of explicit expression of apology, acknowledgement of responsibility, and repair
in their responses. The reason behind the use of “7'| ¢} which is the casual way

of saying “Sorry” in Korean is to show intimacy to the addressee.

4.2.3.1.2. Apologizing to An Acquaintance

The apology strategies used by NKR when apologizing to an acquaintance
depending on the severity level of the offence are shown in Table 57 below:

Table 57. The Distribution of the Apology Strategies Used by NKR while

apologizing to an acquaintance

Apology Strategy
LSD | Situation A B Cc D E F N Fault
St5 100% | 0% 7.5% |62.5% | 37.5% | 5% 0% Sv
Acq. St7 75% | 0% 100% | 0% 70% | 0% 40% M
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As can be understood from the table above, when apologizing to an
acquaintance, 100% of the participants prefer using an explicit expression of
apology strategy when there is a serious act, on the other hand 75% of the
participants choose using the same strategy in their apologies when there is a
relatively less severe act. One important difference in the strategy preferences
of NKR is that when there is a serious offence, 62.5% of the participants used
positive politeness strategies however none of the participants used that
strategy in their apologies when there is a mild offence.

Each situation in the DCT aiming to investigate the influence of equal social
distance and the severity of the act will be discussed separately in the following
section.

4.2.3.1.2.1. Situation 5 (serious offence)

The distribution of the strategies used by NKR are displayed in Table 58 below:

Table 58. The Distribution of the Apology Strategies used by NKR in Situation 5

Strategy Total Percentage of Example
N= use (%)
40
Explicit expression of 40 100% | apologize
apology
Explanation or account 0 0% -
Acknowledgment of 3 7.5% It's my fault
responsibility
Positive politeness 25 62.5% Are you ok? Did you get
apologies hurt?
An offer of repair / 15 37.5% Let me clean it up, I'll pay
redress for the drycleaning
A promise of 2 5% I'll be more careful next
forbearance time

Non-apology 0 0% -
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As displayed in Table 58, 100% of NKR used the strategy of an explicit
expression of apology such as “I apologize” and “I'm so sorry”, while 62.5% of
the speakers prefered using positive politeness apologies. On the other hand,
none of the speakers used the strategy of explanation or non-apology.

Some of the responses received from NKR are given below for further

investigation:

32.  m|gtatt} X Ftol AT o "ol x| gF k) tha gl A EHA
“Sorry (my) friend/ Did the coffee leave a stain/ I'll be careful next time”.
(Explicit expression of apology + Positive politeness apology + A promise
of forbearance)

As shown in example 32 above, NKR tend to use explicit expression of apology,
and positive politeness apology in their responses. While %5 of the participants
prefer using a promise of forbearance as in the example given, 37.5% of NKR
prefer using the strategy of repair by using expressions such as “I'll pay for the
drycleaning” or “I'll get your shirt cleaned” to make-up for the damage that they
have caused. Just like in situations where there is an equality in terms of status
of the participants, the use of %17 (eng. friend) and the suffix -F which are
used while talking to someone close to add intimacy is observed in the

responses.

4.2.3.1.2.2. Situation 7 (mild offence)

The distribution of the apology strategies used by NKR are given in Table 59:
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Table 59. The Distribution of the Apology Strategies used by NKR in Situation 7

Strategy Total Percentage of Example
N= use (%)
40
Explicit expression of 30 75% I’'m so sorry, | apologize
apology
Explanation or account 0 0% -
Acknowledgement of 40 100% | forgot your book at
responsibility home
Positive politeness 0 0% -
apologies
An offer of repair / 28 70% I'll borrow the book from
redress someone else for you
A promise of forbearance 0 0% -
Non-apology 16 40% Is it ok if I give it back
tomorrow?

As can be seen in the table above, the strategy that was used by most of the
participants (100%) is acknowledgement of responsibility, while 75% of the
participants prefer using an explicit expression of apology in their responses.
On the other hand, the strategies namely explanation, positive politeness
apologies, and forbearance were not used by any of the participants.

Some of the responses will be given and discussed below:

33.  Wi7F Awrekal 7hA @ x4 S/ A m bl U7 A A AL v whell A

.
S A 0e 2

“| forgot your book/ I'm so sorry/ | take the responsibility/ | will borrow the
book from another student of another class”
(Acknowledgement of responsibility + Explicit expression of apology +

Acknowledgement of responsibility + An offer of repair)
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As can be seen in the example above, NKR tend to use the strategies of explicit
expression of apology and acknowledgement of responsibility in their
responses. Again, the casual form of apology “7|$}3]l” is used as the apology
term by NKR, which is used when talking to close friends to add intimacy as

well as bringing informality to the expression.

It should be mentioned that there is a difference in the tendency of strategies in
terms of the severity level of the offence. While there is a high imposition in the
situation, speakers prefer using positive politeness apologies. On the other
hand, when there is a low imposition in the situation, it was found that none of
the speakers use this strategy.

4.2.3.1.3. Apologizing to A Stranger

The apology strategies used by NKR when apologizing to an acquaintance

depending on the severity level of the offence are shown in Table 60:

Table 60. The Distribution of the Apology Strategies Used by NKR while
apologizing to a stranger

Apology Strategy
LSD | Situation A B Cc D E F N Fault
St3 42.5% | 0% 0% 87.5% | 15% | 0% 32.5% | Sv
Str. St9 92.5% | 0% 12.5% | 37.5% | 0% 0% 0% M

As can be seen in Table 60 above, when apologizing to a stranger, 42.5% of
the speakers used the strategy of explicit expression of apology in a high-
imposition situation, while 92.5% of the speakers used the same strategy when
there is low-imposition. On the other hand, none of the NKR used the strategy

of a promise of forbearance, and explanation or account in both situations.
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Each situation in the DCT aiming to investigate the influence of low social

distance and the severity of the act will be discussed separately in the following

section.

