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Abstract 
 

 Apologies play a crucial role in interpersonal relationships, However, (Blum-Kulka and 

Olshtain, 1987) mention that culture and the power between the apologizer and the person who 

was offended can affect the production of apologies. Thus, the present study investigates the 

impact of culture on apology strategies by comparing high and low context cultures, specifically 

Jordan and Canada, respectively. The research sample comprises 40 undergraduate students, with 

20 Jordanian native Arabic speakers and 20 Canadian native English speakers. Data collection 

involved a written discourse competition questionnaire, which presented nine hypothetical 

apologetic scenarios, each representing different power dynamics between the apologizer and the 

offended party (high, equal, and low power). The questionnaire was translated into Arabic for 

Jordanian participants and distributed in English for the Canadian participants. Coding and 

analysis of the data employed frequencies and percentages to identify and quantify the usage of 

apology strategies by each cultural group. Furthermore, a chi-square test was conducted to 

examine differences in apology strategies between Jordanians and Canadians across high, low, 

and equal power relationships. The findings reveal that both cultural groups utilized six apology 

strategies, namely illocutionary force indicating device, promise of forbearance, offer of repair, 

explanation, concern for the hearer, and assessment of responsibility. Canadians exhibited 

consistent usage of apologies regardless of the power dynamics, which suggests that power did 

not affect how Canadians apologized. In contrast, Jordanians employed a significantly higher 

number of strategies when the person who was offended held a high-ranking position, but no 

differences were noticed when the addressee was in an equal or low-ranking position, which 

suggests that power affected how Jordanians apologized. Additionally, Jordanians used 

significantly more apology strategies compared to Canadians when apologizing to a person in a 
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high-ranking position. On the other hand, Canadians used significantly more apology strategies 

when the person who was offended was at an equal or low power ranking position. The findings 

of the study were explained using the characteristics of high and low context cultures.  
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Chapter 1- Introduction 

 
1.1. Motivation for the study 

 
 Substantial effort has been devoted to investigating speech acts in different languages and 

cultures. Speech acts are actions produced by utterances such as requests, promises, greetings, 

thanking etc. (Searle, 1969). Apology, as one type of speech act, is intended to remedy the harm 

the offender caused to the hearer, thus, maintaining harmony between the two interlocutors 

Holmes (1989). The speech act of apology is universal; however, the realization (when and how 

people apologize) can differ across cultures (Brunet et al., 2012; Esen & Doyuran, 2021). There 

are different ways that a person can perform an apology, these ways are referred to as apology 

strategies. For example, a person can apologize directly using the word ‘sorry’ or indirectly such 

as giving an explanation for their offense (Blum-Kulka & Olshtain, 1984), this will be discussed 

further in the paper. It has been theoretically proposed and empirically shown that different 

cultures may realize and signal apologies differently (Burnet at al., 2012; Sugimoto, 1997). Thus, 

what might be considered an appropriate and acceptable form of apology in one culture may not 

be so in another.  

 Interaction between two people of different cultures may increase the risk of 

misunderstandings and miscommunication (Zia et al., 2014). Hence, investigating the speech act 

of apology across different cultures is of paramount importance and practical value. Hall (1976) 

categorized cultures depending on the amount of context they use in communication; he states 

that in high context cultures, which may be referred to as (HCC), “most of the information is 

either in the physical context or internalized in the person while very little is in the coded, 

explicit, transmitted part of the message’’(p. 79). Conversely, he states that in low context 

cultures, which may be referred to as (LCC), he states, “the mass of the information is vested in 
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the explicit code (or utterance)” (p. 79). More information about these cultures and their 

characteristics will be mentioned in the next chapter. It is worth mentioning that he did not 

categorize cultures as being exclusively high or low context; instead, he places them on a 

continuum with some cultures falling toward the high end and some falling toward the low end 

of the continuum (Hall, 1976). Jordan was chosen to represent HCC, because it is an Arab 

country and is considered to fall on the high end on the continuum and Canada was chosen to 

represent LCC, because it is a North American country and is considered to fall on the low end 

of the continuum (Hall and Hall, 1990). Because these cultures are argued to have different ways 

of communication, in which HCC may be more indirect in contrast to LCC which may be more 

direct. So, if a member from a HCC communicates to a LCC (or the other way around) they may 

not understand each other’s intended meaning which may result in communication breakdown 

and misunderstanding (Ting-Toomey & Ching, 2012). An example from (Ting-Toomey & 

Ching, 2012 p. 124 ) can show how miscommunication may happen: 

"Mrs. Tran: “Hello, Mrs. Nguyen. . . . Your son Minh-Ha is entering his high 

school karaoke contest, isn’t he? . . . I’m really impressed by his enthusiasm— 

every day, he practices so hard, for hours and hours, until late at night . 

Mrs. Nguyen: Oh, I’m so sorry . . .He is such a silly boy singing so late. We 

didn’t realize you can hear all the noise next door. I’ll tell him to stop right 

away….”  

 
It is observed from the example above that Mrs. Tran did not directly state what is bothering her 

instead she said it in an indirect way and if Mrs. Nguyen had not understood what Mrs. Nguyen 

was implying this may result in conflicts between the two and cause misunderstanding. 
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Therefore, it is important to study and understand the differences between these two cultures to 

avoid the occurrence of possible misunderstandings and breakdowns. 

In addition to culture, social parameters such as distance, power and age might also affect 

the production of apologies (Blum-Kulka & Olshtain, 1984). One cultural value that might lead 

to differences in the realization of the speech act of apology is power distance (Tajdden & 

Pirhoseinloo, 2012). Power distance is the level of unequal distribution of power in a society. For 

example, students from different cultural communities might perceive the power of the teacher 

differently, consequently leading to differences in their speech act realization and patterns 

(Amaya, 2008; Thomas, 1983). Hussain and Hammouri (1988) found that Jordanians used 

honorifics in their apologies whenever the offended person was at a higher rank; for example, 

they used ‘your excellency’ and ‘sir’ to refer to their professor but used fewer formal expressions 

such as ‘man’ when apologizing to a friend who is considered to be in an equal position.  

Because these variables may affect the production of apologies, this study aims to 

investigate the speech act of apology in Jordan which is considered a high a context culture and 

in Canada which is considered a low context culture. This study will also measure the effect of 

power distance on the choice of apology strategies in these cultures. There are a few studies that 

have investigated how Jordanians apologize (Al-Sallal & Ahmed, 2020; Bataineh & Bataineh, 

2008; Hussein & Hammouri, 1998) however, these studies did not measure the effect of culture 

on the choice of apology. So, there is a scarcity in research on how Arabic Jordanian native 

speakers conduct apologies. At the time of the present study the speech act of apology has not 

been investigated in Canada. Nor was there any study which compared Jordanian’s realization of 

apology with Canadian’s. Therefore, this study aims to address this gap in the literature to gain a 

better understanding of the way each culture uses speech acts. 
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 The purpose of this study is two folds; firstly, this study is designed to examine the apology 

strategies performed by undergraduate students of two different cultures that may differ with 

respect to communication style: Canada (LCC) and Jordan (HCC). It will examine how they 

produce apologies using their native language which is English for Canada and Arabic in Jordan. 

