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ABSTRACT

Pragmaticfeatures of language vary across different circams#s, languages and cultures
This wvariability may resul't to incompetence
pragmatic strategies leadirtig pragmatic failure or commuration breakdown. This study
aimed at examining apology strategies by Englistsecond Language (ESL) students of the
University of Kabianga Successful communication is possiméen ESLlearrers have
pragmatic competence that enables them tdamggiagdorms suitable to different situations

and contexs. The objectives of thestudy wereto determine the preferred categories of
apologies bythe selected ESL speats, to investigate how they respond apologéticn
different situations, to find ouwhether the choice and production of apology strategies are
influenced by acial factors of social status angender and the contextual ariable of
severity of offence, and finally the appropriateness of the strategies Tusedtudy used
Brown and Levinsonbés face and ppolbgy sckema ss t F
based on Hmes (1990) and Demeter (260 The target population wa02 responeénts.
Purposive sampling wassed to obtaimespondents who werendergraduate ESL students
working towards a Bachelor of Education degree (English/Literature); both male and female;
aged19-25, from first year to the fourth year of stu@4-4). The sample size wagl2 The

student sample was 24P of themwerepurposively sampledsratersof apology strategies.

In addition, 2lecturer rates werepurposvely sampled from a populatioof 4. The language

users were homogeneous in aspects such astezhal backgrounémong otherdienceit

can be assumed that they were a representation of the entire popdlates methosl were

used for data collection: interview questions, observationaabBgscourse Completion Task
(DCT) in form of a questionnaireThe DCT contained eighteesituationswhich were
modified from those of Demeter (2006) and Thijittang (2010). They pregarediyped and

given to students who wesssked to regmd to them apologeticallyChe instruments were
piloted for reliability. Two typesof analysis weraised on the data collected; quantitative and
gualitative analysisThe researcher upheld ethical consadiens in form of authorization and
permission from National Commission for Science, Technology and Innovation (NACOST]),
Kabarak UniversityMinistry of Education, Kericho County Commissionémiversity of
Kabianga and the undergraduate ESL studentseotniversity of Kabianga to carry out this
research. The findings of this study reveal that ESL students use varied apologetic strategies,
the higheswof thesebeing the use of multiple strategy. They were however found to lack
pragmatic competence the realization of apologies. The selected variables; social status,
gender and severity of offence influenced the realization of apologies in varied degrees. The
findings from theraters suggest that use of multiple apologies and intensifiers for a majority
of scenarios were the most appropriate. As a recommendatstryction in Pragmatics in
English language teaching needs be introduced in Kenyan classrooms with a view of
enhancing | ear ner s 6Sugpestedgreas ofifurthercreseapcle indudec e .
research of how other variables other than the ones used in this study on apology studies, use
of non academic language users, among otfilrs.study is anticipated to enrich literature in
pragmatics and in particulasccio-pragmatics. Moreover, the findingsill benefit an
academic researcher who may be interested in pragmatic studies among Kenyan English
language users.

Key words: Apology, face, politeness, pragmatic competence, English as second language,
social variakes
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OPERATIONAL DEFINITION OF TERMS
Apology: Anexpressiomf r emor se after committing an o

Apology strategies: Methods or utterances used by speakers of the English language to
perform the speech act of apology. Th

sorry, o0 Al hdrdndobumeamYboa are entirely

Appropriateness of apology strategiesCredibility and adequacy in the use of apology

strategies according to context.

Coding category: The strategies/framework of apology categories (as appears on table 2.3).
These included strategies such as: expressingisgtiiency, acknowledgment

of responsibility, an expression of regret etc that were used in this study.

Cross Cultural Studies: Studiesthat have that examined the production of the speech act of
apolog across different cultural groups.

Face The image portrayed after committing an offence.

Gender. Culturally and socially constructed category of male/female
(masculine/feminine) used in this study as a variable to establish its influence
on the chaie apology patterns by respondents in different apologetic

situations.

Kenyan ESL speakers/learners:Undergraduate University of Kabianga students taking
English as a second language. These are the respondents who participated in
the study.

Negative fae: An o f f desirdnettodave his/her apologies impeded.

Postive face: An o f f desice® rbé accepted or appreciated by the offended after

making an apology

Pragmatic competence The ability to use languadgeoth accuraly and appropriatg in

apologetic environments with a goal of achieving communicative competence.
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Pragmatic variability: Varied forms or strategies used by language users during their
production of the speech act of apology in different somiaitexs. In this
study, thestrategies such amn offer of apology or i nst ance O] a |
request of forgivenessor exampl e Ointensifigrs of @apologg , 6 an

such as | am very sorryd were used.

Pragmatics A branch of linguistics that examines the use of languagearticular
situations; within context for instance, language users responding to situations
that involved different cadres of individuals along social status, gender and the

contextual variable of severity of offence.

Second languageRefersto Englis | anguage that was | earnt af

language (L1) but used in the locale of the language speakers.

Severity of offence The degree or intensity of a perpetrated act of offence. Severity was
categorized into two: high severity andvigeverity. For instance, injury that
led to hospitalization was taken to be highly severe than one that did not lead

to hospitalization.

Social status A person6s standing or position in r
Social status amorgfudents was based on the achieved status of year of study
for instance, a fourth year student was taken to be of a higher social status than
a first year, students as friends were taken to be of equal social status.
Moreover, student leaders were take be of higher social status. Lecturers

too were in higher social status than the students.

Social variables: They areaspects under this study which were tested to determine whether
they influence the way language is produced; variables of sodias stgender

and severity of offence.

Socicpragmatics: Appropriate usef language based on the social variables of social status,

gender and severity of offence.
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Sociopragmatic failure: A failure by language users to produce apology strategies
appr@riately and asrequired in a givensocial situations for instance cases
where simple and casual apologies were made with disregard of the offended
personsd high social status angdragmatgh seve

failure

Speech Acts Utterances made by people to sespecific saial functions in communication
such as requests, apologies, complaitmanking, complimenting. Apologies
for instance play the social role of mending Kmo relationships

XXI






CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION

1.1 Introduction

This area presentsitroductory information of the rearch undertaken. It includes the
background to thetgdy, the statement of the problemurpose of the study, research

objectives and questions, significance, scope, and limitations of the study,

1.2Background to the Study

Within second language studid¢ise importance gpragmatic competence in teaching is a key
goal. This implies that learners not only have to understand language acts grammatically but
also demonstrate appropriate communicative intetite contexts thegre performedin the
traditional sense, there are five key areas in the study of pragmatics: conversational
implicature, deixis, conversational structure, presupposition and speech acts. The most
dominant area of pragmatics in second language studieg bpipast studies is speech acts
(Holmes, 1990;Demeter, 2006;Muhammed, 2006; Thijittang, 2010; Tageddin, 2012,
Tuncell, 2012) This is most likely because they occupy great significance in the acquisition
and use of a second languaganong the spech ats language users employ include

complaint, complimentrequest, apologynd refusahmong others

Pragmatic studies, especially on the area of speech acts, have received considerable attention
by scholars since the concepasfirst conceptualize(Hymes, 1972) However, not much

change has been made on the propositions made. It was of the view of the scholars that
together with thesystematiogrammaticalacquisition of linguistic competence that includes

rules, correctness and facts about a langsggem; pragmatic norms of the@argetlanguage

are also learnt and used acabing to context (Kasper & Rose, 2008hardakova2005



Demeter, 2006 among other scholardMoreover, in recent timesoo there have been
preference ad suggestions to consider communicative competence as a goal in language
teaching and learnin@asuhiro, 2007Kecskes, 2014Salehj 2014. The researchieconcus
with this view since use of language based on context will lead to the enhancement of

comnmunicative competence among learners.

Biensenbaclt.ucas (2003) and Eslarasekh (2005bgonfirm that second languaggacher
training programs do not emphasize on the acquisition of pragmatic elements thus language
teacher candidates lack the confidencpdss pragmatic aspects of language when teaching.
Moreover, most researchers, curriculum developers and material devedepensto lack
understanding of the@mportance of developing English language learners pragmatic
knowledge and competence. The reskear strongly believes that there is need for learners to
acquire knowledge and understanding of how language is pragmatically used in different

social contexts so as to increase their communicative competence.

Comprehension and appropriateness in the dtation of speech acts is pegged on language
userso6 pragmatic competence of a target
advanced learners of high language proficiency often lack pragmatic competence in the
production of speech acts. Farashaiyas Amirkhiz (2011) posit that most of the English as
Second Language (ESL) and English as Foreign Language (EFL) learners achieve advance
knowledge of L2 competence in grammar and end up lacking the most essential mastery of
rules of pragmatics in differegbntexts. ESL students at the University of Kabaafgo fall

into this category (see samples of apologies madepeAdix X).

Speech acts mirroamong other thingshe cultural and social norms of a target language

(Bayley & Regan, 2004)This study focused on the speech act of apology. Among the speech



actsmost frequently used in daily communication is that of apology. This could be largely
because it serves to restore and maintain harmony in interpersonal relationships (Eisinger,
2011) The act of apologydeally is produced when offences are made eeglires the
presence of two participantd)e person who is apologizingthe offender, and thperson

who expects an apologyhe offended partyApologies are realized differently agdsen the
importance that they hold, considerations should be made to establish the circumstances in
which they are made. This would include studying apologies along the variables of the level
of familiarity, gender, age, degg of offence, social statamong other variable§ his study
investigated the most preferred apology strategies under the influence of social status, gender
and severity of offencdt was of the interest of this researcher to establish how language

varieties differ between groupspegated by social class, gender and severity of offence.

Drawing fromthe kind of apology responses made B§L studentsat the University of
Kabianga (seé&ppendix Xlfor samples), it can be concluded that the students lack pragmatic
competence in the pdaction of apologiesAccording to Chapman and Thomas (2011),
apologizing is difficult to produce in oneos
foreign language may be more complicated. The ESL studentsost instances take
apologiedfor graned. They make casual apologies even in most deserving cases. This has in
most cases led to strained relationships among the offended and the offenders. In other
instances, there have been cases ofaumeptance of apology even in less severe situations
that would normally warrant acceptance of apology. In extreme situations, offenders avoid
making apologies altogether could be with the notion that making them are a sign of
weakness. These observations prompted the researcher to investigate the realization

apologies by ESL students of the University of Kabianga.



Abdul-Ameer (2013)n his study of Iraqi EFL learners suggested that apology studies should
not be done from a lexical perspective but a pragmatic one. In his research, he established
that Iraqi EFL learners displayed lack of pragmatic competence and instead transferred Iraqi
social and cultural norms to English. He equally suggests that there should be a change of
focus from mere acquisition of linguistic compate to emphasis on language thataatext
basedThis study borrows from this perspective tlmproduction of apologies in the English
language equly pragmatic competence is importaamonglanguage ugss for effective

communication

In Kenya today, there is a recommendation to adopéw education curriculum to replace

the current 8-4 systemthat has been in existence for more than 30 years. The major reason
being that the 8-4 system has not been skill oriented hence the need to aligrueatied
systemwith the development nesaf the 21 century.The Kenyan education system48t)

is structured in such a way that learners spend 8 years in primary school, 4 years in secondary
school and a minimum 4 years at the University and the center of focus in language teaching
is on theteaching of the linguistic aspects of the four major language skills that only leads to
the acquisition of grammatical competence rather than the pragmatic one (Ogechi, 2009). It is
possible that teachers and other instructors of language hardly fodhe acquisition of
pragmatic competenday learnerdor it may not be available in the syllabus and moreover
they themselvemay have not beaaught the spects of language pragmatics in their teacher

training programs

Ogechi (2009) in his study othe role of foreign and indigenounguages in fmary
schools in Kenyaemphasized on the need ftie Kenyan classroomto embrace the
development of communicative competence among learners away from the guesisover

model that dominate language instructidaring pedagogy. This, he suggests should be



uniform in all schools; urban or rural, public or private since at the end ofsehobl cycle,

the exanmmationsdoneby all the learners are the sam@achers in Kenya mostly dominate
class sessions; they use mostly questioswer mode in classrooms that makes the learners
used to one word utterances. The end result is learnerarthaompetent in pragmatics
(Sure &Ogechi, 2009)This is a common observation in Kenyan classrooms and especially

with ESL students of the University of Kabianga.

Students in Kenya start learning English as a Second Language in primary school and
continue to study it as compulsory subject till end of secondary education. After high school
others proceed tagher institutions to pursugnglish languageoursesThe ESL students of

the University of Kabianga belong to this group. The students have ebostdact with the

formal English language for at least 12 years but surprisingly they seem not to have achieved
the desired high levels of pragmatic competence. It would change the situation if all the
stakeholders of Education in Kenya embrace theimpon ce of devel oping E
language competence for effective communicatiime choice of the English language in

this study was not only because English is one of the most widely studied second and foreign
languages but also because the rebearseing a lecturer in the language would pride to be

in the front line in advocating for the shift from the linguistic approach of language learning

to the pragmatic approach that enhances communicative tamope

With reference to the diverse views sith above, the importance of apologies cannot be
downplayed. It is evident that apologies are prevalent in different facets of life; their
importance notwithstanding, there is little consensus on so many aspects of the speech act of
apology; the functionfoapology in communication, its universality, the preferred categories,
what constitutes a successful apology, the effect of smdtaral variables on the choice and

production of apology etc. This explains why this speech act remains a widely stgdied ar



Attributable to the different definitian and perspectivegommunicated by different
researchers, th scientist benefited from their methodologypi@duce a rich examination;
one that uses a blend of hypothetical perspectives on thendéacks, soclastandards and

capacity of politaess in the ackndedgment of statements of apology

The approach tthe present study fallwithin the domain of socie pragmaticswhich isa

subfield ofpragmatics taken to ke study of languagerém the point of view of users. It
involves the choices the language users mtieeffect of social variables on the choice of
languageas established also by Kecsk2614).The studyinvestigate the influence of social

status, seventof offence and gnderon the choice of apology strategi@ese variables
according to the researcher could be adequately controlled in an academic set up so as to
determine the choice of apologies by the ESL studdrts. need forsuch a study was
consideredimperative for not much has been done on apologies by Kenyan learners of

English as a Second Language.

1.3 Statement of the Problem

In order to establish effective relationships, there is need to have efficient communication and
interaction among language users.vdd with the achievement of advanced level of
grammatical competence; students of Esiglas Second language the University of
Kabianga ¢ee Appendix Xlfor sampley have limited pragmati competenceThey use
apology stategies without consideringontext or language environments in which they
occur. Specifically, the language users commitmanistakes in the production of the speech

act of apologyespecially in naturally occurring speech environmeritsis presented a rich
ground forresearch;d establish the real situation in the production of apologies in given

situatons. This would in turn be a basis makerecommendations on the inclusiaf



different variables in activite requiring articulations of apology 59 learners. Tie key
objedive of this approach is to enhanpeagmatt competence among language users to

improveon theircommunicative competence.

The inability, variability and inappropriatenessn the choices and production of
conextualized language amoriEnglish as Second nguage studentsf the University of
Kabianga coulde culturally influenced by socioljuistic factors of social statugender and
severity of offence. However, as no study related to the ESL pragmatic competence of
students of English in Kenyaas beerconducted, it wagappropriate taonclude about the
pragmatic competence of English as Second languadergs in Kenyavithout carrying a
researchThisfurther presentecd wide acadaic gap that this study attempteadfill through
exploring the use of apology strategies in English among the undergraduate ESL students

the University of Kabianga.

1.4 Purposeof the Study

This study aimedat investigatingthe speech act ofpology among undergraduate ESL

students bthe University of Kabianga.

1.50Dbjectivesof the Study

To achieve the general purpose of investigating apology strategies among undergraduate

students of the University of Kabiandhis research waguided bythe following objectives:

i. To determinghepreferred categories apologystrategies among the undergraduate ESL
students of the University of Kabiangethe given scenarios
ii. To establish how axial variables of social statusd gendeinfluence the choiceof

apology strategiesmong the undergraduate ESL students of the University of Kabianga



iii. To establish how the contextual variable of severity of offenfteences the choice of
apologystrategiemmong theindergraduate ESL students of the University of Kabianga.
iv. To evaluate the appropriateness of apology strategies as usaddbsgraduate ESL

students of the University of Kabiangethe given situations
1.6 Research Questions
To achieve the studybjectives, this study sougta answer the following researgoestions:

i) What arethe preferred categories of apology strategies among the undergraduate ESL
students of the University of Kabiangathe given scenari@s

i) How dosocial variableof social status and gend&fluencethe choiceof apology
strategiemmong the undergraduate ESL students of the University of Kalfianga

iii) How does the contextual variable of severity of offence influence the cludice
apology strategieamong the undergraduate ESL students of the University of
Kabianga?

iv) How appropriate ar@apology strategies used lopdergraduate ESL students of the

University of Kabiangan given situations
1.7 Justification of the Study

The findings of this study are expected to makeumber ofsaluable contributiong=irst of

all, it will expandupon what iknown so far about theragmatic variatiom among language

users. The research examined and provided evidence of apology as a speech act as used by
Kenyan speakers of the English language. It also highlighted on the preferred choices of

apolayy strategies and how social variables influence the choices



Secondly,the findings have important implications in the field of Pragmatics especially, in
the area ofLanguage Teachdfducationin Kenya particularly with regard to curriculum
design and marial development on thienportance of the pragmatic informed approach to
language teaching for the development of pragmatic competence among ldawikise of
great benefito the stakeholdersf education especiallyinistry of Education officialsfor
instance inquality assurancecurriculum and materialdevelopers teachersespecially

instructors of languagand theesearch communitgs a whole.

Thefindingswill alsobe significantn the field of socigpragmatics majorly because apology
strategies are a crucial consideration for effective communicaiento their sensitivity
towards sociahnd contextuafactors seh as gender, social statusdaseverity of offence.
These were theariables of reference in this researth.Kenya, langage users need to
understand how differently people apologize so as to avoid misunderstandings. This is also to
ensure that in redife situations language users communicate effectively not only among

themselves but also with language speakers from cegems.

1.8 Scope of the Study

This study involved the investigation of pragmatic strategies among Kenyan ESL
undergraduate students of the University of Kabianga in Kericho County. The respondents
were students of 2016/2017 academic y&dre respondds d the studyconsised of
undergraduate students who are currently working towards a Bachelor degree in Education
(B.Ed. English/Literaturewith the English language beingajor as well as their second

language

This studyfocused on the use of apolggstrategies only and hee other acts of speech were

not consideredThe choice of apology as a speechwasguided by the fact that we use it



frequently in our day to day lives to restore peace and harmony among interlocutors.
Moreover, social variabsethat were focused on were thosesotial status, severity of
offence and gendefhese were presumed to have a great impact in the variability of apology
strategies.Therefore,variation on language usagdéong social distance, agad language

proficiency werdrrelevant to the study.

1.9 Limitations of the Study

Having used the DCT questionnaire, interview schedule and observation as a combination
technique to investigate the apology strategies of the undergraduate ESL students, it should

be a&nowledged that the use of the DCT questionnaire as a major tool for eliciting data did

not provide natural responses from the participants. It was not possible to examine socio
pragmatic aspects of language as compared to naturally occurring environments.
Furthermore, it did not capture paralingui st

behaviorspody language, gestures, voice variations among others.

Another limitation in the study wathat even having used the lecturer raters to rate the
appopriateness of the undergraduate ESL apologies in different contexts, it was not easy to
give a complete picture of what should actually constitute the socio pragmatic norms of
English speakers since in English has a number of varieties (for instanceamnienglish,
Australian English and British English) whose speakers use different patterns when making

apologies.
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CHAPTER TWO
LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 Introductio n

This areapresentditerature hat has been dorteefore that wa®f benefit to this stdy. In
section 2.2, 2.3 and 2i4 general literature on pragmatics, speech acts and apologies
section 2.5s literature review withdcus on objective 1, section Zdtuseson objective 2 &

3 and section 2.7ocuseson objective 4This overview ispivotal sinee it focuses on what
shape the reason of this investigation in the data presentation and examinatiom.s€hbts
part alsooffers a review of the theoreticlamework on explanatiorsf apologyby different
analystson various languageand will along these lines encourage ttieeoreticalstructure

that was used in thetudy.

2.2 Pragmatics

Pragmatics is described a field of lingidstthat was delivered in 1970s andorporates the
examination of how people understand andkenapeech astin different interactional
circumstances (Kasper, 1989) as cited in Liu (2003). Diverse scholars have extatlisdd
changed points ofisw on pagmatics that reflect on their hypothetical orientations and the
group of respondents under stu@rystd (1985) portrays pragntecs as the examination of
language study from the viewpoint of language us®srporating the choices that language
usersmake,the challenges they encouniemsingthe tongue irsocial circumstances and the

impactof languageauseon various individuals ithe communication circle

Crystal's definitionabovebreaks down pragmatics frothe point of view of the language

users. His definitiorconsiders the diverse decisions that speakers can makeutigng
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the objective targt languagecontingent upon the social queration of their interaction. The
thought of choiceconveys another angletonthe study oflanguageusage to be specific,
building up the capacity to settle on the right decisiams the choice of pragmatic

components (Crystal, 1985).

According to Kasper (1993), Pragmatics alludes to the investigation of how individuals
apprecate and create relevant linguistic action in a given linguistic situgdomg by this

brief definition, the significant center is dhe languageseting and generation of key and
appropriate components of pragmatics idiscourse dmonstration. Kasper goes ahead to
saythat context comprises of the social and cwtwircunstances in which communication
happens. Theseircumstancesassume a basic part in how messages are developed,
transmitted, and how theyeareceived. In brief therefgre Kas per 6 s center of
understanding of pragmatic elements and the effective production of the asarkey

A

componentsin languageleae r s 6 utt erances

A simpler definition of pragmatics is given by researchers at The Center of Advanced
Research in Language Acquisition at the UniversityMinnesota (2006)who describe
Pragmatics as theoarse in which we assign meaning to our utteranthe significance
specified thus incorporates both thebadrand norverbal components being utilized relying
upon communication situationhe relatioship between individuals interacting and the place

andtime being referred to.

In the written workreviewed aboverPragmatics, thearious scholars have put complement
on the noteworthinas of the right choices of language forrtisat resilt into effective
communication. Bsides they havegone further toname social variables that affect the

choice ofapology strategies in varied situatiof$is studyon pragmatics similarly, being in

12



the subfield of linguistics, benefited a lot frorthe rich points of view of the researels
discussed above. Moreover, this study built on the information in orddalisbthe usage of
language along individual usetheunmistakable choicdbatthe speakers make considering
the setting relationship of the language usarglthe effect of the social variables of gender,

severityof offence and social status

2.21 Pragmatic Competence and Pragmatic &lure

For effective communication, a language user needs to understand the pragmatics of the
target language. Thus, pragmatic competence is an important element in the learning of a
second language. According to Leed®43) and Kasper (1993ragmatic information
uncovers two ateworthy zones: socipragmatic(assessment of relevacomponents) and
pragmalinguistics (linguistic elements accessible to perform language capacities). In his later
studies, Kasper (2001) dalises that pragmatic competendees not just allude to the
searring of pragmatic knowledge but importantdge needs to increagprogrammed control

in processing itSimilarly in this study, pragmatic competence was pegged on appropriate
usage of apologyorms in context.lt was interesting to note hownglish as Second
Language userat the Uhiversity of Kabiangauseal the apology strategiem the given

apologetic situations.

In Bachmaris model (1990), language competegoenprses of two ranges; ‘orgaaizonal
competence' and ‘pragmatic competence'. The first range of competence alludes to learning of
linguistic units and the guidelines of going along with them together at thedélmebuistic

skill of grammar and text. Pragmatic competeatiedes tothe illocutionary capability and

sociolinguistic skill of language interlocutardllocutionary capability commses of the

13



information of the communicatiogctivity and how to do it whileaciolinguistic skill alludes

to the capacity to utilize language structures suitably as per the speech situation

Many researchers of pragmaticstive past studies have equally placed a lot of interest on
establishing the pragmatic competence of language learners. Tuncell (2011yatedshe
progress of pragmatic competence of EFL students in the course of their college education.
The study revealed that Turkish speakers had-latguage transfers of pragmatic norms

from L1 to L2. This finding was consistent with other studiese(L2000; Samati, 2005;

Tello, 2006) that language learners need to understand the pragmatics in the target language
and culture for effective communicatiorhis view was extensively evident in the findings of

this stdy since without understandiraf Engish language norms, the respondents used
apology expressions inappropriatelfhose with understanding of language usage in context

enhanced their communicative competence.

Istifci (2009) n his investigation of pragmatic competence by two proficiency pgou
intermediate and advanced learners established that the competence varied with the two
groups. Whereas the advanced learners used strategies that matched the English norms, the
intermediate ones faced challenges and in most cases opted to throw dltdmaevictims

other than give an apology. The study also revealed thatlamguage transfers were
common. Dal mau and Gotor (2007), i n their
competence across three proficiency levels; intermediate, -ugpemediate and advanced
established that improvement in L2 proficiency led to increased pragmatic competence.
Borrowing from their studythis study also determined apology production vdifierent

groups ofuniversity English language studeits'i 4" yea).
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To Bataineh& Bataineh (2008) pragmaticcompetence is seen more within language
situations in different cultures. For exampl
|l &m sorryo are widely accept albrieaoulreguires@ma s i n
give further explanation to the offence done. Kim (2008), is inesgeat in the advancement

of this viewthat apology is culture specific by giving an illustration of South Korean students
studying in Australia who when they apologthey do smile. In UK and Australian cultures,

smiling while apologizing is prohibitive.

Shively and Cohen (2007 itheir study on the effect of exposure to language and culture of
the target language on pragmatic competence established that there wagificant
difference between the students who stayed in the target culture environment and the group
that went to study abroad. They attributed this to the short period of time they were exposed
to the language. This finding was also consistent witbehaf dgher studies (Kondo, 1997;
Shardakova, 20Q5that proficiency in L2 and exposure to language and culture of target
language improve pragmatic competente.this study similarly, it was paramount to
establish throughthe demogaphic questionnaire,hte s t uerpesarets dhe target

languageso as to arrive at valid and relialsatus of language use.

Pragmatic failure on the other hand happensmédnspeaker utilizes improper language forms
in a given cicumstance which leads tan interpersonal arespondence breakdown. As
indicated by Riley (289), pragmatic failure refers tbe atereffect of a speaker imposing the
social tenets of one speech community onto andthexr circumstance wherthe social
principles of the two communities are diffateThomas (1983) bringsut two strands of
pragmatic failurepragmalinguistidailure which according to him ettributable to contrasts

in the act of encoding linguistic codesxd so® pragmatic failure which igliversely

distinctive linguistic impressios carried out by users from different cultural backgrounds.
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The views given by the authors benefit this study in a big way; it is as a result of pragmatic
failure; through the production of inappropriate apology expressions by the ESL students at
the University of Kabianga that informed the choice of the research area. It was interesting to
establish the roles of the variables sufcial statusgenderand severity of offece in the

choice and production of apology strategies.

The writing assesseabove reveals insight into the sigo#dnce of pagmatic competence in
interactions In this study similarly, the researcheet out to establishwhether the
respondentsdve the pragmatic ability to adequately coordinate the speech act of afmlogy

its individual speech functions and the capacity to understand, develop and attach appropriate
and exact meanings to language in use in differentexts. Furthermore, it wasucial to
evaluate the effect of the social variables of gender, social statuseesdtys of offence

altogether on the choice of apology strategies among the Kenyan langeesgyefusnglish.

2.3Speech Acts

Pragmatic competence, given its crucial role in language teaching and learning makes it
mandatory to understand the pragmatics aiif languages to ensure efficiency and
effectiveness in communication. Pragmatics has many areas among which speech acts has
become a widely investigated area majorly because of the many functions the acts play in our
daily lives: making requests, promiginapologizing, thankingcomplaining, complimenting

among othersThis explains why this study focused on the act of apology since it plays a key
role in our day to day interactions. Moreover, it was fundamental to establish pragmatic
variability during he making of theactsto establish whether they hinder or enhance

communication competence
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Initial scholars(Austin, 1962; Searle, 1969; Cohen, 19p&med speech act as a dominant
area in pragmatics. The first most renowned researcher who introdueeBpéech Act
Theory Austin (1962), in his chidook "How to do things h words" classified speech acts

into two: constatives that stood for statements that can be judged for their truth value and

performatives that can be evaluated in terms of their actions.

Searle (196Q howeverdoes not agree witAustin's classification and instead proposes five
groupgngs of acts.These arerepresentatives, directivespramissives,expressives and
declarations. Austin and Searle in their study claimed that speechpac#tenl by universal
principles. This claimhas reeived a great amount criticism since to othepeesh acts are
specific to different language users and environment hence they cannot be ufivrsi)
2006; Vilkki, 2006, Cutrone, 201l However, theclassificationdased on the five groupings
by Austinhave remained a basis to speech act studie¢héve been done and continue being
done (ee, 2000; Fahmi & Fahmi, 2006homas 2006; Nureddeen, 2008anderveken,

2009).

Cohen (1996b) understood speech acts from an improved point of view. He argues that
speech acts are courses in which individuasycout particular social capacities during
communication In light of the different arrangements made, Colcame up with five
noteworthy classe that incorporate the following: representatives, directives, expressives,
commisivesand declarativesAway from the controversy surrounding the classification of
speech acts, this study was keen to establish the most preferred apology strategies that were
in use andn the event, establish whethttie speeclact of apology ioperated by universal
principles intotality or there exists unique expressions of agglforms that are peculiar to

the Kenyan ESllanguage community.
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Il n this study, the speech avew (Vaschuaen d998)gy ,
fell under the expressive classificationcgnthey express feelings aattitudes. This study
benefied from the rich views exploredy various researcherand in line with their
suggestion proposes the inclusion of speech acts as a teaching material in a language so as to
develop pragmaticcompetence in learners. The researchensideed the choice and
production of the speech act of apololgy the Kenyan speakers of English taking into
account the diverse disame circumstances and the effect suicial variables of sexual

gendey societapostion and seriousness of offence on apology choice.

2.31 Speech Acts and #liteness.

In a majority of cases, there is a close relationship betwssstls acts angolitenessThis is
especially so, when expressing acts of requests, complintesrt&ing, apologies, promising
among othersOn the other hand there are acts whose production may not be polite owing to
the purpose of the act. These include acts expressing complaints, regrets, comménds etc.
social association, it is indispensalibe conversationalists to think about the impact of the
utilization of the diverse methods of good behavior on the addressor/beneficiary relationship.
Everyutterance is likely to be a face threaing act (FTA), yielding either aegative face or

a positve face [Leech, 1983Brown and Levinson, 1987; Holmes, 199Demeter, 2006

This could imply that politeness would contribute to a positive face among conversationalists

while lack of it may yield a negative face.

Brown and Levinson (1987), in their sjudame up withtwo sorts offace, specifically
"negative face" and "positivéace." They characterizethe negative one as one that is
antagonistic and pessimistic; one that portrays convensdists as domineering and do not

want to apologize for offence made, one that is not desirable among interlocutors. On the
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other hand they characterized the positive face as one that is constructive sudgasting
individuals anticipate that they will be liked and thegeds will be dtactive to others, too.
Matsumoto (1988) antlubecka (2000)rein agreement with the notion of face with the
claim that for one to apologize, it is proportional to conceding that the speaker has
accomplished sontiging incorrectly. This implied thastatenents of regret are both face
undermining and in addition face sparing, in light of the fact that if acknowledged, the
expression ofgmorse should lighten the offenof the speakeflhis research has borrowed
heavily from these studiesnce it has adaptl the theory of politene$sund therein. tlwas
interesting to establish how the idea of face would comanotite distribution of apology
expressiondased on the different apologetic environments; for example whether apology
strategies used imore fae threateningsituations are similar to those usedl@ss face

threatening situations.

Not all researchers concur with theoncept of face in statements of regmumerous
researchers havquestioned the possibilitf universalityof the thought of fae (Gu, 1990;
Vilkki, 2006; Cutrone, 201)L They clarify that the impression of face is not all inclusive but
rather culture particulaSubsequently, on the grodsthat speech adsve been connected
to the thought of fee, the utilization of a speeet in culturally diversecorrespondence is

prone to bring about conflicting interpretatiou( 1990).

According toNwoye (1992) there are two classes of facéndividual face™ and "group
face." He characterizeithe first kind as amndividual's longingto take care ohis/her own
needs and to place his/her open mentatEaifrait over hose of others while on the other
hand, he termed the grodpce as the individual's longing to carry on in similarity with
socially expected standards of conduct tmataganized anduthorized by societyrrom his

contention and arrangement of face, Nwoye has additionally demonstrated that in certain
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soceties, the thought dcts, for example, offers and demands are not confront undermining.

A case given is in the weof life of the Igbo. That th general population is uséalthe way

of life of sharing of merchandise and benefits and henceforth it acts as a social standard and
nobody is relied upon to force a solicitation on the products and administrations. This may
work in spite of some societies and human advancements where one is relied upon to make a
solicitation in order to profit by the item being referred to (Demeter, 200&)ugh the

current studyhas benefited much on the findings made on the idea oftfecegsearchetid

not specifically seek to establish whetltbe apologetic expressions that were made by the
respondents were out to save "individual face" or "grfage' since it was not part of the

studyds objective.

Leech (1983) made @assificationof speech acts into twanpolite ones that are taken to be
inconsiderate, for examplsummons angbolite ones that are taken to be consideraie

example, offer or solicitations. He proceeds tolintpat the speech acyseld either positive

politeness, which builds the amiability on account of naturally pleasant discourse acts, or
negative politeness, which leads to a loss of face, contributing to impoliteness. Leech
addtionally recomnended that the sort of speemtt one chooses to utilize is imped by the

longing to bepolite or neighborly. Lin (2005) concurs with this view on politeness.
Subsequently, one maypnsider an indirect speech act rather than a direct in order to be seen

more politeJ ust | i ke i n Br own an dhektuerenistudydorroved p ol i t
from this view of use of direct and indirect acts in the study of apologies among ESL

students.

Unlike Leech, other analysts do not see the distinction between notions of politeness and
impoliteness. Watts (2003) argues thatttee6 s no <c¢l ear boundary bet

they solely depend on the hearerds interpre
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further argues that being polite is not inborn but one to be learnt. He asserts that politeness is
culture specific de to the varied socioultural norms that make up societies. This argument

is also shared by Haugh (2010) and Trosborg (20Ibg researcher in this study was
similarly interested in establishing whether there deliberate effdrby the respondents to

either bepolite or impolite given the different apology scenarespecially going by the

variables of social status, gender and severity of offence

Kadar and Mills (2011) investigated the effect of semiiural variables on the politeness
conduct in dferent cultures and established that the variables of social status, age and gender
influence politeness in cultures. This was also confirmed by Fareeq (2014), in his socio
pragmatics study on apology strategies in central Kurdish with reference terEiher
scholars who measured the impact of social and contextual variables on production of
language forms include among othdésabellrGaria (2010) and Housen et al (201This

study similarly, sought to investigatkee effect of the variables of social status, gender and

severity of offence on the pitaction of apologies.

Ondari & Michieka (2012) investigated pragmatic functions of vague language and explained
that vagueness is an aspect of language and allowlsxdrility of communication and at the
same time allows for the performance of social functions. They established that language
users use vagueness not because they lack other language forms tatusdeiust politeness

in languageOther authors who skeed interest in the investigation of linguistic politeness in

language forms include Bharuthram (2003) and Culpeper (2010) among others.

As a conclusion, and passing by past studies done, the relationship between politeness and
speech acts remns a contreersial issueand in this manner calls for further resgarThis

informed the decision of the speech act in this study where theargser went out to
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establishwhether the discourse demonstration of statement of regret; apology displays
politeness or irpoliteness and whether they are reliant on the relevant circumstances in

which they are expressed.

2.4 Apologies

The importance of apologies in our day to day interactions cannot be underestimated.
Apol ogy is a speech act a thak rineesdedetd remedy ah h e
offence for which the apologizer takes responsibility. Consequently, it plays an important role
in restoring damaged relationships and promoting forgiveness. Lazare (2004) terms an
apology as one of the most profound human augons The realization of the term sorry
could be the hardest word to say in the life today (Riezebos, 2013). In his article on the
behavior of travelers he established that in most of the cases when travelers who offended
others were supposed to be agdtic, they became disrespectful insteAtthough he
focused on travelers while the current study focused on an academic orientedasejugge

users athe University Kabiangahis study informs the current study on the need to consider
both social ad linguidics variables which are likely to impediee use of apology speech

acts

Explanation of apology as a speech act has gotten a meadure of studies by various
analysts attempting to describe whatreotly it is, the way by which it is categped and

more than all its performanca not only theEnglish language butdditionally in other
different tonguesver the world.According toHolmes (1990) an apologyis a speech act
facilitated to the insulted individual's faoeeds and itpoint proposed to cure an offemdor

which the individual apologizing accept obligation in order to restore concordance between

the two; the apologer and the individual offeredl.
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In a study byMarquez Reiter (2000, apology production is termed ascampensgory
movement to an offercin the doing of which the speakeas involvedand which igermed

as offensive to the hearer. This consequently could lealbsiog face oran extreme
miscanception between the conversationalists. The study establishedhatsdistinctive
societies have diverse degrees in the gy see the expense of an offengben and where

to apologize or even how essential a conciliatory sentimenb that, there is a nearby
connection between the seriousness of such a face undegnmant and the kind of
conciliatory sentiment used to adequately shield fatthough the study had as objectives

the place and time for apologies which this study did not exploit, the convergence point was

to establish the appropriateness of apologtetjies in given speech scenarios.