4.2.3.1.3.1. Situation 3 (serious offence)

The distribution of the apology strategies used by NKR are given in Table 61:

Table 61. The Distribution of the Apology Strategies used by NKR in Situation
3

Strategy Total Percentage of Example
N= use (%)
40
Explicit expression of 25 42.5% | apologize, I'm sorry
apology
Explanation or account 0 0% -
Acknowledgement of 0 0% -
responsibility
Positive politeness 35 87.5% Are you alright? Did
apologies you get hurt?
An offer of repair / redress 6 15% Can | buy you a drink?
A promise of forbearance 0 0% -
Non-apology 13 32.5% It's dangerous! Drive
carefully.

As can be seen in the table above, most of the speakers 87.5% of the speakers
prefer using the strategy of positive politeness apology, while 42.5% of NKR
use an explicit expression of apology. However, none of the speakers used the
strategies of explanation, acknowledgement of responsibility, and a promise of
forbearance.

Some of the responses will be given and discussed below:
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34. “HEFUH MA oA L/ oY ] XL gloAa. HEHa
“I apologize/ Are you ok?/ Did you get hurt? I'm sorry.”
(Explicit expression of apology + Positive politeness apology + Positive
politeness apology + Explicit expression of apology)

As shown in the example above, NKR prefer using explicit expression of
apology, and positive politeness apology in their responses. Furthermore, it can
also be said that NKR has a tendency to use positive politeness apology to
show their concern about the addressee and ask whether they feel fine or not.
The influence of the social distance relationship between the speakers is
evident, since NKR prefer using the speech levels of deferential and polite when
talking to a stranger, just as they do when talking to someone hierarchically
higher than themselves. These speech levels are used to indicate formality and

respect towards the addressee.

SE RS EL

Mo

35. 919 P AE 24 EA
“It's dangerous, drive carefully.”
(Non-apology)

On the other hand, as can be seen in the example above, 32.5% of the
speakers prefer using non-apology in their answers. These participants do not
take any responsibility for the act, moreover they used non-apology to blame
the driver for not driving attentively.

4.2.3.1.3.2. Situation 9 (mild offence)

The distribution of the apology strategies used by NKR are given in Table 62:
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Table 62. The Distribution of the Apology Strategies used by NKR in Situation 9

Strategy Total Percentage of Example
N= use (%)
40
Explicit expression of 37 92.5% | apologize, Pardon
apology
Explanation or account 0 0% -
Acknowledgement of 5 12.5% | didn’t see you, It's
responsibility my fault
Positive politeness 15 37.5% Are you ok?
apologies
An offer of repair / redress 0 0% -
A promise of forbearance 0 0% -
Non-apology 0 0% -

As can be seen in the table above, most of the speakers 92.5% of the speakers
prefer using the strategy of explicit expression of apology, while 37.5% of NKR
use positive politeness apology. However, none of the speakers used the
strategies of explanation, repair, a promise of forbearance, and non-
apology. Some of the responses will be given and discussed below:

36. “HEFUTH AAAH gloAle?
“I'm sorry/ Did you get hurt?”

(Explicit expression of apology + Positive politeness apology)

As can be observed in the example above, NKR tend to use explicit expression
of apology, and positive politeness apology in their responses. Since they are
talking to a stranger, the use of deferential and polite speech levels are evident
in their apologies. When the level of severity is high, the speakers prefer using
the strategy of repair, on the other hand when the level of severity is low none
of the speakers use this strategy in their responses. Therefore, it can be
inferred that the level of imposition affects the apology strategy of the speakers
when apologizing to a stranger.



116

CONCLUSION

This study aims at investigating the apology strategies used by NTR and NKR
in different situations varying in terms of social dominance, social distance and
the severity of the offence. As in previous studies on speech acts (Olshtain,
1989; Byon, 2005; Nureddeen, 2008; Jebahi, 2011), also in the current study a
DCT was used in order to examine the apology strategies of NTR and NKR.
The research questions will be answered and discussed below in light of the
findings. The first research question is given below:

RQ1. What are the apology strategies of native speakers of Turkish in
different social situations depending on the variables of social
dominance, social distance, and the severity of the act?

In the study, it was found that both of the social variables taken into
consideration in the research are influential on the apology strategies of NTR.
Moreover, the results also display that the level of severity has an impact on the
apologies. Overall, the findings show that NTR have a tendency to use explicit
expression of apology strategy in all situations no matter how close the
participants are or what kind of hierarchical relationship they have. The strategy
of a promise of forbearance was not used as commonly as other strategies in

the apologies.

The findings of the study reveal that social distance relationship between
speakers has an impact on the language use. It was found that speakers mostly
use the strategies of explicit expression of apology, acknowledgment of
responsibility, and an offer of repair. Furthermore, when the speakers apologize
to someone they have a close relationship with, they use positive politeness
apologies to make jokes about the situation in order to decrease the severity of
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the situation. Kinship terms such as “kardesim” (eng. “my sister” or “my
brother”) as well as addressing terms like “kanka” (eng. “mate”) are used to
indicate intimacy between the speakers. In some of the participants’ responses
the use of slang was observed which signifies the closeness of the speakers.
On the other hand, when the severity level of the situation is severe, it was
found that non-apology was used as an initiator to indicate the hesitance of the
speaker due to the high imposition as in “Sana bir sey sdylemem gerekiyor”
(eng. “I need to tell you something”), and “Kardesim sana bir sey
sOylemeliyim...” (eng. “(My) sibling | need to tell you something...”). However,
when the severity of the situation is mild, the findings indicate that non-apology
was used not to take any responsibility for the offence as in “Al ya n’olacak, olur
oyle seyler” (eng. “Take it, that’s alright. Things like that happen”).