Secondly, the apology strategies realized by each group will be compared to identify similarities 

and differences between the two countries. This study also aims to investigate whether power 

distance influences the choice of apology used by these cultures. Therefore, it will investigate how 

these cultures produce apologies when the person who is offended is at a low, high, or equal 

ranking position relative to the apologizer, and if there are any significant differences in the 

production of apologies in these cultures. Undergraduate students were chosen for this study 

because of their availability and convenience.  

 It is worth mentioning that this study only investigates how the participants involved in 

this study produced apologies; it does not investigate how the apologies are received or accepted 

by the hearer.  

 
1.2. Significance of the study 

 
This study will enrich our understanding on cross-cultural pragmatics as it will shed some 

light on the differences in apologies used in different cultures and the factors that produce such 

differences. The results of this study will have implications for teaching second and foreign 

language learners by helping us understand the possible differences between cultures which is 

important for the reasons mentioned above. Milleret (2007) mentions that pragmatic failure may 

cause misunderstandings, embarrassment, and outrage for the learners, so achieving pragmatic 

competence will reduce these factors from happening. For example, when greeting people in 

Chinese, people may say “Have you eaten” which is just a casual way of greeting and is not a 
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real question in that culture. However, a native English speaker might not know this about 

greetings in Chinese and might give a detailed answer to where they are going when it is not 

required (Ren & Liu, 2019). In this situation it can cause embarrassment since they did not know 

the pragmatic norms of that culture. Theoretically, the results of this study can reveal whether 

there are any differences between high and low context cultures in the production of apologies.   

This thesis is organized as follows: the second chapter provides more background 

information about the study and discusses related literature of apologies leading to the research 

questions, chapter three discusses the methodology of the study, including participants, data 

collection method, and data analysis, chapter four presents the results of the study, and chapter 

five provides a discussion, conclusions and implications of the results. 
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Chapter 2- Literature review 
 
 This chapter provides background information on the study. First, I discuss pragmatics 

and its relevance to speech acts. Second, I define the speech act of apology and present some of 

the strategies used to apologize. Third, I discuss some of the factors that can affect the 

production of apology, such as high and low context cultures and power distance. Fourth, I 

review previous studies on apology in different cultures followed by a review of the studies done 

on a Jordanian culture. Finally, I discuss some of the gaps in the literature and present the 

research questions for the study.  

 
2.1. Pragmatics and the role of speech acts 
 

Over the last decades, pragmatics has become one of the most important and top 

researched fields in linguistics (Martínez-Flor & Usó-Juan, 2010). Pragmatics is concerned with 

investigating how language is used in context (Levinson et al., 1983), contrast to semantics. 

Recanati (2004, p.7) explained the difference between the two terms; “Semantics deals with the 

literal meaning of words and sentences as determined by the rules of the language, while 

pragmatics deals with what users of the language mean by their utterances of words sentences”. 

For example, a sentence like “it’s hot in here” in semantics it could mean the temperature is hot, 

but with pragmatics it could be an indication for someone to lower the AC or open a window to 

make the place cooler.  

However, when language users cannot get their meaning across, pragmatic failure may 

occur. Pragmatic failure is “the inability to understand what is meant by what is said” (Thomas, 

1983 p. 2) which may lead to misunderstandings between speakers. Thomas (1983) divided 

pragmatic failure into two types: pragmalinguistic failure and sociopragmatic failure. The former 

occurs when the speaker says something that does not agree with the linguistic structure of the 
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native speaker. For example, in Russian ‘konesno’ (of course) is often used as ‘yes’ to convey an 

enthusiastic affirmative. In English an expression such as ‘yes indeed’ in used to convey these 

messages. So, a sentence such as, “is this restaurant good? “of course (in Russian).” In English 

this reply implies that the speaker has asked about something that is already obvious. The answer 

"of course" in Russian can come across as rude or even insulting in response to a genuine 

question (Thomas, 1983, p.102). The latter occurs when a speaker's language use does not 

achieve the intended communicative goals in a particular social context due to cultural 

differences. Thomas (1983) argues that language use is not only determined by linguistic 

knowledge but also by the social and cultural background of the speaker. For example, a speaker 

who uses a nonverbal gesture that is common in their own culture but offensive in another 

culture could result in sociopragmatic failure. This implies that to avoid pragmatic failure, the 

language learner needs to develop communicative competence, that comprises in addition to 

grammatical competence, knowledge, and use of the appropriate sociocultural rules of the target 

language (Barron, 2003). Therefore, understanding the culture of the target language plays a 

significant role when learning that language. The centrality of culture in teaching pragmatics is 

supported by Wierzbicka (2010) who pointed out: “What matters most from the point of view of 

intercultural communication is not the form of one’s utterances, but their meaning, …which 

reflect cultural values” (p. 51).  

Thus, having pragmatic competence is essential when learning any language, since it will 

enhance the learner’s communication competency (Mao, 2021, Eslami et al., 2015). Pragmatic 

competence, is “the ability to use language effectively in order to achieve a specific purpose and 

to understand language in context.” (Thomas, 1983, p. 92). Blum-Kulka and Olshtain (1984) 

mention that pragmatic failures caused by second language speakers is linked to “cross 
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linguistics differences in speech act rules” (p.1). Cohen (2005) mentions that effective speech act 

performance involves both the appropriate selection and use of pragmalinguistic forms and 

performing the speech act in the correct context and time while taking into account the 

sociopragmatic norms of the speech community and the specific situation. Thus, investigating 

speech acts is essential in helping students produce more contextually accurate speech. 

  Speech acts are actions performed by utterances (Searle, 1969) such as greeting, 

thanking, promising, and apologizing. Speech acts can be direct or indirect. Direct speech acts 

are when the speaker says an utterance and means exactly and literally what is said by the 

utterance (Searle, 1975). For example, if the speaker says, “I am sorry for my behaviour” the 

speaker is directly apologizing by saying the word ‘sorry.’ However, indirect speech acts are not 

as simple; they are when the speaker utters a sentence but intends for it to have a different 

meaning than what it is uttered (Searle, 1975). Therefore, the hearer must derive the actual 

meaning from what is said. For example, if someone says “it’s my fault” the speaker intends to 

take responsibility for an action, so it is an indirect way of apologizing. Although speech acts are 

universal, they differ in use depending on the language and context of the situation (Blum-Kulka, 

1980). Selinker and Gass (2008) also agree with the universality of speech acts, and state that the 

form of speech acts differs from one culture to another. 