According to Alsobh (2013 explanations of remorse are a tried healan imbalance
between the speaker arftetaudience made when the speaker presented aneofigamst

the audience. To him, it is lacking to just &@pze but instead it is a need thaeth
announcement of apologyg madesuccessfully; to reestablish equal#y that the audience
totally recognizes to exonerate the speakkmeddeen (2008agrees with him by terming
apology asa conciliatory senthent which is expected to act as a remedy that creates a
balance between the speaker and the listener. In apdhagsortification part of the speaker

may be realizedthat when the speaker consents to apologize, he will endure embarrassment
to a degree whit makes a statement ofgret a facesparing tothe listener ath a face

debilitating to the speakeB¢liman, 2003; Alfattah, 201).

An alternate idea of an expression of remorse is delivered by QU8&3). According to
him, expressions of remorse are healing moves that atike what he called a priming
proceed tdhe individual who expects the statement of regret. To him, there must be a move

that triggers an expression of remorse. Passing by Owen's definitiongtbéexgpression of
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remorse is prohibitive. He constrains the utilization of statement of regret to just those
expressions that bear explicgxpressions, for example, "I'm sad" or "I apologize" and
variations of the same. Suchdgfinition according to the researchefocks out indirect
methods for apologizing including the nearbs making a large portion of the sorts of

conciliatoly sentiments inexplicit

Interestingly, Eisinger (2011gontributes to the research on apology by saying that there
existsaase ohApdédhogy. o This is a case where t he
because he feels remorseful about the offence made but because the aggrieved party has
demanded for an apology. He explains that this form of apology has received little mttentio

and yet it is widely used in political spheres and consequently could present a risk to

democracy and its operations.

In all the segments of human life, there are suggestions to incorporate the apology strategy in
relationships. Within organizations, dpgies have helped to restore damaged relationships

and redeem the companyods i mage (Moxl ey, 200
Okimoto & Tyler, (2007) who explain that corporate image is important in order to solve

crises and alleviate injusticed firms against employees. Research has also been done on
apologies along religious spheres (Cooperman, 2006; Chesterton, B@@fologizing, the

speaker perceives that there is encroachment of a social standard and along these lines admits

to the waythat he could be incorporated into the occasion.

According to Eisinger (2011apology plays a crucial role of maintaining social relationships
and building trust among people. It is a recipe in many spheres of life; in work places,
academics and gendsaln everyday life. Eekloff (2015) described the year 2015 as one that

bore the biggest apology for Christian persecution. In an open admission led by Pope of the
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Catholic Church, global church leaders repented for past abuse of other Protestants by the

Catholics.

In Kenya too, there have been instances when apology has been éfterado many years

of legal proceedings, the Kenyan government got a breakthrough on the case of the colonial
era torture of Kenyan rebels by the British. Not only did th#idh government accept to
make an out of court settlement of a pay out of over 20 million to living survivors but also an
official apology was made through the British High Commissioner who said that the British

government sincerely regretted that thas#s took place (Warner, 2013).

In a historic move, a chief CNN executive flew to Nairobi to apologize after a reporter
termed Kenya as a 6éhotbed of terroré ahead ¢
visit to Kenya in July 2015 (Mutiga, 2015)1ost Kenyans took offence over the coverage

that suggested that the President was likely to be attacked during his historic visit and thus the
demand for an apology. The demand was aggr av

the hashtag #someonetdl® that trended for several days.

Following the recommendations in the report of the Truth, Justice and Reconciliation
Commission (TGRC) in 2015, the President of the Republic of Kenya and the Chief Justice
publicly offered an apology to the people of Kanfpr historical injustices (Maliti, 2015).

The President apologized to the families of those assassinated and the country as a whole for
the inadequacy in investigatis. This was historic since no Kenyan head of state or the head

of t he c ouyhasreyebdeonejhat.di ci a

Apology expressions vary from language to language, culture to culture. Below are some of
the common apology expressions used by different language Tikessare in most cases

used by offenders to heal an imbalance created byotfemce made. Althouglsame
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expressions (like in the Kikuyu) are borrowed from English they nevertheless form the core

expressionsised in apologetic situations.

Table 2.1

Apology Expressions

Language Apology Expressions

English Il 6m sorry, apot gigveeme,jt 6c¢
sorry

French Desole, Excusemoi, pardon.

Japanese Gomennasai

German Entschuldigung! Es tut mirleid, ichbedaure!

Italian Scusa! (Informal), Scusi! (formal), Midispiace

Arabic Aasif (m), aasifa (f)

Afrikaans Jammer

Igho Ndo

Somali Waankaxumahay

Swazi Ngiyacolisa

Kikuyu Sori, ndisori, ndisorimuno

Dholuo Mos, mosainya, angodisi mos

Kisii Amaber a, nar ab nasabieokgabesab e r

Kalenjin Mutyo, mutyomising, amwaemutyo, karalel, nyoiwakaat

Maasai Tapalikiaki, aatasayia, aatasayiatapalikiaki

Kamba Vole, ni vole, nimavityomakwa

Source:Field data (2017)
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2.5Apology Srategiesand Preferences

Inferable from the distinctive definitions and limitswparted by various authqrghis
investigatorborrowed a great deal from their approach to delavéch investigation. This
involvedone that uses a mix of theoretical vints owing to not only the variability in the
apology strategies as a result of culture but also the different situationsdgngsers are
exposed to. These strategies also differ in their semantic-opaksome lengthy and some

shorter.

The number of apology types is not fixed hence the diversity in apology classification.
However, most researchers in the recent past haveohdgpbend on important and universal
strategies by key pragmatists in past stud@shtain and Cohen (1983) thght of five
noteworthy classifications of apology strategies namelyplanation, promise of nen
recurrence, acknowledgement of responsibibyiculation of apology and offer of redress.
Sugimoto (1997) came up with four major apology strategies: statement of remorse,

explanation of what has happened, description of damage, and reparation.

Bergman and Kasper (1993 rceivedseven major sttagies of regret; the orlargdy used
being the lllocutioary Force. Tie classedeing: a lllocutionary Force Indicatingevice,
taking commitment, iging an explanation of the action that exhibit the articulation of regret,
offer of repair verbalredress, intensified IFID and mimizing the effects and earnestness of
the actionfor instance Looking at the classification, there other apology strategies which

could be in use but were left out for instanse of combinations.

Holmes (1990)made an arragement of statement of regret pedares into four noteworthy

strategies with eigtgub-classifications;

A. Explicit expression of apology
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Al An offer of expression of apolofiID for instance] do apologize; please ackntegge
my statements of regred2, An expression of regret for instance, I'm sorry, | lament. A3, A

requesfor pardoningor instance, agrdon me, excuse me.

B. Clarification or explanation for instanc&he work wasn excess".

C. Affirmation or acknowledgement of responsibility

C1 Accepting the blame for instance, "It was my iss@2,.Expressing selinadequacyor
instance, | was wrecked, | overlook&B, Recognizing that the listener merits a conciliatory
sentimentfor instance,"You are corre@ C4, Expressing absence obag for instance, |
didn't intend to break it. C5, Offering repair or redress for example, "Il add you more leave

days".

D. Promise of forbearance which is aagantee of selfontrol for instance| guarantee we

won't lose cash once more.

Moreover, sheanalyzed apology strategies produced by her respondents in relation to
politeness norms and face. She asserted that all situations that are offensive require apologies
So as to minimize impoliteness. She further asserts that committing an offence ldasls to

loss of face hence requires an apoltgyestore social equilibrium.

In her study of New Zealand English anding naturally occurring conversations and the
strategies abee, Holmesestablished that most of the respondents preferred the use of
Oexspsrieng regret and providing an acaoverent f o
found to use indirect apology strategig® most frequentlyn their conversationsThis

finding agrees with that of Intachakra (2001) who in his study among British natglshen

speakers confirmed that explicit apology strategies were the most frequently used.
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Fraser (1981), exessions of remorse are ordered into nine cladseetaration thiastatement

of regret is being madexpressing the guilty party's commitneto m&ke a statement of
regret, dfering to apologie to demonstrate an act of earnestnesidgng for te listener to
acknowledge g@iven satement of regret,acnmunicating lament for the offence by utilizing
intensifiers, aking for absolution for the adhcemad, ecognizing oblighaon regarding the
offence done, promising avoidance/repeat of the offence and offering depammstrating
that the wongdoer truly laments the offence doifii@is classification seemed exhaustive but
as argued before it leaves aather key strategies in use for example the use of multiple

strategy.

Blumkulka and Olshtain (198% gave differentstrategiesas compared tthoseproposed by
Olshtain and Cohen above. They considered twoiargtructures: the use of (IFIDs) and the
useof an utterancehat insinuates apecific course of propositiofiRegardless, Blumkulka
ard Olshain do not considentensification as an apology strateggther they consider it to
be ary other segment thatan be used with other strategies avfuch they recognized to
fortify the revelation of a remorse situatioAlong thesdines, they perceive three kinds of
intensification: ntensification with IfDs, intensification whictareexternal tolFIDs and use

of multiple strategies.

Blum-Kulka, House and Hsper (1989)continued to mastermind @hstatement of regret
strategies into five kindsilecutionary Force Indicating Devices (IFIDs). IFIDsandling
commitment for the offence committed expddionof account or record, offer of repair and

promise/suety of forbearance.

Among the earliest apology coding manual developed was the one use€osk€ultural

Speech Act Realization Project (CCSARPhe study examined crossiltural variation in
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requests and apologies. The schema contains seven apsi@iggie that perform
articulations of regret: offeto repair on the offence, using an illocutionary force indicating
device, accepig responsibility/ commitment, promise of forbearance and exptanar
record of what happene{Blum-Kulka, House, andKasper, 1989b; BlurKulka and

Olshtain, 1984).

A number of researches conducted previously in the field of Pragmatics have established
apology patterns in different languages: Yemeni (Alfattah, 2010), Romanian (Demeter,
2006), Persian (Eslaniasekh, 200%), Korean (Lee, 2011), Sudanese (Nureddeen, 2008). In

her study of Romanian language, Demeter used the following apology strategies: avoiding an
apology, illocutionary force indicating device, intensified IFID, providing of justification,
acknowledging reponsibility, offer of redress, denial of responsibility, promise of-non
recurrence of offence, attacking the complainer and pleading for understanding from the
offended party. In her findings, she established that the most preferred category in use by the
Romanians was the lllocutionary Force Indicating Device (IFID). However, in most of the
cases, the respondents combined its wuse with

or denying responsibility (Demeter, 2006).

Kasanga & Lwangdumu (2007) in their investigation of apology strategies used in
Setswana established that there was a difference in the choice of apologies between the
nativized Setswana speakers and native English speakers. The former inclined more towards

the usage ofthestrategs of Arepair and responsibilityo

Chamani & Zareipur (2010),sing data collected from naturally occurring conversations in
their study of apology differences between British English and Persian established that the

Persims were more manifesting in their apologies as compared to the British English
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speakers. The latter mostly preferred the use of IFID while the Persians used combinations of
strategies mostly. The usage of multiple strategies is consistent with the finfliAfatta

(2010), who established that Arab speakers used them to make their apologies more sincere
and display seriousness in the whole process. He attributed this mostly to their religious

inclinations, beliefs and values.

Tahir & Summiya 2014) in their study on the use of apology strategies in English by the
Pakistani university students established that the respondents used only four strategies
namely: explanation, intensifiers, expressing-deficiency and explicit apology. Of the

four, explicitapologies were used most often. This finding was consistentottigr studies

that had been done previously (Istifci, 2009; Thijittang, 20E&@rashaiyan & Amirkhiz,

2017).

Jebahi (2011), in his study of apology strategies used by Tunisian universégtstuded the

foll owing strategi es: of fer of repair, as ¢
intensification, statement of remorse, denying responsibility, strategies of humour, account
strategy, blaming the victim, minimization and sedtigatiom. Of all these strategies, he
found out that the most dominant ones were t

Strategies of humour, blaming the victim and-seltigation were the least used strategies.

The versatility in the usage of apologiyategies by the different researchers discussed above
leaves space for various other strategies to be considered in research or fundamentally more
possibly a space to-@ganize them. This utilization of a blend of methodology has started
being used ira big number of newoncentrates orociolinguistics and pragmatics studies.

This study also goes with the use of a mixed methodology wheresttategies used by

Holmes (1990)apology schema used Hyemeter (2006)and otler speculated strategies
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weremergedand usedThe need of new empirical studies on proclamatioapaflogy as an

act of speecmotivatedthis researchdon do an examination dhe Kenyan ESLcontext.

2.5.1 Inter -Language Researcton Apologies

Inter-language pragmatics investigates hewe cond | anguage speakerso
and understanding of the L2 target norms are affected by their L1 norms. It is therefore
important to understand the pragmatic norms of a target language to enhance pragmatic
competence among language userdloTR006) claims that the numerous studies made on

the effect of instruction on the acquisition of pragmatic competence have had a great impact

on the development of intdémnguage pragmatics. In the same vein, the development of
intercultural pragmatic wareness is essential in order to understand the social interactions

among native and nemative speakers of a language (Kecskes, 2014).

Bergman and Kasper (1993) examined conciliatory sentsmacknowledgment by Thai
learners of English. They utilized @0 DCT circumstances and the outcome showed that a
larger part of respondents had negative exchangendflabased inclination for given
semantic equations of conciliatory sentiment. The factual examination omadlii
demonstrated that pragmatic tramsfepresented half of the distinctions in thdizdtion of
apology techniques. The investigation demonstrated that the learners mapped their Thai
elements of lllocutionary Foe Indicating Device (IFID)when assunmg liability into

English.

Dalmau and Gior (2007) investigated how Catalbrarnersof English as a second language
performed in their intelanguage of English. They establishéidht therewas exchange of
Catalan apology featuresto acknowledgment of expression of remorse making in the

English languageThey additionally found that the was increased pragmatic competence
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with improvement of L2 proficiencyThis finding is consistent with those of other
researchers. Qorin@012), in his finding established that there was pragmatic tramefar f
Indonesia to English. Istifci (2009) discovered that the pragmatics of the English speaking
students under study was affected by the Turkish pragmatics. Tuncell (2011) also established
that her Turkish respondents had pragmatic transfers from L1 t&dr®lo (1997),in his

study on the acquisition of apologgntiments in English by Japaeeundergraduates the

United Statesestablished that in making of statements of apology, the Japanese speakers
made usef semantic equations that lookatbre like those of the Americanslibwing one

year of studyn the United $ates.

2.5.2 Single Studies o Apology

Obeng (1999)n his early single language study apologiesanalyzed the imgct of social
variables of powerelations and solidarity onk&an expressions of remorse. He built up that

the speakers utilized higtlegrees of politeess when communicating with each other. In
Akan dialect certain partieb or syntactic components were useéxpressaffableness like

in other Asian language$or example, Japanese. As hiscision, Obeng claims that Akan
statements of regret mostly comprised of complex strategies as opposed to single ones.
Complex statements of regret consolidatgh the explicit and implicitechniques, while

compoundones joinwo or more implicitconciliatory sentiments.

Vollmer and Olshtain (1989)n their invesijation of German speakeioncentrated on the
relationship betweerthe expression of remorse and sociolinguistiariables of social
distancesocial status and sevty of offence. A DCT having seveapology situations were

used to elicit expressionsf regret The outcomesdemonstrated that the respondents
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generdly utilized articulations of apology and responsibilityhey likewise found that the

utilization of expessions of remorse was latgimpacted by the sociolinguistic parameters.

Another comprehensive study on the speech act of apology concerns thatJapdénese
language Kotani (1999) found thahere is an unprecedented use of the expression of regret
which is regular with Japanese speakers, pdatity what she called the "feel gdod
articulation of regret. This expression of regret is used mostlgircumstances when the
speaker does nhdeel responsible for an offeacyet rather shows sensitivityr the person

who persevered through the offend was réed upon to make the hearer featredible. He
further established that despite the presenceanbusand diverse kindsf aticulations of
regret, the "feel good" strategg basic and a repseitative in theJapanese apologetic
discourse. However, this strategy does not seenbeke nor druitful expression ofegret

most importantly because it is casual and lacks responsibility of the offence.

Anothersingle language study on expressiohsemorse was done by Demeter (2006). The
research took intoconsideation apology techniqueshat Romanian speakers used to
apologize in circumstances that regdi maintenance of relationshkifhrough expressions of
remorse statements. Moreover, thedgtwletermined how various methods were used in
combinationto shape other articulatioof regret systemd-e analyzedapology strategies
produced in relation to politeness norms by asserting that the appropriateness gieapolo
should be seen in terms whether the speaker contributes to negative politeness or positive
politeness.The study used a questionnag@ntaining ten circumstaas taken from the TV
show "Friend" as an investigation instrument. The revelations showed that the grouping of
articuldions of regret by and largmostly used was the lllocudnary Force Indicating
Device. It was established that this strategy howevas eitherused as a standalone

technique omwith blends with various categorieshis finding was consistent with Bergman
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and Kasper's (1993¢lisclosures on speakers of Thai and of American Eingliho used the
lllocutionary Force Indicating Device extensively either as a standalone strategy or in

combinations.

In Kenya, a related study was carried out on the linguistizegi@n of politeness strategies

in Kenya Commercial Bank advertisements (Ndirangu, 2014). She investigated how
politeness strategies acted as persuasive devices in bank advertisements. The study used the
principle of politeness theory by Brown and Lewing1987) to explain how advertisements
manipulate language so as to persuade clients to go for bank products. The study established
that the banking industry use a variety of positive linguistic politeness strategies in
advertisements. This current studgrrowed heavily from the research especially in the use

of the principles of the politeness theory in the investigation of apologies among Kenyan ESL

undergraduate students.

From the single studies on articulatiohregret made, the researchers focusethe kind of
strategies that were generally used by their respondents and continued to foitiess on
relationship between apologetic situatioasd situational parameters including yet not
compelled to social status, social distance and severity of efféamthis concentrati®o, the
researcher wadetermine to establistwhether the respondentshav are Kenyan Englishs
Secondlanguage usrs have their choiceof apologetic systems affected by situational

parameters of social status, gender and severity of effenc

2.5.3 Cross-Cultural Research of Apology

Diverse studieacross culturesn expressions of remorbave beemxploral (Blum-Kulka et
al., 1989a;MarquezReiter, 2000; Afghari, 2007Chamani& Zareipur, 2010;Alamdari,

Esmaeilnia, and NematpotQ1Q Farashaiya®& Amirkhis, 2011;Ali, 2012; Sadegi, 2013;
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Keckskes, 201¢ All these researchers investigated the waydiseourse demonstration of
apology is both perceived and delivered by languaggsuin both the native and target

languages

Blum-Kulka et al., (1989a)led ore of the biggest speech act studié¢w drossculturally
speech act realization projecfCCSARP). Their center was totse up | oc al spe
acknowledgmenof the discours demonstrations of requests and apoleggtiments in five
languags (Canadian, Hebrew, Danish, English, French and German). They did contrastive
pragmatics on the discoursdemonstrations over the languages and in so ddimey
established the similariseand contrasts amongst native and-native speakearin the
acknowledgment of these demonstrations. On dheet of the study, the researchers
speculation was that the decision of solicitations and conciliatory sentiments by speakers of
various dialectss socially impacted by sociolinguistic variablessotial power and distance

The speculation was however invalidated by the outcohese a nullification of the
hypothesis. As per the researchéngs event was conceivable since the instnimbatthey

utilized was a universaine rather than a particular one that would address the issues of the

individual dialects.

Afghari (2007) investigated the scope of systems the Persian spetikeesl as a part of
realizng the expression dhe remorsad; to check whether Persian conciliatory sentitaen
consisted of formulaistructures as English statementsegret. A dscourse completion test
(DCT) was utilized for gathering the information. The discoveries showed #raiaR
statements of regret weein the form of pragmatiformulaic structures that involved the use

of direct apology forms.
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Sugimoto (1997)in her examinatin compared the Japanese langustgkes of statement of
regret with that of American English. Her study made utilization0ff Emercans and 181
Japanese undergraduatess instruments, she utilized a questionnagk around 15-20
minutes amid consistentbt planned classe3he survey contained op&mded questionsn
circumstances that required conciliatory sentiments. Sotgirset up that a more prominent
number of Japanese speakappear to have momobability of apologizing when contrasted
with their American prtners. She additionally obsedvthat more Japanese speakers would
expect a conciliatory sentiment in sigondntly a bigger number of circumstances than the
American ones wouldThe findings of the study established thiatir out of the twelve
apologetic circumstancegshe differencebetween the rates of Japanese speakers who
considered thatraexpressiorof renorsewas paramounénd that of the Amecan speakers
was greatethan 10%. The conclusion wdhat such differencesa proclamation of apology

strategies are the result of significant differenbesveen the two social cultures

Chamani and Zareipur (2010 their study of apology strategies by British English and
Persiandelivered significant similaritiesin the determination of conciliatory sentiment
systems between the two groups. In tlisicoveies however, the Persians preferred the use

of explicit apology whereas the British speakarghe larger part of cases dséIDs when

apolaizing.

Ali (2012), in her cross cultural study of apology strategies by Saudi and Austfieiihes
established that the two groups, given different apologetic situations, used similar apology
forms in certain instances and different ones in otl@eserally though, it was observed that
culture was a major role in their decision the choice foapology forms This finding is
consistent with that of Farashaiyan and Amirkhis (2011), whose study emphasized on

similarities and differences between Iranian and Malaysian EFL learners. The same finding
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was realized by Sadegi (2013), who establishedifgeggnt differences in apology strategies
used by Kurdish and Persian childreim this studysimilarly, it was interesting to note the
similarities anddifferences on the proclamation of apajes along the social variables in

consideration

Hussein andHammouri (1998)in their cross culturainvestigation of Americans and
Jordanian speakers of English, found that a majorofailerdanian speakers utilize a variety
of conciliatory sentiment procedures than Aic@n speakers.¥pression of remorseffer of
repair, the acknowledgement of responsibility, and the guarantee of forbeararec¢he
most widely reognized strategee utilized by both the Americans and Jordanians. They
additionally settled thataddanians utilized strategidi&e laudingtheir God Allah for what
happened, assaulting the offended, minimizing the level of offence and interje&nother
distinctionfound between the two groups of participants that Jordanmaspeakers utilized
less directbut raher more detailed strategi@ghen contrasted with the Americans. The
analysts ascribed these distinctions to the impact of religious imtrody culture and

patterrs of thought.

The diverse studies on statenseoit regret made by the distitive specialists above baeak
accord that much as the speekmight be of various languagéisey understandnd produce
conciliatory sentiments in fundamentathe samevays. From the discoveries as well, we
can set up that the utilization of various statemehtegret systemean be saally impacted

by socio linguistic variables for instance: culture, beliefs and religious ctms.

It is worth noting too that most of the apology studies have been done in Western cdtntries.
was in light of a legitimate concern for thexploration to likewise set ughe utilization of

apologysentimendg by various speakers of the Kenyan ESL. Consequenttiis study, he
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researcheset out to establistvhether Kenyan speakers Bhglish as a Second Language
weresocially affected by sociolinguistic cgranents of gendgesocial status and seriousness

of offence amid the choice and generation of apology sentiments

2.6 Social Factors and Aologies

From the literature reviewed above on studies that have beencdooerningapology
expressions, there is a closelaionship between social and contextual fagtor language

utilization. The social factors include agaocial distance, religiorgenderand social status

Contextual factors include severity of offence @ t he speaker déds obl i g:
apology. Due to the significance attached to these factors in the determination of language
usage, there has been an increase to do more investigation on cultures especially in the field

of second language acquisitiGWardhaugh, 2006faron, 2007 Chang, 2008; Fehr, Gelfand

& Nag, 2010Thijittang, 2010Kadar and Mills, 2011; Okimoto, Welz&l Hendrick, 2013;).

In this study, the researchgetout to investigateéhe functionof sociolinguistc variables of
social satus, gender and severity of offence in the English languageng ESL
undergraduatesf the University of Kabianga. The memberere/subjected to various
communicative circumstances that presedt the said sociolinguistic variables and
investigation sitled on in light of the language choicd$e choice of the three factowas
made due to the expectedfects of the variables on the performance of the participants

particularly during the choice of the expressions of remorse.

2.6.1 Influence of Social Satus on Apology choices

Social status relates to the power position of interlocutors in an act of communication. It
refers to the degree of power or force thest hearer has over the speaker (Thijittang, 2010).

The part of saetal position in communiden as indicated by Brown and Levinson (1987),
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Holmes (1995 and Leech 1983) includes the capacity to perceive the conversationalists'

social position.

Thijittang (2010)explains that in his study, the variable that concerns social status is the one

tha strongly determines the choice of apology strategies. Umlikenglish language, Thai

language usersnust first set up the individual reference before settling on reasonabl
pronouns and types of address to be uSetbsequent| a change of societalastdingmakes

a Thai speaker to adjust and go for the fitting scope of verbal decisionseintontheet the

required politeess benchmarkglgla and Abidin (2016), agree with this observation for they

too established in their investigation of apology sgas by Iragi EFL students that the
respondents wused variation of apology patte

equal and low.

Kaskouli and Eslamirasekh (28), in their study of Americaand Irania language users
discovered that there @&significant difference between the ways the gnaups approached
apologies. Amecans just like Europeans were formal in their apologies and made apologies
regardless of social status. This similarity was attributed to the common religious affiliation
of Christianity that they have. Iranians on the other hand took social status as a key

consideration when making apologies.

Okimoto et al. (2013) observe that a higher social standing is threatened by a call to
apologize; this would lead to face and stdtss on the part of the speaker. He explains that
non-apology makes the person foster great feelings of power and dominance over others of
lower positions. This is in contrast with Abeddlme er 6 s (2013) , findings

apology strategies useg male Iraqgi EFL learners were directed to people of higher status.
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Going by the authorsd findings of the rel

production by different language users, this study sought out to establish the kind of
relationship tha exists with the Kenyan ESL University students. Going by the general
observationjn the Kenyan atting an individual's societgbosition assumes an imperative
part in the everyday collaborations. Thitsjs highly expected thaivhile apologzing, a
Kenyan speaker is conscioo$the listener's societal position. For instance, when a Kenyan
speaker apologizes to a listener with a higher societal position, the speakdr utilize
conciliatory sentiment techniques that are well mannered and fofimahagain, when the
speakeris of ahigher social statughan the listener, the speak&ould ressonably utilize
simple types of apology forms. It was therefore interesting to establish the patterns of

apologies along social status.

In this studysocial staus wasconsidered in a range of (higdquivalentlow). Speakers in the
part of a universitynstructor, senior member ofepartmentdeans andhead of office were
taken to be of higher status. Speakers of the parts of junior officers forcesafivery
people and tedadiesmen were of lower status. Social position between students as
companions or colleagu@gs takero be equivalenstatus In this study, it wa®f interest to
establish how ifferent apology strategies woulde used as the studerdssumd the

different roles enshrined in the Discourse Completion Tasks (DCT).

2.6.2 Influence of Gender on Apology choices

Genderis a standout amongst the most vital individual conepts that influence choice of
language and itexecution.Handayani 2010) explains that context or culture is likely to
have an effect on the choice and production of apology strategies by men and women.

According to many researches done, women apologize more than men (Engel, 2001; Lazare,
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2004; Demeter, 2006Schumann andRoss, 2010). Moreover, Belushi (2006), in his book

Real men do napologizesays itall. To most of them, men do napologize much because

they associate apology to weakness. However
apology along gendemles; Americans (AbdeAmeer, 2013), Pakistani (Tahir and Summiya,

2014).

Holmes (1989)in her investigation foNew Zealanders language useocentrated on the
impact of gendeon expression of remorse systerapology strategiesShe discovered that
both womenand men to a great extent utilize the same metlogdes. Be that as it may,
womenhad a tendency to apol@g more than the men and women to women statements of
remorseconsidered more to be contrasted with men to men ssipres © remorse. This

implies a goochumber of nen apologized to womenore than to their male counterparts.

Baitaney & Baitaney (2006)itheir study on apology strategies by the Jordan@ong

gender lines established that the males and femalesr whdéy had similarities and
differences on apology choices in equal measure. Generally, the participants of both gender
used mainly the statement of remorse, accounts, compensatierepsat of offence and
reparation in the act of apologizing. The feenphrticipants in most of the cases preferred the

use of norapology as a strategy while the men preferred to blame the victim.

Abdul-Ameer (2013), on his study on the effect of gender on the apology strategies used by
American native speakers of Englishdalragi university students established that Iraqi
females used more apology strategies than Iragi males. On the other hand, American females
used fewer strategies as compared to Iragi females but in comparison with American males,
there was no differencdamuna (2015), made a similar finding in her study on the speech act

of apology by Indian ESL by establishing that the level of politeness in female participants
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was higher than that of their male counterparts. This is in contrast with the findings of th
research on the use of apology strategies in English by Pakistani EFL (Tahir and Summiya,
2014) who established that male and female participants used similar apology responses.
They attributed this to respondents drawn from a culturally and linguigtitanogeneous

context.

In this study,right from the startjt was of interest to find out whether females apolodize
differently from males, and whethéhe choice ofexpression of remorse methodologies
among Kenya speakers of Englisias influenced by gnder Womenand merare known to
apologize for various reasons relying upon the cistamce. Generallyt is presumed that
ladies apologize as a conversational custom as an approachogmirecthat something
deplorablehas happened and to concede &twoning while men as a rule use statement of
regret tosay that they lament the offentteathas happened anldey once in a while concede
deficiency because of the belibfat expression of remorse belittles their sense of Hedfse

observations made @viouslyby other authors wergucial in the current study.

2.6.3 Influence of Offence Severityon Apology choices

From the literature reviewed above, there are all indications that that the nature of cffenc
one of thevariables that féect the choie and prodction of statements of remorse. Chang
(2008) explains that apology strategies are culspeific and are influenced by social and
contextual factors; severity of offence being a contextual factor. Schumann et al (2010)
observed that it is theeverity of offence and the frequency of wrongdoings that influence the

choice of apology types.

Thijittang (2010) in looking at articulation of regret strategies Tyai learners of English,

established that quite a numberspieakers inquisitively, madproclamation of apology the
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most in the 'net e v elass. &peakers in the rervere offene group (48.9%) dppened to
use the higher frequenayf apology strategiess compared witlspeakers in the severe

offence class (41.3%).

Demeter (2006), in hanvestigation of expression of remorse methodologies in Romanian
discovered that seriousness of offenampacted the decision of statement of regret
techniques. The speakers utilized a greater amount of the unequivocal conciliatory sentiment
classfications "IFID" and intensifiedFID in the extreme classification of offeac This was

as an aftereffect of the need to offer an approach to caagefor the serious offence that

was doneand all the more so to spare their fabihammed (2006) agrees with hiey

saying that the severity of an offence determines the apology type to be used by the speaker.

Alfatta, (2010), n an investigation on apologies strategiedusg Arab learners of English
established thahe respondents used multiple aygp/ strategis especially in acts of offence
that weresevere and they gave the act of apology the seriousness it deserved. This finding
was consistent in the investigation on apology strategies by Iraqi learners (Ugla and Abidin,
2016), who esblished that there was match betweethe seiousness of the wrongdoing

andthe apology strategysed

Kampf and BlumKulka (2007) established that Israeli boys and girls apologize differently
with regards to severity of offence. The boys on one hand made frequent apologies whe
dealing with serious offences like violent conflicts. On the other hand, girls apologized more

in less severe circumstances.

It is typical all things considered that speakers of Kenyan ESL hayeoclamation of
apology influenced by the nature of offeisenade The researcher was otd mastermind

earnestness of offence into two orders: severe and not skwess of interest to establish
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which apology patterns would be usedthe severend not severe language environments

respectively

2.7. Appropriateness of Apology Strategies

Appropriateness itanguage takes different formis the grammatical inclined perspective,
appropriateness is seen nipsh the credibility and adequacy of linguistic forms for instance

the lexical items that have é&e usedLinguistic aspects willbe on test with emphasis on

rules of correctness of language usefields such agphonetics, phonology, morplogy,

syntax and semantics. On the contraryt hi s st udy 0son appropriateeessoof f o c
language uselong pragmatics; use of language in context. According to Batainey &
Batainey (2008), learning ddnguage is not complete until that time learners are trained and

understand the rules of appropriateness in the target language.

In Pragmatic studies on alpgy, there is a general consensus and consisteneyhat
constitutesapprop i at eness components in apologies. C
theory, Leech (2005) argues that language is a tool that can be used to show respect among
interlocutors; on&an choose to use different forms with varied effects depending on both the

social and contextual factors in play for instance the severity of the offence in apologetic
situations. Other studies that have pegged appropriateness on pragmatics apologhe

studies byDemeter (2006)Holmes (1990)Nureddeen (2008), Ogiermann (2009), Ugla and

Abidin (2016) among others. They are all in agreement teatners should adopt
contextually appropriate forms to enhance pragmatimpetence and in turn advance

communicative competence.

Despite the influence of various variables on the production and perception of apologies,

many studies agree that the use of indirect/implicit speech act forms is more appropriate in
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many contextsThe use of multiple strategies whiimply use of combinations as an apology
strategy was highly rated as appropriate. These are long and more elaborated responses
whose effects are likely to make apologies acceptable by the offenders since they sound more
sincere, heartfelt andtrengtherthe impact of the apology. This is in the assumption that
brief apologies weaken the impact of apologies. Interaibn of apology wasighly as
appropriate since it shows genuine regret for the action done hence strengthening the impact
of the apology.The more components the apologesriedthe more effective they were

rated for appropriateness.

It was interesting to netalso that ther apology strategies though direct and short were rated
highly due to their impacon the apology. They includeknowledgement of responsibility

for the offender accepts that an offence has been made and accept to bear the fault. Offer of
apology was also appropriate in other scenarios for the offender commits to take action to
mend the situation and to undo damafyeology strategies that used the explanations in the
active voice were rated considerably since they indicated personal responsibility by the
offender instead of use of the passive voice that would imply palming off responsibility.
Though the short and direapologies dominated especially in the face to face interactions, as
compared to the written hypothesized scenarios, they depended more on context and were
adequate since they got support from other paralinguistic features of gestures, posture and

other posodic features.

From the literature review, most conclusions put emphasis on the importance of
understanding the pragmatics of the target language in order to have effective
communication. This helps learners to be competent and remain conscioulagoage in
context so as to avoid any case of negative effects in thenaormation process. As seen in

the findings in the aforementioned studies and in the current reseaodt,scholars agree on
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the influence of social and contextual factors on applchoice. Moreover, some scholars
have established both similarities and differences in apology patterns whils b#wver not

found any.

As seen athe start of this segmerthe literature gavéncredible bits of knowledge into the
present perspectivesn the study of apology as a speech. datspite of the fact that the
studies ee shifted regarding the language of study, respondents,ablmstruments, data

collection procedur@and analysistrategiesghe literature reviewed presented researgbhsga

that in the areas to carry out a research to establish apology patterns among undergraduate

students of ESL in Kenya.h€ discoverieandfindings of the authors reviewedere of great

benefit in providing insightspecificallyto the following:

a. Whetherutilization of the speech act of apology by language usethe assessed

studies is the same as for Kenyan ESL learners.

b. To determinghe similarities and ifferences of favored categories of apology by the
different language users in the investigateédrature and those of Kenyan ESL

learners.

c. To establish the appropriateness of the choice of apology farmgiven

circumstances.

d. The effect of sociahnd contextualariables on tb choice of apologgnethods.

e. The recommendations on the inclusiohdifferent variables in activite requiring
articulations of apology b¥SL learners with a particular ddimg objective to get

Pragmatic competence
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Also, the stdies by the specificdesearchersnadeincredible contributions to the present
studyin the decision andtilization of tools and instruments, participants, data collection

stratgies and data analystrategy.

2.8 Theoretical Framework

Apology strategies in thisstudyer e anal yzed under the Brown .
and politeess theory that explains that people present certain images when interacting with
others. These faces are contextually bound and vary depending on situations and
relationships. They distinguish between two faces: positive face (a desire to have our wants
desirable and accepted by others, negative face (a desire that our actions will not be impeded

by others). Face threatening acts are seen to cause a loss of face and are caus#thby acts
interlocutors engage which in turn lead to the use of face wategtes to repair and restore

face. They include: not doing anything at all, use of indirect forms, use of direct forms to

offset face loss or being without any concern for face loss.

The theory explains also that human interactions revolve around pséitefiee theory

explains further thatpeakers considéne entirety of available strategies before selecting the

one to use going by politeness appropriateness. In this study specifically, apologies were used
as face work strategebesi nf oda eeratmgpilre odn taepxotl

personsd6 positive face; the desire to be see

This studyusel a blerd of apology schemdrawn from Demeter (2006) artblmes (1990)

The two analyzed apology among their respondents in rel&idiace by asserting that
committing an offence leads to loss of face. Holmes (1990) explains that apologies need to be
analyzed under the light of negative and positive politeness because a situation causing an

offence requires an apology so as to miaenimpoliteness and restore social equilibrium
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amongst interlocutors. The appropriateness of apologies therefore is associated with
politeness, saving face, sincerity and conflict avoidance and which is also influenced by
many factors such as severity dfemce, social distance, age, social status, gender among

others.