When the speakers apologize to an acquaintance, NTR have a tendency to use
explicit expression of apology and repair in their apologies. Furthermore, the
strategy of forbearance and non-apology was not observed in any of the
responses. When the level of imposition is high, it was found that the speakers
prefer using positive politeness apologies to show that they care about the
addressee whereas it was not used by any of the speakers when there is low
imposition. The findings also show that speakers use both second person
singular suffix and second person plural suffix in their responses, which
indicates there are some individual differences in the linguistic preferences of
the speakers. While some speakers prefer showing intimacy through their
language, others prefer keeping the distance.

On the other hand, in the apologies made to strangers, it was found that NTR
prefer using the strategy of explicit expression of apology and positive
politeness apologies. Another important finding of the study was that the
strategies of explanation or account and a promise of forbearance were not
used by any of the speakers in their apologies. It was also found that the level
of severity influences the apology strategy preferences of the speakers in the
way that they feel the need to make-up for their fault by using repair strategies
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when there is a severe offence, on the other hand none of the speakers used
the strategy of repair when there is a mild offence. Linguistically, it was
observed that every speaker prefers using second person plural suffix when
apologizing to strangers instead of second person singular in order to show
respect towards the addressee. Furthermore, it was also found that some
speakers mentioned that they would use different ways of apology depending
on the gender of the offended. When the offender and the offended are both the
female, speakers indicated that they would use positive politeness apology and
repair, as well as explicit expression of apology and acknowledgment of
responsibility. On the other hand, when the offender is female and the offended
is male, speakers declared that they would only use explicit expression of
apology and acknowledgment of responsibility. These findings also show
another individual difference in the choices of apology strategies of the Turkish
speakers. It can be inferred that some female Turkish speakers try to avoid any
further interaction with male speakers as a result of their religious beliefs while

showing more intimacy and concern to female speakers.

In terms of social dominance, the findings of the study reveal that Turkish
speakers have a tendency to use explicit expression of apology, and
acknowledgement of responsibility when apologizing to someone that is in a
higher status than the offender. Every apology includes the second person
plural suffix instead of second person singular in order to show respect towards
the addressee and also let them know that the offender is aware of the
hierarchical difference between them (in other words “know their place”). The
findings also show that when the offense is severe, speakers tend to use
explanation to make-up excuses for the mistake as in “There was a problem at
the copy centre”, whereas when the offense is mild, they use non-apology to
cover up their mistake by acting like they have done nothing wrong as in asking
“Where is Professor X’s office?” even though they know they got in the wrong
office.
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When it comes to equal status, it was observed that Turkish speakers prefer
using the strategies of explicit expression of apology, and repair. When the
severity level is high, some speakers tend to use endearment terms such as
‘Canim” (eng. “My dear”), while others prefer using kinship terms like
“‘Kardesim” (eng. “My sibling”) in order to decrease the imposition by showing
intimacy towards the offender. On the other hand, neither endearment nor
kinship use was observed when there is a mild offense. Another difference that
was observed is that when the severity level is low, speakers used non-apology
to blame the offended for the mistake as in “Why didn’t you remind me?” while
using non-apology to ask for tolerance to be able to make-up for the mistake
from the offended as in “Could you give me a little more time?”.

On the other hand, when apologizing to someone that has low power than the
offender, Turkish speakers tend to use explicit expression of apology,
explanation, and acknowledgment of responsibility. While the findings show that
speakers prefer using the strategy of repair in a severe situation, they use non-
apology and some speakers even mentioned that they would not even say a
word when there is a mild offense. It was also observed that some speakers
use diminutives to show closeness to the offended as in “X’cigim...” (eng. “My
(name X) DIM.”) to decrease the severity by acting sympathetic and caring.

RQ2. What are the apology strategies of native speakers of Korean in
different social situations depending on the variables of social
dominance, social distance, and the severity of the act?

Overall, the findings of the Korean data are in line with Byon'’s study on apology
speech acts (2005) which claims that the variables namely social distance and
power have an impact on the apology strategies of NKR. In general, it can be
said that NKR have a tendency of using explicit expression of apology in all
situations and do not prefer using the strategies of explanation and a promise of

forbearance as much in their apologies. While using £/ & in situations where

there is a formal context and the addressee has a hierarchically higher status
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than the speaker, NKR were observed using the other apology term 0|2t in
almost each situation only making changes in the speech level. For example,
the findings reveal that Korean speakers use 0| 2t6tCt, whereas they use 0| 2t

when the social distance is equal between the speakers. Furthermore, in line
with the findings of Koo (2001), in the current study it was also found that

Korean speakers tend to use the apology term “0|2toll 2” (eng. “I apologize” or
“I'm sorry”) when the offender is in a hierarchically higher position than the
offended or when they are talking to a close friend, on the other hand speakers
tend to use the apology term “Z| &S0 2” (eng. “I apologize” or “I'm sorry”) when
apologizing to someone that is in a higher status than the offender or an

acquaintance.

When the offended is in a hierarchically higher position than the offender,
Korean speakers have a tendency to use the strategies of explicit expression of
apology and acknowledgment of responsibility in their apologies. On the other
hand, when there is a severe offense, speakers prefer using the strategies of
repair to make-up for the damage that they have caused. Furthermore, it was
found that power distance features of South Korean society has an impact on
the language use of the speakers, as the deferential speech level was observed
in each apology such as “X|&S&LICH (eng. “l apologize”) in order to show

respect towards the offended due to the inequality in terms of status.

However, when apologizing to someone that is in a hierarchically equal status
as the offender, the findings reveal that explicit expression of apology and
repair, and non-apology were used by NKR. Note that non-apology was used
with the purpose of a tolerance-request by asking for some more time to make-
up for the offence, instead of not to apologize at all. This finding supports the
claim that confucianism and collectivistic nature of South Korean culture have
an impact on the apology strategies of speakers in the way that Koreans tend to
make-up for the offence by using repair strategies such as “I'll pay for the
drinks” and non-apology like “Could you give me some more time?”. It was also
found that when addressing to the offended, Korean speakers tend to use
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“EI 10 (eng. “mate”) with the -0F suffix to add intimacy when there is equality

in terms of status between the offender and the offended.