  Searle (1969) classified speech acts into five main categories: 

1. Assertives: To commit the speaker to the truth of what is expressed. The easiest test of an 

assertive is can you categorize it as true or false. For example: ‘we went to the beach.’  

2. Directives: An attempt to get the hearer to perform an action, by either suggesting or 

inviting them to do it. For example, ‘open the window.’ 
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3. Commissives: To commit the speaker to a future action. E.g. promises. For example: ‘I 

promise, I’ll take out the trash tomorrow’  

4. Declarations: They change the state, status, or position of someone immediately if 

performed successfully. For example, declaring that someone is fired or married.  

5. Expressives: Are used to express the psychological state of the speaker. For example, 

apologies. 

 Apologies which are the focus of this study fall under expressive speech acts, where the 

speaker is trying to express their feelings or psychological state. The next section discusses them 

further.  

2.2.  The speech act of apology 
 
 Studying apologies is important because they are considered to be one of the remedial 

devices used after an offence has happened to help maintain social harmony between individuals 

(Goffman, 1971). Apologies are described as social lubricant (Wagatsuma & Rosett, 1986); 

when they are performed appropriately and correctly they can help with repairing any harm in a 

relationship between the offender and the offended (Engel, 2002). Blum-Kulka and Olshtain 

(1984) states that apologies are post-event acts which take place after an event has happened. 

Olshtain (1989, p. 156) states that an apology is ‘‘a speech act which is intended to provide 

support for the hearer who was actually or potentially effected by a violation.”  

 To investigate apologies and understand how they are used across different cultures and 

languages, researchers have classified them into different categories. These categories are often 

referred to as apology strategies or coding schemes and are used by researchers when analyzing 

data. Blum-Kulka and Olshtain (1984) proposed the below strategies that people across cultures 

typically use to apologize.  
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1) Apology expressions using an explicit/ direct strategy:  

a) Illocutionary force indicating device (IFID): Which are formulaic expressions that 

signal remorse. They include performative verbs such as ‘sorry’, ‘excuse me’, forgive 

me’, ‘ apologize.’ They are considered direct apologies since they are said using a 

direct utterance of apology. 

2)  Expressing apologies using implicit/ indirect strategies: Apologies expressed indirectly 

without specifically using IFID this can be done in the following ways: 

a) An explanation or account of a cause: When the speaker provides an explanation 

for the offense committed. E.g., there was traffic that is why I was late. 

b) An offer of repair: The speaker offers to replace or repair a damage caused by an 

offense. For example: in an offense where the speaker accidently breaks someone glasses 

they might apologize by offering to buy them new ones. E.g., ‘ let me buy you a new pair.’  

c) Promise of forbearance: The speaker promises or states an action will not happen 

again. E.g., It will not happen again.  

d) Assessment of responsibility: This category has three other sub-categories which 

are listed below: 

1) Expressing self-deficiency: e.g., “you know me, I’m never on time.” (p. 207). 

2) Explicit self-blame: e.g., “It is my fault/mistake.” (p. 208). 

3) Denial of fault: e.g., It is not my fault.  

 Apologies can also be modified by adding intensifiers (Blum-Kulka & Olshtain, 1984); 

this happens mostly to IFID’s where the speaker can do so by: 
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• Adding adverbs: “I’m very sorry”, “I’m deeply sorry.”  

• Doubling the intensifier/ adverb: I’m very very sorry. 

 2.3. Factors affecting the use of apology 
 

Apologies are considered to be universal, however, they are used differently depending 

on certain factors such as culture, contextual factors (e.g., power of the hearer), age, gender, or 

the severity of offense (Blum-Kulka & Olshtain, 1984). Blum-Kulka (1980) concluded that the 

same speech act pattern which is acceptable in one culture might be offensive or rude in another. 

For example, Chamanin and Zareipur (2012) state that apologizing in an American culture by 

only saying ‘sorry’ might be acceptable. However, in a Persian culture one might have to give an 

explanation with the apology for it to be acceptable. They explain the reason behind this is 

because Persians consider an apology such as ‘sorry’ for an offense to be weak and 

inconsiderate. Therefore, when learning how to use speech acts one must master knowledge of 

the socio-cultural norms that are peculiar to a community to avoid misunderstandings and 

misinterpretations (Cohen, 2005). Thus, due to culture’s importance in speech act production, the 

following section introduces two types of cultures which will be investigated in this study: high 

and low context cultures. In addition to this, it will discuss a contextual factor called “power 

distance” which is taken as a variable in the current study.  

 
  2.3.1. High and low context cultures  
 
 As discussed above to become a competent speaker in a certain language, one must learn 

how to use language in its appropriate context. Learning a language goes beyond learning 

alphabet, meanings, grammar, and syntax; one needs to take account for “learning the behavior 

of the society and its cultural customs” (Yuldashev, 2022, p. 889). Baydak et al., (2015) argued 
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that language cannot be studied in separation from culture. Spencer-Oatay (2008) state that 

“Culture is a fuzzy set of attitudes, beliefs, behavioural conventions, and basic assumptions and 

values that are shared by a group of people, and that influence each member's behaviour and 

each member's interpretations of the 'meaning' of other people's behaviour” (p. 16). Common 

among definitions of culture is that culture is a collective, shared phenomenon and significantly 

affects human behavior, including the way people communicate and interact. Tannen (1984) 

stated that “Communication, is by its very nature, culturally relative” (p. 8). Hence, learning a 

language and its culture should go hand in hand. Therefore, due to the importance of culture in 

learning a language, the present study will investigate two cultures: high and low context 

cultures.  

 Edward Hall is an American anthropologist and a founding father of intercultural 

communication. In his book Beyond Culture (1976) he introduces the concept of ‘high context’ 

and ‘low context’ cultures to help understand cultural differences. He categorized these cultures 

based on the level of context they depend on in communication. They will be referred to as 

‘HCC’ and ‘LCC’ respectively. Hall and Hall (1990) as cited in (Würtz, 2005) ranked Japan, 

Arab countries and Greece as high context cultures and they ranked North America, 

Scandinavian countries, and German countries as low context cultures. It is worth mentioning 

that he did not categorize cultures as being exclusively high or low context; instead, he places 

them on a continuum with some cultures falling toward the high end and some falling toward the 

low end of the continuum (Hall, 1976).  