The idea of who says what, to whom, when and why contributes to the effective function of
| anguage (Demeter, 2006) . For example, 01t
parent to a child but not acceptable if said by a student to his/her lecturer. He explains that
speech acts are controlled by certain universal pragmatic principles but they vary in their

conceptualization and verbalization

Appearing below is Holnms® $1990)apology frameworkestablished offiour supersygems

with eight submethods

Table 2.2

Hol mesds Classification of Apology

Apology Strategies Examples

A. An Explicit expression of apology

Al An offer of apology/ IFID | apologize; please accept my apologi
A2 An expression of regret | 6m sorry; | 6m af
A3 A request for forgiveness Excuse me; forgive me.

B. An explanation or account The weather was terrible.

C. An acknowledgement of responsibility
C1 Accepting the blame It is my fault; silly me.

C2 Express selfieficiency | was mistaken; | forgot.
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C3 Recognize ds entitled to an apology You 6r e r i ght .

C4 Express lack of intent |l didndt mean to
C5 Offer repair/ redress l 61l get a new on
D. A promise of forbearance I promise | wonot

Source: Holmes (199D

Aside from the four primary classifications recommesd by Holmes, e researcher

incorporaté the accompanying proceduras proposed by Demeter (2006):

1. Intensification. This is the point at which an illocutionary power of the statement of
regret is ecalated by utilizing adverbiahtensifiers, for example, "extreméhas in
'I'm extremely sad' and "so" as in "I'm so sad." Intensification more oftemtitdras

the heightening expression inside the IFID.

2. Attacking the complaier. The speaker endeavors to hide any hint of failure fgc
standing up to the hearers opposed to apologizing. For instan¥®u have no

privilege to accuse me.

3. Avoiding apology; conciliatory sentiments.

Together with Holmes' and Demegecodes, the researchembracd the nonverbal apology
strategiesand multiple apology strategies guided by the outcome of the pilot $¢ldiyple
apology strategiesspecifically were the most frequently used by ESL students in the
university most likely becausec@mbination of apologiewould show more sincerity to the
hearer and make apologies acceptatdhen faced with different circumstancégoreover,
the deision to blend thelassesas opposed to the staatbne classifications was infoed

by the way that the discourse demonstration of statement of;ragaddgy,might be society
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particular, so not every one of the classes in these scientific classifecatould work for all

thecultures

In this manner, tha@esearchemade the scientific classification for the study with the
expectaion that the classes that were utilized would represent the Kenyan society. It was
additionally sought that the scientifiategorization wouldaccaint for both explicit and
implicit expressions of remorséhe coding schema notwithstandiftgjas important to note

how the Kenyan ESlrepondents used the categories. Whether others weotdd high
percentageof use,lesspercentagesf use and whéher there wouldbe others recording non

usage at all.
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Table 2.3

Coding Categories of the present study

Code number  Coding categories Possible Realizations
A. Explicit expression of apology
Code number 1 Al An offer of apology/ IFID | apologize; please accept |
apologies.
Code number 2 A2 An expression of regret | 6m sorry; Il 6 m
Code number 3 A3 A request for forgiveness Excuse me; forgive me.
Code number 4 B. Explanation or account The weather was terrible.
C. Acknowledgement of responsibilit
Code number 5 C1 Accepting the blame It is my fault; silly me.
Code number 6 C2 Expressing seleficiency | was mistaken; | forgot.
Code number 7 C3 Recognizing H as deserving YouoOr e right.
apology
Code number 8 C4 Expressing lack of intent |l didndt mean t
Code number 9 C5 Offering repair/ redress I 61 | get a new
Code number 1( D. Promise of forbearance I promise | won
Code number 11 E. Attacking the complainer You have no right to question me
Code number 1Z F. Intensifiers of the apology Il 6m very sorry
about that.
Code number 1% G. Avoiding apology
Code number 1< H. Non-verbal strategy Hugging, kissing, shakingands
Code number 1% |. Multiple apology |l 6m very sorry
(  Intensifier + promise o
forbearance)
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CHAPTER THREE
RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY

3.1Introduction

This chaptegives an overview of the research desitpgation of the studypopulation and
population sampling, tools and instrumentalidity, reliability, data colletion procedure,

data analysis techniquasd ethical consideration

3.2Research Design

The regarch dsign used in this widy wasdescriptve surveydesign Descriptive survey
describes characteristics of a phenomenon and since this research was out to establish
apology strategies be ESL students of the University of Kabianga, the design was the most
appr@riate. The researcher wan an indepthfact findng missionconsequentlythe use of

the survey design enabled the researcher to effectively collect descriptive information
through questionnaires, interviews and observati@sveys provide a geat deh of
information which in most cases &curate.Gorald (2013) also advocates for the use of
surveys for they are used to obtain information on the current status of a phenomenon and

comparatively also, he finds them relatively cost effective.

Further jusification for the choice of the survey design iwn from Vogt, Gardner and
Haeffele (2012 who state that the intention of the survey research is to gather data at a
particular point in time and use it to describe the nature of existing condiBort® the
central research questiomas to establish the apology strategies by Kenyan English as

Second language useaanssurvey design was found to be most suitable for the ;studsas
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possible to capture data from numerous sources with varied data ioolldobls;

guestionnairesobservatiorand interviews
3.3Location of the Study

The study wasconducted at the University of Kabiang@ated in Kabianga Division in
Kericho West District Kericho County(see Appendix XII) It is located in the famous tea
growing highlands of Kericho approximately 26 km from Kericho town and about 6.2 km off
the Kerichoi Kisii road. It is situated in the Kabianga Complex which is made up of Kipsigis
County Council Tea Farm, Kabianga Boygh school and primary schodlhe University

is found in Kericho Countygne of the 47 counties in Kenya

Kericho County has several institutions of learning; many of which are primary and
secondary schoolS.here are also several middle level colleges fanad Universities.The
University of Kabiangastarted as a Campus of Moi University in May 2@0id in May 2009
it becameKabiangaUniversity College. Consequentlyhe University of Kabiangavas
awarded a charter o™ March 2013 making ithe only fully fledged Universit in the

County.

3.4 Population of the Sudy

The target population of the English as Second langBagP learners at the University is
602 From these240 respondents were sampled to take part in the stese beig students
majoring in English The sample of the studyas done through randosampling and

determined using Yamaneds formula (Yamane
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1+ (N) &
Where:
n was the sample size
N was the taget population (in this ca$9?)
e was standard error which is a standard value of 0.05

Calculation of the sampleize based on these figures gawesample size of P4which
represent89.%% of the entire populatioandthereforewould adequately capture most of the
perceptions of # speech act of apology under studisom the 240 sampled respondents, 2
student raters who are in their fourth year of study and who havepbdemming exemplary

well in the English languageere purposively sampled to establish the appropriateness of
apology strategies hereafter, dable of random numbers was used to selé@t students to

fill the DCT questionnaireand 25 to take part in the individual interviews. 2 lecturer raters
were also sampled to establish the appropriateness of apology rusditferent social

situations together with the student raters.

Table 3.1

Population of Participants

Participants Target Population Sample size
ESL B.ED University students 602 240
Lecturers 4 2
Total 606 242
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Of the 213 respondents sampled doestionnaires, 191 (100 females, 91 males) respondents
filled and returned themOver the data collection period, the researcher also managed to
observe 72 situations that involved offences and recorded the apologies that were made.

Given belowisthedisr i buti on as per the studentsod year

Year of Study
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent
1st Year 46 241 24.1 24.1
2nd Year 61 31.9 31.9 56.0
Valid 3rd Year 35 18.3 18.3 74.3
4th Year 49 25.7 25.7 100.0
Total 191 100.0 100.0

3.5Sampling Procedures and Sample size

Following is information on the sampling procedures and the sample size of the respondents

used in the study.

3.5.1 Sampling Procedures

For the purpose of thidwgly, purposive sampling wasade on the University under study;
Kabianga since it had the desiraltharacteristics of the studypitrtrays theESL status of the
respondentsinder studyGupta (2000) advocates for purposive sampling especially when the

sample bears characteristitst are desirable for austy. The respondents were divided by
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gender into two groups then using a table of random numbers, 240 students were randomly
sampled to take part in the studihese werestudents who possestthe characteristics
desirable fothe study for example, Engligts Second Language undergraduate students who
wereworking towards a Bachelordgree in Education (English/Litera&)r 25 respondents

were randomly selected and agreed to take part in the interviews. Convenience sampling was
used to select participants in observations because of their convenient accessibility and

proximity to the researcher.

Out of the 240 ESL students, 2 student raters who are in their fourth year of study and who
have been performing exemplary well in Esgliwere purposively sampled for the purpose

of establishing the appropriateness of apology strategies in the different apologetic situations.
Two lecturer raters were also purposively sampled from a target of 4 lecturers from the
Department of Linguistico assess the appropriateness of the apology strategies by the ESL
undergraduate students of the University of Kabianga. Gupta (2000) noted that purposive
sampling was convenient especially when respondents required in a study are few and the use
of simplerandom sampling would result into loss of certain important insights. Both raters
are in the Department and have taught for two years thus possessing a personal familiarity
with the respondents. They are also well grounded in the field of Linguistics thieg did
Bachelors of Education in English/Literature in their undergraduate degree. Moreover, they
have had exposure with English native speakers having studied in the United Kingdom for
their Masters degree in Linguistics in the field of English aseeofd Language and in
particular Pragmatics hence placing them in a good position to comment on the
appropriateness apologetic responses considering the social and contextual variables of social

distan@, gender and severity of offenc
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3.5.2 Sample Size

In total the target ESL B.ED student population was 602. The student respondents were 240
and the lecturer respondents were 2. Of the 240 student respo2dsats, picked as student
raters, 25 took part in the interview and the rest; 213 were sampledilltathe DCT
guestionnaires out of which 191 respondents filled and returned the questionnaire (100

female and 91 male). In total, 72 situations were observed.

This target samplsize was picked since it wasifficient enough to yield the desirable data
guided by the research objectives. Moreover, the target sasm® wasonsidered a good
representatie of the entire populatioras Milroy (1987) also observetthat in linguistic
surveys, large samples may be redundant and lead to challenges in handiinjhtbesame

view is shared by Mesthrie (2002) who states that large samples are likely to result into data

handling problems without a considerable impact on the data to be analyzed.

3.6Instrumentation

In this study, thee instruments weresed for data alection: questionnaires, interview
scheduleand observatioschedule A combination of methods was preferred so as to reduce
the disadvantage of using a single method (Golato, 2003) for instance; the DCT questionnaire
does not accurately capture natwraltcurring language forms as an observation would do.

On the other hand, observations may be time consuming since the target form of speech may
not occur frequently in natural situations (Pattons, 200®@yeover, the triangulation of the

three techniquesesulted into efficacy in generating the desirable date thereby giving a
relatively complete picture of the realization of apology strategies by ESL students of the

University of Kabianga.
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a) Questionnaires

i) Learning Contact Profile Questionnaire

Theresearchefirst of all desigeda Learning ContactrBfile (LCP) questionnairérefer to
Appendixl). The LCP wasxpected to assess both the quantitative and qualitative learning
aspectof the respondents. It todke form of a bekground questionnairand wasused to
establish biographical and submersion profiles of the informahts.includedbiographical
details of native language, age and sewas also used testablish thesubmersion profile of

the informans with respect tdenglish as a secondnguage A sample of the Preliminary

Questionnaire is provided in Appendix A.

i) DiscourseCompletion Task Questionnaire

Atfter filling in the LCP qeestionnaire, the respondents with characteristics that pthttie

study went ahead to fill thguestionnaires in form ddiscaurse Completion Tasks (DCTA
guestionnaire in form of a DChas been used widely majorly because itamvenient
especially when one wants to reach a vast population in a short time (Al Sobh, 2013; Ameer,
2013; Aydin, 20B). It is a tool that is cost effectiv&ljardakova, 2009)almau& Gotor,

2007). It is a tool that works well in the confines of anonymity resulting into open responses
even when the issues asked are sensitive (Ngechu, 2005; Tuncel, 2011). The DCT also
produces consistent results when establishing the influenoentéxtual andacial variables

on language usé€Tajeddin, »12). The DCT in this studgonsised of 18 incomgete
discourse patternsnodified from those used in previous apology speech aciestuaf
Demeter (2006) and Thijittang (2010). Thepreserdd socialy differentiated situations of
gender, social statumd severity of offence that welikely to be encountered by university

students in the daily language interactiongefer to Appedix Il). The situations were
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prepared, typedra given to students who wetleen required to identify with the persons
committing the offences and respond to the situatiapslogetically. Each discourse
sequence presentexd short description of the situat, specifying the setting, the social
distance between the interlocutors and their status relative to each other, followed by an
incomplete dialoguelhe questionnaire scenasitook all the possible situatiomaccording to
variables of:social statusgender ad severity of the situation. In totathis will give 18
scenarios as arraed below in table 3.2

Table 3.2

Classification of DCT scenariosaccording to Sociolinguistic Variations

Scenario Social | Gender | Severe
Status
A. You are astudent at the University; write the apologies { 1 1 1

you would make to your lecturef Englishfor having misseq

the previous lesson

B. You ae a studenat the University; you were assigned to| 2 3 1
an assigment with your classmate (different gendeut you
arrived 15 minutes late. Your classmateupset. What woulg

you say tchim/her?

C. You mee with your fellow studentearly in the morning 2 1 1
when engring class. Make an apology for forgetting to br

his’lhertextbook.

D. You bothattend the same clagsame gendér After class| 2 2 1
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you agproach your classmate and borrow/lhés pen promising
to return it before 8pmyY o u  d o n 6u workl. &Végi wowlg

you say

E. A studententers the library lounge; this is whenesher
discusgn group meets. The instructor of the discussion gl
is a studentibrarian (equal genderYhe students late for the
discussion because ghe missed tle morning bus. What dog

she/he s&¥

F. A studententers the library lounge; this is whehes/her
discussion group meets. The studsteps on thdibrariand ¢

foot (different genderyWhat does hishesay?

G. You are a student leader you delayed in giving stud
feedback on their request to the university management tq
Kenyatta Urversity language laboratory. How do vy

apologize?

H. While in the field you stepped on the foot of your socq
team mate resulting into hospitalization. How do

apologize?

I. As chair person of the drama group in the universioy
accidentally damaged camerabelonging to a first yea

student, who newly joined the club. What do you tell/higx®
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J. You are a fourth year student, and had promised to &
first year student(different gender) do herhis English

assignmern and forgot. How do yoapologize?

K. By mistake, you damage yoarl as s mat ed s )
| Phone. Héshe is so upset about it. You fesdrry about it,

what would she tell himer?

L. While you were playing darts with your collegelleague
(same gender) yoaccidentally injured hirfier resulting nto

hospitalization. How do yoapologize?

M. While rushing to pick your examination casd time, you
ran and bumped into your superviseino was waiting on thg¢
corner, knockinghim/her down leading to an injuryHow do

you apologize?

N. You are thestudent representative one of the institutes i
the university;one of your junior colleaguesame gender
aked you for some input onmesentatiorshe is making othe
next meeting but you got held up in traffic and could not.h
You saw the junior colleagusaiting for you in front of your

office when you returned therd/hat do you tell héhim?

O. You are a senior university student on work study; you
promised to forward the name of reeedyfirst year studen

(same gender) for consideration to be included in the
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holiday work assignment. You did not do that and hen¢ghbe

missed the assignment. How do you apologize?

P. You are a senitudentleader whdorgot to give a losand
found exam card to a fresher student (different genuenge

she missed to dioisher exams. How do you apologize?

Q. As a first year student you forgot to inform the member
your class of a scheduled megtin wi t h t he Un
officials. The chairperson of the student unigdifferent
gender)arrived and found no one present for the meeting. |

do you apologize to hifher?

R. You are aclass representative andegturer(same gender
hadasked you to propose names of students who would g
a research workshop. You forgot to do so and they misse|

workshop. How do you apologize to hem?

Coding system

Social Status(1 low, 2 Equal,3 High)

Gender (1 Unstated 2 same 3 differen)

Severity of Offence(1 Low, 2 High)
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This code was done to assist to exhaust all possible combmationsage of apology
strategies in thenique scenarios fall the 191respondentsA sample of the scenarios that
were used with the responde is found in AppendiX.

iii)Rat eQuestibnnaire

After filling in the DCT questionnaires by the respondents, the data was used to establish the
most preferred and consistent apology pattéfhereatfter, they wenesed to form a basis of

t he rgaestemaré to evaluate their appropriatenessedh on the variables of social
status;gender and severity of offea¢refer to AppendixVIll & IX) . The appropriateness of
apology strateigs was based on hoevedible and adequate they were in the given scenarios.
In this procedure two lecturer raters and two student rattas had been purposively
sampledook part. The raters were instructed to read the situations carefully and imagine the
most appropriate sponses if they were the offendeMl/ithout overanalyzing the situations

and insead usingimmediate intuitionsthe raters scored the appropriateness of the apology
responses omaappropriateness scale in the form ofiadoint Likert scale (i.e IVery poor

to 5: Excellent)

5 Excellent

Apology forms that are perfectly appropriate in the given situation/context
4 Good

Not perfect but adequately appropriate apology patt@ngtle off-target)

3 Fair

Fairly appropriate apology expressions

2 Poor

Clearly inappropriate apology expressions

1 Very Poor

The target speech act of apology was not performed
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Thereatfter, the mears the ratings were calculated. The means with higher values indicated
the most appropriate apology strategies in the gsrerations and those with lower values
indicated the less appropriate apology stratedies.s a mp | e osheettishpevidedait e r s 0

Appendix VIL.

b) Interview Schedule

An interview schedulérefer to Appendix Il & IV)wasused in combination with the®r
guestionnairegnd observationso asto exploremore and newin-depth dataon apology
strategies The interview was in the form aemi structuredjuestions ordifferent apology
strategies thathe undergraduate ESL studentsduge the act ofapologizing in different
situations with various social factor&emi structured interviews, because of their flexibility

and controllability to the researcher, were good in achieving the objectives of theTdtady.
interview questions were similartbbse i n t he st u@%HBBL stlwentgquest. i
were randorty sampled to take part in the interviews. The sample was deemed to be
appropriate to yield the required data for the research. Rubin (as cited in Gathigia, 2014)
posits that a larger sampluld not necessarily yield relevant data but would be affected by
saturation. Charmaz (2006) argues that research that is quantitatively inclined should not
have more than 60 respondents. Moreover, Milroy (1987) posits that large samples may not

be necesmy for linguistic surveys since they may be redundant.

A number of researchers have also advocated for extensive use of interviews as a tool in
research (Silverman, 2006; Burnard, 20B@thbun, 2008 Moreover,Creswell(1994), and
Merriam (1991), claimn their studythat an interview is necessary when invisible diag

may not be observed directyych as behaviey feeling, thoughts, and intentions need to be

collected
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c) Observation Schedule

Obsevation is a method of data collection that inveltbe use of the senses by researchers

to examine people in naturally occurring situations (Silverman, 2006). It has been used
extensively in a variety of disciplines to collect data especially on people, processes and
cultures in qualitative research (Kakich, 2005). In partular, this researchsel the Natural
Observation method with observations being ovért.total there were72 apologetic
situations observedhirty six situations that were observeaalvolved individuas of varied

social statussixteen involveddifference in gender and twernityolved varied severity levels

(refer to Appendix V & VI).

Observation as a data collection method was considered because the speakers are in naturally
occurring language environments making it a basextmine better socipragmatic aspects

of speech actdt allowed for the researcher to study not only how people commuicidate

al so t he s pe akebngssadd beshpviomddoraoves, evithsobsénations, the use

of emotions and voice inflectidmas powerful effects on the apology used. Since observations
also concern a face to face situation between the offender and the offended party, extra
linguistic features of body language such as eye contact, facial expression and posture go a
long way in ettermining the success of an apology. With observatiomastpossible also to
establishhow the speakershose apology strategies going by varying situations of social

status, gender and severity of offeteading to a better culture understanding.

Obsevation enablel the researcheto collect both quantitative and qualitative data on the
choice and production of apology strategies among undergraduate ESL students of the
University of Kabianga in their naturalrsaundings. Moreover, validitis strongemwith the

use of the observation method (Mcleod, 2015). The reseguestions in this studyuided

the observatiorio be made. The researcher publicly grdield notes of the observations
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made. A sample of the observation schedule and the observagiguits are found in

Appendix IV and Vlirespectively.

To conclude on instrumentation, all forms of systematic bias (observer, selection and
information bias) wereavoided by the researchiey being focused and aware of sources and
causes obias beforehand anthus engagingareful and intdigent study planning. This
ensure that the research instruments wstandardized. Moreover, the piloting theds done

before the actual study wa&xpected to establish potential flaws of bias.

The table below shows thaatacollection methods that wengsed to answer the specific

research questions.
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Table 3.3

Data collection Table

Research Questions Data Collection Method

a. What are the preferred categories of apol 1 Questionnaires (DCT)
strategies among the undergraduate E

students othe University of Kabianga?

b. Do social variables of social status a 1 Questionnaires (DCT)
gender influence the choice of apolo
strategies among the undergraduate E! T Observation schedule

students of the University of Kabiarija 1 Interview schedule

c. Does the contextual variable of severity 1 Questionnaires (DCT)
offence influence the choice of apolo
strategies among the undergraduate E! T Observation schedule

students of the University of Kabiarija 1 Interviewschedule

d. How appropriate are apology strategies u 1 Questionnaires (Ratgrs
by undergraduate ESL students of
University of Kabiangan given situations

3.6.1 Pilot Study

A pilot study was carried out as a preliminary study to examine the feasibility of among other
things instrumentation and sample size before thestale study was don@iloting was
done with a convenient group of 20 undergraduate ESL students whaetepart of the

main study but shared the same characteristics as the actual respondents.
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Piloting helped the researcher refine the instruments used in the study so as to improve on
comprehensibility and clarity of the tools. Moreover, piloting helped ithgearcher
familiarize herself with the whole process of the administration of the instruments.
Specifically, the pilot study ensured clarity in the language and questions asked, establish the
appropriateness and possibility of the occurrence of the sgtacgituations and to estimate

the time required for the test. The testest reliability also ensured that the results of the
finding would correspond to a similar one that is done using the same approach and

procedures.

3.6.2 Validity of the Instrument

Validity is described as the extent to which research results can be accurately interpreted
(Oso and Onen, 2009Yalidity of results is interpreted to mean that the final results of a
study should be a true reflection of what they should actually beording to Mills (2007),
validity determines whether the findings of a study can be defended both conceptually and
empirically. Validity is ensured in three areas; the form of the test, the purpose of the test and

the respondents in the study.

To dealwitht he t hr eat of v a supedvisorsywho arehlexturerseis thea r ¢ h e
department of linguistics as well as other experts from the depragmatics werengaged

to examine criticallylte process of data collection and analysis; the tests,dperm@ents and

the results This was to ensureontent, face, criterion and concurrent validity. Content

validity was ensured through examining the tests involved so that they are relevant and match
with the respondents. Face validity was ensured througimteo checking tests ithe
guestionnaireshe interviewand observatioschedule to beahe intanded information in a

way that wa accurate and in tandemthvthe objetives of the study; measuringhat they
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are supposed to measure. Criterion orieotggredictive validity ensured that the findings of
the study if correlated to a future study in a way that the results are predictable. Concurrent
validity ensured that findings of the study are directly comparable to a similar one done at the

same time vith no time lapse in the measures used.

Internal validity in the study was improved by ensuring that there was no unfair manipulation
of the study by the independent variables therein. This was made possible by using
conventional procedures and being awafgotential flaws in the study. External validity

was ensured through running the study in a natural context and by avoiding bias tendencies in
sampling, data collection and analysis. It involved being ethically updighihg the whole
process to ensutlat the results remain valid for generalizations in other settings, with other

people and over time.

All areas of validity having been ensured especially during piloting, this study engaged in
minor modifications of the research instruments prior to theah study. This meant that the

instruments were adequate and appropriate for the study.

3.6.3Reliability of the Instrument

Creswell (2011) defines reliability as the degree to which an assessment instrument gives
consistent results over repeated tridls. control on contamination of the pilot test since it
was being done in the same locatia@presentativeetiability was enlanced through piloting

the questionnairgsobservationand theinterview schedule ora convergnt group of 20
students who wenrgaot part of the main study but shdtbe same characteristics &g actual
respondentsThis involved two tests of equivalefarms thereafter the scores were correlated
and the findings found the instruments reliabldnis ensurd that potential flaws and

problems weradentified early enough and rectified before theafiadministration. These
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flaws includedambiguous struares and complex words which were detected early and the

researcher waable to replace them with cleaward simpler ones.

Furthermore, reliability of the results was made possible through triangulation of the findings

from the three research instrumentgdstionnaires, interview and observation schedules).

3.7 Data Collection Procedure

Before being involved in thewsdy, the researchgickeda letter ofauthorization to carry out
researbh from the Institute of Postgraduate Studies and Research at Kdbanadsity.
Thereafter, an applicatiofor a research permit and letter of authorization to carry out
researbh  from the National Commission for Scienc&echnology and Innovation
(NACOSTI), Ministry of Education and Kericho County Commissionesis made The
researcheanlso soughtauthorizationfrom the management of the University of Kabianga,
Kenya. Although the researcher is exturer of the University, it wasnportant for the
researcher to seek approval so that itasseen as if the researcherswaking advantage of
her available access to students at the Univer§itior to the collection of data, the
researber conduced an orientation workshodor research assistants and the respondents
during whichinformation and instuctions on the researeteregiven During the collection

of data, all the rgpondents under research wergservedto ensure that the tools veer
executed correctlyThis involved ad mi ni strati on of the studen

guestionnaireghe interviews to the respdents and observation made by the researcher.

Prior to the scoring of data by the raters, a training and standardization meeting was
organi zed. This was to ensur e rpaateresssidthec on s i
apology formsby the respotents. The reliability of the rate

separately for each situation.
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3.8 Data Analysis

The research questions in this stugielded both numerical and nenumerical data.
Consequentlytwo types of analysis wer@rried out on the data to be collected; quantitative

and qualitative analysi Quantitative analysis wased to establish not only the éeency of
different types of apologgeused by the Kenydanglish language users but also the different
ways theseaypes combing. The second type @nalysis, a qualitative oredlowed for an in

depth look at the different strategies that the speakers of Englidhwinesn carrying out
apology in different situationsl'he data collectedascoded and fed into the conteu and

with the help of the SPStatistical Package for SatiScience) software, it wasalyzed
statistically. The data was analyzed using both descriptive and inferential statistics.
Qualitative analysis took the form of a descriptidime data wasnalyzed for frequency
counts and percentages, thereafter, presenting them in frequency tables, bar graphs and pie
charts ANOVA (Analysis of Variance), which is an inferential statistics teas used to test
whether thedifferenceson the choice of the pmlogy along selected variables were
significant and also whether the appropriateness ratings of the student and lecturer raters had

significant differences statistically.

3.9 Ethical Consideration

In this study, the rights dhe research respondents vensuredThe respondents weret
coered into participating in theesearch but the researcher sougfttrmed consent for their
participation ancensure the princple of voluntary participation veafollowed. The aim of
the study andhe procedures imlved wereexplained to the participants as being pufely

academic purpose and not for any other reaBarther the principle of caofidentiality and
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anonymity were adhered to. The researcher @lbkhese into conderation to ensure that

there wa quality, independence, impartiality and integrity in the research.
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CHAPTER FOUR
DATA ANALYSIS, PRESENTATION AND DISCUSSION

4.1 Introduction

This section presents the results of the study considering forethesgeneral and
demographic information and dfreafter the findings, interpretations and discussions

according to the objectives.

4.2 General and Demographic Information

Following is general information on the about the research procedures and the demographic

information of the respondents.

4.2.1 Gereral Information

To achieve the first objective of the study, data collected via the DCT questionnaire was
analyzed was based on apology strategies categorized on Talaled2l® most preferred
apology strategies used by ESL undergraduate stuadntee University of Kabianga
establishedTo achieve the second objective, apology strategies arekyzed according to
social and contentl variables of social status and gender. The influenceewérity of
offenceon choice of apologies appearing as oljecthree was analyzed nefinally, the

appropriateness of the apology strategietheé given situations wasalyzed.

4.2.1 Demographic Information

The demographicata collected indicated thtite entire group of student respondents used in
the studywas undergraduate students taking English as a second landWasfeof the

student respondentame from the age bracket of-29 years(97.9%) Few students were
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over 25 year$2.1%) Theywere divided by gender intt00 (52.4%) for the female students
and 91 (47.6%) for the male studefrtsm first to fourth academic yeaMost respondents
were in their second year of study (61), followed by those in fourth year (49), followed closed

by their first year counterparts (46) then lastly the third year stada5s).

4.2 Preferred Category of Apology

The respadents in this study were given questionnaires withs@8gally differentiated
situations (in brackets)Each discourse sequence presendedhort description of the
situation, specifying the setting.h&reafter the students were required to identify with the
persons committing the offences and respond to the situapmisgetically. Following are
the findings of the preferred categories of apologies per sceRaamples of actual apology

expressionfave also been given.

4.21 Scenario A(Low T high social status, same gender, low severity)

Scenario Awas a situation involving a student who had missed a lecture and needed to
apologize to the concerned lecturer. Tii@greseregd alow socialstatusindividual making an

apologyto high social statusne No genderwas specified andt involved a low severity

offence
Table 4.21
Scenario A
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative
Percent
Al - Offer of Apology (IFID) 36 18.8 18.8 18.8
D - Promise of Forbearance 6 3.1 3.1 22.0
Valid
F - Intensifiers of the Apology 17 8.9 8.9 30.9
| - Multiple Strategy 98 51.3 51.3 82.2
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A2 - Expression of Regret 12 6.3 6.3 88.5

A3 - Request for Forgiveness 9 4.7 4.7 93.2
B 1 Explanation 7 3.7 3.7 96.9
C2 - Expressing Self-Deficiency 1 5 5 97.4
C4 - Expressing Lack of Intention 2 1.0 1.0 98.4
C5 - Offering repair 3 1.6 1.6 100.0
Total 191 100.0 100.0

Source: Field Data (2017)

Resilts from table 4.2 indicatethat theapology with thehighestfrequency of all the
strategie®8 (51.3%)is | - multiple strateggs uc h as i nl émevexgmpbery)p
attend the morning lecture for | was ilise of intensifiersollowed by explanation .Tlee

second apology strategy thatused ira geat percentage and which is a standaloneoAg |

with 36 (18.8%) which represeunffer of apology(IFID) f o r i nRldase maept my o

a p ol &tategy Bwhich is third highest which represeimttensifiers of the apologg also
significantwith 17 8.9%)f or examp | e: Thib & followee bygtrategg AZ y . 6
with 12 (6.3%) which represeetiexpression of regrdt or exampl e: OTher egr et
other apology strategies scored percentages of less thanTHi8ssituationcould be a
demonstratiorthat the Kenyan ESL learners believe that using short and simple strategies is
not just enougtence the high percentage in the use of combinatidiagority of these
combinations includedn explanatiorior latenesghat would recover thetsiation and yield
acceptance. The use of explicit apologies on the other hand would imply that the students
lack the knowledge of apology strategies to use in specific situatiohaver difficulties
expressing temselves well in English. Thebservation o the frequentuse of explicit
apologies by language usemsapologetic situationsvas equally made by Handayai (2010)

and Muhammed (2010Expressing lack of intentioand expressing selfieficiencyin this

scenam were least used and this could imiiigtthe ESL students do not find them adequate

enough as face threatening acts in the scenario.
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4.22 Scenario B(Equal social status, different gender, low severity)

In Scenario Banapology needs to be made &ytudent after failing to assist a fellow class

mate in doing an assignment. They are of different gesmldthe offence is of éow se\erity

status

Table 4.22
Scenario B

Freqguency Percent Valid Percent ~ Cumulative Percent

A1l - Offer of Apology (IFID) 24 12.6 12.6 12.6

D - Promise of Forbearance 11 5.8 5.8 18.3

E - Attacking the Complainer 2 1.0 1.0 19.4

F - Intensifiers of the Apology 12 6.3 6.3 25.7

| - Multiple Strategy 65 34.0 34.0 59.7

A2 - Expression of Regret 35 18.3 18.3 78.0

Valid A3 - Request for Forgiveness 19 9.9 9.9 88.0

B i Explanation 9 4.7 4.7 92.7

C1 - Accepting blame 2 1.0 1.0 93.7

C2 - Expressing Self-Deficiency 1 .5 5 94.2

C4 - Expressing Lack of Intention 8 4.2 4.2 98.4

C5 - Offering repair 3 1.6 1.6 100.0

Total 191 100.0 100.0
Source: Field Data (2017)

The dataabove show that multiple strategyfor instance | & mrry;slaot held up in a
meetinghence | could not help you out with the assignment onét{ome ofexpression of

regret followed by explanation is the most chosen omweith 65(34.0%) The need for an
explanation would reflect on the offenderds
relationship. The strategy fsllowed by expression of regrdor example:d regret missing

t he | witht3b (1&30), theran offer of apologyfor instance 6 Pl ease accept

ap ol with 24912.8%). Thisg followed byrequest for forgivenedsor exampl e: 0 F
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me p | wetlald(8.9%) withintensifiersclosing the top five mostly useg@logy strategies

with 12(6.3%). The other apogy strategiessuch asaccepting blame attacking the
complainerand expressing self deficiensgorebelow 126 as evidenced irtable 4.12 and

could imply that the ESL students do not find them adequate igitlen scenario or may not

have had exposure to them in their own experiences, language classrooms, books or media
Just like in the previous situation, the respondents saw the need to express concern over the
offence through the use of longer responsesdketheir apologies not only more convincing

but also in order to maintain social relationships. Eisinger (2011) in his study of language

users also established this importance in apology making; to maintain social relationships.

4.2.3 Scenario C(Equal social status, unstated gender, low severity)

Scenario (oresented situation whesby a student did not return a borrowed textbook hence
needed to make an apology to the classmate. Differently from the second scenario, the gender

is not specified but thegre of gual so@l statusandit concerns a lovgeveritysituation

Table 4.23
Scenario C
Frequency Percent Valid Cumulative
Percent Percent

Al - Offer of Apology (IFID) 19 9.9 9.9 9.9

D - Promise of Forbearance 8 4.2 4.2 14.1

E - Attacking the Complainer 7 3.7 3.7 17.8

F - Intensifiers of the Apology 12 6.3 6.3 24.1

| - Multiple Strategy 83 43.5 43.5 67.5

Valid A2 - Expression of Regret 17 8.9 8.9 76.4

A3 - Request for Forgiveness 9 4.7 4.7 81.2

B i Explanation 5 2.6 2.6 83.8

C1 - Accept blame 6 3.1 3.1 86.9

C2 - Expressing Self-Deficiency 13 6.8 6.8 93.7

C3 - Recognizing hearer as deserving apology 1 5 5 94.2

C4 - Expressing Lack of Intention 8 4.2 4.2 98.4
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C5 - Offering repair 3 1.6 1.6 100.0
Total 191 100.0 100.0
Source: Field Data (2017)

As seen in the table above, most respondents in scenario C usadltipée strategyfor
instance | apologize; | misplaced your textbadloffér of apologyollowed byexplanation).

This is thehighestwith 83(43.5%).The use of this strategy and especially the need to explain
would imply that the ESL students needed to save their face reduce the offence and nurture
their relationship. The use of the strateggs followed byoffer of apologyfor instance
O0Accept mywithalp(9.9%0)thenexmedsion of regrdor example6 | r egr et f al
t o bri ng vy avihr 17(8.99%6), expressirlg 6seffeficiency with 13(6.8%) and
intensifiers of the apologwith 12 (6.3%). The other strategiém instane offer of repair
andrecognizing that the hearer deserves an apolegyeless than 4.7%srepresented in

the table most likely because the speakers are unaware of their usabeyosimply find

them adequate in non severe situatiofise consistent &s of multiple apologies in
scenario could imply that the ESL students consttat theycarry more strength to the
apology and probablyse thento recover their face based on the offence mabe.concept

of saving face during apology making was atsentioned in a comparative study involving
American English and Polish speakers (Lubecka, 200).use of explicit apologies could

be an indication of the inabilityf the students to express apologrethe target language.

4.2.4 Scenario D(Equal sogal status, same gender, low severity)

In scenario Da student had to make an apology to a classmate for having forgotten to return a
borrowed pen. Unlike in scenario C, the students are of the same gender. They are of equal

social statusindthe incidents of low severity
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Table 42.4

Scenario D
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative
Percent
Al - Offer of Apology (IFID) 27 14.1 14.1 14.1
D - Promise of Forbearance 18 9.4 9.4 23.6
E - Attacking the Complainer 5 2.6 2.6 26.2
F - Intensifiers of the Apology 7 3.7 3.7 29.8
G - Avoiding Apology 1 5 5 30.4
| - Multiple Strategy 61 31.9 31.9 62.3
A2 - Expression of Regret 18 9.4 9.4 71.7
_ A3 - Request for Forgiveness 15 7.9 7.9 79.6
valid B i Explanation 9 4.7 4.7 84.3
C1 - Accept blame 2 1.0 1.0 85.3
C2 - Expressing Self-Deficiency 14 7.3 7.3 92.7
C3 - Recognizing hearer as 2 1.0 1.0 93.7
deserving apology
C4 - Expressing Lack of Intention 5 2.6 2.6 96.3
C5 - Offering repair 7 3.7 3.7 100.0
Total 191 100.0 100.0

Source: Field Data (2017)

The data results indicatkatmultiple strategysuch as in the examplé:apologize, | promise

I wonot d ois thehhighest avithabil(B1®%nhffer of apologyfo r exampl e:
apol ogi zdlowed witha2y(@401%)promise of forbearancé or i npronasec e O
not t o dandexpressien@fadgndtéo r e xla mpelger ed shdrdegrial wssage i on 6
of 18(9.4%),request for forgivenesk5(7.9%) andexpression of seteficiency atl4(7.3%).