Parallel with the findings of Kim (2008), in the current study it was found that
Korean speakers do not use the strategy of explanation in their apologies
unless they are in a higher position than the offended in terms of status. It
results from the fact that when speakers who are in a hierarchically higher
position are the ones to commit the fault, they feel threatened to lose their
higher status because of the offense. Therefore, speakers tend to use
explanation to indicate that the offense occurs out of an outer reason instead of
the speaker’s fault.

In terms of social distance, Korean speakers have a tendency to use the
strategies namely; explicit expression of apology, acknowledgment of
responsibility, and repair. Furthermore, when there is a close relationship
between the offender and the offended, it was found that positive politeness
apologies were used less than in the apologies made to an acquaintance or a
stranger. Since there is already a close bond between the speakers, the
offender does not necessarily feel the need to further state his/her concern for
the offended or show gratitude for a previous favour. Furthermore, when the
severity is high, it was observed that none of the speakers use positive
politeness apologies, while some speakers prefer using it when there is low

imposition.

On the other hand, when apologizing to an acquaintance the findings show
similarity to the apologies made to someone close in the way that speakers
prefer offering repair. Furthermore, when the severity is high it was observed
that some Korean speakers use positive politeness apologies to make sure the
offended is alright and decrease the severity, whereas when the severity is low,
none of the speakers used it. Another finding of the study reveals that non-
apology was used by none of the speakers when the severity is high, however it
was used by the speakers when there is a mild offense.
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In the apologies made to strangers, the findings show that Korean speakers
prefer using less repair strategies but more positive politeness apologies
instead. The fact that speakers are not familiar to each other makes the
offender show his/her concern other than having a further contact with the
offended to make-up for the offense. When it comes to the effect of the severity,
it was found that when the severity is high, speakers use the strategy of repair
more in order to decrease the severity by offering help whereas none of the
speakers use it when there is a mild offense.

RQ3. What are the differences and similarities of the apology strategies
of native speakers of Turkish and native speakers of Korean?

Overall results of the study support the findings of Olshtain & Cohen (1989)
which state that speech act strategies may show similarity under the same
situation of context, social factors, and the level of imposition.

The findings reveal that speakers use different speech levels and honorifics
depending on social distance, social dominance and the severity of the offense
in Korean, which is in line with the claims of Brown & Levinson (1987) that these
three social variables have an impact on language use while also supporting the
findings of (Usami, 2002; Fukada & Asato, 2004) which state that variables
namely power, social distance, and imposition are realized through the use of
honorifics. Even though Turkish does not have a linguistic system as
hierarchically complex as Korean, the findings show a similarity in the way that
Turkish speakers prefer using second person plural suffix when apologizing to a
stranger or someone that is in a hierarchically higher position, whereas they
prefer using second person singular when apologizing someone close, has
equal or low status just like Korean speakers using honorofics and speech

levels.

Furthermore, it was found that some Korean speakers use different speech

levels as a way to be sarcastic, such as using the highest respect form -Al-
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when talking to someone that has low power than the speaker to show that
since the offender has a higher status, s/he does not have the need to be sorry
for the offense or to apologize. On the other hand, sarcastic language use was
not observed in the data received from Turkish speakers. However, the sub-
category of positive politeness apology which is joking was only found in the
apologies of NTR as in “Artik notlarin kahve kokuyor” (eng. “Now your notes
smell coffee”) and “Not kagitlarini biraz renklendirdim” (eng. “I coloured your
notes a little”).

On the other hand, findings also reveal that there is a difference in terms of
diversity in the apology expressions used by NTR and NKR. While Turkish
speakers was observed using various apology terms such as “Ozur dilerim”
(eng. “I apologize”), “Kusura bakma” (eng. “Don’t take the offense seriously” or
something similar to “Forgive me”), “Afedersin” (eng. “Excuse me”), “Uzginim”
(eng. “I'm sorry), “Pardon” (eng. “Pardon”), “Cok mahcubum” (eng. “I feel so
small”’), “Hakkinizi helal edin” (eng. similar to “Forgive me”), Korean speakers

was observed using only “£| S & L|Ct” (eng. “I apologize”), and “0O| €t (eng. “I'm
sorry” or sometimes “l apologize”). It was also found that formulaic expressions
of apology which underlie religious beliefs of the speakers were used in Turkish

but were not found in the Korean data.

Moreover, while the speakers of both groups have a tendency to use the
strategy of explicit expression of apology, the findings show that the strategy of
forbearance was not used as much in both groups’ apologies.

Another similarity was found in the way that the addressing terms “kanka” in
Turkish and “&l =1 0F” in Korean which mean “mate” in English were used in the

apologies made to close friends or someone that is in an equal status as the
offender to show intimacy and closeness.

One important difference observed in the apology strategies of Korean and

Turkish speakers is that there is a difference in the way that speakers use the
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strategy of explanation or account. It was found that the strategy of explanation
was not used by any of the Korean speakers unless they are in a higher
position than the offended in terms of status, on the other hand, Turkish
speakers generally prefer using explanation or account in their apologies.
These findings can be explained with the cultural differences between Turkish
and South Korean society. While both Turkey and South Korea are considered
as collectivist societies, with the influence of Confucianism, South Korea has
slightly more collectivist features according to Hofstede (Country Comparison,
Hofstede Insights, 2021). Therefore, it can be said that Korean speakers prefer
using the strategy of acknowledgement of responsibility instead of explanation
or account. Korean speakers are responsible in the way that they accept their
fault. Furthermore, as previously mentioned, the findings of Kim (2008) indicate

that the apology term “0|CtGtCH directly carries the meaning of taking

responsibility, which makes it function differently than the Turkish apology term
“Uzgunum” (eng. “I'm sorry”) that only carries the meaning of regret.