 High context cultures are considered to be more collectivistic; so, people in these cultures 

may have close and intimate relationships with one another and may be deeply involved with one 

another (Bai, 2016). When facing conflicts, people in HCC are most likely to repress their 
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feelings to maintain harmonious relationships and bonds with each other (Kim et al., 1998). The 

value priority in HCC communication style is “don’t say anything that will hurt the other’s 

feelings” ( Ting-Toomey & Ching, 2012, p. 123). Also, a structure of social hierarchy may exist 

within these cultures (Bai, 2016). As a result of these intimate relationships, Hall (1976) states 

that “most of the information [in their communication] is either in the physical context or 

internalized in the person, while very little is in the coded, explicit part of the message [or 

utterance].” (p. 79). So, their messages are considered to be more indirect; therefore, non-verbal 

behaviour such as body language, facial expressions, gestures etc. may be taken into 

consideration to help understand messages (Bai, 2016). Ting-Toomey and Ching (2012) state 

that HCC’s use receiver sensitive values, where the receiver of the message has the responsibility 

to decode the hidden contextual meaning of the intended message.   

 On the other hand, in low context cultures people are considered to be more 

individualistic and may relatively have little involvement with one another. So, society in general 

may impose less on individuals’ lives, and the role of social hierarchy may not exist as much in 

these cultures (Kim et al, 1998). As a result of this, Hall (1976) states “the mass of information 

[in their communication] is vested in the explicit code.” (p. 79).  The meaning of the utterance 

may be explicitly found in the actual words being said. Thus, people in this these cultures may 

communicate more directly and bluntly and are assumed to have more sender-oriented values, 

where the speaker takes on the responsibility to construct clear messages so that the receiver can 

decode it easily (Ting-Toomey & Ching, 2012). Although these cultures are categorized this 

way, these characteristics and values are not consistent with each individual of these cultures 

(Richardson & Smith, 2007).  
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 To the best of my knowledge, I did not find any studies that empirically investigated the 

validity of Hall’s views on the choice of apology used in different cultures. However, there is 

one study done by Guan et al., (2009) which referred to HC/LC cultures when analyzing its 

results. This study tested American, Chinese and Koreans cultures propensities to apologize and 

they investigated whether the cultural dimension of collectivism and individualism would be 

useful for interpreting the results. However, they found that these dimensions were not helpful 

when explaining the differences found (which were that Americans had stronger propensities to 

apologize than Korea and Japan). So, they referred to HCC and LCC to try and interpret these 

results. They state that since LCC may rely on the explicit code, their apologies may be explicit 

and direct. In contrast to HCC where they might speak in a more indirect way and may rely on 

context; therefore, they believe their apologies would be more indirect and the meaning could be 

taken from something other than what is said. They concluded that Americans had stronger 

propensities to apologize because they are a LCC and so they feel the need to explicitly 

apologize more than Korea and Japan which are HCC. 

 Moreover, from the characteristics of each culture it is shown that HCC and LCC may 

have different ways of communicating and may have different views on social relationships, 

where in HCC they may value the role of social hierarchy so people may be treated differently 

based on their ranking, in contrast to LCC where the role of social hierarchy may not be valued 

as much. Therefore, these cultures may communicate differently depending on the ranking of the 

person they are speaking to. For example, in a Chinese culture, students are taught to obey and 

respect the teacher since they are considered to be at a higher ranking from the students and not 

to challenge or contradict them, but in a western culture the class is often student-centered, and 

the teacher is often not thought to be as superior to students and it is often not considered rude to 
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disagree or contradict teachers (Hong, 2008). Therefore, in this situation students may 

communicate differently to teachers based on how they view their ranking. This brings us to the 

other variable of this study which is power distance which will be introduced in the next section.  

 2.3.2. Power distance  
 
 Power distance is the level of unequal distribution of power in a society; for example, 

inequalities in power, wealth, authority, etc. (Hofstede, 1980). The level of acceptance of 

inequality shapes how people may interact. Societies with a higher-level acceptance of power, 

may perceive and treat people differently depending on their status, level of authority, 

organizational positions, and their role/rank in the social hierarchy which could be based on the 

family name, age, occupation, etc. (Samovar et al., 2016). In contrast, societies with a lower 

level of acceptance of power, may perceive people to be equals and may not treat people 

differently based on their hierarchal position, status, or power (Samovar et al., 2016).  

 Brown and Levinson (1987) developed a model of politeness based of Gofman’s (1967) 

concept of face, which is defined as a person’s public self-image. They state that everyone has 

two types of face, the first is ‘positive face’; which is the positive self-image that people have 

and their desire for that image to be appreciated and approved by others in an interaction. The 

second is ‘negative face’; which is the need to not be impeded by others e.g., freedom of 

thoughts and actions. They continue to argue that during our daily conversations individuals 

want to maintain their face and avoid making face threating acts (FTAs), which are actions that 

may threaten or damage a person’s face, such as criticisms, offers, orders etc. Therefore, Brown 

and Levinson (1987) proposed four politeness strategies to try and minimize the degree of threat 

to face when using FTA’s: on record politeness, positive politeness, negative politeness, and off 

record politeness. On record politeness is when the speaker communicates directly and clearly 
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without trying to minimize the degree of imposition to the hearer’s face. For example, direct 

request in an emergency, ‘help.’ Positive politeness supports the hearers positive face by trying 

to minimize the degree of distance between the hearer and the speaker. For example, using in 

group titles to address the hearer such as honey, mom etc. For instance, saying ‘open the window 

dear’, is considered more polite than saying ‘open then window.’ Negative politeness is when the 

speaker tries to avoid imposing on the hearer’s negative face. Such as giving orders can be done 

in an interrogative way e.g., “May I have your attention?” Off record politeness is an indirect 

strategy where the speaker says something with ambiguity and relies on the hearer to interpret 

the intended meaning. For example, if two people are in a meeting and someone says, “I have a 

lot of work to do,” the other person would understand that this means that he has to leave the 

meeting.  

 Brown and Levinson (1987) assumed that politeness is universal; however, different 

cultures use these strategies differently depending on how they perceive the degree or ‘weight’ of 

the FTA. The weight of an FTA represents the threat level of the speech act on a person’s face, 

which is measured depending on three variables: First, the level of social distance between the 

speaker and hearer, which is the degree of unfamiliarity between interlocuters. Second, the 

relative power between the speaker and hearer. Third, the degree of imposition of the act (the 

severity of offense). These three variables are culture specific and are perceived differently 

depending on the culture. The next section provides some literature on the speech act of apology 

and the effect of power on its production in some cultures.  
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2.4. Studies on the use of apologies across cultures 
 
 Based on what was mentioned above the use of apologies is thought to differ across 

cultures. Trouillot (2000) states that: 

 
“Apologies are culture specific, what obtains as a satisfactory expression of remorse 

between two parties involved in an automobile accident in New York may not work 

between two Caribbean peasants involved in a land feud.” (p. 175) 

 
 One of the first studies that investigated the speech act of Apology was done by Blum–

Kulka et al. (1984), where they studied requests and apologies. They investigated the similarities 

and differences in the production of these two speech acts across 8 different languages: French, 

German, Australian English, American English, British English, Hebrew, Danish, and Russian. 