The other strategidsavelower percentages their usageléss than 3.7%esuch asavoiding
apologyandrecognizing that the hearer deserves an apaldgy using combinations in this
scenario, the language users seem to feel again that short responses may not be enough. On

the other hand the use of IFID seems to arise from the close relationship that the classmates
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share since they belong to the same social stihesuse opromise of forbearanceould
imply that the ESL students saw the need to commit themselves to ma oéphe offence
rather than use of a direct expression of apolodne Uise ofexpression ofelfdeficiency
would also imply that they are free to interact with peap equal status and they dat heel

embarrassed displaying their @éncy to peom@ close to them (Thijittang, (2010).

4.25 Scenario E(Low i high social status, same gender, low severity)

In this situation a student was made to say an apology for being late for a discussion whose
chair was a librarian. Unlike in the scenarios abadwve,explanation for the lateness is given.
The scenariorepreserd an incident where the offender is lofv social statusand the

offended of a high social status. They are of the same gender and it involves a low severity

offence.
Table 4.25
Scenario E
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative
Percent
Al - Offer of Apology (IFID) 18 9.4 9.4 9.4
D - Promise of Forbearance 8 4.2 4.2 13.6
F - Intensifiers of the Apology 10 5.2 5.2 18.8
Multiple Strategy 95 49.7 49.7 68.6
A2 - Expression of Regret 11 5.8 5.8 74.3
_ A3 - Request for Forgiveness 12 6.3 6.3 80.6
vald B i Explanation 19 9.9 9.9 90.6
C1 - Accept blame 4 2.1 2.1 92.7
C2 - Expressing Self-Deficiency 3 1.6 1.6 94.2
C4 - Expressing Lack of Intention 7 3.7 3.7 97.9
C5 - Offering repair 4 21 21 100.0
Total 191 100.0 100.0

Source: Field Data (2017)
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The results revedhat multiple strategyf o r i n sdtsa@ry, ¢ missed the morning ks
(expression of regredlong with explanation take the highest percentageith 95(49.7%),
Explanationsuch as in the examplé:1 t happened since followmed ssed
with 19(9.9%); this couldhavebeen as a result of the presenoéthe explanation for the
lateness in the DCand also because the offenders sawnted to minimize the offences
through explaining the cause of latenes§his strategyis followed closelyby offer of
apologyfor example:6 Accep't my witla 18(0.4%),gequest for forgiveesswith
12(6.3%), expression ofegretwith 11(5.8%) Theuse of the explicit apologies could imply

that the ESL students view time offences as less severe thus the use of direct apologies
appropriate.Intensifiers of the apologhave also been used in considerable measure at
10(5.2%)most likely because it matek the high social status heareéfhe dher apology
strategies scotkbelow 106 usage As argued in the previous scenarios that the use of
mul tiple strategies would be as a result of
caused by the offensivatuations; this could be the case here too and especially because the
offended party is of a higher social status than the offenledul-Ameer (2013) and
Muhammed (2006) in their study of Iragi and Sudanese learners respectivelyvalgries

observéion that the choice of apology strategies is affected by social status.

4.2.6 Scenario HLow T high social status, different gender, low severity)

Scenario Fpresents a contrast of scewak in the sense that both the offender and the
offended party wex of different gender. The offender is of lower status @fehds one of a

high social status. The offence isloiver severity.
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Table 4.26

Scenario F
Frequency  Percent Valid Cumulative
Percent Percent

Al - Offer of Apology (IFID) 14 7.3 7.3 7.3
D - Promise of Forbearance 9 4.7 4.7 12.0
E - Attacking the Complainer 4 21 21 14.1
F - Intensifiers of the Apology 12 6.3 6.3 20.4
Multiple Strategy 69 36.1 36.1 56.5
A2 - Expression of Regret 31 16.2 16.2 72.8
A3 - Request for Forgiveness 23 12.0 12.0 84.8

Valid B i Explanation 4 21 21 86.9
C1 - Accept blame 1 5 5 87.4
C2 - Expressing Self-Deficiency 3 1.6 1.6 89.0

2 1.0 1.0 90.1

C3i Recognizing hearer as deserving apology
C4 - Expressing Lack of Intention 15 7.9 7.9 97.9
C5 - Offering repair 4 21 21 100.0
Total 191 100.0 100.0

Source: Field Data (2017)

The statistics collected indicatbat multiple strategys uc h  as i n | apdlogizeelx a mp | €

promi se | wo n offer ofdapologyetoagt withgprgnaise wfdorbéarangehadthe

highest frequencwith 69(36.1%) Expression of regreébor exampled | 6 m 6fellows with
31(16.2%),request for forgiveness or i n st a n c with 230(EX0%)expreessimge 0
lack of intentionwith 15, (7.9%0) and intasifiers of the apology with 12(6.3%). The
remaining strategies had low percentagesless than 7.5%. It is interesting to note that
unlike in the previous discussed scenarios, the combinations in scenario F had majorly
promises of forbearance. This wouldply that despite the fact that the offence was of a
lesser severity, the offenders chose strategies that reflect on sincerity and respect to people of

higher status byelying on the strength of the promise of n@acurrence of the actthe
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considerald use of explicit apol ogies could have
that success in apologies in such a scenario relied on the use of direct speech acts thus the do

not want the risks of their apologies interpreted as non apologies.

4.27 Scenaro G (High 1 low social status, unstated gender, low severity)

This scenariorepresergd a situation in which atudent leader delayed in giving students
feedback on their request to the university management to visit Kenyatta University language
laboratory He needed to make an apology to them. The student leadership is perceived to be
of ahigh social status apologizing students who are perceived to be ¢bwer social class.

Thegender is not specified and the incidertfis low severity.

Table 4.27
Scenario G
Frequency Percent Valid Cumulative
Percent Percent
A1l - Offer of Apology (IFID) 40 20.9 20.9 20.9
D - Promise of Forbearance 6 3.1 3.1 241
E - Attacking the Complainer 4 21 2.1 26.2
F - Intensifiers of the Apology 12 6.3 6.3 325
G - Avoiding Apology 1 5 5 33.0
Multiple Strategy 66 34.6 34.6 67.5
A2 - Expression of Regret 21 11.0 11.0 78.5
Valid A3 - Request for Forgiveness 11 5.8 5.8 84.3
B i Explanation 2 1.0 1.0 85.3
C1 - Accept blame 2 1.0 1.0 86.4
C2 - Expressing Self-Deficiency 8 4.2 4.2 90.6
C3 - Recognizing hearer as deserving apology 4 2.1 21 92.7
C4 - Expressing Lack of Intention 3 1.6 1.6 94.2
C5 - Offering repair 11 58 5.8 100.0
Total 191 100.0 100.0

Source: Field Data (2017)
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The data in table 4.2.7 shows thatltiple strategys uc h  as i n |apabogized goa mp | e :
held up in a meeting the whole of yester@lay Iwighd66(34.6%),offer of an apologyor
exampleo | a p oftllomgd closely with 40(20.9%)expression ofegret for instance

601 6 m weitlh 21(1.080)jntensifies of the apologwith 12(6.3%) and botbffer of repair
andrequest for forgivenesassed in equal measuat 11(58%). The other apology strategies

were used minimally l¢ss than 4.2%such asavoidng apology, accepting blamand
explanation This could imply thathe speakers are unaware of their usage or they simply
find them adequate in non severe situatibhe choice of elaborate responses considering the
circumstances under which the actioattballed for the apology took place, it is interesting

to note that the offender being of a higher social status chose to apologize by giving an
elaborate response that includes an explanation as opposed to using simple and direct
responses. This wouldnply that people of high social status respect and hold those of low
status with esteem todhis is in contrast tthe findings ora study by Okimoto et al. (2013)

who established that individuals of higher status practiceapofogy since it fostergreat

feelings of power and dominance over hearers of lower stBesuse of explicit apologies

as argued before could be lack of knowledge by the participants on the appropriate apology

forms to use in different language contexts.

4.2.8 Scenario H(Equal social status, unstated gender, higheverity)

Scenario H was used to representituation wherea student while playing in the field
steppedon the foot & a soccer team mate resulting into hospitalizatibime students are of
the same social statwgith no gender specificatiomhe offence is perceived to lbé high

severity since it resulted into hospitalization
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Table 4.28

Scenario H
Freque  Percent Valid Cumulative
ncy Percent Percent

Al - Offer of Apology (IFID) 22 115 115 115
D - Promise of Forbearance 9 4.7 4.7 16.2
F - Intensifiers of the Apology 24 12.6 12.6 28.8
Multiple Strategy 78 40.8 40.8 69.6
A2 - Expression of Regret 14 7.3 7.3 77.0
A3 - Request for Forgiveness 14 7.3 7.3 84.3

valid B i Explanation 2 1.0 1.0 85.3
C1 - Accept blame 8 4.2 4.2 89.5
C2 - Expressing Self-Deficiency 4 2.1 2.1 91.6
C3 - Recognizing hearer as deserving apology 2 1.0 1.0 92.7
C4 - Expressing Lack of Intention 10 5.2 5.2 97.9
C5 - Offering repair 4 2.1 2.1 100.0
Total 191 100.0 100.0

Source: Field Data (2017)

It is obvious from the table aboubat a big number of the respondents empioyltiple
strategy for instanced apologize, it was not intentional | di dnot noe
(intensifiers of the apologipllowed byexpressindack of intention)n making apologiesat
78(40.8%), intensifiers of the apologyo r exampl e 61 olbwed withr
24(12.6%),offer of apologyfor instanced | a p owitlo 22(L1z580pexpression of regret
and request for forgivenesboth with 14(7.3%) andexpressing lack of intentiomith

10(5.2%)in that order.The use of combinations of apologies as opposed to -stand

apologies in this scenario would imply that the learners felt that the situation was very severe

to be able to be redeem#doud the use of explicit apologies (Demeter, 2006preover,

the use of intensifiers in the apology imply that the offenders exqutgssatconcern on the

offence made and attempted to recover their face caused by the high face threatening

situation. The use of direct apologies having been used in high proportions would suggest

that the ESL students readily and explicitly apologize when they commit physical

transgressions (stepping on someoneds f
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4.29 Scenario I(High T low social status, unstaté gender, highseverity)

Scenario Irepresents a situatiomhere as @&hair person of the drama group in the university,

you accidentally damageal camera belonging to a first year student, who newly joined the

club. The chair person is perceived to bebfgher social status and is required to make an

apologyto the student who is perceived to beaolower social status. The scenario has n

specification of gender but the offence belongshiahlevel ofseverity.

Table 4.29
Scenario |
Frequency Percent Valid Cumulative
Percent Percent
Al - Offer of Apology (IFID) 17 8.9 8.9 8.9
D - Promise of Forbearance 25 13.1 13.1 22.0
E - Attacking the Complainer 3 1.6 1.6 23.6
F - Intensifiers of the Apology 7 3.7 3.7 27.2
G - Avoiding Apology 1 5 5 27.7
| - Multiple Strategy 78 40.8 40.8 68.6
Valid A2 - Expression of Regret 13 6.8 6.8 75.4
A3 - Request for Forgiveness 15 7.9 7.9 83.2
C1 - Accept blame 2 1.0 1.0 84.3
C2 - Expressing Self-Deficiency 2 1.0 1.0 85.3
C3 - Recognizing hearer as deserving apology 1.0 1.0 86.4
C4 - Expressing Lack of Intention 8 4.2 4.2 90.6
C5 - Offering repair 18 9.4 9.4 100.0
Total 191 100.0 100.0
Source: Field Data (2017)

The statistics collectedhdicatethat multiple strategysuch as int h e

prom
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just as argued in scenario F, the use of promise of forbearance in combinations and as a
standalone strategies in this scenagives strength of the promise of naecurrence of the
act. Moreover, just like in scenario G people of high social status also respect and hold those

of low status with high esteem.

Offering repairfor instanced | 6 | | buy vy o snextwithtl8(%4%0). This woaild a 6

imply that the ESL students equate damaging of a catoemaphysicaltransgression that
damages the hearerdéds possession thusffepr omi si
of apologyfor instance | eas e ac c e pis nextwith B7(88%)ceaguest for

forgivenes@ndexpression of regretith 15(7.9%) and 13(6.8%) respectively.

4.2.10 Scenario JHigh i low social status, differentgender, low severity)

The scenario J represemtsituationwhere a fourth year studewho is perceived to be of a
higher social status fails to help a first year studewer social statysto do her English

assignment. They are opposite gender arttie incident is of a lower severity
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Table 4.210

Scenario J
Frequency Percent Valid Cumulative
Percent Percent
Al - Offer of Apology (IFID) 10 5.2 5.2 5.2
D - Promise of Forbearance 10 5.2 5.2 10.5
E - Attacking the Complainer 6 3.1 3.1 13.6
F - Intensifiers of the Apology 4 2.1 21 15.7
G - Avoiding Apology 1 5 5 16.2
| - Multiple Strategy 83 43.5 43.5 59.7
A2 - Expression of Regret 19 9.9 9.9 69.6
Valid A3 - Request for Forgiveness 14 7.3 7.3 77.0

B i Explanation 5 2.6 2.6 79.6
C1 - Accept blame 4 21 2.1 81.7
C2 - Expressing Self-Deficiency 17 8.9 8.9 90.6
C3 - Recognizing hearer as deserving apology 5 2.6 2.6 93.2
C4 - Expressing Lack of Intention 9 4.7 4.7 97.9
C5 - Offering repair 4 2.1 2.1 100.0
Total 191 100.0 100.0

Source: Field Data (2017)

Table 4.210 indicategshatmultiple strategysuchas i n t hedmxampt g; b pr.

hel p you Hxmesdion of regneiobowed by promise of forbearangds the most

frequently used apology strategyth 83(43.5%) Expression ofregrefo r ex ampl e: 01
t he a ollowed with 190.9%), Expressing selfleficiencyf o r i nlsGwenclkeenm s
c onf us enexdwitlwB/§.9%) request for forgiveneskr example O6For ggsve me
represented by 17(8.9%gquest for forgivenessith 14(7.3%),offer of apologyandpromise

of forbearancewith equal preference &t0(5.2%)in that order As argued in the previous
scenarios that even in situations that involve high social status offenders making apologies to
the low social status ones, the respondents still felt that use of combinationsnarere

preferable than usingxplicit apologies. This iglespiteof the fact that the offercin this
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scenario was less face threatenifigey found that the use of longer responses was sufficient
for the situationThis is in contrast to the findings amomgnisian learners of English who

mostly used explicit apology patterns like offer of repair (Jebahi, 2011).

4.211 Scenario K(Equal social status, different gender, higlseverity)

This scenariarepreserg a situation that involves a studemho damagedan | phone that
belongs to a fellow classmate. They belong toséwme ecial status but of opposite gender.

The severity of the offence is perceived to be high

Table 4.211
Scenario K
Frequency Percent Valid Cumulative
Percent Percent
Al - Offer of Apology (IFID) 18 9.4 9.4 9.4
D - Promise of Forbearance 14 7.3 7.3 16.8
E - Attacking the Complainer 1 5 5 17.3
F - Intensifiers of the Apology 15 7.9 7.9 25.1
| - Multiple Strategy 88 46.1 46.1 71.2
A2 - Expression of Regret 8 4.2 4.2 75.4
Valid A3 - Request for Forgiveness 9 4.7 4.7 80.1

C1 - Accept blame 4 2.1 2.1 82.2
C2 - Expressing Self-Deficiency 2 1.0 1.0 83.2
C3 - Recognizing hearer as deserving apology 2 1.0 1.0 84.3
C4 - Expressing Lack of Intention 13 6.8 6.8 91.1
C5 - Offering repair 17 8.9 8.9 100.0
Total 191 100.0 100.0

Source: Field Data (2017)

The data above illustratinat multiple strategyf o r I nlstapmaleogidz e, it

a g a il folldwed by promise for forbearangehas the highest frequency afl the
strategieswith 88(46.1%).The use of promise of forbearance in combinations and in this

scenario gives strength of the promise of -nmturrence of the acOffer of apologyfor
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exampl e: 0 bs tre pezdna highestdréquewath 18(9.4%),followed closely by
offering repairf o r e xleoffeptb mpay ydu soondst ithv17(8.9%).Intensifiers of the
apologyis the third highest with5(7.9%),promise for forbearancthe fourthwith 14(7.3%)
andexpressing lack of intenticsumming up the top fiverith 13(6.8%) In this scenario, the
learners felt the need of redeeming their face caused by the highly offensive situation through
the use of elaborate responses in combinations. Use of IFID would also imply that being
classmateghe social distance between them would accommodate the use of direct apologies
as evidenced in the use of an offer of apoldgdye use of direct apologies is in tandem with

findings among Jordanian and American English learners (Hussein & Hammouri, 1998).

4.2.12 Scenario L(Equal social status, same gender, higbeverity)

Scenario Linvolves two student colleagues who aiaying darts and accidentally one
injures the other resulting into hospitalizatiorhis represents individuals of equal social

statuspf thesame gender arttie incident is &igh severityone

Table 4.212
Scenario L
Frequency  Percent Valid Cumulative
Percent Percent
Al - Offer of Apology (IFID) 17 8.9 8.9 8.9
D - Promise of Forbearance 5 2.6 2.6 11.5
E - Attacking the Complainer 5 2.6 2.6 14.1
F - Intensifiers of the Apology 26 13.6 13.6 27.7
| - Multiple Strategy 80 41.9 41.9 69.6
Valid A2 - Expression of Regret 17 8.9 8.9 78.5
A3 - Request for Forgiveness 13 6.8 6.8 85.3
C1 - Accept blame 1 5 5 85.9
C2 - Expressing Self-Deficiency 3 1.6 1.6 87.4
4 21 2.1 89.5

C3 - Recognizing hearer as deserving apology
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C4 - Expressing Lack of Intention 15 7.9 7.9 97.4
C5 - Offering repair 5 2.6 2.6 100.0
Total 191 100.0 100.0

Source: Field Data (2017)

The statistics collected show that the apology strategy with the highest fregsemaitiple

strategyf or e xlaémp lext rbemel y sor r y, intensifiersibllovied me an
by lack of intentiof with 80(41.9%). Another strategy whose frequeim high enough is

intensifiers of the apology o r exampl e: 010 EWM26(18.6%)0femaf| vy s or
apologyfor instance 6 Can you pl eas andexpressop Of regrghotra po | o g
come third with 17(8.9%). Next expressing lack of intemtn with 15(7.9%) andequest for
forgivenesswith 13(6.8%) As argued before, the use of multiple apologies is seen as
expressing concern on the perpetrated act and displaying that the act deserves an apology.
The use of the intensifiers also contributeghe seriousness with which the offenders take

the offence. Hence, they do everything possible to save face.

4.2.13 Scenario M(Low T high social status, unstated gender, higkeverity)

Scenario M represeng incidentwhere a student whileishing to ptk an examinatioeard
bumped into aupervisowho was waiting on the corner, knocking him dowihis leadgo
an injury This situation involves an offender ofl@ver status who is piired to make an

apology toone of a higher status. Gender is restrictivebut offence is of highseverity.
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Table 4.213

Scenario M
Frequency Percent Valid Cumulative
Percent Percent

Al - Offer of Apology (IFID) 20 105 105 105
D - Promise of Forbearance 5 2.6 2.6 13.1
E - Attacking the Complainer 2 1.0 1.0 141
F - Intensifiers of the Apology 27 14.1 14.1 28.3
| - Multiple Strategy 76 39.8 39.8 68.1
A2 - Expression of Regret 14 7.3 7.3 75.4

Valid A3 - Request for Forgiveness 18 9.4 9.4 84.8
B i Explanation 6 3.1 3.1 88.0
C1 - Accept blame 4 2.1 2.1 90.1
C2 - Expressing Self-Deficiency 3 1.6 1.6 91.6
C3 - Recognizing hearer as deserving apology 5 2.6 2.6 94.2
C4 - Expressing Lack of Intention 7 3.7 3.7 97.9
C5 - Offering repair 4 2.1 2.1 100.0

Total 191 100.0 100.0
Source: Field Data(2017)

The resulin the table indicatéhatmultiple strategs uc h as i nl 6mevexgmpbe
f or gi virgensiiersoof thie apologipllowed byrequest for forgiveney(sasthe highest
percentagef usage with76(39.8%), followed by 27(14.1%) representintensifiers of the
apologyfor example 61 6 m e x t theaaffer lofyapo®gyfrarry 6i nActept mg e : 0
a p ol oitp 20§10.500),request for forgiveneswith 18(9.4%6), expression of regrewith
14(7.3%)respectively.These represent the top five preferred categories of apology in this
scenarioMultiple apologies being a typical apology in this scenario confirm what previous
situations have shown. This is a very frequent and preferred category in miogfetipo
situations. Given the high severity situation in this scenario, the Kenyan ESL learners saw the
need to moreespectfuby giving longer apologies in order to make them acceptthdeuld

also mean that the respondents do not have the knowlédgeeo apology forms appropriate

in the contextsThe considerable use aitensifiers of the apologyas deliberate since the
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ESL students viewed the as highly proportional to the highly severe offence comiftiged.
use ofrequest for forgivenessn theother handvoul d i mply the respond.

apologize after doing wrong.

4.214. Scenario NHigh 7 low social status, same gender, low severity)

Scenario N represesian incident where a studeaspresentative wae help withsome input
on apresentatiora junior student was to make in a meeting. It did not hajyeeause of
heavy traffic experienced.This is perceived to be an apology from a hggtial status
individual making an apology ta lower social statusndividual. They are of thesame

gender. The offence is of a low severity

Table 4.214
Scenario N
Frequency  Percent Valid Cumulative
Percent Percent
Al - Offer of Apology (IFID) 23 12.0 12.0 12.0
D - Promise of Forbearance 2 1.0 1.0 13.1
E - Attacking the Complainer 1 5 5 13.6
F - Intensifiers of the Apology 11 5.8 5.8 194
| - Multiple Strategy 78 40.8 40.8 60.2
A2 - Expression of Regret 27 141 14.1 74.3
Valid A3 - Request for Forgiveness 17 8.9 8.9 83.2
B i Explanation 11 5.8 5.8 89.0
C1 - Accept blame 2 1.0 1.0 90.1
C2 - Expressing Self-Deficiency 3 1.6 1.6 91.6
C3 - Recognizing as deserving apology 3 1.6 1.6 93.2
C4 - Expressing Lack of Intention 9 4.7 4.7 97.9
C5 - Offering repair 4 2.1 21 100.0

Total 191 100.0 100.0
Source: Field Data (2017)
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The datain the table exhibithatthe use oimultiple strategff or i nilstampalea giodz e,
s o r IFND dollogved byexpression of regrgas the highest frequenayith 78(50.8%) This
wasfollowed by 27(14.1%) which repressraxpression of regréfore x a mg léem s@ r r y 6
Offer of apologyf or 1 nstance: 0 Ascthire wth 23(dRy0%)aquuest g i e s 6
forgivenessat 17(8.9%).Intensifiers of the apologynd explanationwere used in equal
proportion at 11(5.8%)As argued before, in situatiorthat involve high social status
offenders making apologies to the low social statuss, Kenyan ESL learnessll felt that

theuse of combinations were more preferable than using explicit apologies. This is despite of
the fact that the offence in thsgenario was less face threatening. They found that the use of
longer responses was sufficient for the situatibowever, use of IFID would suggest that the
offence being of a lower severity and the offended being of a lower status, simple and direct
apobgies would still be acceptabl€his view is in agreement with that made by Tahir &
Summiya (2014), whose Pakistani University respondents mostly used explicit apology forms

in apologetic situations.

4.2.15 Scenario Q(High i low social status, same gendgehigh severity)

The scenarianvolvesa senior university student on work study who had promised to forward
the name of aneedyfirst year student to be included in the next holiday work assignment.
This was not dondeading to the student missing thesigeament resulting into financial
implications This scenarioepresents an offender of a higher status and the offended being of

a lower statusThey are both of theamegender and the incident is higtdgvee.
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Table 4.215

Scenario O
Frequency Percent Valid Cumulative
Percent Percent

Al - Offer of Apology (IFID) 20 105 105 105
D - Promise of Forbearance 11 5.8 5.8 16.2
E - Attacking the Complainer 2 1.0 1.0 17.3
F - Intensifiers of the Apology 16 8.4 8.4 25.7
G - Avoiding Apology 1 5 5 26.2
| - Multiple Strategy 67 351 35.1 61.3
A2 - Expression of Regret 20 105 105 71.7

Valid A3 - Request for Forgiveness 16 8.4 8.4 80.1
B i Explanation 7 3.7 3.7 83.8
C1 - Accept blame 6 3.1 3.1 86.9
C2 - Expressing Self-Deficiency 6 3.1 3.1 90.1
C3 - Recognizing as deserving apology 4 2.1 2.1 92.1
C4 - Expressing Lack of Intention 13 6.8 6.8 99.0
C5 - Offering repair 2 1.0 1.0 100.0
Total 191 100.0 100.0

Source: Field Data (2017)

The results indicat¢hat multiple strategys uc h  as i n | apblegizee xdadmat| e : 0

intend to have you out of the prograroffér of apology(IFID) followed bylack of intentiof

has the heaeist usage among respondents with 67(35.1%). However, as compared to the
previously discussed scenarios, it is less in this scenario. Nexiffes of apologyfor
exampl e: 0 hd expressibnoofyregeder énstance:o | regr etbothtwite act i
usage of equal measure2t(10.5%),intensifiers of the apologgndrequest for érgiveness

with 16(8.4%), &pressing lack of intentiomith 13(6.8%), promise of forbearancevith

11(5.8%). The other categories record fewer frequerafiésss than 5.0%. Just like in the
previously discussed strategies, use of multiple strategy wasndisé typical one. The

situation being a high offensive one, through the use of elaborate apologies, the respondents

hoped to save their face and make their apologies accepithblese of explicit apologiem
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the other handvould suggest that theffender being of a higher social statsimply found

them sufficient (Thijittang, 2010).

4.2.16 Scenario RHigh 7 low social status, different gender, higlseverity)

Scenario Rnvolvesa senior male student leader who forgot to give a lost and foumd exa
card to a female fresher student; making her miss to do her eXdmssrepreserg an
offender of ahigher social statuand the offended of a lower status. The individuals are of

different gender and the incident of high severity

Table 4.216
Scenarb P
Frequency  Percent Valid Cumulative
Percent Percent

Al - Offer of Apology (IFID) 23 12.0 12.0 12.0
D - Promise of Forbearance 7 3.7 3.7 15.7
E - Attacking the Complainer 4 2.1 21 17.8
F - Intensifiers of the Apology 19 9.9 9.9 27.7
| - Multiple Strategy 65 34.0 34.0 61.8
A2 - Expression of Regret 14 7.3 7.3 69.1
A3 - Request for Forgiveness 13 6.8 6.8 75.9

valid gy gyplanation 4 2.1 2.1 78.0
C1 - Accept blame 9 4.7 4.7 82.7
C2 - Expressing Self-Deficiency 9 4.7 4.7 87.4
C3 - Recognizing hearer as deserving apology 3 1.6 1.6 89.0
C4 - Expressing Lack of Intention 12 6.3 6.3 95.3
C5 - Offering repair 9 4.7 4.7 100.0
Total 191 100.0 100.0

Source: Field Data (2017)

The results from the data collected indicdiat most of respondenin the given scenario
preferred to usenultiple strategff or | nlstamcext rbemel y sorry,

y o ur requestdfdr forgivenesandintensifiers of the apologywith 65(34.0%),offer of
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apologyfor example:6 | a p o litro23(l2z080¥intemsifiers of the apologfpor instance:

61 6 m v e rith 190@%)rexpr@ssion of regrevith 14(7.3%),request for forgiveness

with 13(6.8%) andexpressing lack of intentiowith 12(6.3%).The other catewyies record

fewer frequencies of less than 6.0%. This situation once again demonstrates that Kenyan ESL
learners felt the need of redeeming their face caused by the highly offensive situation through
the use of elaborate responses in combinations. This was despiéetthieat the offender

was of a higher social status and the offended of a lower status. They preferred a stronger
apology. The use of intensifiers of apology would also suggest the genuine express of
concern on the perpetrated act and the success of aupation between the speaker and the

hearer.

4.217 Scenario QLow T high social status, different gender, higtseverity)

This scenarianvolvesa first year student who forgot tofanm the members the class of a
scheduled meeting with the Universiysi ent sé of fi ci al s. The <cha
union arrived and found no one present for the meelihis represents an individual of a

lower status offering an apology to oneaohigh social status'hey are obpposite gender.

The incident was high sevee one
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Table 4.217

Scenario Q
Frequency  Percent Valid Cumulative
Percent Percent
Al - Offer of Apology (IFID) 22 115 115 115
D - Promise of Forbearance 12 6.3 6.3 17.8
E - Attacking the Complainer 4 2.1 2.1 19.9
F - Intensifiers of the Apology 41 215 215 41.4
| - Multiple Strategy 62 325 325 73.8
A2 - Expression of Regret 17 8.9 8.9 82.7
Valid A3 - Request for Forgiveness 10 5.2 5.2 88.0
C1 - Accept blame 9 4.7 4.7 92.7
C2 - Expressing Self-Deficiency 6 3.1 3.1 95.8
C3 - Recognizing hearer as deserving apology 2 1.0 1.0 96.9
C4 - Expressing Lack of Intention 2 1.0 1.0 97.9
C5 - Offering repair 4 2.1 2.1 100.0

Total 191 100.0  100.0
Source: Field Data (2017)

The result colleied as the table aboviaedicates hasmultiple strategff or e xlaémp | vee r o
sorry, | promise not to do that agaimténsifiersfollowed bypromise of forbearangéeing

the highestwith 62(32.5%) but unlike in the previously discussed scenarios, it is followed
closely byintensifiers of the apolog§ o r i nstance: O litld 44(21e5%0). r e me |
Next isoffer of apologys uch as i n the exampl eithfrégglehoyase a
of 22(11.5%) expression of regrewith 17(8.9%),promise of forbearancand requestfor
forgivenessvith 12(6.3%) and 10(5.2%) respectivefs discussed in the previous scenarios,

the use of combinations and intensifiers of apology would suggest that explicit apologies
would not be appropriate given that the offence was a highly semereTbe offenders felt

the need to make elaborate apologies that express sincerity and remorse on the offence made.

The use of promise of forbearance in combinations and in this scenario gives strength of the
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promise of non recurrence of the act at thensatimes howi ng t he speaker.

commitment to sincerity conditions as suggested in Cohen (1996).

4.2.18 Scenario RlLow i high social status, same gender, higbeverity)

This relats to an incident whera class representative had been asked bgcurer to
propose names of students who would attend a research workshop. She forgot to do so hence
the workshop was not attendedhis situationinvolves an offender of a lowesocialstatus

offering an apology to an offended one dfighersocial stais. They are of the same gender

and the incidentsi highly seves.

Table 4.218
Scenario R
Frequency Percent Valid Cumulative
Percent Percent
Al - Offer of Apology (IFID) 14 7.3 7.3 7.3
D - Promise of Forbearance 4 21 21 9.4
E - Attacking the Complainer 1 5 5 9.9
F - Intensifiers of the Apology 66 34.6 34.6 44.5
| - Multiple Strategy 55 28.8 28.8 73.3
A2 - Expression of Regret 21 11.0 11.0 84.3
Valid A3 - Request for Forgiveness 11 5.8 5.8 90.1
B i Explanation 4 2.1 2.1 92.1
C1 - Accept blame 5 2.6 2.6 94.8
C2 - Expressing Self-Deficiency 3 1.6 1.6 96.3
C4 - Expressing Lack of Intention 4 2.1 2.1 98.4
C5 - Offering repair 3 1.6 1.6 100.0

Total 191 100.0 100.0
Source: Field Data (2017)

The findings in the table abovmdicatethat intensifiers of the apology o r i nstance:
e Xt r e me haye tise @reategt @reference of usage with 66(34.6%). Thidike in all

the other scenarios discussed previauskxt ismultiple strategff or exampl e: o1

100



action,] 6 m ent i r e lexpressiom ofrdgretolewi@d by accepting blampe with
55(28.8%),expression of regret or i n st an c gh:21(110%)offersod apologyd w
with 14(7.3%) andequest of forgivenessith 11(5.8%) in that orderAn interestingresult

from the table and breaking away from the typical apology in all the scenarios discussed
above, intensifiers of apology was used extensively in this scenario. Coupled with the fact
that the situation involved an offender of a lower social statieyio§f an apology to an
offended one of a higher social status and the incident being highly severe, the learners felt
the need to intensify their apology. This would suggest that they showed responsibility over
the perpetuated offence and were genuinelikingaapologies. The use of combinations in
second place also suggests that the situation needed more than explogtesp Demeter
(2006) also concurs with the view that other apologetic scenarios would require the use of

multiple apologies.
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Table 42.19

Summary of the Apology $rategies

Apology strategies Sumf F % Rank
Al- Offer of an apologyIFID) 374 109% 2
A2- Expression of regret 329 9.6% 4
A3- request for forgiveness 248 7.2% 5
B- explanation or account 96 2.8% 10
C1- Accepting theblame 71 2.1% 11
C2- Express selfleficiency 101 2.9% 9
C3- Recognizinchearer asleservingan apology 41 1.2% 13
C4- Express lack of intent 150 4.4% 7
C5- Offer repair/ redress 109 3.2% 8
D- promise of forbearance 170 5.0% 6
E- Attacking complainer 51 1.5% 12
F- Intensifiers ofthe apology 338 9.9% 3
G- Avoiding apology 5 0.1% 14
H- Nonverbal strategy 0 0.0% 15
I- Multiple strategy 1347 39.3% 1

Source: Field Data (2017)

Having gone through the apology preferences that the informants had in the different
hypothesizedsituations, table 4.19 gives us the summary of the categories. What is
apparent is that category multiple strategyis the mospreferredstrategy overalfrom the
guestionnaire representing 1347(39.3%). Thieategywas widely usedn all the scenarios

with great margia from the restAs previously discussedhe use of multiple strategies
demonstrates that the Kenyan ESL learners believe that usirigitesiphtegies are not just
enough hence the high percentage in the use of combinafiortee other hand, it would be

as a result of the rpeagmtckowledgesoDENgligiledghguat e
usage of combinations is in contrastather studies whose finding establishedttleaplicit

use of apologies wabe most preferredSglo, 2004Karimnia & Afghari, 2@2; Mahmoud,

2013; Salehi, 2014
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Majority of combinationsn this studyincludedIFID followed byexplanations or exampl e
apologize | was | ate for the diFDddisvedibp n bec:
promise of forbearancé o r exampl e 0]l regret the action
(Scenario 1) among otherBor majority of the suations theoffenders used combinatiots

attemptto recover the situatiohy all meansand make the apologies yield acceptaswas to

restore their relationship®n the other hand, the high frequency of multiple strategies usage

could be as a result of lack ofdvledge on other different types of apology strategies to be

used in different contexts including people of different status, gender, severity of offence
among otherslt may also imply that they lacked proper interpretation of the apologetic

situations.

The preference for the multiple strategy by the ESL students could also be a reflection of the
Kenyan culture where cultural and social norms require that in apologetic situations,
offenders should express genuine apology for offence made through ackgiogled
responsibility, uphold sufficient formality and politeness. Thijittang (2010) concurs with this
view that the culture of a people is reflected in the target language; that there could be
unwritten rules but the culture determines the speech acts forbesused. The combination

of apology strategies used in the English apologies in this study parallel those of many
Kenyan languages for instance, among the Kalenjin and Swahili speéakgrs,nyoiwon
kaat @ odred n a o mipeapectivelya araadmendn multiple apologetic strategies.
Combining of apology strategies to produce multiple apologies help the offended to see

sinceity and lack of intention in committing the offence.

Use of multiple strategy wdsllowed byAl- offer of apologyfor instace6 p|l ease accep!
a p o | with § fequency of 374(10.9%lt can be observed from the use of this strategy that

the Kenyan ESL students explicitly accept that they are at fault thus accept responsibility of
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the offence and in the event stressing thpmsitive face (Brown & Levinson, 1981y

avoiding any kind of misunderstandings. The us&-ointensifiers of the apologywas next

with a frequency of 338(9%. This would imply thathe offenders felt the need to employ a

high proportion of expressiomf r emor se thus the wuse of inte

6reallydéd in their apologies so as to sound g

The following strategies were also used in considerable measrexpression of regret
with a frequency of 329(6% f o r exampl e 061 6, 8B requgsbof i N sc
forgivenesswith a frequency of 248(7%) for instanced f o r g i irv seenari@Cénd D-

promise of forbearancwith a frequency of 170(5%) for instanced will buy you another

phon&in scenaridK. The high usagef expicit apologieswould alsoimply that the students
simply felt that they were sufficient for the situations or could be they have difficulties
expressing themselves well in English. Handayai (2010) and Muhammed (282@)patur
that in a majority of cases, language users prefer the use of explicit apologies. The use of the
promise of forbearancgtrategyin a considerable number of situatiomeuld imply that the
offenders neededb stengthen the apology by committing themselved to repeat the

offence.