Another difference was observed in the way that NKR use the strategy of
explicit expression of apology repeatedly in their responses as in the following

example:

| Stk HE2 M/ oL O X2 gleMe. ZEsie.”

‘I apologize. Are you ok? Did you get hurt? I’'m sorry.”

Such kind of use was not observed in the responses received from NTR.

To sum up, as a result of the similarities they have in their cultural structure
according to Hofstede’s cultural dimensions (1980, 1991), it was found in the
study that NKR and NTR choose using similar strategies when it comes to
apologizing under the same situations. However, during the analysis it was also
found that even though in Korean and Turkish similar strategies are used, the
linguistic structure that is preferred by the speakers in their strategies, in fact,

differ. Since Korean is a highly honorific language with its four different speech
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levels, it differs from Turkish in the way that the apologies are conveyed
linguistically. In Turkish apologies, respect to face is only provided through the
use of second person plural instead of second person singular, whereas in
Korean respect is provided through the use of different speech levels depending
on the situation and the person the speaker is referring to which is the result of

a hierarchic system that Turkish language does not have.

A further study can be carried out with a different participant group that belongs
to a different age range like 50+ to examine elder speakers’ apology strategies.
Furthermore, as Koo (2001) claims that the age of the addressee also has a
major impact on the apology strategies of the speakers, there could be another
comparative study to investigate the apology strategy of Korean speakers and
Turkish speakers when apologizing to individuals that belong to different age

groups.

Moreover, there could be research to examine the apology behaviour of
different gender groups under the same contextual situations. As in the current
study it was found that some speakers mentioned that they prefer using
different strategies based on the gender of the addressee, the apology
behaviour of speakers depending on the gender of the offended within the same
context also could be further studied.

In the current study, various ways of intensifier and mitigator use have been
noticed, however it was not taken into consideration because intensifiers are not
among the variables which went under investigation. Therefore, another study
could be carried out in order to further examine the use of intensifiers and

mitigators.
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Durum 1 az — Ciddiyet
Derecesi —
¢ok
Cok yakin bir arkadasinin arabasini 6dung¢ aldin. Fakat|1 |23 |4 | 5
arabayi park ederken duvara carptin.Bu yuzden arabada
belirgin gizikler olustu. Arkadasinin arabasina ¢ok duskun
oldugunubiliyorsun. Arabayi teslim etmen gereken saatte
seni aradiginda, ona ne soylersin?
Durum 2 az — Ciddiyet
Derecesi —
¢ok
Bir Universitede 0Ogretim gorevlisi olarak calisiyorsun. |1 |2 (3| 4|5
Toplantin uzadigi icin okuldaki dersine yarim saat geciktin.
Sinifa gittiginde 6grencilerin bazilarinin sinifi terk ettigini
fark ettin. Siniftaki 6grencilere ne soylersin?
Durum 3 az — Ciddiyet
Derecesi —
¢ok
Sehirlerarasi  bir yolculuga ¢iktin. Otobuste Ust rafa|1 |2 (3|4 |5

yerlestirdigin bir valiz, sofér ani fren yapinca on koltuktaki
hi¢ tanimadigin bir yolcunun Uzerine dugtu. Yolcu korkuyla
yerinden sigradiginda ona ne soylersin?
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Durum 4 az — Ciddiyet
Derecesi —
cok
Kantindeki kahve kuyrugunda ¢ok beklemek zorunda kalinca|1 (2|3 |4 | 5
dersine ge¢ kaldin. Sinav haftasindan 6nceki son ders
oldugu icin derse yetismek amaciyla hizla sinifa kosarken
seninle ayni dersi aldigini bildigin ama onun diginda pek de
samimiyetin olmayan bir 06grenciye carptin. Bu sirada
tasidigin kahve onun uzerine dokuldu, ona ne soylersin?
Durum 5 az — Ciddiyet
Derecesi —
¢ok

Rahatsizhigin sebebiyle dersi kagirdin. Calismak igin, ¢ok iyi
not tuttugunu bildigin yakin bir arkadasindan notlarini aldin.
Ama calisirken notlarin Uzerine kahve doktin. Arkadasin
notlarini geri istemek i¢in seni aradiginda ona ne sodylersin?

1123|145

Durum 6

az — Ciddiyet
Derecesi —
¢ok

iki giin sonraki sinavdan énce ders galismak igin pek de
samimi olmadigin bir sinif arkadasindan kitabini 6diung
aldin. Ertesi gun okula giderken kitabi evde unuttun.
Arkadasin senden kitabini istediginde ona ne soylersin?

112|13[4(5
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Durum 7

az — Ciddiyet
Derecesi —
cok

Hazirladigin projeyle ilgili dersin hocasiyla gorusmeye
giderken yanliglikla baska bir hocanin odasina girdin. Fakat
bu hocadan hi¢ ders almadin, bu yuzden onu pek
tanimiyorsun. Odasina girdiginde ona ne soylersin?

112|13|4(5

Durum 8

az — Ciddiyet
Derecesi —
¢ok

Mesaiye ge¢ kalmamak igin hizla otobuse bindin. Fakat
senden sonra otobuse binen yolcuyu fark etmeyince
ayagina bastin. Yolcu saskinlikla sana dondigunde ona
ne soylersin?

112345

Durum 9

az — Ciddiyet
Derecesi —
cok

Acil bir ihtiyacin i¢in arkadasindan borg olarak aldigin
parayl so6z verdigin tarihnte geri 6demen mumkuin degil.
Arkadasinin bor¢ olmasi sartiyla bu paray1 sana verdigini ve
paraya ihtiyaci oldugunu biliyorsun. Ona ne sodylersin?