Data was collected using a discourse competition task questionnaire which contained different 

situations. One conclusion they came up with was that although apologies and requests are 

universal they vary in use across different cultures and languages. Furthermore, following this 

project there has been a number of studies which investigated apologies in multiple languages 

and cultures. 

 Another study done by Chamani and Zareipur (2010) examined the apology strategies 

used by native British English speakers and Persian speakers. The apologies in British English 

were collected from the spoken part of British National Corpus; the researchers selected 500 

examples from the corpus. Similarly, for the apologies in Persian the researchers chose 500 

apology exchanges from a corpus which were collected by one of the authors (the name of the 

corpus is not mentioned). The authors collected the data for the corpus by observing apologies in 

their natural setting (so spoken) and then writing what they observed. It was collected in four 
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cities in Iran. The results show that Persian speakers typically used more than one strategy when 

apologising; the most frequent apology they used was an explicit apology which was “forgive” 

and minimizing the responsibility for the offense, explanations, and justification. In contrast to 

English speakers who only used a single strategy which was IFID in most situations, for example 

they responded with the word “sorry” for most of the situations. The authors state that if an 

English speaker apologizes to a Persian speaker for a serious offence using only the word ‘sorry’, 

they will likely be seen as inconsiderate, because Persians see this form of apology to be too 

weak. They state that being unaware of differences between cultures will result in 

misunderstandings and cultural clashes. 

 Byon (2005) investigated the socio-pragmatic features of American learners of Korean in 

the Korean speech act of apology. The participants were 150 college students which were split 

into three groups: the first group consisted of 50 American Korean foreign language learners, the 

second was 50 Korean native speakers and the third was 50 American- English native speakers. 

Data was collected using a written discourse completion task questionnaire which was designed 

to investigate systematic variations of power and distance. The results showed that the three 

groups used similar strategies, but they differed in frequency of use. Any significant differences 

were not tested. The strategies used were typically an expression of regret followed by 

explanation and/or offer of repair. Korean native speakers were more expressive, used a variety 

of strategies and they also used titles, such as professor. The results also showed that power and 

distance played a role in determining apology performance. However, Korean native speakers 

reflected stronger power sensitivity than native American English speakers. Koreans also 

continued to keep a distance between them and their professors by using titles to address them 

unlike American English speakers who addressed the professors they were familiar with using 



 

 

19 

their first names. The researchers explain that these results are because Koreans are more 

collectivistic and hierarchical compared to Americans. Barnlund and Yoshioka (1990) found in 

their investigation of the apology strategies used by Japanese and American university students 

that Americans tended to adapt their apologies less to the status of the addressee and they did not 

value maintaining social harmony as much as the Japanese participants.  

Similarly, Hodeib (2019) conducted a study on the apology strategies used by native 

speakers of Syrian Arabic. Data was collected from 45 university students using a discourse 

completion test questionnaire. The results showed that Syrians apologies were influenced by the 

power and status of the hearer. They state that IFIDs were mostly used when the speaker was of 

older age and in a higher status but when the hearer was in an equal position for example a 

friend, IFID appeared in lower frequency. They also found that Syrians used culturally specific 

strategies to conduct apologies such as using God’s name (Allah), for example they said 

‘InshaAllah this will not happen again’, which means ‘god willing this will not happen again’. 

They also used proverbs, for example they said, “plant it in my beard” (this is translated to 

English) this expression means that the participant is taking full responsibility for the offense and 

asking the offender to let it go. Rizk (1997) conducted a study on the apology strategies used by 

Palestinian, Saudi, Moroccan, Syrian, Lebanese, Jordanian, Yemeni, Tunisian, Libyan, and 

Egyptian participants, he found that when the offense was against children, Arabs did not use 

direct apologies instead they used indirect speech to make the child feel better, such as, offering 

food or telling the children not to be sad.  
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2.5. Apologies in Jordanian culture 
 

There has been some research conducted on how Jordanians apologize in comparison to 

other cultures. One study was done by Bataineh and Bataineh (2008) which compared the 

apology strategies used by native speakers of American English and native speakers of Jordanian 

Arabic. Data was collected using a written questionnaire which contained 10 situations that 

require an apology. The study analyzed its results by using numbers and percentages to 

determine the number of times each strategy was used. They found some differences between the 

two cultures; Jordanians used a higher number of strategies (three expressions of apology, two 

expressions of apology and two intensifiers, three expressions of apology and one intensifier, and 

three expressions of apology and two intensifiers) compared to the American participants who 

mainly used one expression of apology which was a direct expression: “sorry, excuse me, forgive 

me.” The researchers concluded that this was because “Jordanian respondents’ tendency to 

exaggerate their expression of apology, probably in an attempt to win the victim’s sympathy.” 

(p.815). These finding go along with Al-Sallal and Ahmed (2020) where they investigated the 

apology strategies used by Jordanians speaking Jordanian Arabic and they found that Jordanians 

used multiple apology strategies to apologize, which were IFID, assessment of responsibility , 

promise of forbearance and offering an explanation.  

 Hussein and Hammouri (1998) conducted a similar study where they investigated the 

similarities and differences between the apology strategies used by American English speakers 

and Jordanian Arabic speakers. The participants were given a discourse completion task 

questionnaire which consisted of 18 situations that require an apology. Data was analyzed using 

frequencies and percentages to determine the strategies used by both groups without measuring 

any significant differences. The results show that compared to American participants, the 
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Jordanian participants used more varieties of apology strategies. Additionally, the study showed 

that contrary to the American subjects who used concise strategies, Jordanian participants used 

more elaborate strategies. Additionally, the study revealed that when the victim was in a higher 

rank, such as a professor, Jordanian subjects included honorific forms in their apology strategies 

like ‘sir’, or ‘your excellency’ to refer to the person who was offended. A study conducted on a 

sample of Jordanian university students revealed that when apologizing to a superior the 

apologizer used more intensifiers, explanations, and formal strategies than when apologising to 

an equal ranking individual (Al-Sobh, 2013). A qualitative study by Banikalef et al., (2015) 

showed that Jordanians would adapt their use of apology strategies according to the power of the 

hearer. Al-Khaza'leh and ZainalAriff (2015) investigated the influence of social distance and 

social power on the perceptions of apologies (the severity of the offence, the possibility of the 

offender apology, the difficulty of the apology by the offender and the likelihood of apology 

acceptance by the hearer) in three different groups: Jordanian second language English speakers, 

Jordanian non-English speakers, and English native speakers at the British council in Amman. 