Other apology categories as stadne categories weress preferredand recorded low
frequenciesHowever, in combinations, they were used in varying degfidesyinclude C4-

lack of intent,C5 offer repair/ redrss, C2 expressing selfieficiency,B- explanation/
account,E- Attacking complainerC3- Recognizinghearer asdeserving an apology G-
avoiding apologyand H- nonverbal strategyin that descending ordeThis finding could
imply that the respondentsclked the knowledge of using the strategies in the English
languageas a result of limited exposure to theihey may as well experienced lack of

proper interpretation of the situationisis worth noting thathe use oH- nonverbal strategy
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could not be capturedt all in any of the scenariasnce this method was a written DCT

guestionnaire.

4.3 Distribution of Apology Srategies by Social &&tus

Following are findings to objective 2 of the study; the infice of social statusn the choie

of apology strategies by the undergraduate ESL students.

i) High Social Status to Low Social Status

Table 4.31

High Social Statusto Low Social Status

Strategy Frequency (f) Percentage (%)

Al- Offer of apology/ IFID 123 11%
A2- Expression of regret 114 10%
A3- Request for forgiveness 86 8%
B- Explanation or account 31 3%
C1- Accepting the blame 25 2%
C2- Expressing seltleficiency 45 4%
C3 Recognizing kareras deserving apology 21 2%
C4- Expressing lack of intent 54 5%
C5- Offering repairfedress 48 4%
D- Promise of forbearance 61 5%
E- Attacking the complainer 20 2%
F- Intensifiers of the apology 69 6%
G- Avoiding apology 4 0%
H- Nonverbal strategy 0 0%
I- Multiple strategy 437 38%

Source: Field Data (2017)

In total, there were 6 situatioms the DCT questionnairthat required people of high social
status to apologize to losocialstatus peopleScenarios G, I, J, N, @d Pin Appendix I)).

It is clear from the table that the apology strategy that istlgraaed with people of high
status ismultiple strategywith 437(38%). The use of combinations in a higher percentage

would imply that the language users consider social equality thus the need for elaborate
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responses to shopoliteness through languagseu Such responses in a majority of cases
took the form of I FID followed by request f
me .Ofhers that recoetl high percentages includgl- offer of apologywith 123(11.0%6),

A2- expression of regret14(10.06), A3- request of forgivenes86(8.0%). The use of these

explicit apologies would imply that the offenders found them most adequate to redress the
offences made. The use Bf Intensifiersof the apologyat 69(6.0%) would imply that even

though the offeners wereof higher social class they showexpect for those of lower class

by choosing politeness strategies as proposed by Brown and Levinson (l®8Tise oD-

promise of forbearanceecorded usage &1(5.0%)and this is likely because the respamde

saw the need of maintaining harmonious relationships through a promise of non repeat of the
action for instamaegeatdil|t pe oandTse@then mrat&yicsowveer i o 1
used in lower frequencies of less than 55 vimtiplying that eibher the respondents did not

know their usage or they did not find them suitable given the situations.

Interestingly, he intervew results as pdaable 4.32 (Appendix IV) indicate thajust as with

the questionnaire datthose of higher social status &mgizing to lower social status use the
multiple strategymore often than the othecategorie®(36.0%) The second highest in usage

is offer of apologywith 4(16.0%) andntensifiers of the apologgnd expression of regret

being used in equal measl@ 2.0%).According to the observation sched(#gpendix VI)

however, thel2 apology situationsthat involved people of high social status making
apologies to those of low social status deahowed that apology strategy withe highest
frequency ixpressionofregreff hi s i ncl uded utterances such

0l 6m sorryd among ot hers.

Thevast usag®f multiple strategies couldlsomeanthat the Kenyan ESL learners felt that

using explicit strategies are not just enough even vithewolved offenders of high social
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status and the offended of low social status hence the high percentage in the use of
combinationslt might also imply that Kenyan ESL learners even though belonging to high
status, respect those of lower statu3é® use of explicit apologies on the other hand would

again imply that the offenders being of higher social statestatus conscious herdid not

see the need of making elaborate apologies to people of a lower social'kissnuld be as
aresultofthe espondent sdé own culture that is socia

status tends to require simpler apology forms or none at all.

The discrepancyn the findings in thethree tools used to collect dada previously argued

could portray lack of knowledge on the different types of apology strategies that are
appropriate in different contexts. It could albe as a result of thperceivedlevel of

formality involved with questionnaires and interviewsnce they are controlled hence,

making language usechiose more formal apology strategies thaty express more sincerity

and respect to the offended. The high frequencgxptession of regreh the observation
schedulec oul d be within Brown and Luspepoplesnostydos per
consider apologies as a face threat act to their own negative face needs thus the use of the
shortformulastrategy. licouldalsobe as a result of the perception by the language users that

oral languagen a real scenarias less formaland hencehe apologies mape brief. This

gives usinterplaybetweenspoken languagm real life situations and hypothesized scenarios
whereelaborate and more formal apologies that métehof e nded per sonds soc

likely to be made
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i) Equal Social Satus

Table 4.3.3

Equal Social Satus

Strategy Frequency (f) Percentage (%)

Al- Offer of apology/ IFID 127 11%
A2- Expression of regret 109 10%
A3- Request for forgiveness 79 7%
B- Explanation or account 25 2%
C1- Accepting the blame 23 2%
C2- Expressing selfieficiency 37 3%
C3- Recognizing kareras deserving apology 11 1%
C4- Expressing lack of intent 59 5%
C5- Offering repair/ redress 39 3%
D- Promise of forbearance 65 6%
E- Attacking the complainer 20 2%
F- Intensifiers of the apology 96 8%
G- Avoiding apology 1 0%
H- Nonverbal strategy 0 0%
I- Multiple strategy 455 40%

Source:Field Data (2017)

In situations involving people of the sarsecial status, in total, there were 6 situations
(ScenariosB, C, D, H, K and Lin Appendix I). Data from the table show that the apology
strategy that is highly used with people of equal status msultiple strategywith 455(40%).
Most of the combinations included expression of regret followeteyest for forgiveness
for exampl e 01 6 ihesesand hyghest &b offgriofvapology €IF1Hwith
127(11.0%) followed closely b&2- expression of regret09(10.0%6). Next isF- Intensifiers

of the apology96(8.00) then A3 request of foriyeness79(7.00) and D- promise of
forbearance65(6.0%). The other strategies were usedomwér frequencies of less than 60
with avoiding of apologyecordinga single usage arttie nonverbal strategyecording nil

usage as a standalone strategy.
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The data fom interview schedul@ccording to Table 4.8 (Appendix IV) just as with the
guestionnaireindicate that multiple strategyhas the highest frequency & (44%) with
people of equal statushis isfollowed byoffer of apologyat 4(16%) The third highest being
expression of regredt 3(12%) The other apology strategies going by the interviews have a
choiceof a single respondent in eadrtis could imply that the respondents lacked enough o
English ability to use other available or appropriate foysswith thel2 apology situations
observed Appendix VI thatinvolved people of equal status makigplogiesexpression of

regretis used the most as compared to the other strategies.

Cleaty therefore,the most frequerdpology strategies in equal status situations that were of
preference in the Questionnaires are in tandem with those of the intervigstsas argued
before, the use of multiple strategies would suggestktbayan ESL learers believed that
they arestronger forms of apologythat bear more politeness as proposed by Brown and
Levinson (1987)than the explicit onesAlternatively, it could be as a result of lack of
knowledge on the appropriate forms to be used in spewmiitextshence the choice of

similar apology forms

Data from observatio(Appendix VI)yieldeddifferent resultaith expression of regréteing

the most typicaloneT hi s i ncl uded most | yThiskorld implypiratte s si on
with individuals of equal status, explicit expressions were used extensively since their
relationship is closer and there were not concerned about the potential of face loss or even
embarrassed admitting their self inefficiendy.could also imply that in real life, the

offenders preferred the strategy to maintain their interpersonal solidarity among &tigls

finding agrees with those of Holmes (1990) and Intachakra (2001) on individuals of equal

status preferring the use of explicit expressions.
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Thediscrepancyn the use of apology strategiesuldalsobe as a result of the weight placed
upon situations that apgerceived to be moreontrolledlike in questionnaires and interviews
that required theespondents$o give elaborate and more formapologystrategieghat were

in combinationscould be with the assumption that they are more effective than explicit ones
for example in scenarig and L When innaturally occurringsituations on the other hand,

the students used simple and direct responses

iii) Low Social gatus

Table 4.35

Low Social Satus to High Social Satus

Strategy Frequency (f) Percentage (%)

Al- Offer of apology/ IFID 124 11%
A2- Expression of regret 106 9%
A3- Request for forgiveness 83 7%
B- Explanation or account 40 3%
C1- Accepting thenlame 23 2%
C2- Expressing seltleficiency 19 2%
C3 Recognizing kareras deserving apology 9 1%
C4- Expressing lack of intent 37 3%
C5- Offering repair/ redress 22 2%
D- Promise of forbearance 44 4%
E- Attacking the complainer 11 1%
F- Intensifiers of the apology 173 15%
G- Avoiding apology 0 0%
H- Non-verbal strategy 0 0%
I- Multiple strategy 455 40%

Source: Field Data (2017)

In situations involving people of the low social status making apologies to those of high
social statusin total, there were 6 situations (Scenarios A, E, F, M, Q amdAppendix ).

It is clear from the table abowbat the apolgy strategy that is use most extensively with
people of lowstatus id - multiple strategywith 455(40%). The most common expressions in

the combinations i ncl uThestcord highaspi Intengifiers ef, f or
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the apologyl73(15.80) wi t h expressions such RandRBUsém ver:
of Al- offer of apology (IFID)was nextwith 12411.0%)which isfollowed closely byA2-

expression of regret06(90%). Next is A3 request of forgivenes3(7.0%) andD- promise

of forbearanced4(4.0%). The other strategies were used in lower frequencies of lesg¢4han

with avoiding of apologyand thenonverbal strategyrecording nil usage as standalone

strategies

Different from the questionnaire dataterview resultsTable 4.36 (Appendix V) indicate

that F- Intensifiers of the apologis the highest ai1(44.0%)in situations of low status

people apologizing to high social status orf®stch expressions includec
61 6 m v e This isfobowed\by offer of apologyat 6(24.0%)and multiple strategyat
4(16.0%)respectively The other apology categories record frequencies of less tllaistdas

with the interview, data from observatigAppendix VI) showed thaf- Intensifiers of the

apologyis the highest in usag®lost offenders usechte ex pressi ons o661 6m v

61l 6m really sor ry. Oollowkd elosatyf by acknawledyeamierit iok r s [

responsibilityandPromise of forbearance

It is clear from the discussions above that the three data collection tools recorded
discrepancies in the apology strategteat go with low status peopleThe modein
guestionnaireseing multiple strategyfollowed by intensifiers of apologythe mode in
interviews being intensifiers of apologyollowed by offer of apology the moa in the
observation schedule beingensifiers of the apologipllowed closely byacknowledgement

of responsibility. The data merged togethérowever,indicate that the most preferred

apology category imtensifiers of apology

111



As argued beforeit is posible that culture among Kenyan ESL learners play a role in the
way they choose language forms. The seniority levels marked in the social hierarchical
society may have informed the choikintensifiers of apologyndalsomultiple apologies
suggeshg that the offended were of higher status hence the offerfielérthe need to make
polite, formal ancelaborate apologies that express sincerity and remorse on the offence made
S0 as to make their apologies acceptabes is in line with politeness princgs as proposed

by Brown and Levinson (1987)Moreover, participants perceived that offences by people of
low social statusveremore serious thathose by speakers of high social status hence they

commit to use different apology forms.

4.4 Distribution of Apology Strategies by Gender

Following arefindings to objective 2f the study; th influence ofgender on the choice of
apology strategies by the undergraduate ESL students.

i) Same Gender

Table 4.41

Same Gender

Strategy Frequency (f) Percentage o)
Al- Offer of apology/ IFID 109 10%
A2- Expression of regret 114 10%
A3- Request for forgiveness 84 7%
B- Explanation or account 50 4%
C1- Accepting the blame 20 2%
C2- Expressing seltleficiency 32 3%
C3 Recognizing barer as deserving

apology 13 1%
C4- Expressing lack of intent 53 5%
C5- Offering repair/ redress 25 2%
D- Promise of forbearance 48 4%
E- Attacking the complainer 14 1%
F- Intensifiers of the apology 136 12%
G- Avoiding apology 2 0%
H- Non-verbal strategy 0 0%
I- Multiple strategy 436 38%

Source: Field Data (2017)
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In the DCT questionnaire, there were a total bfypothesizedituationsof equal gender that

the surveyedlanguage users were expectedespond to apologetically (Scenarios D, E, L,

N, O and Rin Appendix I)). Theresults in table 4.4.4how that the apology strategy mostly

used isl - multiple strategy436(38%)s uch as the expressions 01 ¢
i nt end t onscengrialOther gxanpl@s of combinations in the multiple categories

in use arerequest of forgivenessong withexpressing lack of interfor instancedorgive

me; | did not intend to be lafén scenario N

The second highest B- intensifiers of the apolog¥36(@12.06) f o r i nstance 061 ¢
sorryo i n A3srequestaaf forgivertess @40) f or e xfaomrpd iev e6 me 0
scenario O. This wawellowed byC4- expressing lack of interi3(5%)f or i nst ance 0]l
intendtomss you the | istd i n Bcezphmaationoradount Thi s
50(4%) for example 06l h Bhe st df he stratemiesahgvé low n s ¢

frequencies of less than 5bhis would imply that the respondents were not conversaht w

them or they did not find them appropriate for the situations.

Results from the 25 respondeimiterviewedas per Table 4.2 (Appendix IV) indicatethat

multiple strategyhas the highest frequency with 10(40.0%), followedAdy offer of apology
5(20.0%) andF- intensifiers of the apology(16.0%) The rest of the categories have
frequencies of less than #he data from observatio@Appendix VI) of situations involving
individuals of the same gender indicated tbgpression of regrdiad the higest frequency

This included expressions s uclhwaafsllomedbyane gr et

offer ofapologysuchasinthe x pr essi ons o601l apol ogd zed and 0:

From the findings of the three instruments used, ataar that the apology strategy with the

highest frequency in same gender situations is the same both in the Questionnaiihes and
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interviews. This is irnthe use ofmultiple strategyln both also,ntensifiers of the apology
have been used considerabAs argued before, this would imply that the Kenyan ESL
learnerdacked the knowledge in using apology strategies in the contexts therefore picking on
what they knewgiven the circumstanceBata from observatio(Appendix VI)is however
different since the strategy with the highest frequenogxjzression of regrefollowed by

offer of apology The use ofthese direct apologsewould implythat brief apologieswere
sufficient especiayl becausethe respondents werequal in geder and therefore felt no
obligation to use long formulae in the apologighis could be in line with Brown and
Levi nson 0 s of mavideaks with isame characteristicsonsidering apologies as
being less face threateniagts

i) Different Gender
Table 4.43

Different Gender

Strategy Frequency (f) Percentage (%)
Al- Offer of apology/ IFID 111 10%
A2- Expression of regret 124 11%
A3- Request for forgiveness 88 8%
B- Explanation or account 22 2%
C1- Accepting the blame 29 3%
C2- Expressingselt-deficiency 38 3%
C3-Recognizing hearer as deserving

apology 14 1%
C4- Expressing lack of intent 59 5%
C5- Offering repair/ redress 41 4%
D- Promise of forbearance 63 5%
E- Attacking the complainer 21 2%
F- Intensifiers of the apology 103 9%
G- Avoiding apology 1 0%
H- Non-verbal strategy 0 0%
|- Multiple strategy 432 38%

Source: Field Data (2017)

In total, there were 6 situations in the DCT questionnaire that required an offender and

offended individuals of the oppite gender to makapologies (Scenarios B, F, J, KaRd Q
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in Appendix I). The resultsrom the tableshowthat the apology strategy that is greatbed
in such situationss | - multiple strategywith 43238%). They included expressions such as
6f orgive me | f Dhe geoond highest 8% Exprasaioniobregdetvith

124(11%)f or i nstance Ol O0Thisis folliowey Byoffer of amlogy ((IFAD) i o B

111(10%) for inst@dndce Gxzeanapti omyF mdgnbifiesgy s f
of the apologyl03(9.@)f or i nstance 61 6dm real AFreguestr ry i n
of forgiveness 8§8.0%)f or exampl e o6for.give medé in scenar

Table 4.44 (Appendix IV) presenta summary ofindingsfrom the interviewsarried out. It
indicatesthat multiple strategy witi1(44.0%)is the strategy most employed with people of
different gender in situations requiring apologid&ext is Al- offer of apologyand A2-
expression of regrewith the same frequencies 6{20.0%) The other apology categories
record frequencies of less than 10¥%he results from ofesvation scheduléAppendix V)
were however different for the mode was in the usaffef of apologyfor instance the use of
theexpre si ons 06| aaqrept nyg@pology dhis avastibllovéed by expression of

regretf or example 61 6m sorryd6 and 6l regret the

It is worth noting that in both thguestionnaires and interview schedtile apology strategy

with the highesfrequency ismultiple strategywith offer of apology (IFID)being used in
considerable measureUse of combinations was found to be sufficient since they would
suggest concern on the offences made as opposed to the use-al@tarstrategiedt could

also imply that the participants being of different gender were careful on what apology
expressions to use guided by different societal norms on the portrayal of males and females.
In observations thenode isoffer of apology(IFID). This means that the @sof explicit
expression of apology is a common strategy in most circumstances inviolgiagluals of

opposite gendei his would imply that Kenyan ESL learners are reluctant in giving elaborate
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apologies for they could be mistaken to mean admissionudf gence intimidating

especially wih people of different gender.

4.5Distribution of Apology Strategies by Severity of Gfence

Following arefindings to objective ®f the study; the inflance of severity of offenaen the
choice of apology strategies by the undergraduate ESL stu8ewésityin thesituations
under this studyas classified intéwo: high severity and low severitgcidents.

i) High Severity

Table 4.51

High Severity

Strategy Frequency (f) Percentage (%)
Al- Offer of apology/ IFID 173 10%
A2- Expression of regret 138 8%
A3- Request for forgiveness 119 7%
B- Explanation or account 25 1%
C1- Accepting the blame 48 3%
C2- Expressing selfleficiency 38 2%
C3- Recognizing karerasdeserving apology 24 1%
C4- Expressing lack of intent 84 5%
C5- Offering repair/ redress 66 4%
D- Promise of forbearance 92 5%
E- Attacking the complainer 22 1%
F- Intensifiers of the apology 241 14%
G- Avoiding apology 2 0%
H- Nonverbal strategy 0 0%
I- Multiple strategy 649 38%

Source: Field Data (2017)

In total, there were 9 situations in the DCT questionsatieat involved high severity
(Scenarios H, I, K, LM, O, P, Q and Rn Appendix I). Table 4.51 shows the results
elicited from the DCT. It is apparent that the first highest rank in the frequency of high
severity situations is the use wiultiple strategywith 649(38%).Examples of combinations
in the multiple categories in use aietensifiers of the apologyalong with request of

forgivenes§ or exampl e 61 6 m very sndofferpf agologyatpngyv e me 6
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with expressing lack of intent o r i nstance 0OI apol ogi ze | di

scenario M.

The second highest rank in the frequencyintensifiers of apologywith 241(14%) for
exampl e 01 .0KextareAld- pffersobapalogy 173(10%) or exampl ed 61 ar
This was followed byexpression of regret38(8%)f or i nst ancsengdriomd sorry
A3 request for forgivenes$19(7%)f or exampl e &6f or g.iTheeotheme 6 i n
categories have lower fjgencies of less than 98voiding apologyhad afrequency of Zand

non verbal strategyasnot captured since this was a writtrestionnaire

The collecteddata from thenterview as is evident inable4.5.2 (Appendix V) indicatethat

multiple strategyis the most frequent used strategy with 8(32.0%%).intensifiers of the
apologywas nextwith 6(24.0%).lt was followed byAl- offer of apologyandA2- expression

of regretboth with 3(12.0%9. The rest of the strategies have less tBAnrespondents in
frequenciesof usage.The statistics collected from observasdippendix VI) showed that

the apology strategy with the higliepercentage in this scenario wiasensifiers of the

apologyf or i nstance in the expédmsaxtomasimbBdghyd ms orerr
severity situations. This wdsllowed by use ofmultiple strategyfor example in the use df |

A

apologizepleee f or gi ve med6 and 61 6m very sorry 1 d

On the basis of the results from the three instruments, it is evident that in high severity
situations, most language userefer usingntensifier of the apologgnd multiple strategy.

This could be attributeéto the need to usapology strategies that match the high level of
severity in the situation hence making the apology sincere, more effective and accepted by

the offended partyMoreover, it would imply thathe strategiesomparedo rest were of a
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higher proportion of remorse and matched the severity statushhdfenders were making
an attempt to save their face caused by the situations.

i) Low Severity

Table 45.3

Low Severity

Strategy Frequency (f) Percentage (%)

Al- Offer of apology/ IFID 201 12%
A2- Expression of regret 191 11%
A3- Request for forgiveness 129 8%
B- Explanation or account 71 4%
C1- Accepting the blame 23 1%
C2- Expressing seltleficiency 63 4%
C3 Recognizing has deserving apology 17 1%
C4- Expressing lack of intent 66 4%
C5- Offering repair/ redress 43 3%
D- Promise of forbearance 78 5%
E- Attacking the complainer 29 2%
F- Intensifiers of the apology 97 6%
G- Avoiding apology 3 0%
H- Nonverbal strategy 0 0%
I- Multiple strategy 698 41%

Source: Field Data (2017)

In total, there were Situations in th&®CT questionnaire that involved low severity incidents.
(Scenarios A, B, C, D, E, F,,@ and Nin Appendix I)). As seen in the table, in this situation,
the frequency on the usé apology strategies has been considerably discrepant. The apology

strategy mostly used Is- multiple strategy698(41%).Common combinations in use include

offer apologyalong withexpressing lack ahtentf or i nst ance in the wuse
not intend to b endanwrssifieesdf the apologyelangwath ekptanatidn
or accountforinstanced | 6 m very sorry | did not see you.

The second highest A1- offer apology201(12.00)f or exampl e o061 apol ogi

and D. This was followed b2 - expression of regret91(11%)f or exampl e o1 6 m
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scenaricE. Next wasA3- request of forgivenesk?98.0%) followed byF- intensifiersof the

apology(97(6%). The rest of thstand alonatrategies havlow frequencies of less thaf.8

From theinterviewresultson Table 4.5 (Appendix IV) , Multiple strategyis found to be the

highest with 9(36.0%), followed b&1- offer of apologywith 5(20.0%) andA2- expression of

regretwith 4(16.0%).Intensifiersof the apologyndrequest for forgivenessae used in equal

measure at 2(8%]J-rom the observation schedul@®ppendix VI however,offer of apology

was the highest in usk o r i nstance iin theodpulseeasef a&lcenpt
apol ogiesd in | ow s efollewed byrequest fou fargivereests . Thi ¢

A

instance O0forgive me. 6

From the findings of the three instruments used in low severity situations, it is clear that most
respondents prefer the use miultiple strategywhen filling in quesonnaires or being
interviewed. As argued before, the use of the two would suggestvinatire low severity
situations, the offenders felt the need to make their apologies more convincing with the belief
that use of more formal and lengthy apology structures are more effethieeuse of
intensifiers as compared with the high severity sibmatwere minimal could be because they
would consider them exaggerated forms considering the low severity ¢asgshowever
prefared offer of apologywhen making apologies in real life scenaridbis would suggest
thatgiven the low severity situatigrthe respondents found simple and direct apologies more

suficient and considering too that the face threats were minimal.

To conclude on the choice of apology strategies going with the different socially
differentiated situations, it is evident that inosh scenarios, the respondents considered
politeness as a variable and this is in line with linguistic politeness strategies as proposed by

Brown & Levinson (1987). Apologies were used as to attempt to save face after an offence
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was made. This view is takdy among others Lin (2005), lvana (2012) and Reza & Safoora

(2012).

4.6 Appropriate ness inApology Strategies

After scoring the preferred apology categories given the different contexts, there was need to
check on their appropriatene3$e appropriateness of apology strategies was based on how
credible and adequate they were in the given scenafios appropriateness wdsst

analyzed according tihe hypothesizedcenarioghen according to socialats, gender and

lastly severity of ofénce This procedure was carried out by raters pickesm both the

studens and lecturers.Using a5 T point Likert scaleon the five top strategies in each
scenario, mean appropriateness was calculated. The ratings were thereafter compared and
tested fo significance based on the ratings of the two groupes gtudent and lecturer raters)
Means withhighervalues meant thdahe apology strategies chosen were more appropriate in

the situations whereas low values would indicate inappropriateness of aptitatggiesThe

strategies werelearly coded according to table 2.3 for ease of analysis.

Table 4.61

Scenario A Appropriateness ofApology Srategies

N Mean  Std. Deviation Std. Error Minimum  Maximum

Lecturer 2 2.50 707 .500 2 3

Offer of apology (IFID) Student 2 4.00 .000 .000 4 4
Total 4 3.25 .957 A79 2 4

Lecturer 2 2.00 .000 .000 2 2

Expression of regret Student 2 4.00 .000 .000 4 4
Total 4 3.00 1.155 577 2 4

Lecturer 2 2.00 .000 .000 2 2

Request for forgiveness  Student 2 4.00 .000 .000 4 4
Total 4 3.00 1.155 577 2 4

120



Lecturer 2 4.00 .000 .000 4 4
Intensifiers of the

Student 2 5.00 .000 .000 5 5
apology

Total 4 4.50 577 .289 4 5

Lecturer 2 4,50 .707 .500 4 5
Multiple strategy Student 2 4.00 1.414 1.000 3 5

Total 4 4.25 957 479 3 5

Source: Field Data (2017)

The data btained for scenario A indicatbat meanratings for appropriatenestor the top

five most frequent apology strategies range from 4.Qul{Me strategy, request for
forgiveness, offer of apology and expression of redce.0 (Intensifiers of apologyyvith

student raters and fror@.0 (equest for forgivenessnd expression of regrgtto 4.0
(Intensifiers of apologyyvith the lecturerraters The cumulative mean rating for the two

groupsis highest withthe use ofntensifiess of apologywith ameanof 4.50.1t can be implied

therefore that in this scenario, the most appropriate ones would be apology forms with
intensifier words such a® veryo, 0r eal | yiis isafollaved 6bg #.25r e me | y
represergd by multiple strategy.Use of apologyis third highestwith a mean of 3.25

Intensifiers of apologyielded the first ranks the most appropriate strategycenario A

Scenario A rpresents a situation where a low social status individual apologizes to a high
status one. The gender was not stated and it involved a low severity offence. Among the
reasons givetior the appropriateness of the multiple strategyhat it is a formal agogy

that portrays genuine regret by the offenddrey arefn adequat el y appropri at
politeness and also leig f orfirpeelrd,e ct acknowl edgement 0
expression® r e Gpdequatély, expresses apology with weight that hestdhe offended

per sonds ishoicgihaelr 0s.t at us

Using he test of gnificance & 5%, result in Bble4.6.2 (Appendix X indicate thaimultiple

strategywith a significance of .698 which is greatd?;> 0.05 implies that there is no

121



statstically significant difference between the mean appropriateness ratings done by the

lecture raters and student raters with regard to the uselgple strategyn scenario Alt is

the same case witbffer of apolog with a significance of .095 which is greatér;> 0.05.

The resof the apology strategiesi{ensifiers of apologyexpression of regret and request for

forgiveness is not indicated because of i@amatiors between the student and lecturer raters;

no significantifference.

Table 4.6.3

Scenario B Appropriateness ofApology Srategies

Mean  Std. Deviation Std. Error Minimum Maximum
Lecturer 2 4.50 .707 .500 4 5
Offer of apology (IFID) Student 2 4.00 .000 .000 4 4
Total 4 4.25 .500 .250 4 5
Lecturer 2 4.50 .707 .500 4 5
Expression of regret Student 2 4.50 .707 .500 4 5
Total 4 4.50 577 .289 4 5
Lecturer 2 4.50 .707 .500 4 5
Request for forgiveness  Student 2 450 .707 .500 4 5
Total 4 4.50 577 .289 4 5
Lecturer 2 2.00 .000 .000 2 2

Intensifiers of the
apology Student 2 2.00 .000 .000 2 2
Total 4 2.00 .000 .000 2 2
Lecturer 2 5.00 .000 .000 5 5
Multiple strategy Student 2 2.00 .000 .000 2 2
Total 4 3.50 1.732 .866 2 5

Source: Field Data (2017)

Thefindings in the table above reveal tleadpresson of regretandrequest for forgiveness

have the highest cumulative ratings of an overall mean of 4.50. Thekeardollowed by

offer of apologywith a mean of 4.23Hence, given scenario Bpth the student raters and the

lecturer raters form a perception measure #éxgiression of regret o r i
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and request for forgiveness or e x amp | e redhe mostgappropriatdeeidarioaB

implies an equal statustuationwith different gendexand lower severityAccording to the

o

raters, the two strategissave figood | evel of formality.

As can be seen inable 4.6.4 (Appendix X), offer of apology expression of regreand

request for forgivenessith p- values of .4231.000 and 1.000 respectiveandbeing greater

than the alpha value > 0.05 implies tht there is no significant differenoe the lecturerg
andstudents r atings on the wuse of thatthe ovdrall mdae gi e s
appropriataessratings can be used to deterneirthe most appropriate apology strategies

given the sceario.

Table 4.6.5

Scenario C Appropriateness ofApology Srategies

N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error  Minimum  Maximum

Lecturer 2 4.00 .000 .000 4 4

Offer of apology (IFID) Student 2 4.50 707 .500 4 5
Total 4 4.25 .500 .250 4 5

Lecturer 2 4.00 .000 .000 4 4

Expression of regret Student 2 4.50 .707 .500 4 5
Total 4 4.25 .500 .250 4 5

Lecturer 2 4.00 .000 .000 4 4

Expressing self-deficiency Student 2 3.50 .707 .500 3 4
Total 4 3.75 .500 .250 3 4

Lecturer 2 2.00 .000 .000 2 2

Intensifiers of the apology  Student 2 2.50 .707 .500 2 3
Total 4 2.25 .500 .250 2 3

Lecturer 2 5.00 .000 .000 5 5

Multiple strategy Student 2 2.00 .000 .000 2 2
Total 4 3.50 1.732 .866 2 5

Source: Field Data (2017)
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The datafrom table 4.6 indicatethat most appropriatepology strategy in scenario C with

lecturer raters isnultiple strategywith a mean of 5.00. This is different from the student

rat er s 0 exprhsesionmkregedind offer of apologyat 4.50 Highest werall mean
appropriataess for the two groups stoodddfer of apologyf or exampl e nd | apo
expression of regret o r i nst an ctet.250Scehano G wepraseni@d egual social

status with gender not stated and a low severity ¢aseng the reasons given by tacer

raters for the choice ahultiple strategyfor the given scenario was thiatis a simple and

good expression of apology, expe®g lack of intent/explanation. It hasgood | evel

formalityo for the same social status catego

The testof statisics from Table 4.6.6 (Appendix X indicate that there is no statistically
significant difference between the mean appropriateness ratings done by the lecturer raters
and student raters with regard to scenarigiven that allthe P values armore than 0.5.

This means that overall mean can be used to makedjailon on the appropriate apology

strategies in scenario.C

Table 4.67

Scenario D Appropriateness ofApology Srategies

N Mean Std. Deviation  Std. Error  Minimum ~ Maximum

Lecturer 2 4.50 707 .500 4 5

Offer of apology (IFID) Student 2 3.50 707 .500 3 4
Total 4 4.00 .816 .408 3 5

Lecturer 2 4.00 .000 .000 4 4

Expression of regret Student 2 3.50 707 .500 3 4
Total 4 3.75 .500 .250 3 4

Lecturer 2 3.00 1.414 1.000 2 4

Request for forgiveness  Student 2 3.50 .707 .500 3 4
Total 4 3.25 .957 479 2 4

Promise of forbearance Lecturer 2 4.50 .707 .500 4 5
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Student 2 4.00 .000 .000 4 4
Total 4 4.25 .500 .250 4 5
Lecturer 2 4.50 707 .500 4 5
Multiple strategy Student 2 2.50 707 .500 2 3
Total 4 3.50 1.291 .645 2 5

Source: Field Data (2017)

The datistics according to table 4/revealthat the highest meaappropriateessrating for

the lecturer raterstop atoffer of apologypromise for forbearancandmultiple strategiesat

4.50and the student rateas 4.00for promise for forbearancelhe overall cumulative mean
appropriataess for the two groups omise of forbearance or i nst ance 01 pr
repeat t h eth aaredn ofad@%Scenadbio Dwepesents a same social status, same

gender and low severity situation. Among the reasons for its appropriateness is that the
offender expressesmomise of anon repeat of the offence by appealing to the emotions of

the offended party through a promiseils a fAperfect expression of

repeat of the offence. 0

Using significantvalue of 5%, Bble 4.68 (Appendix X indicates thain all the rated
strategiesthere aresignificant differencebetween thestudent and lecturer raters siratkthe
values are greater than the alpha vgRie0.05). The gneral mean ithereforesuitable for

the analysis.
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Table 4.69

Scenario E Appropriateness ofApology Srategies

N Mean Std. Deviation ~ Std. Error  Minimum  Maximum

Lecturer 2 2.50 .707 .500 2 3

Offer of apology (IFID) Student 2 3.50 .707 .500 3 4
Total 4 3.00 .816 .408 2 4

Lecturer 2 2.50 .707 .500 2 3

Expression of regret Student 2 3.50 .707 .500 3 4
Total 4 3.00 .816 .408 2 4

Lecturer 2 2.50 .707 .500 2 3

Request for forgiveness  Student 2 3.50 .707 .500 3 4
Total 4 3.00 .816 .408 2 4

Lecturer 2 2.00 .000 .000 2 2

Explanation of account Student 2 2.00 .000 .000 2 2
Total 4 2.00 .000 .000 2 2

Lecturer 2 5.00 .000 .000 5 5

Multiple strategy Student 2 5.00 .000 .000 5 5
Total 4 5.00 .000 .000 5 5

Source: Field Data (2017)

The data colleewd indicatethat in scenario Ethere is no obvious disparity between the
apology strategy with highest rank both with the student and lecturer raterandste
appropriateone ismultiple strategyat 5.00 This makeghe overallmost appropriatstrategy
in scenario Ebe multiple strategyf o r i nstance 0I apol ogi z
Scenario E refers to situation where the apologizing individual was of low satiad ghan
the offended, same gender with low severity. The sagree that thscenario needed a more
elaborateand formal apologgtructure lhat matches the social status of the offended (high).
i sPerféect acknowledgment of responsibility and exgioes of regret that matches the

of fended personés social status. 6606
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The ANOVA test with significance of 5%ccording to Table 4.60 (Appendix X) indicated
that therewas no significant difference the mean appropriate ratings of all the apology

strategis by the groups of raters sinakthe P values were more than 0.05 (P >0.05).

Table 4.6.11

Scenario E Appropriateness ofApology Srategies

N Mean Std. Deviation ~ Std. Error  Minimum  Maximum

Lecturer 2 2.50 707 .500 2 3

Offer of apology (IFID) Student 2 3.50 707 .500 3 4
Total 4 3.00 .816 .408 2 4

Lecturer 2 2.50 707 .500 2 3

Expression of regret Student 2 3.50 .707 .500 3 4
Total 4 3.00 .816 .408 2 4

Lecturer 2 2.50 707 .500 2 3

Request for forgiveness  Student 2 3.50 .707 .500 3 4
Total 4 3.00 .816 .408 2 4

Lecturer 2 2.00 .000 .000 2 2

Explanation of account Student 2 2.00 .000 .000 2 2
Total 4 2.00 .000 .000 2 2

Lecturer 2 5.00 .000 .000 5 5

Multiple strategy Student 2 5.00 .000 .000 5 5
Total 4 5.00 .000 .000 5 5

Source: Field Data (2017)

The staistics according to table 48l reveal that the highest mean appropriateness rating for
the student andecturer ratersare similar atmultiple strategiesvith a mean of 5@ This
means thathere is no distinction ithe appropriatenessviels by the two groups ahters

This makesnultiple strategymost appropriate strategy given the situatibme second most
appropriateapology strategies includefer of apology, expression of regitd request of
forgivenessat 3.00. Scenario F represents an individual of low social status apologizing to

one of a higher social stathsving stepped on her/his fotthey areof oppositegenderand
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the offence is dower severityone Use of multiple strategiesor e x ampryitewasd | 6 m s
not I n twasmtostlp anasén since they add more weight to the apology making the
offendel obl i ged to acciepdar ftehcet agpod IDogeght tosthént c ei si

offence made creatingore respect and account for the offenc

Fromtable4.6.12 (Appendix X), it is clear thatlie ANOVA statistics usd to tessignificant
differences in the two groups of raters indicate that thexeo significant difference between
the two since all the P values were over 0.05. Hémeeverall mearis adequate in picking

the mast appropriate apology strategies in scenario F.