112|345
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Durum 10 az — Ciddiyet
Derecesi —
¢ok
_Universitede ogretim elemani olarak goérev yapiyorsun. |1 (2|3 | 4|5
Isimleri ayni olan iki ogrencinin notlarini karigtirdin. Bu
yuzden aslinda bagarili olan 0Ogrenci dersten kalirken,
basarisiz 6grenci dersi gegmis oldu. Dersten kalan 6grenci
kagidini gormek icin odana geldiginde yaptigin hatay: fark
ettin. Ona ne soylersin?
Durum 11 az — Ciddiyet
Derecesi —
cok
Hocandan bir kopyasini gikarmak igin 6dung aldigin kitabi 2(3(4]|5
sz verdigin tarihte getirmeyi unuttun. Hocanin o gunku
derste kitabi kullanmasi gerektigini ve esyalari konusunda
kati oldugunu biliyorsun. Ona ne soylersin?
Durum 12 az — Ciddiyet
Derecesi —
¢ok
Uzun zamandir gérugmedigin bir arkadasinla bulusmak icin 2(3(4|5

plan yaptiniz ama o gun bulusacaginizi unuttun. Arkadasin
anlastiginiz  saatte seni araylp nerede oldugunu
sordugunda ona ne dersin?
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APPENDIX B

KOREAN LIKERT SCALE
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APPENDIX C
APOLOGY STRATEGIES

A. Explicit Apology:

1. An expression of regret: I'm sorry
2. An offer of an apology: | apologize

3. A request for forgiveness: excuse me, forgive me

B. Explanation or Account:

the bus was late, the traffic was heavy, | had to finish something

C. Acknowledgment of Responsibility:
1. Accepting the blame: It's my fault, | forgot, | didn’t see you
2. Expressing self-deficiency: I'm so forgetful
3. Expressing lack of intent: | didn't mean to, | didn’t do it
deliberately

D. Positive Politeness Apologies:

Concern for the hearer: Are you alright, is everything ok?
Expression of empathy: | know how you feel
Complementing: | really like your classes

Joking: Your notes smell like coffee

o M 0=

Thanking/expression of gratitude: Thank you for waiting,
thanks for the book

6. Recognizing the other person as deserving an apology:
You're right whatever you say, you're right to be angry

E. An Offer of Repair/ Redress:

I'll get it fixed, I'll buy you a new one as soon as possible

F. A Promise of Forbearance:

| won’t happen again, | promise never to do it again



N. Non-apology:

1.
2.

o 0 kW
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Blaming someone else: You were blocking the way
Downgraders and self-defence: Don'’t worry, please don’t
get angry

Initiators: | need to tell you something...

Denial of fault: It is not my fault

Expression of indifference: | don’t care, | don’t think so
Sarcastic language use: That is just what | needed
today(!)

Request of tolerance: Could you give me some more

time?
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APPENDIX D

TURKISH CONSENT FORM

Sayin katilimcl,

Bu calisma, kuiltirlerarasi bir séylem incelemesi olup Hacettepe Universitesi
ingiliz Dilbilimi Anabilim Dali Yiiksek Lisans programinda Dr. Ogr. Uyesi Zeynep
Doyuran danigmanhiinda yiritilmekte olan “Turkgede ve Korecede Ozir
Dileme: Kulturlerarasi bir Calisma” isimli bir YUksek Lisans Tez ¢alismasidir. Bu
arastirma igin Hacettepe Universitesi Etik Komisyonu'ndan gerekli izinler
alinmistir. Size verilmis olan bu ankette kimlik bilgileriniz sorgulanmayacak ve

cevaplariniz yalnizca bahsedilen tez galismasinda kullanilacaktir.

Bu calismanin amaci, verilen durumlarda belirtilen kisilere ne sOyleyeceginizi
size en uygun sekilde ve anlasilir bigimde ifade etmenizdir. Bu arastirma igin
dolduracaginiz anket tahminen 15-20 dakikanizi alacaktir. Arastirma suresince
sizden beklenen, belirtilen sorulara eksiksiz ve hi¢ kimsenin baskisi veya telkini

altinda olmadan, size en uygun ifadeyi kullanmanizdir.

Bu galismaya katilmak tamamen gonlilliiliik esasina dayalidir. istediginiz zaman
anketi birakabilir, galismadan c¢ekilebilirsiniz. Bu durum size higbir sorumluluk
getirmeyecektir. Arastirmada vereceginiz cevaplar, g¢alismada yer alan
arastirmacilar ve ilgili yuksek lisans tezinin veri kisminda anonim sekilde
kullanilmak haricinde hi¢ kimseyle paylasilmayacaktir. Arastirma sonuglar tez
ve bilimsel yayinlarda kullanilacaktir. Arastirmanin tum sireglerinde Kigisel

bilgileriniz 6zenle korunacaktir.

Bu formu dikkatli bir sekilde okuyup anlamaniz ve onaylamaniz bu arastirmaya
katilmayi kabul ettiginiz anlamina gelmektedir. Ancak, arastirmaya katiimama,
arastirmaya katildiktan sonra vazge¢gme ve calismayi yarida birakma hakkina
da sahipsiniz. Bu formu onaylamadan once veya sonrasinda, galisma hakkinda
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akliniza takilan sorularla ilgili arastirmacilarla iletisime gegebilirsiniz. llgili
arastirmacilarin iletisim bilgileri formun alt kisminda belirtiimigtir. Aragtirmaya
katilmayi kabul ediyorsaniz, asagida yer alan “Arastirma hakkinda bilgi edindim
ve caligmaya katilmayi kabul ediyorum” kismini isaretleyiniz.

e Yukarida yer alan ve arastirmadan once katilimciya verilmesi gereken
bilgileri dikkatli bir sekilde okudum ve c¢aligmayla ilgili gerekli bilgiyi
edindim. Katilmam istenen arastirmanin amacini ve kapsamini, gonullu
katiimci olarak sahip oldugum sorumluluklari anladim. Calisma hakkinda
yazili aciklama vyapildi. Kigisel bilgilerimin ihtimamla korunacagi

konusunda vyeterli guven verildi. Bu kosullar altinda, ilgili arastirmaya

kendi istegimle ve hi¢c kimsenin baskisi ya da telkini altinda olmadan

katilmayi kabul ediyorum.