The participants were given 2 questionnaires: the first was a scaled response questionnaire which 

was used to measure four contextual variables (severity of the offense, possibility of apologising 

by the speaker, difficulty of apology by the speaker and the likelihood of apology acceptance by 

the hearer) on a 5 point scale (1 being the lowest and 5 the highest) they combined this 

questionnaire with a discourse completion task questionnaire which consisted of 12 offensive 

situations in order to assess the participants perceptions of the variables mentioned above. The 

results showed that Jordanian speakers were more sensitive to hierarchical power than English 

native speakers. The study revealed that when an offense was committed against individuals with 

lower social power, the offense was not perceived as very severe by Jordanians in high social 
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power positions. Jordanians’ perception of the severity of the offence was significantly lower 

than that of the English native speakers. However, when the offense was against higher social 

power individuals, Jordanians perceived the severity of the offense higher (though statistically 

insignificant) than the English native speakers. This shows how the power of the offended may 

affect the choice of apology strategy used and how some cultures regard it as something more 

important to consider when apologizing than other cultures.  

 
  2.6. Gaps in the literature and the aim of the present study 
 

As reviewed above, there have been numerous studies which have investigated the 

production of apologies across different cultures and languages. However, up to my knowledge 

there has not been any studies which compared the apology strategies used by high and low 

context cultures. In addition to this, after an extensive search of the literature on apologies I did 

not find any which investigated how Canadians produce apologies. This gap needs to be 

addressed to understand the cultures pragmatic norms to help people acquiring the language to 

become more competent speakers. Furthermore, there have been only a few studies which 

investigated how Jordanians produce apologies compared to other cultures but there has not been 

any which compared them to Canadians. Also, the focus of these studies was not to compare 

high and low context cultures for example Bataineh and Batinaeh (2008) and Al-Sallal, and 

Ahmed ( 2020) investigated the influence of gender on the apology strategies used by 

Jordanians. Hussein and Hammouri (1998) only acknowledged the effect of culture on the use of 

the apology strategies by Jordanians, they attributed the difference to “the influence of Islamic 

culture on the patterns of thought and speech of Jordanians” (p.47). However, they did not 

explicitly incorporate culture or discuss HC/LC cultures as an explanatory factor in their study. 

Instead, they just talked about the differences in general without placing a specific reason to why 
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the results came out this way. Thus, the explanation provided by Hussein and Hammouri (1998) 

is an anecdotal that needs to be empirically verified.  

  Thus, this study aims to empirically examine whether there are any distinctions in the 

apology strategies produced between two cultures: high and low context cultures (Jordan and 

Canada respectively), by investigating if there are any differences between these two cultures 

regarding the use of apology strategies. It is important to study these cultures to reduce any 

misunderstandings that may happen due to differences in communication between these cultures. 

Also, to examine if Hall’s views which were made in 1976 can be used to discuss cultures in 

current times. The study will also examine if power distance has an effect on the choice of 

apologies between these two cultures. This is important to examine because apologies may differ 

depending on the ranking of the person who was offended. For example, Holmes (1990) in her 

investigation of apologies in New Zealand English found that that the closer the relationship 

between interlocutors, the less elaborated apologies will be. However, other studies show that the 

less distance between interlocutors the more elaborated apologies are. For example, Cohen et al., 

(1986) found that strangers received more intensified apologies than friends. This suggests that 

different cultures might view the effect of power and distance differently and based on that their 

apology styles might differ. Therefore, it is important to examine how different cultures 

apologize to people in different ranking positions to help people apologize appropriately in order 

to help maintain relationships.  

The study will attempt to answer the following research questions:  
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 2.7. Research questions: 
 

1.  What apology strategies do Jordanian native Arabic undergraduate students (representing 

high context cultures) use to apologize to people in high, low, and equal ranking positions? 

 
 

2. What apology strategies do Canadian native English undergraduate students (representing 

low context cultures) use to apologize to people in high, low, and equal ranking 

positions? 

 
 

3. Are there any significant differences in the apology strategies used by Jordanian Arabic 

native undergraduate speakers from high context cultures in comparison to Canadian 

English native undergraduate speakers from low context cultures? If so, can these 

differences be interpreted using the characteristics of high and low context cultures?  
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Chapter 3- Methodology 
 
 This chapter discusses the methodology for the study. First, I describe the characteristics 

of the participants. Then, I introduce the data collection instrument followed by details on the 

data collection procedure. Finally, I describe how the data was analyzed.  

 
3.1. Participants 

 
 The study recruited a total of 40 participants, which included 20 participants from Canada 

and 20 participants from Jordan; all of them were undergraduate students. Undergraduate 

students were chosen because of their availability and convenience. Also, by limiting the study to 

only undergraduates, age consistency could be easily maintained for both groups. This is because 

apologies may differ depending on the age of the apologizer (Blum-Kulka & Olshtain, 1984). 

The participants were anonymous as the questionnaire used to collect the data did not contain 

any identifiers. The questionnaire will be discussed further in the next section. The participants 

were recruited by email or social media, as most of them were personal contacts or people that 

knew the researchers contacts. They were divided into two groups: 

Ø The first group consisted of 20 undergraduate students, who were born in Jordan, and 

spoke Arabic as a native language. It included 12 females and 8 males. Their ages ranged 

from 20-23 years old. The mean age of the participants is 20.9.  
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Table 1: Characteristics of Jordanian participants  

 
Total number of participants= 20 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Ø The second group consisted of 20 undergraduate students who were born in Canada and 

English was their native language. It had 13 females and 7 males. Their ages ranged from 

19-31 years old, with only two participants being above 23 years; one was 25 and the 

other was 31 years old. The mean age of the participants is 20.9.  

 

 

 

 
 
 
 

Gender 

Female 

Male  

n 

12 

8 

Age 

20 years  

21 years  

22 years  

23 years 

 

6 

10 

3 

1 

Level of education  

Undergraduate  

 

 20  

Place of birth  

Jordan 

 

20  

Native Language  

Arabic 

 

 20  
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Table 2: Characteristics of Canadian participants  

Total number of participants = 20 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 The students were only asked what their native language was, they were not asked if they 

spoke any other language as this was not relevant to the study. Since this study is only meant to 

investigate the effect of culture on the production of apologies and not the effect of language on 

apologies. The only thing that mattered was that the student’s native language was Arabic or 

English since these are the official languages in Jordan and Canada respectively.  