Table 4.6.13

Scenario G Appropriateness ofApology Srategies

N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error  Minimum  Maximum

Lecturer 2 2.00 .000 .000 2 2

Offer of apology (IFID) Student 2 4.00 .000 .000 4 4
Total 4 3.00 1.155 577 2 4

Lecturer 2 2.00 .000 .000 2 2

Expression of regret Student 2 4.00 .000 .000 4 4
Total 4 3.00 1.155 577 2 4

Lecturer 2 4.00 .000 .000 4 4

Offering repair Student 2 3.00 .000 .000 3 3
Total 4 3.50 577 .289 3 4

Lecturer 2 4.50 .707 .500 4 5

Intensifiers of the apology Student 2 3.50 .707 .500 3 4
Total 4 4.00 .816 .408 3 5

Lecturer 2 5.00 .000 .000 5 5

Multiple strategy Student 2 3.50 .707 .500 3 4
Total 4 4.25 .957 479 3 5

Source: Field Data (2017)

Results from the table above show thatltiple strategywith a mean of 5.00s themost

appropriate strategy for scenario G accordimghe lectureraters. On the otlmehand the
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student raters haw#fer of apology and expression of regneth a mean of 4.00 as the most
appropriate The overall cumulative mean appropriateness for the two groupslligple
strategywith a mean of 4.25Scenario G represents an offender of a high social status
makingan apology to one of a lower statos having forgotten to give feedback about a trip,

the gender is unstategind it is a low severity incident. The most appropriate strategy;

multiple strategyhasi Per f ect acknowl edgement of respor
f or bear anc e/ o hténsfiers af the apqlogghe mlgoyapproprinte e c aus e At he

express a genuine and deep regret of the off

On the testo check whethethereis anysignificant difference between the twgyoups of
raters the resulton table 4.614 (Appendix X indicate thatll the P valuswere more than
0.05 (P >0.05). This ignterpretedto meanthat in all the rated strategies there exist no

significant differene between the ratings tife students and lecturers.
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Table 4.615

Scenario H Appropriateness ofApology Srategies

Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error  Minimum  Maximum

Lecturer 2 2.00 .000 .000 2 2

Offer of apology (IFID) Student 2 4.50 707 .500 4 5
Total 4 3.25 1.500 .750 2 5

Lecturer 2 2.00 .000 .000 2 2

Expression of regret Student 2 4.50 707 .500 4 5
Total 4 3.25 1.500 .750 2 5

Lecturer 2 2.00 .000 .000 2 2

Request for forgiveness  Student 2 4.00 .000 .000 4 4
Total 4 3.00 1.155 577 2 4

Lecturer 2 5.00 .000 .000 5 5

Intensifiers of the apology Student 2 3.50 707 .500 3 4
Total 4 4.25 .957 479 3 5

Lecturer 2 5.00 .000 .000 5 5

Multiple strategy Student 2 3.50 .707 .500 3 4
Total 4 4.25 .957 479 3 5

Source:Field Data (2017)

The lecturers rating indicate thidfite appropriat@pologystraegy for scenario H isultiple
strategyand intensifiers of the apolggwith a mean of 5.00Unexpectedly, lt e
rating indicatesoffer of apologyand expression of regress the most appropriate. On the
average of the twgroups of ratersnultiple strategyandintensifiers of the apologyave the
highest apology ratingsScenario H represented a same social status situation; gender is
undefined with a igher severity casehere there is injury that results into hospitalization
Among the reasons given for rating the two strategies highly is because they match the

severity situation (high)ntensifiers of the apology 6 gi v e

of t he

acknowl edgement

of

responsibility/ offer
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On testing significance at 5% differenage per table 4.66 (Appendix X) it was established
that all exceptoffer of apologyand expression of regrebhad no significant differencen
ratings. Thids becauseffer of apologyandexpression of regrétaveP values which arkess
than 0.05 (P < 0.05) hence interpretedn®anthatlecturers and sdents ratersary a lot in
the rating of the two apologetic strategies for usage in scena@nHhe other hand there
was a general consensus going by the great P valugdemsifiers of the apologgnd

multiple strategy(P >0.05)thatthey areappropriatdor the scenario

Table 4.617

Scenario |: Appropriateness ofApology Srategies

N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error  Minimum  Maximum

Lecturer 2 2.00 .000 .000 2 2

Offer of apology (IFID) Student 2 3.50 707 .500 3 4
Total 4 2.75 .957 479 2 4

Lecturer 2 2.00 .000 .000 2 2

Request for forgiveness  Student 2 4.00 .000 .000 4 4
Total 4 3.00 1.155 577 2 4

Lecturer 2 3.00 .000 .000 3 3

Offering repair Student 2 3.50 707 .500 3 4
Total 4 3.25 .500 .250 3 4

Lecturer 2 3.50 707 .500 3 4

Promise of forbearance  Student 2 3.50 .707 .500 3 4
Total 4 3.50 577 .289 3 4

Lecturer 2 5.00 .000 .000 5 5

Multiple strategy Student 2 5.00 .000 .000 5 5
Total 4 5.00 .000 .000 5 5

Source: Field Data (2017)

The statisticaccording tdable 4.617 reveal that the highest mean appropriateness reting
the lecturer and student raters are similamattiple strategiesvith a mean of 5@ This

means thathe perception measure for the two groups is equal; they have dicelgmnion
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that the use ofultiple strategff or i nst ance O61 6m sorr gthe | 61 |
overall most appropriate strategy in the scena8oenario | was a code for higher social

status apologizing to low statusjth no gender specifation and aigh severity caséor a

camera has been damaged. The use of multiple strategfiwas excel | ent and
apology strategy for the situationo, APer f

apology/repairo.

The test of signifiance wa dae at 5% and the ANOVAnalysis according to table 418

(Appendix X indicatesthat there were no variable witkignificant difierence (P > 0.05).

This meansthat there exiss no big difference in studerisand lecturel@ r at i ngs 0
appropriateness emce the cumulative grade mean can be adequatedgd as the
approprateness measure

Table 4.619

Scenario J Appropriateness ofApology Srategies

N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error  Minimum  Maximum

Lecturer 2 3.50 707 .500 3 4

Expression of regret Student 2 4.00 .000 .000 4 4
Total 4 3.75 .500 .250 3 4

Lecturer 2 3.00 1.414 1.000 2 4

Request for forgiveness Student 2 4.00 .000 .000 4 4
Total 4 3.50 1.000 .500 2 4

Lecturer 2 3.00 1.414 1.000 2 4

Expressing self-deficiency ~ Student 2 3.00 .000 .000 3 3
Total 4 3.00 .816 .408 2 4

Lecturer 2 2.00 .000 .000 2 2

Promise of forbearance Student 2 2.50 707 .500 2 3
Total 4 2.25 .500 .250 2 3

Lecturer 2 4.50 .707 .500 4 5

Multiple strategy Student 2 3.00 .000 .000 3 3
Total 4 3.75 .957 479 3 5

Source: Field Data (2017)
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Multiple strategyat the mean of 4.5fbrmsthe most appropriate apology strategy according

to the meanrating of the lectureraters. On the other hand,the studentr at enost 0
appropriate apology strategyesgpression of regreandrequest for forgivenesst the mean

of 3.50 The apology strategies that yielded the first rank cumulatively apezession of

regret and multiple strategyat 3.75.Scenario J gives a situation where a high social status
offender nakes an apology to a low status perbawming failed to help in assignmegiender

is different with a low severity incident. Timeultiple strategys gppropriate on the count that
itoffersin Adequate explanation/ of f er nolieothepside ogy/ p
expression of regresa dddpnd simple expression thedpture respect and genuine regret

for the offence madedbd

In the entireapology strategies that were rat@ctording to table 4.80 (Appendix X), the

results show that they wesdl appropriate going by the P values that are greater than the
alpha valugP >0.05).It implies thatthere is no statistically significant difference between

the mean appropriateness ratings done by the lecturer raters and student raters with regard to
scenario J. The average mean can therdferesed to determgnappropriateness of apology

strategies for scenario J
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Table 4.621

Scenario K Appropriateness ofApology Srategies

N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error  Minimum  Maximum

Lecturer 2 2.00 .000 .000 2 2

Offer of apology (IFID) Student 2 4.00 .000 .000 4 4
Total 4 3.00 1.155 577 2 4

Lecturer 2 3.50 .707 .500 3 4

Offering repair Student 2 2.50 .707 .500 2 3
Total 4 3.00 .816 .408 2 4

Lecturer 2 2.00 .000 .000 2 2

Promise of forbearance Student 2 2.50 707 .500 2 3
Total 4 2.25 .500 .250 2 3

Lecturer 2 4.50 .707 .500 4 5

Intensifiers of the apology  Student 2 3.00 .000 .000 3 3
Total 4 3.75 .957 479 3 5

Lecturer 2 5.00 .000 .000 5 5

Multiple strategy Student 2 3.00 1.414 1.000 2 4
Total 4 4.00 1.414 707 2 5

Source: Field Data (2017)

According to the lecturer ratingaultiple strategywith a mean of 5.00 has the highest mean
appropriatenessating. The student raters were different in rankimgmost appropriate one

sinceoffer of apologyis thehighest with a mead.00. The cumulative mean appropriateness

rating for the two groups at 4.00 makesiltiple strategythe most apprpriate strategy in

scenario K.Scenario K represents an equal sostatus, opposite gender with high severity
situationwhere a borrowed phone has been damagedtiple strategyrepresents the most
appropriate for it i's APerfect acknowl edgen

Intensifiers of the apologyMah t he severity of offenceo.

From the ANOVA analysis otable 4.622 (Appendix X it is evidentfrom the great P

valuesthatthere is no significant difference in the ratingsapiology strategielsy both the
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student and legturer ratergP >0.05) the genetanean of the two raters can therefbeeused
to determine the most appropriate apology straitedlye scenario.
Table 4.623

Scenario L Appropriateness ofApology Srategies

N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error  Minimum  Maximum

Lecturer 2 2.00 .000 .000 2 2

Offer of apology (IFID) Student 2 4.00 .000 .000 4 4
Total 4 3.00 1.155 577 2 4

Lecturer 2 2.00 .000 .000 2 2

Expression of regret Student 2 4.00 .000 .000 4 4
Total 4 3.00 1.155 577 2 4

Lecturer 2 3.00 1.414 1.000 2 4

Expressing lack of intent  Student 2 2.00 .000 .000 2 2
Total 4 2.50 1.000 .500 2 4

Lecturer 2 5.00 .000 .000 5 5

Intensifiers of the apology  Student 2 5.00 .000 .000 5 5
Total 4 5.00 .000 .000 5 5

Lecturer 2 5.00 .000 .000 5 5

Multiple strategy Student 2 4.50 707 .500 4 5
Total 4 4.75 500 250 4 5

Source: Field Data (2017)

The most appropriate strategy accordioghelecturerand students r anki ng ar e
They are in collective opinion that given the offence situation (beyterity),intensifers of

the apologywould be the most appropriate apologye category has a cumulative mean
appropriateness of 5.08cenario L represents an equal social status, same gender and high
severity situatiowhere there is injury that ressilinto hospitalization Theintensifiers of the
apologyf or i nst anc e sliowgemuine eacerh fgr thegb sevegity nature of

the offene. T h e weighigdtheeer i ousness of offence. 00
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On testng the significance at 5%, table 4@ (Appendix X showedhat there waso
significant difference between tihatings on apology appropriateness done by the two types
of raters. This is evidenced by the P valtined are more than the alpha va{ee> 0.05) both

expressiorof lack of intentandmultiple strategyat 0.423.

Table 4.625

Scenario M: Appropriateness ofApology Strategies

N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error  Minimum  Maximum
Lecturer 2 2.50 .707 .500 2 3

Offer of apology (IFID) Student 2 2.50 707 .500
Total 4 2.50 577 .289 2 3
Lecturer 2 2.50 .707 .500 2 3
Expression of regret Student 2 2.00 .000 .000 2 2
Total 4 2.25 .500 .250 2 3
Lecturer 2 2.00 .000 .000 2 2
Request for forgiveness Student 2 2.00 .000 .000 2 2
Total 4 2.00 .000 .000 2 2
Lecturer 2 5.00 .000 .000 5 5
Intensifiers of the apology ~ Student 2 5.00 .000 .000 5 5
Total 4 5.00 .000 .000 5 5
Lecturer 2 4.50 707 .500 4 5
Multiple strategy Student 2 4.50 107 500 4 >
Total 4 4.50 577 289 4 5

Source: Field Data (2017)

The results irthe table above reveal that there are no differences in the ratings of apology
appropriateness by the two groups.both intensifiers of the apologyielded the highest

rank with a mean of 5.00. This makagensifiers of the apologye overallmost appopriate

strategythe giventhe high severitgituationthat has ledtoinjurf or i nst ance 61 6 m

f or t heAnwrgfthe rease@ns given for the choice of the strategy is that the intensifiers
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gives weight to the apology making it more hedttind sincere given the high severity

situation.

The Analysis of Varianceccording to table 4.86 (Appendix X) indicatesthatthere waso
statistically significant difference between the mean appropriateness ratings done by the
lecturer raters and student raters with regard to sceMarltis as a result of the P values in
the apology ratings that were greater than the alpha (Rlue€05); the overall mean ratings

can therefore be reliablysedin considering the besipology strategies for scenario M.

Table 4.627

Scenario N Appropriateness ofApology Srategies

N Mean Std. Deviation  Std. Error  Minimum  Maximum
Lecturer 2 3.50 707 .500 3 4
Offer of apology (IFID) Student 2 4.00 .000 .000 4 4
Total 4 3.75 .500 .250 3 4
Lecturer 2 4.50 .707 .500 4 5
Expression of regret Student 2 4.50 707 .500 4 5
Total 4 4.50 577 .289 4 5
Lecturer 2 3.50 .707 .500 3 4
Request for forgiveness Student 2 3.50 707 .500 3 4
Total 4 3.50 577 .289 3 4
Lecturer 2 2.00 .000 .000 2 2
Intensifiers of the apology  Student 2 3.00 1.414 1.000 2 4
Total 4 2.50 1.000 .500 2 4
Lecturer 2 4.00 .000 .000 4 4
Multiple strategy Student 2 3.00 1.414 1.000 2 4
Total 4 3.50 1.000 .500 2 4

Source: Field Data (2017)

The data colleted indicate that in scenario tiere is no obvious disparity between the
apology strategy with the highest rank both with the student and lecturer raters. The highest

in both cases iexpression of regredt 4.9. This makes the overall most appropriate strategy
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in scenario E bexpression of regref or i nst an dhe twd grdups agree thategh. 6
scenario needed an explicit expression of apolbgy whichconvinces the offender that it

was not intentional anthatwhich matches the social status of the offended (high).

ANOVA test @ 5% significant leveas per table 4.88 (Appendix X indicatethat there was
no significant difference between the two ratanghe appropriateness of scenario N apology
strategiesThe (P > 0.053hows that the overall mearepresentative of th@ppropriateess

of all the apologystrategies testefdr scenario N

Table 4.629

Scenario Q Appropriateness ofApology Srategies

N Mean Std. Deviation  Std. Error ~ Minimum  Maximum
Lecturer 2 2.00 .000 .000 2 2
Offer of apology (IFID) Student 2 3.50 .707 .500 3 4
Total 4 2.75 957 479 2 4
Lecturer 2 2.50 .707 .500 2 3
Expression of regret Student 2 2.50 .707 .500 2 3
Total 4 2.50 577 .289 2 3
Lecturer 2 2.50 .707 .500 2 3
Request for forgiveness Student 2 2.50 .707 .500 2 3
Total 4 2.50 577 .289 2 3
Lecturer 2 4.50 .707 .500 4 5
Intensifiers of the apology  Student 2 5.00 .000 .000 5 5
Total 4 4.75 .500 .250 4 5
Lecturer 2 5.00 .000 .000 5 5
Multiple strategy Student 2 4.50 .707 .500 4 5
Total 4 4.75 .500 .250 4 5

Source: Field Data (2017)

Multiple strategyat 5.00was found to bear the highest ratimgthe lecturer raters whiléhe

student aters settled fomtensifiers of the apologgt 5.00 This created a tie in theverall
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meanappropriateess rating at 4.75 for multipktrategyand intensifiers of the apologin
scenario Owhere the offence led to missing of holiday work by a needy stud@bettwo
groups of raters were in agreement that given the situation (high severitge)ffdre

apology needed to be sufficiently formal and express heartfelt remorse for the offence.

When ANOVA ata significant levé of 5% according to table 4.80 (Appendix X was
tested against the top fiapology strategies used in scenarigt@dicated hat there was no
significant differencein the ratings of the two groups of raters on apology appropriateness;
the lectureraters and student ratefithis makea the overall mean sufficient in settling for the

most appropriate apology strategiesgoenario O.

Table 4.631

ScenarioP: Appropriateness ofApology Srategies

N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error  Minimum  Maximum

Lecturer 2 2.50 .707 .500 2 3

Offer of apology (IFID) Student 2 2.50 .707 .500 2 3
Total 4 2.50 577 .289 2 3

Lecturer 2 3.50 .707 .500 3 4

Expression of regret Student 2 2.50 .707 .500 2 3
Total 4 3.00 .816 .408 2 4

Lecturer 2 3.50 .707 .500 3 4

Request for forgiveness Student 2 2.50 .707 .500 2 3
Total 4 3.00 .816 .408 2 4

Lecturer 2 4.50 .707 .500 4 5

Intensifiers of the apology Student 2 5.00 .000 .000 5 5
Total 4 4.75 .500 .250 4 5

Lecturer 2 4.50 .707 .500 4 5

Multiple strategy Student 2 3.50 .707 .500 3 4
Total 4 4.00 .816 408 3 5

Source: Field Data (2017)
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Intensifiers of the apologgnd multiple strategyat 4.50werethe most appropriate strategy
according to lectureés r a Thie stgdentsmostappropriate apology strate@g per their
ratings stand aintensifiers of the apologwith a mean of 5.00The highest overalinean
ranking goes tantensifiers of the apologwith a mean of 4.5@ased on both the lecturérs

and studentsratings. Scenario P represents an offender of a high social status making an
apology to one of a lower status, opposite gender is involved and the inGdanhigh
severitywhere the offence leads to missing an examensifiers of the apologipr example

61 6 m v e pgethes withmultipe sttategynf o r i H apblegize; lepromise not to

of f end vy atahthe gpalogy ibcident which islofgh severity.

The significat test attained at 5%om table 4.632 (Appendix X) indicatesthat there is no
significant difference between theean appropriateness ratings done by the two groups of
raters (P > 0.05). Thimeans that the overall mean danused to determine the most

appropriate apology strategies for scenario P.

Table 4.633

Scenario Q Appropriateness ofApology Srategies

N Mean Std. Deviation  Std. Error  Minimum  Maximum
Lecturer 2 2.50 707 .500 2 3
Offer of apology (IFID) Student 2 2.00 .000 .000 2 2
Total 4 2.25 .500 .250 2 3
Lecturer 2 2.50 707 .500 2 3
Expression of regret Student 2 2.00 .000 .000 2 2
Total 4 2.25 .500 .250 2 3
Lecturer 2 2.50 707 .500 2 3
Promise of forbearance Student 2 3.50 2.121 1.500 2 5
Total 4 3.00 1.414 .707 2 5
Lecturer 2 4.50 707 .500 4 5
Intensifiers of the apology  Student 2 5.00 .000 .000 5 5
Total 4 4.75 .500 .250 4 5
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Lecturer 2 5.00 .000 .000 5 5
Multiple strategy Student 2 3.50 707 .500 3 4

Total 4 4.25 957 479 3 5
Source: Field Data (2017)

The analysis of the mean of the raters indicates that mean that was the highest in
lecturer® r a tmultipkp stiategywith a mean of 5.0@&nd for studet intensifiers of the

apology with a mean of 5.00. The apology category with the highest mean value of
appropriateness in the scenariontensifiers of the apologfpr the tworatergroupsat 4.75

Scenario Q represents an individual of low social status making an apology to a high status
person, with pposite gender and a high severity incidehere the offence leads to missing

a meetingUse ofintensifier of apologyf or i nst an c e odetha withntultiplel v s or
strategyf or exampl e Of or gi vaee most gpprapriate weettee use lofl my f
intensifiers and se of more than one strategy according to the ratatshwith the high

severity situation.

The test of hypothesis of significee at 5% levehccoding to table 4.4 (Appendix X
indicatesthatthere isno statistically significant difference between the mean appropriateness
ratings done by the lecturer raters and student raters with regard to s€eoamgidering

thatP > 0.05 Thisimplies that the general mean can be reliably used to detethermost

appropriate apology strategies for scenario Q
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Table 4.635

Scenario R Appropriateness ofApology Srategies

Mean Std. Deviation  Std. Error  Minimum  Maximum
Lecturer 2 3.00 .000 .000 3 3
Offer of apology (IFID) Student 2 3.50 707 .500 3 4
Total 4 3.25 .500 .250 3 4
Lecturer 2 2.00 .000 .000 2 2
Expression of regret Student 2 3.50 707 .500 3 4
Total 4 2.75 .957 479 2 4
Lecturer 2 3.00 .000 .000 3 3
Request for forgiveness Student 2 3.50 707 .500 3 4
Total 4 3.25 .500 .250 3 4
Lecturer 2 5.00 .000 .000 5 5
Intensifiers of the apology  Student 2 5.00 .000 .000 5 5
Total 4 5.00 .000 .000 5 5
Lecturer 2 5.00 .000 .000 5 5
Multiple strategy Student 2 3.00 1.414 1.000 2 4
Total 4 4.00 1.414 .707 2 5

Source:Field Data (2017)

Intensifiers of the apologgnd multiple strategyat 5.00were ratedas the mostapproprate

strategies according to the lecturer ratéds the account ofthe student raterghe most

appropriate strategy wastensifiers of the apologygt 5.00 The cumulativeneanthat ranked

the highest wastensifiers of the apologat 5.00 The second highest wasultiple strategy

at 400. The rankingvas highestor the strategiefor the reason thatscenario R represents

a low social status pemanaking an apology to a high status person. The gender is the same

with a high severity incidemivhere the offence led to students missing a worksAap

subdue the effect of high severiiptensifiers of apology o r

found D be the most appropriate strategyeylalso matchh h e
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status On the other hanthultiple strategywas also considered as the second best based on

the fact that its use fAmatch and give weight

The statstics from the ANOVA test accding to table 4.36 (Appendix X indicate that
there isno significant difference betwed¢he mean appropriate ratings the twogroups of

raters. This is in consideration of the high P values (P > 0.05).
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Table 4.637

Summary of Appropriate Strategies in the enarios

Scenario Al A2 A3 B Cc2 C4 C5 D F |
Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean
A 3.25 3.00 3.00 . . . . . 4,50 4.25
B 4.25 4.50 4.50 . . . . . 2.00 3.50
C 4.25 4.25 . . 3.75 . . . 2.25 3.50
D 4.00 3.75 3.25 . . . . 4.25 . 3.50
E 3.00 3.00 3.00 2.00 . . . . . 5.00
F 3.25 3.25 3.25 . . 2.50 . . . 5.00
G 3.00 3.00 . . . . 3.50 . 4.00 4.25
H 3.25 3.25 3.00 . . . . . 4.25 4.25
| 2.75 . 3.00 . . . 3.25 3.50 . 5.00
J . 3.75 3.50 . 3.00 . . 2.25 . 3.75
K 3.00 . . . . . 3.00 2.25 3.75 4.00
L 3.00 3.00 . . . 2.50 . . 5.00 4.75
M 2.50 2.25 2.00 . . . . . 5.00 4,50
N 3.75 4.50 3.50 . . . . . 2.50 3.50
(@] 2.75 2.50 2.50 . . . . . 4,75 4,75
P 2.50 3.00 3.00 . . . . . 4,75 4.00
Q 2.25 2.25 . . . . . 3.00 4,75 4.25
R 3.25 2.75 3.25 . . . . . 5.00 4.00

Source: Field Data (2017)

Table 4.637 gives a summary of the cumulative mean appropriate ratings by the lecturer and
studentrates in each scenario. $nenario A, the most appropriaa@ology strategys the use

of intensifiers of apologwt 4.50 followed bymultiple strategyat 4.25. In scenario B the
highest is with the use eixpression of regretndrequest for forgivenesa equal measure at
4.50. Inscenario C, the highest wffer of apologyand request for forgiveness equal
measure at 4.25. In scenario promise of forbearancés the most appropriate at 4.25
followed byoffer of apologyat 4.20.In scenario E and F, the mean rating is highest the
use ofmultiple strategyat 5.00. In scenario G, use ofultiple strategyis highest at 4.25
followed by use ointensifiers of apologyt 4.00. In scenario H, the highest mean rating is
with the use oimnultiple strategyandintensifiers of apologyoth at 4.25. In scenario |, the
most appropriate is the usemtiltiple strategyat 5.50 followed byromise of forbearancat
3.50 In scenario J, the highest mean rating is with the useutiiple strategyandexpression

of regretboth at 3.75In scenario K, the most appropriate is the usenokiple strategyat
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4.00 followed byintensifiers of apologgt 3.75. In scenario L, the most appropriate is the use
of intensifiers of apologwt 5.00 followed bymultiple strategyat 4.75. In scenario Mthe
highest mean rating is with the use iofensifiers of apologyt 5.00followed by useof
multiple strategyat 4.50. In scenario N, the highesbiger of apologyat 3.75.In scenario O,

the highest mean rating is with the usemfitiple strategyand intensifiers of apologpoth at
4.75. In scenario P, the most appropriate is the usgefsifiers of apologgt 4.75 followed

by multiple strategyat 4.00.In scenario Q, the most appropriate is the usatehsifiers of
apology at 4.75 followed bymultiple strategyat 4.25. In the last scenario, the most
appropriate apology strategy going by the rating is the usgefsifiers of apologwat 5.00

followed bymultiple strategyat 4.00.
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Table 4.638

Overall Appropriateness of Apology $rategies inUse

N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error  Minimum  Maximum

Lecturer 17 2.74 .868 211 2 5

Offer of apology (IFID) Student 17 3.62 .697 .169 2 5
Total 34 3.18 .895 154 2 5

Lecturer 16 291 .935 .234 2 5

Expression of regret Student 16 3.59 .880 .220 2 5
Total 32 3.25 .959 169 2 5

Lecturer 13 2.77 .753 .209 2 5

Request for forgiveness Student 13 3.50 .736 .204 2 5
Total 26 3.13 .819 161 2 5

Lecturer 1 2.00 2 2

Explanation of account Student 1 2.00 2 2
Total 2 2.00 .000 .000 2 2

Lecturer 2 3.50 .707 .500 3 4

Expressing self-deficiency Student 2 3.25 .354 .250 3 4
Total 4 3.38 479 .239 3 4

Lecturer 2 2.75 .354 .250 3 3

Expressing lack of intent ~ Student 2 2.25 .354 .250 2 3
Total 4 2.50 .408 .204 2 3

Lecturer 3 3.50 .500 .289 3 4

Offering repair Student 3 3.00 .500 .289 3 4
Total 6 3.25 .524 214 3 4

Lecturer 5 2.90 1.084 485 2 5

Promise of forbearance Student 5 3.20 671 .300 3 4
Total 10 3.05 .864 .273 2 5

Lecturer 13 4.04 1.198 .332 2 5

Intensifiers of the apology  Student 13 4.04 1.145 .318 2 5
Total 26 4.04 1.148 .225 2 5

Lecturer 18 4.81 .304 .072 4 5

Multiple strategy Student 18 3.61 .979 231 2 5
Total 36 4.21 .936 .156 2 5

Source: Field Data (2017)

On the basis of the results abobeased on all the hypothesized situatiohs,htighest mean
appropriate rating according to the lecturer raterudtiple strategyfollowed closely by

intensifiers of thepology.The student raterhad their highest astensifiers of the apology
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followed by offer of apologyandmultiple strategyespectively. The cumulative mean for the
apology strategies that ranked the highestustiple strategywith a mean o#.2.1 followed

by intensifiers of the apologwith a mean of 4.04This suggests that in é¢hmajority of
situations the two apology categories are most sufficient and effective. They bear sufficient
formality; express genuine regret and indebtedness to the offended laetyest of the

apology strategies have low mean values of less than 4.00.

ANOVA testingfrom table4.6.39 (Appendix X shows that cumulatively; considering all the
scenarios, there is no statistically significant difference between the mean appropriateness
ratings done by the lecturer raters and student raters with regard folldwing apology
strategieseexpressing selfleficiency, expressing lack of intent, offer of repair, promise of
forbearanceandintensifiers of the apologyhis is as a result of the high P val§es> 0.05).

This means that thoughdire were changes scenario with changes gocial status, gender
and severitythe mean ratings by the two groups of raters showed no significant vaitance
is worth noting that though comparison of apology ratimgstudent and lecturer ratexss

not part of the maimbjectives of the study, it brought a clearer picture of the absence of
pragmatic strategies among the ESL undergraduate students since in somestgvees for
exampleScenarioH studentgatedhighly the expression of regret strategpt according to

the lecturer raters, they were inappropritee theysounded too casual and could not match
the intensity of the offenc@lamaging a cameraJhey instead rated use of intensifiers as the

most appropriate.
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Table 4.640

Social Statusand Appropriateness

Low Status - Mean

Equal Status i Mean

High Status - Mean

Al 2.92
A2 2.75
A3 2.90
B 2.00
C1

Cc2

C3 .
C4 2.50
C5 .
D 3.00
E .
F 481
G

H .
| 4.50

3.63
3.75
3.58
3.75
2.50
3.00

3.25

3.45

3.92

2.95
3.35
3.10

3.00
3.38
2.88

4.00

4.21

Source: Field Data (2017)

Situations involving people of low social status waralyzedand the mean of the raters

indicated as is evidenced table 4.640. The low social status colunindicates that the

leading appopriate strategy i&- Intensifiers of apology o r

nstancewth&d 6m ver

mean of 4.81The seconanost appropriate i multiple strategff or exampl e

got h seithch meap &f 4.50rhe main reason wasbed on the issue thiie low $atus

individuals accord more respect on apologizindnigh statusndividuals. Also, protocolin

the Kenyan culturdemandsourtesy when addressipgopleof higher social classes. This is

best achieved when usingensifiers of apology and ritiple strategy

Equal social status summarily indicates that the mppropriate strategy i$- multiple

strategywith a mean of 3.92C2- expressing selfleiciency and A2- expression of regret

follow closelywith mean of 3.75 with the other explicitgnessions of apology close b4i-
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offer of apologyandA3- request for forgivenes3he main reason for the considerable rating
could be as a result of the level of familiarity amongst the equal status individealsga

mild respect levethat wouldgo with simple explicit apologies

The most appropriate in tesrof apology strategiesfor higher social statusndividuals
apologiang to a low status id3- multiple strategywith a mean of 4.21followed by F-
intensifiers of apologwith a mean of 4.00JnexpectedlyMultiple strategyand intensifier of

the apologyust as with people of low social status are the most appropriate.

From the findings, it is evident that formality levels are higher with people of low and high
socialstatus but becomes legsmal with people of equal statu$here is heavier rating dn

- multiple strategffore x ampl e 61 6 m sorry | OiwdcdndriobndRf y ou
Intensifiers of apology o r e x a mgryl serrpin lsc@mario Rwith low and high social

staus categoryhan the equal status groufhe eual statugpeoplerecordmore ofthe direct

and simplecategory that isAl- offer of apologyfore x a mp | e O68IA2 expresbim @fi z e
regretfore x a mp | e @ahdA& reguest for yorgivenesor exanp | e o6 f 6asgi v e
compared tdhe other two groupslhis could imply that the Kenyan ESL students may be
aware of the notion of face and their status together with their anticipated social roles more

with the low and high social status individuals than with the equal status individuals.
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Table 4.641

ANOVA Test for Social Satus

Offer of apology (IFID)

Expression of regret

Request for forgiveness

Expressing self-deficiency

Expressing lack of intent

Offering repair

Promise of forbearance

Intensifiers of the apology

Multiple strategy

Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig.

Between Groups 7.474 2 3.737 4.464 .015
Within Groups 54.408 65 .837

Total 61.882 67

Between Groups 11.200 2 5.600 6.234 .003
Within Groups 54.800 61 .898

Total 66.000 63

Between Groups 3.541 2 1.771 2.141 .128
Within Groups 40.517 49 .827

Total 44.058 51

Between Groups 1.125 1 1.125 2.455 .168
Within Groups 2.750 6 .458

Total 3.875 7

Between Groups .000 1 .000 .000 1.000
Within Groups 4.000 6 .667

Total 4.000 7

Between Groups 375 1 .375 .968 .348
Within Groups 3.875 10 .388

Total 4.250 11

Between Groups .575 2 .288 .240 .789
Within Groups 20.375 17 1.199

Total 20.950 19

Between Groups 16.536 2 8.268 7.314 .002
Within Groups 55.388 49 1.130

Total 71.923 51

Between Groups 4.083 2 2.042 1.962 .148
Within Groups 71.792 69 1.040

Total 75.875 71

Source: Field Data (2017)

ANOVA test conducted indicatihat there were no significant differenicethe lecture and

student appropriateness ratingade bychanges in social statufer request of apology,

expression for forgiveness, expressing-deficiency, expressing lack of intent, offer of

forbearance,and multiple strategy All theseapology strategy had all-¥alues that were

more than 0.05. This means that whether the social status diastgeen low to high, equal
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or highto low social status the variance is not signific&atr instancemultiple strategyP >
0.05) as showim the previous analysidhas the ability to be adopted anywhere as a formal
way of showing remorse about an incident and is seen to fit insioatiors and in this case

shift with changes in social status

Offer of apology, expression of regegidintensifer of the apologyad significant difference
in the ratings with regard to change in social sta@giuen that (P < 0.05) From earlier
analysis théow to high social status for example, hatensifiers of the apologgs the most
appropriate and is dmost the same as those aglh to low stéus. This however changes

with people of thesame statushoseappropriateness shsfto expression of regredr offer of

apology.

Table 4.642

Genderand Appropriateness

Not Stated - Mean Same Gender i Mean Difference Gender - Mean

Al 3.17 3.29 3.05
A2 3.15 3.25 3.35
A3 2.75 3.10 3.56
B . 2.00

C1l . . .
c2 3.75 . 3.00
C3 . . .
c4 . 2.50 2.50
C5 3.38 . 3.00
D 3.50 4.25 2.50
E . . .
F 4.00 4.31 3.81
G

H . . .
| 4.29 4.25 4.08

Source:Field Data (2017)

The variable of gender was seen undeame gender, unstated gendad different gender.
When gender wasot specified- multiple strategffore x a mp | e 06| regret the

mean to hurt yodiwas the highest of all apology segteswith a mean of 4.2%ollowed by
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F- intensifiers of apology o r e x a regdorepwith la inean of 4.00. Othesignificant
oneswere C2- expressing ofelfdeficiencyfor e x a mp | e 06 i Iscenfarm rCgnd D-

promise for forbearanctorexampled | pr omi s e n ot dintscenaddfAf end you

In same gendesituationsF-intensifiers of apology o r e X a nrply sornddwasitine
most appropriatavith a mean of4.31 followed byl- multiple strategyf o r exampl e
apologizel got dneéD- promis@d forbearanctbore x amp |l e 06| promi se
the acbin equalmeasureof 4.25 Same gendeindividuals tend to formalize theapology

mostly because of respect between the two individuals.

The analysis for different gender indicatedtthamultiple strategywas the appropriate of
them all witha mean o#.08,F- intensifiers of apologyith a mean of 3.81ollowed by A3-
request for forgivenessith a mean of 3.56The majorinterpretation of the statistigs this
case indicategenerdly that the use ointensifiers of apologgndmultiple strategyare most

appropriate in all genders
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Table 4.643

ANOVA Test on Gender

Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig.

Between Groups .641 2 .320 .340 .713
Offer of apology (IFID) Within Groups 61.242 65 .942

Total 61.882 67

Between Groups .400 2 .200 .186 .831
Expression of regret Within Groups 65.600 61 1.075

Total 66.000 63

Between Groups 5.320 2 2.660 3.365 .043
Request for forgiveness Within Groups 38.738 49 791

Total 44.058 51

Between Groups 1.125 1 1.125 2.455 .168
Expressing self-deficiency ~ Within Groups 2.750 6 .458

Total 3.875 7

Between Groups .000 1 .000 .000 1.000
Expressing lack of intent Within Groups 4.000 6 .667

Total 4.000 7

Between Groups 375 1 .375 .968 .348
Offering repair Within Groups 3.875 10 .388

Total 4.250 11

Between Groups 10.200 2 5.100 8.065 .003
Promise of forbearance Within Groups 10.750 17 .632

Total 20.950 19

Between Groups 2.048 2 1.024 .718 493
Intensifiers of the apology ~ Within Groups 69.875 49 1.426

Total 71.923 51

Between Groups .583 2 .292 .267 .766
Multiple strategy Within Groups 75.292 69 1.091

Total 75.875 71

Source: Field Data (2017)

Offer of apology, expression of regret, expressingdsditiency, expressing lack of intent,

offer of repair, intensifiers of the apologgnd multiple strategyin ANOVA test showed no

significant difference (P > 0.05)ith change in gendeiThis impliesthat these apology

strategies did not show much difference when gemdex considered as a variable in the
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apologetic situationsThe rating were closely clustered with changeg@ndemeaning that

the usage of the strategies was not affectegelnyglerchanges

Promise of forbearancand request for forgivenes@ < 0.05)are the only two apology
strategies that showed sigodint differencein appropriate ratingsvhen gender situatios
changed éame gender and different gendem same gendesituations, promise of
forbearancewas used significantly but for different gendgtuations,this straegy was not
used at all. Bquest for forgivenessas used mostly idifferent gendesituations more than

same gendesnes. This createsgnificant inpact on gender diversity.