Tarih:

Katilimci Adi-Soyadi:

Sorumlu Arastirmaci

Adi, Soyadi: Zeynep Doyuran
Telefon: 0312 297 85 25

E-posta: zdoyuran@hacettepe.edu.tr
Adres: Hacettepe Universitesi
Edebiyat Fakultesi,

ingiliz Dilbilimi Balimdi,

Beytepe Kampusu

Cankaya/Ankara

Yardimci Arastirmaci

Adi, Soyadi: Esin Ozge Esen
Telefon: 0312 297 85 25
E-posta:esin.esen@hacettepe.edu.tr
Adres: Hacettepe Universitesi
Edebiyat Fakultesi,

ingiliz Dilbilimi Balimdi,

Beytepe Kampusu

Cankaya, Ankara
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APPENDIX E

KOREAN CONSENT FORM
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A Zeynep Doyuran
H2tX: 0312 297 85 25
O|H|: zdoyuran@hacettepe.edu.tr

FA: Hacettepe Universitesi

Edebiyat Fakultesi,
ingiliz Dilbilimi Balimdi,
Beytepe Kampusu
Cankaya, Ankara

‘d9: Esin Ozge Esen
A2t : 0312 297 85 25
O|H|: esin.esen@hacettepe.edu.tr

FA: Hacettepe Universitesi

Edebiyat Fakultesi,
ingiliz Dilbilimi Balimdi,
Beytepe Kampusu
Cankaya, Ankara
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APPENDIX F

TURKISH DCT

Asagidaki senaryolari okuyun ve belirtilen durumda karsinizdaki kisiye tam
olarak NE SOYLEYECEGINIZi aynen yazin. Ankette, belirtilen durumlarda ne
soyleyeceginizi sadece KONUSMA  IFADESI  seklinde yazmaniz
beklenmektedir.

1. Cok yakin bir arkadasinin arabasini 6édung aldin. Fakat arabayi park ederken
duvara carptin. Bu yuzden arabada belirgin cizikler olustu. Arkadasinin
arabasina ¢ok dugkun oldugunu biliyorsun. Arabayi teslim etmen gereken

saatte seni aradiginda, ona ne soylersin?

2. Bir universitede 6gretim gorevlisi olarak calisiyorsun. Toplantin uzadidi igin
okuldaki dersine yarim saat geciktin. Sinifa gittiginde ogrencilerin bazilarinin
sinifi terk ettigini fark ettin. Siniftaki 6grencilere ne sdylersin?

3. Sehirlerarasi bir yolculuga ¢iktin. Otobuste Ust rafa yerlestirdigin bir valiz,
sofér ani fren yapinca on koltuktaki hi¢ tanimadigin bir yolcunun tzerine dustu.
Yolcu korkuyla yerinden si¢gradiginda ona ne sdylersin?

4. Yeni bir kazak aldin. Ertesi gun ige gittiginde kazagi Uzerinde goren is
arkadaslarindan biri “Cok yakismig,” dedi. Onunla pek samimi olmadiginiz igin

is disinda fazla gérusmuyorsunuz. Ona ne soylersin?



154

5. Kantindeki kahve kuyrugunda c¢ok beklemek zorunda kalinca dersine geg
kaldin. Sinav haftasindan 6nceki son ders oldugu icin derse yetismek amaciyla
hizla sinifa kogarken seninle ayni dersi aldigini bildigin ama onun diginda pek
de samimiyetin olmayan bir 6grenciye c¢arptin. Bu sirada tasidigin kahve onun

uzerine dokuldu, ona ne soylersin?

6. Rahatsizligin sebebiyle dersi kacgirdin. Calismak icin, ¢ok iyi not tuttugunu
bildigin yakin bir arkadasindan notlarini aldin. Ama calisirken notlarin tGzerine
kahve doktun. Arkadasin notlarini geri istemek icin seni aradiginda ona ne

soylersin?

7. iki glin sonraki sinavdan dnce ders galismak icin pek de samimi olmadigin bir
sinif arkadasindan kitabini 6dung aldin. Ertesi gun okula giderken kitabi evde

unuttun. Arkadasin senden kitabini istediginde ona ne soylersin?

8. Hazirladigin projeyle ilgili dersin hocasiyla gorigsmeye giderken yanliglikla
bagka bir hocanin odasina girdin. Fakat bu hocadan hi¢ ders almadin, bu

yuzden onu pek tanimiyorsun. Odasina girdiginde ona ne soylersin?

9. Mesaiye ge¢ kalmamak igin hizla otoblse bindin. Fakat senden sonra
otobuse binen yolcuyu fark etmeyince ayagina bastin. Yolcu sagkinlikla sana

dondugunde ona ne soylersin?
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10. Bir firmada c¢alisiyorsun. Onemli bir toplanti igin gerekli evraklari
hazirlarken 6gle arasinin bittigini fark etmedin bile. Bu sirada ¢ok da samimi
olmadigin bir is arkadasin sana kahve getirdi. Ona ne soylersin?

11.  Acil bir intiyacin i¢in arkadasindan borg olarak aldigin parayi s6z verdigin
tarinte geri 6demen mumkun degil. Arkadasinin borg olmasi sartiyla bu parayi

sana verdigini ve paraya ihtiyaci oldugunu biliyorsun. Ona ne sdylersin?