 

 

Gender: 

Female 

Male  

n 

13 

7 

Age: 

19 years  

20 years  

21 years  

22 years  

23 years  

25 years 

31 years 

 

2 

5 

5 

3 

3 

1 

1 

Level of education:  

Undergraduate  

 

 20  

Place of birth: 

Canada 

 

20  

Native Language:  

English  

 

 20  
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3.2. Data collection instrument  
 
 This section provides a description of the data collection instrument for the present study 

and the data collection procedure.  

3.2.1. Discourse competition task  
 
 Discourse completion task (DCT) is one of the methods that have been widely used in the 

field of pragmatics; their purpose is mainly to investigate speech acts (Jebahi, 2011). DCT 

questionnaires consist of a description of a number of hypothetical scenarios that elicit a specific 

response from the participants. This response is typically the speech act under investigation 

(Ogiermann, 2018). One of the first studies to use DCT to investigate speech acts was Blum-

Kulka (1980) in her study on the use of requests by learners of Hebrew. Following this study, 

many researchers have successfully used DCT’s to investigate speech acts; for example, 

(Alzumor, 2011; Blum-Kulka & Olshtain, 1984; Byon, 2005; Hossein & Hammouri, 1998).  

 There are written and oral DCTs. An oral DCT is administered through audio recordings 

or verbally. The participants listen to a recorded description of a situation and they are asked to 

respond orally what they would say in that situation; their response is then recorded using a 

different recorder (Brown & Ahn, 2011). A written DCT is a questionnaire which consists of a 

number of written situations (scenarios) that elicit a specific response from the participant 

(Bardovi-Harlig & Hartford, 2005). These situations can be written in different ways, one way is 

by having a prompt or a line in a dialogue in which the participants respond to what they would 

do in that situation. Below is an example from Bardovi-Harlig and Hartford (1993 p.163) study 

on rejection of advice: 
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Your advisor sugests that you take a course that you have already taken. 

Advisor: If you're interested in Phonology I strongly suggest that you take Professor Smith's 

410”  

In the example above the student were given a line of dialogue which they had to respond to.  

 Another way DCT questionnaires could be written is by making them open ended. In 

these questionnaires the participants are provided with a description of a situation and are asked 

what or how they would respond to the situation. This example was taken from Hossein and 

Hammouri (1998, p. 50) study on apologies: 

 “You are a cashier in a bank. When you hand some money to a customer, some of it falls down 

on the floor. If this situation were real, what would you say?”  

  Some DCT can be closed ended, in which the situation ends with a closing line of the 

dialogue: 

“A student has borrowed a book from her teacher, which she promised to return today. When 

meeting her teacher, however, she realizes that she forgot to bring it along. Teacher: Miriam, I 

hope you brought the book I lent you. 

Miriam: ______________________________________________________. 

Teacher: OK, but please remember it next week” (Blum-Kulka, House & Kasper 1989: 14). 

In the blank space above, besides the name Miriam, the students must fill in their response. 

Another version of a closed ended DCT, is a multiple-choice questionnaire, where the 

participants are provided with a situation and are asked to choose from a list of choices what they 

would say in that situation. Below is an example of this method from (Tanaka & Kawade (1982 

p. 26): 

“It's raining heavily. You want to borrow an umbrella from Mr. Brown. He is the owner of a 
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grocery store and an old acquaintance of you 

1 . I want you to lend me an umbrella. 

2. Would you lend me an umbrella? 

3. Lend me an umbrella. 

4. I would appreciate it if you could lend me an umbrella. 

5. Can you lend me an umbrella? 

6. Lend me an umbrella, will you” 

 
 The present research used an open-ended written DCT questionnaire for collecting the 

data. This version was chosen to give the participants the opportunity to respond using their own 

words and in the way they see fit without any assistance from the researcher. DCT written 

questionnaire was chosen as a data collection method for this study for the following reasons:  

DCT written questionnaires allow the researcher to design the questionnaire in a way to gain the 

desired data. Thus, researchers can control variables such as gender, power, distance, etc. 

(Sweeney & Hua, 2015). Additionally, the data can be gathered in a short amount of time (Byon, 

2005). Written DCTs enable the researcher to translate the questionnaire to any language; 

therefore, it gives researchers the opportunity to compare data between different cultures and 

languages using the same situations, which would be impossible to replicate if it were naturally 

occurring data (Nelson et al., 2000). Finally, written DCT’s allow researchers to find culturally 

specific patterns in the use of speech acts (Ogiermann, 2018), which makes them a practical 

method to help researchers find out what is considered a culturally appropriate response in any 

given context.  

 Moreover, oral DCT’s were not chosen because of the time-consuming nature of 

transcribing the data. Another reason was because it was feared that some individuals' may be 
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reluctant to having their responses recorded using recording devices; therefore, it might have 

been difficult to gather participants. An additional reason is because the presence of the 

researcher might affect the way the participants respond (Cyluk, 2013). 

 
3.2.2. The questionnaire  

 
 An online version of a DCT questionnaire was used to collect data for this study, which 

was applied on Google Forms, an online tool from Google, that allows its users to make quizzes, 

surveys, and questionnaires. An online version of the questionnaire was chosen because it was 

more convenient. Since some of the participants were from Jordan and the researcher could not 

physically go there to collect their responses, it was decided that the most efficient way was to 

distribute the questionnaire online to gather the data. Also, reading participants handwriting 

sometimes can be confusing and one might misread things so to avoid any mistakes when 

analyzing the data this was a safer approach. The questionnaire consisted of a description of nine 

hypothetical scenarios that require an apology (see appendix A). In the first six situations of the 

questionnaire the students were asked to imagine themselves in each scenario and answer what 

they would say in each situation, at the end of situation they were asked “if this situation were 

real what would you say to the…”. They were told that there are no wrong or right answers and 

to answer as they see fit. The last three situations were different in that the students were asked 

in each situation to imagine they were representing a different role. For example, in situation 7, 

they were asked to imagine that they were a doctor with one of their patients and they kept 

coughing while speaking to the patient; they were asked if this situation were real what would 

you say to the patient. In situation 8, they were asked to imagine that they were a professor who 

had forgotten the students’ exam papers for an exam the students were taking today. In situation 

9, the participants were asked to imagine that they were a principal of a public school and they 
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were in a hurry, so they ran into a student carrying a pile of papers which fell all over the floor. 

In all these situations the students were asked if they were real what would they say to the person 

who was offended (see appendix A). Each situation represented a distinct power distance level 

which were high, low, or equal. The apologetic scenario in situations 1, 4 and 5, represented a 

person in a lower-ranking position to high power distance level ( a person in a higher-ranking 

position relative to the offender) which were, a professor, a mother, and a manager respectively. 