Table 4.644

Severity of Offence andAppropriateness

Low Severity - Mean High Severity - Mean

Al 3.59 2.81
A2 3.67 2.71
A3 3.43 2.79
B 2.00

C1 .

C2 3.38

C3 .
C4 2.50 2.50
C5 3.50 3.13
D 3.25 2.92
E . .
F 3.05 4.66
G

H

| 4.03 4.39

Source: Field Data (2017)

Severity of offence was seen in two major wdgsv and high severity of the incident. The

statistics collected for severity indicated tHatv severity had the highest ratings én
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multiple strategyas the appropriate strategyth a mean of 4.0%llowed by A2- expression

of regret, Al offer of apologyandC5- offer of repairin that order.

In high severiy incidents, use oF- Intensifiers of apologie6 or exampl e 6 am

S 0 r n gcénario Rvith a mean of 4.66vas the most appropriate. It wasdlowed by |-

multiple strategff or i nst ance Ol apologize | witha not
mean of 4.39The two were considered to be the best for severity case based on the intensity
of the problem. The more severe the problem is the more formal the apologwisevere

cases match with more of the direct and simple categofiés offer of apology, A2
expressing of regreind A3- request for forgivenesss compared to the high severe ones that

require of the intensifiers and other formal and lengthy strategies that match the offence

The trend of aplogy in severity caseindicate a tendency for the moserious offences to

elicit more formal and elaborate apology strategies whereas the low severity onesthkcited

brief, simpleandi nf or ma | ones for instance 061 6m very

was common in high severity situationstham | ess severe ones. The

common in less severe scenarios.
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Table 4.645

ANOVA Test on Severity of Offence

Sum of Df Mean Square F Sig.
Squares

Between Groups 10.525 1 10.525 13.525 .000
Offer of apology (IFID) Within Groups 51.358 66 778

Total 61.882 67

Between Groups 14.286 1 14.286 17.127 .000
Expression of regret Within Groups 51.714 62 .834

Total 66.000 63

Between Groups 5.242 1 5.242 6.753 .012
Request for forgiveness  Within Groups 38.815 50 776

Total 44.058 51

Between Groups .000 1 .000 .000 1.000
Expressing lack of intent ~ Within Groups 4.000 6 .667

Total 4.000

Between Groups 375 1 .375 .968 .348
Offering repair Within Groups 3.875 10 .388

Total 4.250 11

Between Groups .533 1 .533 470 .502
Promise of forbearance Within Groups 20.417 18 1.134

Total 20.950 19

Between Groups 31.754 1 31.754 39.526 .000
Intensifiers of the apology Within Groups 40.169 50 .803

Total 71.923 51

Between Groups 2.347 1 2.347 2.235 139
Multiple strategy Within Groups 73.528 70 1.050

Total 75.875 71

Source: Field Data (2017)

The ANOVA analysis depied there was no significant differences in the rating of the
following strategies with diversityn severity: expressing lack of intent, offering repair,
promise of forbearancand multiple strateg since all theP i Values > 0.05. This implies
that use of eaclof those strategies do not change significantly with changesevefity

situations (low severity anddh severity)
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Offer of apology, expressing of regret, request for forgiveardmtensifiers of the apology
are those apology strategiggat showed significant differensevhen severity of offence
changed. This is as a result of the low P valies 005). This implies that they were varied
ratings on the use of the strategies witlshaft of severitylevel. For instancdrom the
previous analysis on severitptensifiers of the apologwas rated highy in high severity
cases anan the other handffer of apology, expressing regrandrequest for forgiveness

wererated highly in low severitycases

To conclude on the choice of apology strategies going with the different socially
differentiated situations and the appropriateness ratings by the student and lecturer lectures, it
is evident that in most scenarios, the respondents and the raters conpulgemess as a
variable. This is in line with linguistic politeness strategies as proposed by Brown &

Levinson (1987). Apologies were used as to attempt to save face after an offence was made.
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CHAPTER FIVE
SUMMARY , CONCLUSION S AND RECOMMENDATION S

5.1Introduction

This chapter gives a summary of the key findings of the resetirdiears the overall

summary of findingsgonclusions and recommendations based on the research objectives.

5.2Summary of Findings

Following is a summg of the findings of the study per objective

5.21 Preferred Category of Apologesamong Undergraduate ESL Students

From the findings of thapology strategies used by Kenyan ESL students of the University of
Kabianga, it should be noted that languagersisise varied apology strategies in specific
situations and relationshipghis view lend support to the views by Demet@006, Murad

(2012), Salehi (2014), Shardakova (2005), Tahir & Summ{2814) among others who
contend thatapology strategiesre used contextially which implies a case of situation
specifity. In this study ér example, intensifiers of apology were mostly used in high
severity cases where they servéd emphasize regret for the offence made and draw
acceptance of the apology from the offended pédtrtyas also clear some apology strategies
were used with higher frequencies than others. Apart from standalone strategies, the student
respondents in mangstances used combination of more than one strategy; for example an

offer of apologyalong withpromise of forbearance

On the basis of the findings multiple strategywas the highespreferred stratggoverall
representing9.3% of the wholeAn overwhelming majority of studies just like in this study

established that most apologies in use were combinations rather than standalone strategies.
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This includleObengdés (1999) study on the Akan speak
speakers,V ol | menmds Ol st ai nds (1989) armangl gthera n Ger
However, other studies established that the use obications during apologies do not
occur in very high frequencies as compared t
(1990) study whibk indicated that a half of the apologies in use were combinations and the

other half standalone strategidaeferencedor combinations with categories that imply
acknowledgment ofesponsibility were igher in this study. Similarlystudies by Salehi

(2014), Vollmer and Olstair{1989) agree to that. This is opposedstadies by Demeter

(2000), Deutschman{2003) whose combinations imply denying responsibility.

Offer of apologyat 10.9%was the second highest usedth other standalon@pology
strategiesused considerably includirfg intensifiers of the apologgt 9.9%,A2- expression
of regretat 9.6% A3 request of forgivenest 7.2%andD- promise of forbearancat 5.0%
The high use of the explicit expressions is in line vaitld Al b h 6 s s{udy @il AAab
natv e speaker s, Bergmands and Kasperodos (1993)

English speakers, Hol meds (dmar@oOthers. st udy on N

The results onpreference indicated that other apology categories as &iardstrategies
wereeither not used at all or used in mildlyhis strategies include@4- lack of intent,C5

offer repair/ redness, G2xpressing selleficiency, B explanation/ accountz- Attacking
complainer C3- Recognize hearer amtitled to anapologyand G- avoiding apologyin that
descending ordedn this casenontuse or milduse of the strategies could imply that the
Kenyan learners of English lacked the knowledge in using the strategies in specific contexts
or even encountered difficulties in using them. They may as kalk lacked proper

interpretation of the apologetidsations.
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5.22 Social Statusand genderon Choice of Aology
Table 5.22

Social Satus and Apology Srategies

Tool Used Low-High Status Equal Status High-Low Status

Questionnaires Multiple strategy Multiple strategy Multiple strategy

Interview Intensifiers of the Multiple strategy Multiple strategy
apology

Observation Intensifiers of the Expression of regret Expression of regret
apology

Source: Field Data (2017)

Social variables of social statusfluenced the choicef apology strategiemmong the
undergraduate ESL students of the University of Kabiangerying degreeslhe finding

in table 5.22 above showperformances in the use of apology strategies with the different
cadres of social standisgWith the questionnaires, social egatloes not in any way brireg
variation in apology usage sinoest of the respondents used theltiple strategyAlthough
findings from the interviewndicate use omultiple strategywith the equal and high técow
statusindividuals there was a shitb intensifiers of the apologyith thelow to high status
individuals. This could be attributed to the strength of intensification to show remorse when
dealing with a person of a higher salcstatus (Ugla & Abidin, 2016)According to the
observation satdule, explicit expressions were tim@st frequently used with individuals of
equal status and those of high to low social status. This was in thearg@edsion of regret

The respondents preferred the usenténsifiers of the apologyhen theoffenders were of

low social class making apologies to individuals of high sostalus This, as previously
suggested would mean that respondents portrayed inability to express themselves
instantaneously given the circumstances hence going fairtifde forms evidenced in the

expression of regret for i nstance 01 am s
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would suggest that low social class offenders acknowledged the superiority status of the

hearers.

The effect of social status on apology ides was also established in other studies. The
choice of apology strategies was different depending on whether the offeraders
apologizing to a professor, a classmate, a teacher, a close friend, or a stranger. Observing the
hierarchyfactor, they madege of differentstrategiesn a variety of social contexts implying

t hat apol ogy strategies are situation speci
which the Arab native speakers used intensification with high status individuals and less
formal with the equal and low status individuals. The results also corroborate those of Ameer
(2013), Fareek (2014), Fehr, Gelfand and Nag (2010) and Okimoto et al. (2013) among
others. However, in other studies, apology strategies were used regardless oftansial s

This includes Kashkouli and Esl amirasekhos (

Table 5.23

Gender and Apology Preference

Tool Used Same Gender Different gender
Questionnaires Multiple strategy Multiple strategy
Interview Multiple strategy Multiple strategy
Observation Expression of regret Expression of regret

Source: Field Data (2017)

With respect to gender, the table above shows that the choice of apology strategies did not
vary at all from the questionnaire and interview data. The responplesiesred the use of
multiple strategyin both casessame gender and different gender sitret The use of

expression of regretvas however seen in observatioschedulesIt can be concluded

161



therefore that gender is not a variable in the choice of apology strategies by Kenyan ESL

learners.

The similarities in apology strategies were more penahan the difference¥he reason of
similarity in the use of agogy strategies by the respondents could be as a result of their
linguistic homogeneity. It could also suggest that the Kenyan learners of English lacked
knowledge of other apology strateg to use in the given circumstances. This finding on
similarity of apology usage along gender considerations egassistent with those of
Muhammed (2006), Mustafa (2015), Tahir (2014) among others whose respondents exhibited
no differences in apology uga under the gender conditio@n the other hand studies that
established prevalence of apology differences along gender lines include Baitaney &
Baitaneyodos (2008), Changés (2008), Engel 0s

(2010) among others.

Despite the widely held stereotype that women apologize differently than men, this study
establishedthatt her e i s no statistically significar
femal esd expressions of apol ogi estheiDCT t he e
guestionnaires, interview and observation schedulée findings also bring about the
manifestation of oral behavior in real life situations where respondents use direct and explicit
apology strategies which are likely to lead to minimizatiorhefdct of offence and show of

irresponsibility by the offenders (discussions in chapter 4).
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5.2.3 Severity of Offence on the Choice of Apology
Table 5.24

Severity of Offence and Apology strategies

Tool Used Low Severity High severity
Questionnaires Multiple strategy Multiple strategy
Interview Multiple strategy Multiple strategy
Observation Offer of apology Intensifiers of the apology

Source: Field Data (2017)

The contextual variable of severity of offenicdluenced the choicef apologystrategies
among the undergraduate ESL students of the University of Kabiangarying degrees.

From the table above the use of the apology categonftiple strategywas the highest
preferred from data findings in the interview schedule and questionnaires irrespective of the
severity levels. In the real conversational settings (from observation), in low severity
situationsjust like in thehigh severity ones the resmtents mostly used explicit expressions
(offer of apologyandintensifiers of the apologyHowever, the high usage of similar apology
strategies in highly and lowly severe situations for instance the use implicit apologies could

be as a result of limiteeixposure of apology strategies in the target language context.

Findingsof previously made studies have also establishedéspbndents were aware of the
adequate apology strategies to use with respect to the contextual constraint of severity of
offence These include Parkodés (2010) study on Ko
gender studies on apology, Thijittangbés (20

(2016) research on Iraqgi EFL students among others.
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5.2.4 Appropriate ness of Apdogy Strategies
Table 5.25

Appropriatenessof Apology Strategies

No Gender Specific Same Gender Different Gender
Low High Low High Low High
severity severity severity severity severity severity
High I- Multiple |- Multiple  A2- F- Intensifier |- Multiple  F-
social strategy strategy Expression of the strategy& Intensifier
Status of regret apology A2- of the
Expression apology
of regret
Equal Al- offer of F-Intensifier F- Intensifier Al- offer of |- Multiple
status apology& of the of the apology A2 strategy
A2 apology apology Expression
Expression of regret&
of regret A3 request
of
forgiveness
Low F- F- I- Multiple  F- Intensifier |- Multiple  F-
Social Intensifier  Intensifier  strategy of the strategy Intensifier
Status of the of the apology of the
apology apology apology

Source: Field Data (2017)

Going by how credible and adequate apology strategies were in the given scenarios,
appropriateness levels were arrived at by the student and lecturer Taesummaryable

on appropriateness of apologies above indicategeneral patterthat of all the apology
strategies in usé&;- intensifiers of the apologgndl- multiple strategywererated highly with

regard to appropriatenessthedifferentscenarws Theywereratedhighly with people of all

social statugrrespective of genderThey were also rated highly irall levels of severity
conditions.This isbecausgaccording to the raters, thembinations offer long and elabtea
apologies which ardeemed adequate in minimizing the offence made and are likely to make
the apologies acceptable. Intensification on the other hand could indicate sincere and genuine

regret by the offender and matches with the different social and contextual constiasts.
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observation is in tandem with (Holmes, 1990) who suggests that the strategies are used
formally as a way of addressing people and are likely to regain confidence between the

offender and the offended.

It is also worth noting that explicit expressionsapblogy were rated considerablyusein

the scenarios. These includé Al - offer of apology, A2 expression of regreand A3-
request of forgivenes3¥hey were rated highly iequal and high sociastatusoffenders and in

low severity conditionsThese are simple, short and direct expressions that not only express
remorse and regret of of fence deess tobthet al s
offended party. According to Brown & Levinson (1987)he explicit expressions are
adeqguat ec esdi nicse nfiofta s ocaseswtnbnsewvereroffeases, the speakers
need not warnrgy faaboffedgapblbgiasAbsent in the summary table on

the appropriate apology categories are those standalone apology strategies that fled raters
would not be adequate and effective in the given scenarios. These iriglusglanation/
account, C4 lack of intent,C5- offer repair/ redness, G2expressing selfieficiency, D
Promise of forbearanceE- Attacking complainerC3- Recognize heareas entitled to an
apology G- avoiding apologyandH- nonverbal strategyln almost all the cases, the raters
felt that as standlone strategies they were too casual, brief and lacked sense of

responsibility on the part of the offenders.

5.2Conclusiors

The main findings going by the numerous apologies used by the respoimdicase that
Kenyan ESL University of Kabianga students have a typically polite culture. This is in line
with Brown and Levinsod s1987) principle of linguistic politeness theor They are

sensitive to wrong dogs thus they use politeness strategy to save face by shortening the
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social distance and minimizing the offenttels largely evidentlsothat there exists a wide
range of apology formulae that go with different apolmgsituations.Moreover there was

wide usage of combinations of apologies as opposed to the standalone strategies.

The interplay between oral language in naturally occurring situations (findings from
observations) and controlled contexts (findings from BCT questionnaire and interview
schedule) was clearly se¢mo. In the questionnaires and interview, the respondents were
more cautious in using formal and complex linguistic structures but in real life situations (as
observed) they chose simple apologet ut t er ances; for exampl e
This could suggest that the participants when filling the questionnaires and when being
interviewed adopted what they thought they would say or what they thought the researcher

would want said as oppaséo a record of what they would say in natural speech patterns.

5.21 Preferred Category of Apologies among Undergraduate ESL Students

The overall most preferredpology strategyamong undergraduate ESL students of the
University of Kabiangad theuse ofmultiple strategyollowed byintensifier of the apology

It is worth noting however thain controlled hypothesized situatiorss seen in the
guestionnaire and interview scenarios, language is highly decontextualized and the
respondents used formaomplex and more polite fioris to apologize. On the other haim

real life situationsface to facesituationslanguage usershose les formaland more direct
linguistic expressionsThis islikely to be attributed to the manifestation @fal behavior
where language users are casual in appr@exchthe fact that observations atgpically
uncontrolled situatios that happen instantaneously; produced in real timemay also
suggest the inability by language users to use appropriate apology stratedaget

language context.
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5.22 Social Status and gender on Choice of Apology

Social variables of social stet and gendenfluencel the choiceof apology strategiesmong
the undergraduate ESL students of the University of Kabiangaarying degrees. For
instance,the offended n the low to highsocial statuscategory attracted greatlyse of
intensifier of the apologgnd useof multiple strategyln the eual statusategory,explicit

expressions of apology was mospyeferredfor instance the use dadffer of apologyand

expression of regreHowever, the variants seen in the apology patterns in the social status

divisions could imply that the students have not been trained on how to apologize with people

of high, equal and lowstatus.With the variable of gnder there were no statistically

significant di fferences bet ween the Fomal eso

instance,in DCT questionnaire and interview schedutayltiple strategywas used greatly
irrespective bgender. In the observatiors¢pression of regravas greatly used irrespective

of gender.

5.23 Severity of offence on Choice of Apology

The contextual variable of severity of offenicéluenced the choicef apology strategies
among the undergradudESL students of the University of Kabianigavarying degreesthe
respondents used varied apolognategies going byhe degree of severity involvedhis is
in line with Brown and Levinsonds (18®87)
instance,the respondents used a lotinfensifiers of the apology the high severity cases

andoffer of apologyn low severity cases in real life; face to face situations.

5.24 Appropriateness of Apology Strategies

On appropriateness levels, apologytdgies were rated differeptbwing to theircredibility

p ol

and adequacy in the given scenarios. It was generally agreed, going by the results, that
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intensifier of the apologgndmultiple strategywere the most appropriate apology categories
in thedifferent scenarios. The two categories supposedly bear sufficient formality, adequate
intensification, and structurally are long enough to express genuine remorse wisuhe r

being likely to make thapologies acceptable.

5.4Recommendations

The stug explored the pragmatic strategies of Kenyan English language users specifically
the speech act of apology by ESL students of the University of Kabi&oefjawing are

general recommendations.

I. It is recommended thd# enyan ESL st udentrstdndingwfar enes
cultural differences in languagbs raised especialip the English language since
sociolinguistic variations are related to culturéhis is as a result ofhé
di fferences in the respondentsd choice
contexts (social status, gender, severity of offend@éle limited apology patterns
in use in certain contexts couddsoimply that the respondents exhibit lack of L2
English pragmatic ability

il. It is recommended that Kenyan English as Second Langnageadtors be made
aware of the importance of not only the acquisition of linguistic knowledge among
language learners but also the sociolinguistic and pragmatic knowledge of the

target language.
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5.4.1Policy Recommendations

Following the findings of tls reseash, there is need to make the following policy
recommendtionswith a view of suggesting solutions to alleviate the problems discovered

with the ESL students in the production of the speech act of apology.

I. With regards to the preferred apology spes by the ESL students, it is evident
from the findings that the usé multiple strategies and intensifiers were the most
preferredleaving out othe appropriate apology patternshis could imply that
Kenyan ESL learners lack the pragmatic competence in using language forms in
specific context in the target language culture. For instance irrespecteoeiaf
status ad gender the respondents immensely preferred multiple apsltgie
recommended that instructors of language expose students to different apology
patterns available in the target languagethat they establish different meanings
of apologies based on situational contexts.

il. It is recommended therefotkat differert contextual variables be incorporated in
activities requiring apologies by ESL learners in order to enhance their acquisition
of pragmatic competenc€&or instance, there should be a series of activities that
expose learnerto usage of language in conteand by so doing embracing a
pragmatically informed approach that emphasizes on acquisition of pragmatic
competence.

iii. Together with the studentsd awareness
context, it is recommended that language instructors aise aavareness on the
issue of appropriatenes#/hereas the apologies are varied, the usage should be

determined by how credible and adequate they are in context.
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V. It is also a recommendation thextisting English language syllabuend teacher
education prgrams be revisedin such a way thathe syllabus includes the
teaching of pragmatic competent® ESL students. This will ensure thal
instructors of language not only understand the importance of pragmatics in
language learning but also come up with Hudequate activities to be included in
the perception teaching approach to language learnimg. Kenyan training
institutions of language teachers and other instructors, pedagogy has mostly
focused on such grammatical areas as phonetics, semanticg, gyraaology at
the expense of pragmatic competence. This suggestion is for the most important
reason that the desired pragmatic competence will only be possible when the
language instructors not only synthesize the gap but prepare themselves for the

implementation.

5.4.2 Recommendaions for Further Research

Althoughtheresearch yieldednswers to the research questions specified in the first chapter,
there are suggestions on areas of further research espeuadty by the limitationsnvolved

that could be fertile grounds in the area of pragmatics.

I. The present study only investigated | an
production of thespeech act of apology among ESL studenis.recommend that
an investigation be made on pragmatienpetence along leér speech acts for a
more conclusive and authentic viewno t he |l anguage user s
competenceFor instance, there should be research on the influence of social
variables of age, social distance among other speech acts on dletno and

perception of apologies.
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Data in this research was collected from participants from only one University
(The University of Kabianga). Probably results could be different with different
groups of informants for there could be other variablet dh& not necessarily
social that bring about a difference in language production and perception.
Moreover, it would be interesting to establish pragmatic competence conducted
with other participants in nonacademic oriented spheres.

This study focused ro the production of apology strategies and more so the
apology appropriateness ratings were donerdtgs outside the apologetic
situations. A suggestion for further research on apology perceptions by the
offended party would be interesting. These woukl siandpoints from the
afflicted parties thengves and therefore theyare likely to bring in another
interesting piece of knowledge; whether the apologies were acceptable or not.

This would make the studies on apologies more authentic and realistic.
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APPENDICES

APPENDIX I: PRELIM INARY (DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONNARE)

Please take your time answering the following questions, and be as honest as possible.

1. Gender: Check appropriate optigremale ( ) Male ()

2. Student year of study (check appropriatel$))Yaar ( )2" Year ( ) & Year ( ) 4" Year
()

3.Age (ChecR 1921 () 224 () 25 ()

4. What language do you consider toymeir native language?

5. You are taking English language as: (circle one)

A native language A foreign language eddisd language

Other (pleasspecify)

6.  For how long have you been studying English and in which institutions?

[ 1] [ 1]

Years Institution
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APPENDIX Il : DISCOURSE COMPLETION TASK (DCT)

The following survey is about forms apologies This is how itworks. You will be given
several scenarios. For each scenario, decide what you would say. Your answer should be
authentic, meaning that you should write what you would actually say, rather than trying to

stick to particular norms!
The information soliciteavill be treated with confidentialityThank you for participating!
Scenario A:

You are astudent at the University; write the apologies that you would make to your lecturer
of Englishfor having missedhe previous lesson

Scenario B:

You ae a student at the University; you were assigned to do an assignment with your
classmate (different gender) but youiagd 15 minutes late. Your classmate pset. What

would you say to him/hef?

Scenario C:

You mee with your fellow studentearly in the morning when ering class. Make an

apology for forgetting to bring his/her textbook.
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Scenario D:

You both attend the same clgsame genderAfter class you agproach your classmate and
borrow his/her pen promising to return it before 8pfou do na keep you word. What

would you say?

Scenario E:

A studententers the library lounge; this is whehésher discussion group meets. The
instructor of the discussion group asstudent librarian (equal genderheTstudents late for

the discussion because she/he missed the morning bus. What does she/he say?

Scenario F;

A studententers the library lounge; this is whémis/her discussion groupeets. The student

stepsonthébrariano s f oot (different gender). What doc¢

Scenario G

You are a student leader you delayed in giving students feedback on their request to the
university management to visit Kenyatta University language laboratory. How do you

apologize?

Scenario H

While in the field you stepped on the foot of your soccer team mate resulting into
hospitalization. How do you apologize?
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Scenario [

As chair person of the drama group in the universioy accidentally damagea camera

belonging to a first year student, who newlyngd the club. What do you tell him/her?

Scenario J

You are a fourth year student, and had promised to help a firsstyelnt (different gender)

to do her/his English assignment and forgot. How do you apologize?

Scenario K

By mistake, you damage yoarl as s mat ed6s (ldPhohd. Eéhe istso upsetn d e r )

about it. You feekorry about it, wat would she tell him/her?

Scenario L

While you were playing darts with your college colleague (same gender) you accidentally
injured him/her resulting into hospitalization. How do you apologize?
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Scenario M:

While rushing to pick your examination caamh time, youran and bumped into your
supervisowho was waiting on the corner, knocking him/her down leading to an irtjlay

do you apologize?

Scenario N

You are thestudent representative one of the institutes in the universibgne of your junior
colleaguegsame genderRsked you for some input on@esentatioshéheis making orthe
next meeting but you got held up in traffic and could not.hétu saw the junior colleague

waiting for you in front of your office when you returned thanMhat do you telhim/her?

Scenario Q

You are a senior university student on work study; you had promised to forward the name of
a first year student (s@& gender) for consideration to be included in the next holiday work
assignment. You did not do that and hencishemissed the assignment. How do you

apologize?

Scenario P:

You are a senior student leader who forgot to give a lost and found exam card to a fresher

student (different gender) hence she missed to do his/her exams. How do you apologize?
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Scenario Q

As a first year student you forgot to inform the members of your class of a scheduled meeting
with theUni ver sity studentsod officials. The <cha

found no one present for the meeting. How do you apologize tiéin

Scenario R

You are a class representative and a lecturer (same gender) had asked you to propose names
of students who would attend a research workshop. You forgot to do so and they missed the

workshop. How do you apologize torither?

Thank you for your time.
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APPENDIX Il : INTERVIEW SCHEDULE

The purpose of this interview schedule is to getiyasiews on the speech act of apology. The

information you give will be treated confidentially.

Apology

1.1 Why @ you apologize?

1.2 How would you apologize in the following social situation?

i.  Higher social status than you for example to your lecturer?
ii.  Equal status like to your classmate?

iii.  Low status for example to a student in a junior class?
1.3 How would you apologize in the different levels of severity?

i.  High severe offence like breaking an expensive mobile?

i. Low severe offence dfooRe stepping on someo
1.4 How would you apologize in the following forms of gender?

i. Same gender?

ii.  Different gender?
1.5 Do you think apologies are culture specific? How?
1.6 How would you apologize amongst the following?

I.  Younger people?
ii.  Same aged people?
iii.  Elderly?

1.7 Where is it preferable to make an apology? Why?

1.8 How is it preferable to apologizeto apologize alone or accompanied by a third party?
Why?

Thank you for your time.
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APPENDIX IV : INTERVIEW FREQUENCY TABLE S

Table 4.32

High Social Statusto Low Social Status

Frequency Percent Valid Percent  Cumulative
Percent
Al- Offer of Apology (IFID) 4 16.0 16.0 16.0
D- Promise of Forbearance 1 4.0 4.0 20.0
E- Attacking the Complainer 1 4.0 4.0 24.0
F- Intensifiers of the Apology 3 12.0 12.0 36.0
Valid I- Multiple Strategy 9 36.0 36.0 72.0
A2- Expression of Regret 3 12.0 12.0 84.0
B- Explanation 1 4.0 4.0 88.0
C4- Expressing Lack of Intent 1 4.0 4.0 92.0
C5- Offering Repair 2 8.0 8.0 100.0
Total 25 100.0 100.0
Source: Field Data (2017)
Table 4.34
Equal Social Satus
Frequency Percent  Valid Cumulative
Percent Percent
Al- Offer of Apology (IFID) 4 16.0 16.0 16.0
E- Attacking the Complainer 4.0 4.0 20.0
F- Intensifiers of the Apology 2 8.0 8.0 28.0
I- Multiple Strategy 11 44.0 44.0 72.0
Valid A2- Expression of Regret 3 12.0 12.0 84.0
A3- Request for Forgiveness 1 4.0 4.0 88.0
C1- Accepting the Blame 1 4.0 4.0 92.0
C3- Recognizing hearer as Deserving Apology 1 4.0 4.0 96.0
C4- Expressing Lack of Intent 1 4.0 4.0 100.0
Total 25 100.0 100.0

Source: Field Data (2017)
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Table 4.36

Low Social Satus to High Social Satus

Apology strategy Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative
Percent
Al- Offer of Apology (IFID) 6 24.0 24.0 24.0
E- Attacking the Complainer 1 4.0 4.0 28.0
Valid F- Intensifiers of the Apology 11 44.0 44.0 72.0
I- Multiple Strategy 4 16.0 16.0 88.0
A2- Expression of Regret 3 12.0 12.0 100.0
Total 25 100.0 100.0
Source: Field Data (2017)
Table 4.42
Same Gender
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative
Percent
A1l- Offer of Apology (IFID) 5 20.0 20.0 20.0
D- Promise of Forbearance 4.0 4.0 24.0
F- Intensifiers of the Apology 4 16.0 16.0 40.0
Valid |- Multiple Strategy 10 40.0 40.0 80.0
A2- Expression of Regret 3 12.0 12.0 92.0
A3- Request for Forgiveness 2 8.0 8.0 100.0
Total 25 100.0 100.0
Source: Field Data (2017)
Table 4.44
Different Gender
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative
Percent
A1l- Offer of Apology (IFID) 5 20.0 20.0 20.0
F- Intensifiers of the Apology 4.0 4.0 24.0
I- Multiple Strategy 11 44.0 44.0 68.0
Valid A2- Expression of Regret 5 20.0 20.0 88.0
A3- Request for Forgiveness 2 8.0 8.0 96.0
C4- Expressing Lack of 1 4.0 4.0 100.0

Intent
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Total 25 100.0 100.0
Source: Field Data (2017)
Table 4.52
High Severity
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative
Percent
A1l- Offer of Apology (IFID) 3 12.0 12.0 12.0
D- Promise of Forbearance 1 4.0 4.0 16.0
F- Intensifiers of the Apology 6 24.0 24.0 40.0
I- Multiple Strategy 8 32.0 32.0 72.0
Valid A2- Expression of Regret 3 12.0 12.0 84.0
A3- Request for Forgiveness 2 8.0 8.0 92.0
C2- Expressing Self-Deficiency 1 4.0 4.0 96.0
C3- Recognizing hearer as 1 4.0 4.0 100.0
Deserving Apology
Total 25 100.0 100.0
Source: Field Data (2017)
Table 4.54
Low Severity
Frequency Percent Valid Cumulative
Percent Percent
A1l- Offer of Apology (IFID) 5 20.0 20.0 20.0
E- Attacking the Complainer 1 4.0 4.0 24.0
F- Intensifiers of the Apology 2 8.0 8.0 32.0
I- Multiple Strategy 9 36.0 36.0 68.0
Valid A2- Expression of Regret 4 16.0 16.0 84.0
A3- Request for Forgiveness 2 8.0 8.0 92.0
C3- Recognizing hearer as Deserving Apology 1 4.0 4.0 96.0
C4- Expressing Lack of Intent 1 4.0 4.0 100.0
Total 25 100.0 100.0

Source: Field Data (2017)
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APPENDIX V: OBSERVATION SCHEDULE

Influence ofsocial variable®n choice ofipology strategies

No | Details 1 offence type, Social status Gender Severity of offence
strategies used/type
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APPENDIX VI : SUMMARY OF FINDINGS (OBSERVATION SCHEDULE)

1. LOW i HIGH SOCIAL STATUS (12)

5 respondents Code 12 (Intensifiers)

3 respondents Code 5 (Acknowledgement of responsibility)
2 respondents Code 10 (Promise of forbearance)

1 respondent Code 4 (Explanation)

1 responderit Code 15 (Multiple)

2. HIGH 1 LOW SOCIAL STATUS (12)

10 respondents Code 2 (An expression of regret)
1 responderit Code 4 (Explanation)
1 responderit Code 11 (Attacking the complainer)

3. EQUAL SOCIAL STATUS (12)

6 respondents Code 2 (An expression of regret)
4 respondents Code 3 (A request of forgiveness)
2 respondents Code 1 (Explicit expression of apology)

4. SAME GENDER (8)

4 respondents Code 2 (An expression of regret)

2 respondents Code 1(Explicit expression of apology)
1 responderit Code 3 (A request for forgiveness)

1 responderit Code 15 (Multiple)

6. DIFFERENT GENDER (8)

3 respondents Code 1(Explicit expression of apology)
2 respondents Code 2 (An expression of regret)

2 responderit Code 3 (A request for forgiveness)

1 responderit Code 12 (Intensifiers)

7. LOW SEVERITY (10)

7 respondents Code 1(Explicit expression of apology)
2 responderit Code 3 (A request for forgiveness)
1 responderit Code 2 (An expression oégret)

8. HIGH SEVERITY (10)

8 respondents Code 12 (Intensifiers)
2 respondents Code 15 (Multiple)
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APPENDIX VIl : SUMMARY OF APOLOGY STRATEGIES PER SCENARIO

Scenarios

ABCDEFGHI|I JKILMNIQOIPIQIRISUN % Rank
Al 362419 27|18 (1414022171018 17 2013 20 2322 14374 [10.9%]2
A2 12135171811 (312114131918 (171427 20114|17 21329 [9.6% @4
A3 9 (199 (15|12231114|15(149 (13181716 (13|10(11248 [7.2% 5
B 7 9 59 194 2 2 2 b5 0016 117 4 0 4 96 [2.8% [10
C1l ORBRAMDLPZEBPRZAMAILAR2699pH 7L [21% 11
C2 1 1 131143 3 B 4 2 172 B3 3 B3 6 9 6 3 101 [2.9% (9
C3 0O 01 ROR2UAPRRBERLAB BB B2 04 [1.2% (13
C4 2 88 b 7 153 108 9 13157 9 13122 4 150 4.4% [7
C5 33 B3 (7 4 4 114 184 175 4 4 2 P9 4 3 109 [3.2% 8
D 6 (118 (188 9 6 9 25(10(1455 5 2 117 |12}4 170 [5.0% 6
E OR2{7HO44a0B3BEILERLILIEZAALEBL 1.5% [12
F 1712127 101212247 4 [15[26[27[1116|19/4166[338 [9.9% (3
G 1 1 11 | 1. | | B 0.1% (14
H e s 0.0% (15
I 986583 6195|169 |66 (78788388 8076 |78 |67 [65 62 551347 [39.3%(1

Source: Field Data (2017)
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APPENDIX VIII : RATERS6SUMMARY (LECTURER S) Source: Field Data (2017)

Scenario AT RATER LECTURER 1

Responses 34 Reasons

15 Perfect acknowledgment of responsibility and expressic
regret.

1 a Fair match to the ofihigherde

12 a Adequately appropriate in the level of politeness
formality

2 a Fair match to the ofihigherde

3 a Fair match to the ofihigherde

Scenario AT RATER LECTURER 2

Responses 314 Reasons

15 a Adequately expresses apology with weight that matche
of fended per sicighers soci al

1 Too brief for thesituation

12 a Adequately appropriate in the level of politeness
formality

2 Too brief for the situation

3 Too brief for the situation
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Scenario Bi RATER LECTURER 1

Responses 2 4 | 5 | Reasons

15 a | Perfect expression ofapology, expressing lack ¢
intent/explanation

2 a | Appropriately informal

1 a | Appropriately informal

3 a | Appropriately informal

12 a The offence was less serious to warrant use of intensifie

Scenario Bi RATER LECTURER 2

Responses 2 4 | 5 | Reasons

15 a | Perfect expression of apology, expressing lack
intent/explanation

2 a Good level of formality

1 a Good level of formality

3 a Good level of formality

12 a The offence was less serious to warrant usetensifiers
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Scenario Ci RATER LECTURER 1

Responses 2 4 Reasons

15 Perfect expression of apology, expressing lack
intent/explanation

1 a Good level of formality

2 a Good level of formality

6 a Good expression of lack aftent

12 a The offence was less serious to warrant use of intensifie

Scenaio Ci RATER LECTURER 2

Responses 2 4 Reasons

15 a Good expression of apology, expressing lack
intent/explanation

1 a Good level of formality

2 a Good level of formality

6 a Good expression of lack of intent

12 a The offence was less serious to warrant use of intensifie
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Scenario DI RATER LECTURER 1

Responses|1 |2 |3 |4 |5 | Reasons

15 a Good expression of apology, offeringpair/explanation
1 a | Perfect expression of apology

10 a | Appropriate promise of forbearance

2 a Adequate expression of regret

3 a Not very important. Sounds too casual

Scenario Di RATER LECTURER 2

Responses|1 |2 |3 |4 |5 | Reasons

15 a | Perfect expression of apology, offering repair/explanatic
1 a Good level of formality

10 a Good promise of forbearance

2 a Good level of formality

3 a Good level of formality
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Scenario Ei RATER LECTURER 1

Responses 23 5 | Reasons

15 a | Perfect acknowledgment of responsibility and expressic
regret that matches the o

4 a Sounds rude by giving an excuse of the offence

1 a Too infor mal for the offe

3 a Too informal for the offe

2 a Too infor mal for the offe

Scenario Ei RATER LECTURER 2

Responses 213 5 | Reasons

15 a | Perfect acknowledgment of responsibility and expressid
regrett hat matches the offen

4 a Too casual. Should have acknowledged responsibility

1 a Fair expression of apology

3 a Fair expression of apology

2 a Fair expression of apology

199



Scenario Fi RATER LECTURER 1

Responses 5 | Reasons

15 a | Perfect apology. Gives weight for the offence made

2 Does not match the offend
3 Fair expression of apology

8 Fair expression of lack of intent though sounds rude

1 Does not match the offend

Scenario Fi RATER LECTURER 2

Responses 5 | Reasons

15 a | Perfect apology. Gives weight for the offence made
2 Fair expression of apology

3 Sounds informal

8 Soundsnformal

1 Fair expression of apology
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Scenario Gi RATER LECTURER 1

Responses 2 Reasons

15 Perfect acknowledgement
responsibility/explanation/promise of forbearance/offer
apology

1 a Too brief to warrant the situation

2 a Too brief to warrant the situation

12 Perfect apology. Gives weight for the offence made

9 Adequate offer of redress

Scenario Gi RATER LECTURER 2

Responses 2 Reasons

15 Perfect acknowledgement
responsibility/explanation/promise of forbearance/offer
apology

1 a Sounds casual

2 a Sounds casual

12 Good. Gives strength of a genuine regret

9 Adequate offer of redress
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Scenario Hi RATER LECTURER 1

Responses 2 5 | Reasons

15 a | Perfect acknowledgement of responsibility/offer
apology/promise of forbearance

12 a | Gives weight to the seriousness of the offence

1 a Too casual for the great severity of offence

2 a Too casual for the great severityaffence

3 a Too casual for the great severity of offence

Scenario HI RATER LECTURER 2

Responses 2 5 | Reasons

15 a | Perfect acknowledgement of responsibility/offer
apology/promise of forbearance

12 a | Gives weight to the seriousnesfisthe offence

1 a Does not match the intensity of the offence. Too casual

2 a Does not match the intensity of the offence. Too casual

3 a Does not match the intensity of the offence. Too casual
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Scenario I RATER LECTURER 1

Responses| 1 |2 |3 |4 |5 | Reasons

15 a | Excellent and effective apology strategy for the situatior
10 a Good promise of forbearance

9 a Fair expression offering repair

1 a Too casual for the great severity of offence

3 a Too casual for the greaeverity of offence

Scenario I RATER LECTURER 2

Responses|1 |2 |3 |4 |5 | Reasons

15 a | Perfect acknowledgement of responsibility/offer
apology/repair

10 a Should have acknowledged responsibility

9 a Fair expression offering repair

1 a Does not match the severity of offence.