12.  Universitede 6gretim elemani olarak gérev yapiyorsun. isimleri ayni olan
iki 6grencinin notlarini karistirdin. Bu yuzden aslinda basarili olan 6grenci
dersten kalirken, basarisiz 6grenci dersi gegmis oldu. Dersten kalan ogrenci
kagidini gormek icin odana geldiginde yaptigin hatay! fark ettin. Ona ne

soylersin?

13. Hocandan bir kopyasini ¢gikarmak i¢cin 6dung aldigin kitabi s6z verdigin
tarinte getirmeyi unuttun. Hocanin o gunku derste kitabi kullanmasi gerektigini
ve egyalari konusunda kati oldugunu biliyorsun. Ona ne sdylersin?

14. Hocan ders igin hazirladigin sunumu ¢ok begendi. Bu sunum igin ¢ok
caba sarf etmisgtin. Hocan hazirladigin sunumu diger siniftaki 6grencilerine
ornek olarak gostermek istedigini belirttiginde, ona ne sodylersin?
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15.  Uzun zamandir gérusmedigin bir arkadasinla bulusmak i¢in plan yaptiniz
ama o gun bulusacaginizi unuttun. Arkadasin anlastiginiz saatte seni arayip

nerede oldugunu sordugunda ona ne dersin?

16.  Yakin arkadasinin yeni ayakkabilarini gok begendin. Hep almak istedigin
ayakkabilara tipatip benziyorlar. Arkadasin ayakkabilarini nasil buldugunu

sordugunda ona ne dersin?
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APPENDIX G

KOREAN DCT
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APPENDIX H

ENGLISH VERSION OF THE DCT

Read the scenarios below and write what you would exactly SAY to the person
indicated in the situation. In the questionnaire, you are expected to write what
you would say only as THE WAY YOU UTTER.

1. You borrow one of your closest friends’ car. However, you hit the wall while
parking so there are some scratches on the car. You know that your friend is
very fond of his/her car. When s/he calls you at the time you are supposed

to give the car back, what would you tell him/her?

2. You’re working at a university as a foreign language lecturer. You get late to
your class for thirty minutes because of a prolonged meeting. When you get
to the class, you notice some of the students have left the class. What would
you tell the students in the class?

3. You are on an intercity trip. The baggage you placed on the top shelf of the
bus has fallen down to the passenger whom you have never met before on
the front seat. When the passenger jumps out of her/his seat in fear, what
would you tell him/her?

4. You buy a new sweater. After seeing it on you, one of your colleagues says
“It looks good on you”. Since you're not very close, you don’t see each other
other than work. What would you tell him/her?
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. When you have had to wait in the coffee queue at the cafeteria, you get late
to your class. Since it is the last class before the exam week, you run quickly
with the aim of catching the class. While running, you hit one of the students
that you know takes the same class as you but you are not that close with.
When your coffee gets spilled on her/him, what would you tell her/him?

. You miss your class because of health issues. You take the notes from one
of your closest friends to study. However, you spilled coffee on the notes
while studying. When your friend calls you to get back her/his notes, what

would you tell her/him?

. You borrow the book of one of your classmates’ that you are not very close
with to study for the exam in two days. You forget the book at home the next
day. When your friend wants the book back, what would you tell her/him?

. While going to see the professor about the project you've prepared, you
accidentally get in the office of another professor. However, you have never
taken any class of hers/his, so you don’t know her/him well. What would you
say to her/him when you get in the office?

. In order not to be late, you quickly get on the bus. However, you haven't
notice the person that get on the bus after you, so you step on her/his foot.
When the passenger turns you in shock, what would you say to her/him?

10.You work at a firm. While preparing the necessary files for an important

meeting you haven’t noticed that the lunch break is over. Meanwhile, a
colleague that you're not very close with has brought you coffee. What
would you say to her/him?
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11.1t is not possible for you to pay back the money you had borrowed from a
friend of yours for an urgent need at the time you promised to. You know
that your friend gave you the money provided that you would pay it back and
that s/he needs the money. What would you tell her/him?

12.You're working as a foreign language lecturer at a university. You misgraded
two students papers because of the similarity in their names. Therefore, the
student that is successful has failed in the class, whereas the unsuccessful
one has passed. When the failed student comes to see her/his exam paper,
you have realized your mistake. What would you say to her/him?

13.You forget to bring the book you have borrowed from the professor to get a
copy on the day you promised. You know that the professor is supposed to
use that book in the class and is very strict when it comes to her/his
materials. What would you say to her/him?

14.The professor really likes your presentation for her/his class. You have
worked so hard for that presentation. When the professor says s/he wants to
show your presentation to other students, what would you say to her/him?

15.You have made a plan to meet with a friend that you haven’t seen for a while
but you forget about it. When your friend calls you at the time you two are

supposed to meet to ask where you are, what would you say to her/him?

16.You really like the new shoes of your close friend. They look alike with the
shoes you have always wanted to buy. When your friend asks you what you
think of them, what would you say to her/him?
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APPENDIX |

PERSONAL INFORMATION FORM IN TURKISH

Asagidaki maddeleri dikkatlice okuyunuz ve belirtilen sorulara eksiksiz ve agik

sekilde yanit veriniz.

Yasiniz:

Cinsiyetiniz:

Yasadiginiz sehir/ulke:

Egitim durumunuz:

Boliumunuz:

Mesleginiz:

Anadiliniz:

Anadiliniz diginda bildiginiz diller:

Eger var ise, yabanci dil seviyeniz:

d A1-A2 (baslangig)

0 B1-B2 (orta)
Q C1 (ileri)
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APPENDIX J

PERSONAL INFORMATION FORM IN KOREAN
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APPENDIX K

PERSONAL INFORMATION FORM IN ENGLISH

Read the questions below carefully and write your answers to each clearly.

Age:

Gender:

The city/country that you reside:

Education level:

University department:

Occupation:

Native language:

The languages that you can speak other than your native one:

If there is one, your level:

o A1-A2 (beginner)

o B1-B2 (intermediate)
e (1 (advanced)