3 a Does not match the severity of offence
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Scenario Ji RATER LECTURER 1

Responses 3|4 |5 | Reasons

15 a Adequate explanation/offer of apology/promise
forbearance

2 a Good expression of regret

6 a Fair expression of setfeficiency

3 a Good request for forgiveness

10 a Fair promise of forbearance

Scenario Ji RATER LECTURER 2

Responses 3|4 |5 | Reasons

15 a | Perfect explanation/offer of apology/promise of forbearg
2 a Fair expression of regret

6 a Good expression of seffeficiency

3 a Fair request for forgiveness

10 a Fair promise of forbearance
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Scenario Ki RATER LECTURER 1

Responses 2 5 | Reasons

15 a | Perfect acknowledgement ofresponsibility/offer of
apology/repair

1 a Does not match the offence severity

9 Adequate offer of repair

12 Adequate use of intensifiers to match the situation

10 a Does not portray sincere remorse

Scenario Ki RATER LECTURER 2

Responses 2 5 | Reasons

15 a | Perfect acknowledgement of responsibility/offer
apology/repair

1 a Does not sound sincere. Too casual

9 Somewhat appropriate. Should accept blame first

12 a | Excellent use of intensifiers that matthe severity of
offence

10 a Should apologize first.
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Scenario Li RATER LECTURER 1

Responses|1 |2 |3 |4 |5 | Reasons

15 a | Perfect acknowledgement of responsibility/offer
apology/lack of intent

12 a | Appropriate use of intensifiers to matitte situation
1 a Not sufficient for the situation

2 a Not sufficient for the situation

8 a Not adequate

Scenario Li RATER LECTURER 2

Responses| 1 |2 |3 |4 |5 | Reasons

15 a | Gives weight to the seriousness of the offence

12 a | Appropriate use of intensifiers to match the situation
1 a Too casual

2 a Too informal

8 a Does not carry enough weight
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Scenario M7 RATER LECTURER 1

Responses| 1 |2 |3 |4 |5 | Reasons

15 a | Perfect acknowledgement of responsibility/offeof
apology/lack of intent

12 a | Reinforces an apology

1 a Too informal

3 a Too informal

2 a Fair expression of regret

Scenario Mi RATER LECTURER 2

Responses| 1 |2 |3 |4 |5 | Reasons

15 a Gives weight to the expression of apology
12 a | Perfect intensifiers

1 a Fair expression of apology

3 a Too casual

2 a Too casual
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Scenario NI RATER LECTURER 1

Responses 2|34 Reasons

15 a Perfect acknowledgement of responsibility/offer
apology/lack of intent

2 a Good expression of regret

1 a Matches the severity level

3 a Matches the severity level

12 a Not necessary to intensify

Scenario Ni RATER LECTURER 2

Responses 2|34 Reasons

15 a Adequate acknowledgement of responsibility/offer
apology/lack of intent

2 Perfect expression of regret

1 a Adequate expression of apology

3 a Fair request of forgiveness

12 a Not necessary to intensify
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Scenario Oi RATER LECTURER 1

Responses 2 5 | Reasons

15 a | Perfect acknowledgement of responsibility/offer
apology/lack of intent

2 a Does not match the severity of offence

1 a Does not match the severity of offence

12 Adequate use of intensifiers

3 Fair request of forgiveness

Scenario O RATER LECTURER 2

Responses 2 5 | Reasons

15 a | Perfect acknowledgement of responsibility/offer
apology/lack of intent

2 Fair expression of regret

1 a Does not match the severity of offence

12 a | Appropriate use of intensifiers

3 a Does not match the severity of offence
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Scenario Pi RATER LECTURER 1

Responses|1 |2 |3 |4 |5 | Reasons

15 a Adequate explanation/offer of apology given that matc
the situation

1 a Sounds casual

12 a | Perfect use of intensifiers

2 a Adequate expression of regret
3 a Sounds casual

Scenario Pi RATER LECTURER 2

Responses| 1 |2 |3 |4 |5 | Reasons

15 a | Perfect acknowledgement of responsibility/offer
apology/lack of intent

1 a Too casual for the situation

12 a Adequate use of intensifiers

2 a Fair expression of regret

3 a Good request for forgiveness
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Scenario Qi RATER LECTURER 1

Responses 3|4 |5 | Reasons

15 a | Perfect acknowledgement of responsibility/offer
apology/lack of intent

12 a Adequate use of intensifiers

1 Does not match the severity of offence

2 Does not match the severity of offence

10 Does not match the severity of offence

Scenario Qi RATER LECTURER 2

Responses 3|4 |5 | Reasons

15 a | Perfect acknowledgement of responsibility/offer
apology/lack of intent

12 a | Perfect intensifiers

1 a Fairly matches the severity of offence

2 a Fairly matches the severity of offence

10 a Fairly matches the severity of offence

211




ScenarioR 1T RATER LECTURER 1

Responses| 1 |2 |3 |4 |5 | Reasons

12 a | Intensifiers match the severity of offence

15 a | Use of multiple apology matches the severity of offence
2 a Sounds casual

1 a Fairly acceptable

3 a Fairly acceptable

ScenarioR 7 RATER LECTURER 2

Responses|1 |2 |3 |4 |5 | Reasons

12 a | Use of intensifiers matches the severity of offence

15 a | Use of multiple apology matches the severity of offence
2 a Sounds casual

1 a Fairly acceptable

3 a Fairly acceptable

212




APPENDIX IX : RATERSOSUMMARY (STUDENTYS) Source: Field Data (2017)

Scenario AT RATER STUDENT 1

Responses 4 | 5 | Reasons

15 Fairly appropriate. Too long and does not sound sincere
1 a Simple and direct

12 a | Adds to the weight of thapologies

2 a Active and direct

3 a Direct and easy to produce

Scenario Ai RATER STUDENT 2

Responses 4 | 5 | Reasons

15 a | Perfect acknowledgement of responsibility/offer
apology/lack of intent

1 a Brief and effective

12 a | Intensifiers reinforce the impact of apologies

2 a Simple and direct

3 a Brief and effective
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Scenario Bi RATER STUDENT 1

Responses 2 Reasons

15 a No need in a low severity situation
2 Simple to perform

1 Simple anddirect

3 Brief and effective

12 a No need in a low severity situation

Scenario Bi RATER STUDENT 2

Responses 2 Reasons

15 a T_ime _Wasting making a lot of explanation in a low seve
situation

2 Simple to perform

1 Simple and direct

3 Brief and effective

12 a No need in a low severity situation
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Scenario Ci RATER STUDENT 1

Responses 2 Reasons

15 a No need in a low severity situation
1 Active and direct

2 Easily produced

6 Adequately effective

12 a No need in a low severity situation

Scenaio C1 RATER STUDENT 2

Responses 2 Reasons

15 a A lot of words used. Should be simpler and direct
1 Easily produced

2 Active and straight to thpoint

6 Fairly effective

12 No need in a low severity situation
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Scenario Di RATER STUDENT 1

Responses 3|4 Reasons

15 Time wasting using a lot of words
1 a Easy to produce

10 a Sounds sincere

2 a Short andstraight to the point

3 a Precise and direct

Scenario Di RATER STUDENT 2

Responses 34 Reasons

15 a Fair acknowledgement of responsibility and offer
apology

1 a Easily produced

10 a Matches the social status and leveseverity

2 a Precise and effective

3 a Direct and easy to produce
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Scenario Ei RATER STUDENT 1

Responses|1 |2 |3 |4 |5 | Reasons

15 a | Perfect acknowledgement of responsibility/offer
apology/lack of intent

4 a This is excuse givingApologize.
1 a Active and direct

3 a Short and clear

2 a Easily produced

Scenario Ei RATER STUDENT 2

Responses| 1 |2 |3 |4 |5 | Reasons

15 a | Appropriate use of expressions of apology and explanal
4 a Does not sound heartfelt. Giviegcuses

1 a Simple to perform

3 a Simple and direct

2 a Brief and effective
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Scenario Fi RATER STUDENT 1

Responses 4 | 5 | Reasons

15 a | Perfect acknowledgement of responsibility/offer
apology/lack of intent

2 a Easilyproduced

3 a Short and precise

8 Sounds impolite

1 a Brief and direct

Scenario Fi RATER STUDENT 2

Responses 4 | 5 | Reasons

15 a | Adequate use of multiple responses
2 a Active and direct

3 a Direct and easy to produce

8 Sounds rude

1 a Direct and easy to produce
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Scenario Gi RATER STUDENT 1

Responses

Reasons

15 Good acknowledgement of responsibility/offer of apolog
1 Active and direct

2 Easy to produce

12 a Fairly matches the low status and low severity

9 a Fairly matches the situation

Scenario Gi RATER STUDENT 2

Responses

Reasons

15 a Fair acknowledgement of responsibility/offer of apology
1 Ease of production

2 Direct and easto produce

12 Fairly effective

9 a Fair offer of repair
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Scenario Hi RATER STUDENT 1

Responses 4 Reasons

15 Time wasting using a pile of words
12 Adds to the impact of apologies

1 a Simple to perform

2 Simple and direct

3 a Brief and effective

Scenario Hi RATER STUDENT 2

Responses 4 Reasons

15 a Good acknowledgement of responsibility/offer
apology/repair

12 a Adds to the weight of apology

1 Simple to perform

2 a Simple and direct

3 a Brief and effective
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Scenario I RATER STUDENT 1

Responses 3|4 |5 | Reasons

15 a | Perfect acknowledgement of responsibility/offer
apology/lack of intent

10 a Adequately matches the level of severity

9 a Fair production of an expression of redress

1 a Easily produced

3 a Direct and easy to produce

Scenario IT RATER STUDENT 2

Responses 3|4 |5 | Reasons

15 a | Perfect acknowledgement of responsibility/offer
apology/lack of intent

10 a Fairly matches the level of severity

9 a Good production of a redress apology

1 a Active and direct

3 a Ease of production
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Scenario Ji RATER STUDENT 1

Responses 3 Reasons

15 a Time wasting

2 Brief and to the point

6 a Fair excuse for the offence
3 Direct and easy to produce
10 a Fairly appropriate

Scenario Ji RATER STUDENT 2

Responses 3 Reasons

15 a Low severity does not deserve lots of explanation

2 Active and direct

6 a Fairly acceptable

3 Direct and easy to produce

10 No need to make promises when the mistake is not seri
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Scenario Ki RATER STUDENT 1

Responses 2 4 Reasons

15 a Offer of apology and explanation may have an impac
theapology

1 a A swift response

9 Does sound deep

12 Fairly appropriate

10 Sounds insincere

Scenario Ki RATER STUDENT 2

Responses 2 4 Reasons

15 a Apology with many words weakens its impact
1 a Active and direct

9 a May not be honored

12 Adds weight to the apology impact

10 a May not be honored
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Scenario Li RATER STUDENT 1

Responses| 1 |2 |3 |4 |5 | Reasons

15 a Matches the degree of severity
12 a | An apology with more weight

1 a Preciseand effective

2 a Direct and easy to produce

8 a Does not sound very sincere

Scenario LT RATER STUDENT 2

Responses|1 |2 |3 |4 |5 | Reasons

15 a | Perfect acknowledgement of responsibility/offer
apology/lack of intent

12 a | An apology withmore weight

1 a Direct and easy to produce

2 a Swift in its performance

8 a Sounds rude/impolite
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Scenario M7 RATER STUDENT 1

Responses 2 5 | Reasons

15 Appropriate offer of apology and promise of forbearance
12 a | Addsto the weight of apologies

1 Simple to perform

3 a Simple and direct

2 a Brief and effective

Scenario MT RATER STUDENT 2

Responses 2 5 | Reasons

15 a | Perfect acknowledgement of responsibility/offer
apology/lack of intent

12 a | Excellent in reinforcing apologies

1 a Simple to perform

3 a Simple and direct

2 a Brief and effective
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Scenario Ni RATER STUDENT 1

Responses 4 Reasons

15 Do not match with the low status and low offence sever
2 a Simple to perform

1 a Simple and direct

3 Brief and effective

12 a Perfect in reinforcing apologies

Scenario Ni RATER STUDENT 2

Responses 4 Reasons

15 a Could be effective but explaining is a waste of time

2 Simple to perform

1 a Simple and direct

3 a Brief and effective

12 Social status and low severity do not deserve intensifier

226



Scenario Oi RATER STUDENT 1

Responses 2|34 Reasons

15 Perfect acknowledgement ofresponsibility/offer of
apology/lack of intent

2 a Direct and easy to produce

1 a Very swift

12 Great impact on the apology

3 a Ease of production

Scenario O RATER STUDENT 2

Responses 2134 Reasons

15 a Matches the degres severity

2 a Direct and active

1 a Brief and wastes no time

12 Makes apologies more sincere
3 a Direct and easy to produce
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Scenario Pi RATER STUDENT 1

Responses 4 Reasons

15 Time wasting

1 Direct andeasy to produce
12 Perfect in apologies

2 Active and direct

3 Direct and easy to produce

Scenario Pi RATER STUDENT 2

Responses 4 Reasons

15 a Adequately appropriate in the level of formality
1 Direct and with navaste of time

12 Reinforces apologies

2 Active and straight to the point

3 Direct and easy to produce
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Scenario Qi RATER STUDENT 1

Responses 3 Reasons

15 Takes rather a long time explaining
12 Apology iseffective

1 Swift in its production

2 Active and direct

10 People do niotake promises seriously

Scenario Qi RATER STUDENT 2

Responses 3 Reasons

15 a Takes a long time to produce
12 Works effectively

1 Swift in its production

2 Active and direct

10
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Scenario RT RATER STUDENT 1

Responses 5 | Reasons

12 a | Effective in apologizing
15 Time wasting

2 Simple to perform

1 Short, direct and effective
3 Brief and effective

Scenario Ri RATER STUDENT 2

Responses 5 | Reasons

12 a | Matches the severity of offence
15 A waste of time

2 Simple in performing

1 Simple and direct

3 Brief and effective

230




APPENDIX X: ANOVA TABLES OF RATERS

Table 4.62

ANOVA Analysis for Scenario A Raters

Sum of Df Mean Square F Sig.
Squares
Between Groups 2.250 1 2.250 9.000 .095
Offer of apology (IFID) Within Groups .500 2 .250
Total 2.750 3
Between Groups 4.000 1 4.000
Expression of regret Within Groups .000 2 .000
Total 4.000 3
Between Groups 4.000 1 4.000
Request for forgiveness Within Groups .000 2 .000
Total 4.000 3
Between Groups 1.000 1 1.000
Intensifiers of the apology  Within Groups .000 2 .000
Total 1.000 3
Between Groups .250 1 .250 .200 .698
Multiple strategy Within Groups 2.500 2 1.250
Total 2.750 3

Source: Field Data (2017)
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Table 4.64

ANOV A Analysis for Scenario B Raters

Sum of Df Mean Square F Sig.
Squares
Between Groups .250 1 .250 1.000 423
Offer of apology (IFID) Within Groups .500 2 .250
Total 750 3
Between Groups .000 1 .000 .000 1.000
Expression of regret Within Groups 1.000 2 .500
Total 1.000 3
Between Groups .000 1 .000 .000 1.000
Request for forgiveness ~ Within Groups 1.000 2 .500
Total 1.000 3
Between Groups .000 1 .000
Intensifiers of the
apology Within Groups .000 2 .000
Total .000 3
Between Groups 9.000 1 9.000
Multiple strategy Within Groups .000 2 .000
Total 9.000 3

Source: Field Data (2017)
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Table 4.66

ANOVA Analysis for Scenario C Raters

Sum of Df Mean Square F Sig.
Squares
Between Groups .250 1 .250 1.000 423
Offer of apology (IFID) Within Groups 500 2 250
Total .750 3
Between Groups .250 1 .250 1.000 423
Expression of regret Within Groups .500 2 .250
Total .750 3
Between Groups .250 1 .250 1.000 423
Expressing self-deficiency Within Groups .500 2 .250
Total .750 3
Between Groups .250 1 .250 1.000 423
Intensifiers of the apology ~ Within Groups .500 2 .250
Total .750 3
Between Groups 9.000 1 9.000
Multiple strategy Within Groups -000 2 000
Total 9.000 3

Source: Field Data (2017)
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Table 4.68

ANOVA Analysis for Scenario D Raters

Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

Between Groups 1.000 1 1.000 2.000 .293
Offer of apology (IFID)  Within Groups 1.000 2 500

Total 2.000 3

Between Groups .250 1 .250 1.000 423
Expression of regret Within Groups .500 2 .250

Total .750 3

Between Groups .250 1 .250 .200 .698
Request for forgiveness ~ Within Groups 2.500 2 1.250

Total 2.750 3

Between Groups .250 1 .250 1.000 423
Promise of forbearance ~ Within Groups .500 2 .250

Total .750 3

Between Groups 4.000 1 4.000 8.000 .106
Multiple strategy Within Groups 1.000 2 .500

Total 5.000 3

Source: Field Data (2017)
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Table 4.610

ANOVA Analysis for Scenario E Raters

Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 1.000 1 1.000 2.000 .293
Offer of apology (IFID)  Within Groups 1.000 2 -500
Total 2.000 3
Between Groups 1.000 1 1.000 2.000 .293
Expression of regret Within Groups 1.000 2 .500
Total 2.000 3
Between Groups 1.000 1 1.000 2.000 .293
Request for forgiveness ~ Within Groups 1.000 2 .500
Total 2.000 3
Between Groups .000 1 .000
Explanation of account  Within Groups .000 2 .000
Total .000 3
Between Groups .000 1 .000
Multiple strategy Within Groups 000 2 000
.000 3

Total

Source: Field Data (2017)
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Table 4.612

ANOVA Analysis for Scenario F Raters

Sum of Df Mean Square F Sig.
Squares
Between Groups 1.000 1 1.000 2.000 .293
Offer of apology (IFID) Within Groups 1.000 2 .500
Total 2.000 3
Between Groups 1.000 1 1.000 2.000 .293
Expression of regret Within Groups 1.000 2 .500
Total 2.000 3
Between Groups 1.000 1 1.000 2.000 .293
Request for forgiveness  Within Groups 1.000 2 .500
Total 2.000 3
Between Groups .000 1 .000
Explanation of account ~ Within Groups .000 2 .000
Total .000 3
Between Groups .000 1 .000
Multiple strategy Within Groups .000 2 .000
Total .000 3

Source: Field Data (2017)
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Table 4.614

ANOVA A nalysis for Scenaro G Raters

Sum of df Mean Square F Sig.
Squares
Between Groups 4.000 1 4.000
Offer of apology (IFID) Within Groups .000 2 .000
Total 4.000 3
Between Groups 4.000 1 4.000
Expression of regret Within Groups .000 2 .000
Total 4.000 3
Between Groups 1.000 1 1.000
Offering repair Within Groups .000 2 .000
Total 1.000 3
Between Groups 1.000 1 1.000 2.000 .293
Intensifiers of the apology ~ Within Groups 1.000 2 .500
Total 2.000 3
Between Groups 2.250 1 2.250 9.000 .095
Multiple strategy Within Groups .500 2 .250
2.750 3

Total

Source: Field Data (2017)
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Table 4.616

ANOVA Analysis for Scenario H Raters

Sum of Df Mean Square F Sig.
Squares
Between Groups 6.250 1 6.250 25.000 .038
Offer of apology (IFID) Within Groups .500 2 .250
Total 6.750 3
Between Groups 6.250 1 6.250 25.000 .038
Expression of regret Within Groups .500 2 .250
Total 6.750 3
Between Groups 4.000 1 4.000
Request for forgiveness Within Groups .000 2 .000
Total 4.000 3
Between Groups 2.250 1 2.250 9.000 .095
Intensifiers of the apology Within Groups .500 2 .250
Total 2.750 3
Between Groups 2.250 1 2.250 9.000 .095
Multiple strategy Within Groups .500 2 .250
Total 2.750 3

Source: Field Data (2017)
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Table 4.618

ANOVA Analysis for Scenario | Raters

Sum of Df Mean Square F Sig.
Squares
Between Groups 2.250 1 2.250 9.000 .095
Offer of apology (IFID) Within Groups .500 2 .250
Total 2.750 3
Between Groups 4.000 1 4.000
Request for forgiveness ~ Within Groups .000 2 .000
Total 4.000 3
Between Groups .250 1 .250 1.000 423
Offering repair Within Groups .500 2 .250
Total 750 3
Between Groups .000 1 .000 .000 1.000
Promise of forbearance ~ Within Groups 1.000 2 .500
Total 1.000 3
Between Groups .000 1 .000
Multiple strategy Within Groups .000 2 .000
Total .000 3

Source: Field Data (2017)
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Table 4.620

ANOVA Analysis for Scenario J Raters

Sum of Df Mean Square F Sig.
Squares
Between Groups .250 1 .250 1.000 423
Expression of regret Within Groups 500 2 250
Total 750 3
Between Groups 1.000 1 1.000 1.000 423
Request for forgiveness Within Groups 2.000 2 1.000
Total 3.000 3
Between Groups .000 1 .000 .000 1.000
Expressing self-deficiency Within Groups 2.000 2 1.000
Total 2.000 3
Between Groups .250 1 .250 1.000 423
Promise of forbearance Within Groups .500 2 .250
Total .750 3
Between Groups 2.250 1 2.250 9.000 .095
Multiple strategy Within Groups .500 2 .250
Total 2.750 3

Source: Field Data (2017)
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Table 4.622

ANOVA Analysis for Scenario K Raters

Sum of Df Mean Square F Sig.
Squares
Between Groups 4.000 1 4.000
Offer of apology (IFID) Within Groups .000 2 .000
Total 4.000 3
Between Groups 1.000 1 1.000 2.000 .293
Offering repair Within Groups 1.000 2 .500
Total 2.000 3
Between Groups .250 1 .250 1.000 423
Promise of forbearance Within Groups .500 2 .250
Total .750 3
Between Groups 2.250 1 2.250 9.000 .095
Intensifiers of the apology ~ Within Groups .500 2 .250
Total 2.750 3
Between Groups 4.000 1 4.000 4.000 .184
Multiple strategy Within Groups 2.000 2 1.000
Total 6.000 3

Source: Field Data (2017)
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Table 4.624

ANOVA Analysis for Scenario L Raters

Sum of df Mean Square F Sig.
Squares
Between Groups 4.000 1 4.000
Offer of apology (IFID) Within Groups .000 2 .000
Total 4.000 3
Between Groups 4.000 1 4.000
Expression of regret Within Groups .000 2 .000
Total 4.000 3
Between Groups 1.000 1 1.000 1.000 423
Expressing lack of intent  Within Groups 2.000 2 1.000
Total 3.000 3
Between Groups .000 1 .000
Intensifiers of the apology =~ Within Groups .000 2 .000
Total .000 3
Between Groups .250 1 .250 1.000 423
Multiple strategy Within Groups .500 2 .250
Total .750 3

Source: Field Data (2017)
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Table 4.626

ANOVA Analysis for Scenario M Raters

Sum of df Mean Square F Sig.
Squares
Between Groups .000 1 .000 .000 1.000
Offer of apology (IFID) Within Groups 1.000 2 .500
Total 1.000 3
Between Groups .250 1 .250 1.000 423
Expression of regret Within Groups .500 2 .250
Total .750 3
Between Groups .000 1 .000
Request for forgiveness Within Groups .000 2 .000
Total .000 3
Between Groups .000 1 .000
Intensifiers of the apology  Within Groups .000 2 .000
Total .000 3
Between Groups .000 1 .000 .000 1.000
Multiple strategy Within Groups 1.000 2 .500
Total 1.000 3

Source: Field Data(2017)
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Table 4.628

ANOVA Analysis for Scenario N Raters

Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 250 250 1.000 423
Offer of apology (IFID) Within Groups -500 250
Total 750
Between Groups .000 .000 .000 1.000
Expression of regret Within Groups 1.000 .500
Total 1.000
Between Groups .000 .000 .000 1.000
Request for forgiveness Within Groups 1.000 500
Total 1.000
Between Groups 1.000 1.000 1.000 423
Intensifiers of the apology ~ Within Groups 2.000 1.000
Total 3.000
Between Groups 1.000 1.000 1.000 423
Multiple strategy Within Groups 2.000 1.000
3.000

Total

Source: Field Data (2017)
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Table 4.630

ANOVA Analysis for Scenario O Raters

Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

Between Groups 2.250 1 2.250 9.000 .095
Offer of apology (IFID) Within Groups .500 2 .250

Total 2.750 3

Between Groups .000 1 .000 .000 1.000
Expression of regret Within Groups 1.000 2 .500

Total 1.000 3

Between Groups .000 1 .000 .000 1.000
Request for forgiveness Within Groups 1.000 2 .500

Total 1.000 3

Between Groups .250 1 .250 1.000 423
Intensifiers of the apology ~ Within Groups .500 2 .250

Total .750 3

Between Groups .250 1 .250 1.000 423
Multiple strategy Within Groups 500 2 250

Total 750 3

Source: Field Data (2017)
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Table 4.632

ANOVA Analysis for Scenario P Raters

Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

Between Groups .000 1 .000 .000 1.000
Offer of apology (IFID) Within Groups 1.000 2 500

Total 1.000 3

Between Groups 1.000 1 1.000 2.000 .293
Expression of regret Within Groups 1.000 2 .500

Total 2.000 3

Between Groups 1.000 1 1.000 2.000 .293
Request for forgiveness Within Groups 1.000 2 .500

Total 2.000 3

Between Groups .250 1 .250 1.000 423
Intensifiers of the apology ~ Within Groups .500 2 .250

Total .750 3

Between Groups 1.000 1 1.000 2.000 .293
Multiple strategy Within Groups 1.000 2 500

Total 2.000 3

Source: Field Data(2017)
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Table 4.634

ANOVA A nalysis for Scenario Q Raters

Sum of Df Mean Square F Sig.
Squares
Between Groups .250 1 .250 1.000 423
Offer of apology (IFID) Within Groups .500 2 .250
Total .750 3
Between Groups .250 1 .250 1.000 423
Expression of regret Within Groups .500 2 .250
Total .750 3
Between Groups 1.000 1 1.000 .400 .592
Promise of forbearance Within Groups 5.000 2 2.500
Total 6.000 3
Between Groups .250 1 .250 1.000 423
Intensifiers of the apology ~ Within Groups .500 2 .250
Total .750 3
Between Groups 2.250 1 2.250 9.000 .095
Multiple strategy Within Groups .500 2 .250
Total 2.750 3

Source: Field Data (2017)
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Table 4.636

ANOVA Analysis for Scenario R Raters

Sum of Df Mean Square F Sig.
Squares
Between Groups .250 1 .250 1.000 423
Offer of apology (IFID)  Within Groups 500 2 250
Total .750 3
Between Groups 2.250 1 2.250 9.000 .095
Expression of regret Within Groups .500 .250
Total 2.750 3
Between Groups .250 1 .250 1.000 423
Request for forgiveness ~ Within Groups .500 2 .250
Total .750 3
3 Between Groups .000 1 .000
:gjlr;sg;iers ofthe Within Groups .000 2 .000
Total .000 3
Between Groups 4.000 1 4.000 4.000 .184
Multiple strategy Within Groups 2.000 2 1.000
6.000 3

Total

Source: Field Data (2017)
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Table 4.639

ANOVA Test on Appropriateness of Overall Apology $ategies

Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig.

Between Groups 6.618 1 6.618 10.682 .003
Offer of apology (IFID) Within Groups 19.824 32 .619

Total 26.441 33

Between Groups 3.781 1 3.781 4.589 .040
Expression of regret Within Groups 24.719 30 .824

Total 28.500 31

Between Groups 3.471 1 3.471 6.260 .020
Request for forgiveness Within Groups 13.308 24 .554

Total 16.779 25

Between Groups .000 1 .000
Explanation of account Within Groups .000 0

Total .000 1

Between Groups .063 1 .063 .200 .698
Expressing self-deficiency Within Groups .625 2 .313

Total .688 3

Between Groups .250 1 .250 2.000 .293
Expressing lack of intent Within Groups .250 2 125

Total .500 3

Between Groups 375 1 375 1.500 .288
Offering repair Within Groups 1.000 4 .250

Total 1.375 5

Between Groups .225 1 .225 277 .613
Promise of forbearance Within Groups 6.500 8 .813

Total 6.725 9

Between Groups .000 1 .000 .000 1.000
Intensifiers of the apology Within Groups 32.962 24 1.373

Total 32.962 25

Between Groups 12.840 1 12.840 24.461 .000
Multiple strategy Within Groups 17.847 34 .525

Total 30.688 35

Source: Field Data (2017)

249



APPENDIX XI: SAMPLES OF OFFENCES MADE BY ESL STUDENTS

Details of the offence Context Actual apology forms | Comments
1.Student faling to do an Low social class| | 6guorry, | had a lot of | The lectures
assignment and had to to high social work, | lost my complained of
apologize to the lecturer class, high assignment, forgive me| inadequate
severity | had gone home, | did | acknowledgnent of

2.Fighting amongst studerasd
when asked bthe Dean of
students/disciplinary committe

3.Exam cheating and had to
write a report to the disciplinar
committee to apologize

4.Students failig to sit for
exams

5.Theft on fellow students

Low social class
to high social
class, high
severity

High severity
case high social
class

High severity
situation

High severity
situation

not understand the
guestion, | apologize, |
forgot

Forgive me, sorry, | will
not fight again, it is his

fault, he started it, It wa
not me

It was not me, sorry, |
apologize, the exam wa
hard, | will not repeat it
again, | was unwell

| did not see the time
table, | was not
prepared, sorry, |
apologize, | will apply
for a special exam, | wa
unwell

It was not me, |
apologize, sorry, | will
not repeat, forgive me

offenceby the studerst
They found the
apologies casual

The students did not
sound remorseful, not
sincere in their
apologies

Casual apologies, lack
of acknowledgment of
offence, apology did no
match the severity of
offence

The apologies did not
sound sincere and
genuine. Did not match
the offence severity

Casual apologies, lack
of sincerity and
acknowledgment of
offence
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APPENDIX XII : MAP OF UNIVERSITY OF KABIANGA

LA o

) rllnln:r . T i ,4:;:-\“"
N /f&@

jt-‘*’ - f"]
R

LONDIANI

University of

| - .
i P Kabianga
R s Ity
. |
N o
e
a5 ow e ot \{ st
K 9 N 9 1om ey .
— |
’)_/”' I'. .
A L&

\ W

b 3
BOMET ! n!nv\-x,n_"'_’,_",_“ﬂ_,_-’(
) . e
& B |
4
ETHIGFPIA
G a 4 2
Fet
SO0MA
e iy
AIFT VALLEY
Fi H. FASTERN
i ], d, Ha 1
" * » Kericho
L County

o
14
] I
=
3 ¥
E 48
A
i
£ #
Kby vl
¥ 5 I — —y
. el 1} x -:'I T 311 bl
w south 4




APPENDIX Xl : RESEARCH AUTHORIZAT ION |

THE PRESIDENCY
MINISTRY OF INTERIOR AND CO-ORDINATION OF NATIONAL GOVERNMENT

Telegrams: ..cooovvvvevenienneeinnens COUNTY COMMISSIONER
Telephone: Kericho 20132 KERICHO COUNTY
When replying please quote P.0.BOX 19
kerichocc@yahoo.com KERICHO

REF: MISC.19 VOL.II/ (271) 5% June, 2017

All Deputy County Commissioners

KERICHO COUNTY

RE: RESEARCH AUTHORIZATION — ANNE CHEPKOECH LANGAT

Authorization has been granted to Anne Chepkoech Langat by National Commission for
Science, Technology and Innovation, as per a letter Ref: No. NACOSTI/P/17/85152/15865
dated 10 March, 2017 to carry out research on "Pragmatic strategies of Kenyan
English Language Users: Sbeech a;t of apology by english as a second language

students of the university of Kabianga, Kenya”for a period ending 9" March, 2018.

Kindly accord her the necessary assistance.

[ COUNTY COMMISSIONER |
| T KERICHD COUNTY

i S T
i s
g ST TR

MUKTARABDI
COUNTY COMMISSIONER
KERICHO COUNTY
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APPENDIX XIV : RESEARCH AUTHORIZATION Il

\/

B

NATIONAL COMMISSION FOR SCIENCE,
TECHNOLOGY AND INNOVATION

Telephone:+254-20-2213471, 9* Floor, Utalii House
2241349.3310571,2219420 Uhuru Highway
Fax:+254-20-318245,318249 P.O. Box 30623-00100
Email:dg@nacosti.go.ke NAIROBI-KENYA

Website: www.nacosti.go.ke
when replying please quote

Date:

Ref: No
NACOSTI/P/17/85152/15865
10™ March, 2017

Anne Chepkoech Langat
Kabarak University
Private Bag - 20157
KABARAK.

RE: RESEARCH AUTHORIZATION

Following your application for authority to carry out research on “Pragmatic
strategies of Kenyan English Language Users: Speech act of apology by
english as a second language students of the University of Kabianga,” 1 am
pleased to inform you that you have been authorized to undertake research in
Kericho County for the period ending 9" March, 2018.

You are advised to report to the Vice Chancellor, University of Kabianga, the
County Commissioner and the County Director of Education, Kericho
County before embarking on the research project.

On completion of the research, you are expected to submit two hard copies and
one soft copy in pdf of the research report/thesis to our office.

ONIFACE WANYAMA
FOR: DIRECTOR-GENERAL/CEO

Copy to:

The Vice Chancellor
University of Kabianga.

The County Commissioner
Kericho County.
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APPENDIX XV: RESEARCH AUTHORIZATION Il |

INSTITUTE OF POSTGRADUATE STUDIES & RESEARCH

Private Bag-20157 Tel: 0773265999
Kabarak, Kenya
Email:directorpostgraduate@kabarak.ac.ke www.kabarak.ac.ke

7% January 2017

Ministry of Education, Science and Technology

National Commission for Science, Technology and Innovation.
9" Floor, Utalii House,

P.O Box 30623-00100.

NAIROBI

Dear Sir/Madam

SUBJECT: RESEARCH BY GDE/M/0930/09/10- ANNE C. LANGAT

The above named is a Doctoral student at Kabarak University in the School of Education. She is
carrying out a research entitled “Pragmatic Strategies of Kenyan English Language Users;
Speech Act of Apology by English as A Second Language Students of the University of
Kabianga”

The information obtained in the course of this research will be used for academic purposes only
and will be treated with utmost confidentiality,

Please provide the necessary assistance.
Thank you.

Yours Faithfully,

%TTY JERUTO TIKOKO

DIRECTOR POSTGRADUATE STUDIES & RESEARCH

Kabarak University Moral Code
As members of Kabarak University family, we purpose at all times and in all places, to set apart
in one’s heart, Jesus as Lord. (1Peter 3:15)
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APPENDIX XV |: RESEARCH AUTHORIZATION | V

K1

MINISTRY OF EDUCATION

STATE DEPARTMENT OF BASIC EDUCATION
FAX N0.05221361 County Education Office
When Replying Please Quote: P.0 BOX 149
KERICHO

REF: KER/C/ED/GC/2/VOL.1/ 5THJUNE, 2017

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN.

RE: RESEARCH AUTHORIZATION - ANNE CHEPKOECH LANGAT

The above named has been authorized by National Council for Science, Technology and
Innovation to undertake research on “Pragmatic strategies of Kenyan English
Language Users; Speech act of apology by English as a second language students of
University of Kabianga, Kericho County” for a period ending 9th March, 2018.

Accord her the necessary assistance.

OSEWE F.M ;
COUNTY DIRECTOR O
KERICHO COUNTY.
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