Situation 2, 3 and 6 represented an equal power distance, such as brother, friend, and best friend 

respectively. Situation 7, 8 and 9 which were discussed above, represented a high to low power 

distance level. The power levels were represented this way based on previous literature, for 

example, Holtgraves and Joong-Nam (1990) considered a boss and a professor to have a higher 

level of power compared to an employee and a student. They also considered friend to have 

equal power. Additionally, Wood and Kroger (1991) considered a doctor and a parent to be 

higher in power compared to a patient and a child. 

 The scenarios for the present study were adapted from (Hossein & Hammouri, 1998). 

The questionnaire was piloted by the previous researchers by first giving the questionnaire to a 

group of 20 participants; the students were given 32 situations in order to establish the contextual 

appropriateness of the situations in eliciting an apology. The situations which were unsuccessful 

in eliciting an apologetic response were changed or eliminated by the researchers. So, by the end 

of the piloting process their questionnaire resulted in only 18 situations. Since they had already 

piloted it and ensured that the situations require an apology, the present questionnaire for this 

study was not piloted. However, the questionnaire was given to a total of 4 students; two had the 

same characteristics of the Jordanian group and two had the same characteristics of the Canadian 

group. They were asked to read the situations and determine if they viewed these as situations 
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that are likely to happen and if they thought they required an apology or not. The participants all 

agreed that the situations adapted from the previous researchers do require an apology. So, they 

were used in the study.  

 The questionnaire did not include any identifiers; however, it did include a section to 

collect some background information on the participants such as, level of education, native 

language, age, etc.. see Appendix A). This is to ensure that the participants for the study were as 

required. There were two versions of the questionnaire: the first is an English version which was 

administered to the Canadian participants (see appendix A). The second was an Arabic translated 

version of the questionnaire and was given to the Jordanian participants (see appendix B). The 

questionnaire was translated by a professional Arabic/English translator in Jordan. To ensure the 

accuracy of the translation and to assure that the statements translated were equivalent to the 

original English statements, it was back translated by a Jordanian native Arabic speaking 

associate professor who spoke English as a second language. The back translation process 

yielded successful results, with most sentences accurately reflecting the original meaning. 

However, a few sentences did not exactly match the original ones but still conveyed the intended 

meaning. Thus, the situations remained the same as the original translation without modifying 

them. The participants were asked to answer the questionnaire in their native language, so the 

Canadian group answered in English and the Jordanian group answered in Arabic. 

 
3.3. Data Analysis 

 
 First, the open-ended questionnaire responses were converted into numerical scores. This 

was done by first reading the participants responses and identifying the apologetic response then 

coding it into its correct category. The data was coded using Blum-Kulka and Olshtain (1984) 

coding scheme which was discussed in section 2.2. These were illocutionary force indicating 
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device, promise of forbearance, offer of explanation, offer of repair and assessment of 

responsibility which had three sub-categories: expressing self-deficiency, explicit self-blame, 

and denial of responsibility.  

 To ensure the reliability of the data analysis, all the data from both groups was coded 

alongside one applied linguistics student form Jordan. They were briefed about what the study 

was and were given an explanation of the strategies. Before analyzing the actual data, the 

researcher and the coder went through some examples of apologetic phrases and then coded what 

they were categorized as. This was to make sure the coder understood the coding scheme 

correctly. Meetings were held on Zoom. Together, we read the data then decided on what 

strategy fits best with the participant’s answer. A 100% agreement level had to be made to move 

to the next response. At this stage of the coding process, it was found that the participants were 

using additional strategies which did not match any of the apology strategies we had in the 

coding scheme; so, when the researcher and the coder could not find a strategy that best suited 

one of the participants answers a new strategy was added. There were no disagreements between 

the researcher and the coder therefore, a 100% agreement level was reached for both groups. 

 The additional strategies added were found in Alzumor (2011) coding scheme of apology 

strategies. The first strategy was concern for the hearer. An example of this strategy is ‘are you 

okay?’ The other strategies which were used by participants were added as sub-categories of 

assessment of responsibility, they were as follows:  

1. Lack of intent: When the speaker says that the offense was not intentional or that the 

offense was an accident. For example, ‘I did not intend to come late.’ 

2. An expression of embarrassment: When the speaker says that they are embarrassed for 

the offense. For example, ‘I’m so embarrassed for coming late.’ 
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3. Justifying the hearer: When the speaker justifies the hearer that he has a right to be mad, 

hurt… by the offense. For example, ‘you have a right to be mad.’ 

4. Self-dispraise: When the speaker dispraises himself such as ‘I’m so dumb.’ 

 

Table 3 below provides a summary of the apology strategies that were used in coding the data.  

 
Table 3: Summary of apology strategies  

 
Strategy Example 

Illocutionary Force indicating device (IFID) Sorry, excuse me, I apologize…. 

Promise of forbearance  I promise not to…. 

Offer of repair  Can I fix it.?  

Explanation  I was late because there was traffic 

Concern for the hearer  Are you okay?  

Assessment of Responsibility  

Explicit Self Blame  It is my fault/mistake 

Expressing self-deficiency  I was confused 

Lack of intent of intent  I did not mean to.., it was an accident  

Expression of embarrassment  I’m so embarrassed for my behavior. 

Justifying the hearer  You have a right to be angry. 

Self-dispraise  I’m dumb. 

Denial of responsibility  It’s not my fault.  
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 Two excel sheets were made for each group to code and count the frequency of 

occurrence of each strategy used by each participant in each situation. Table 4 below is an 

example of a small section taken from the excel sheet to show how this was made. 

 
Table 4: Example of how the data was coded 

 

 
 A number one was put next to the strategy if it was used by the participant and a number 

zero was put if they did not use the strategy.  

 After counting all the number of times each strategy was used in each situation by each 

participant in the two groups, separate tables were made which had a summary of the coded data 

based on the power distance of the situation. So, all the situations that represented high, low, and 

equal power distance were grouped together. Then all the strategies that were used by each 

participant in these situations were added together, to find out the frequency of times each 

strategy was used in every power distance level. Table 4 below shows an example of how this 

looked like. 

Table 5: Example of power distance tables  

 

IFID
Promise of 

Forbearance Explanation
Offer of 
Repair Concern

Taking 
Responsibility Honorifics Intensifiers IFID

Promise of 
Forbearance Explanation

Offer of 
Repair Concern

Taking 
Responsibility Honorifics Intensifiers IFID

Promise of 
Forbearance Explanation

Offer of 
Repair Concern

Taking 
Responsibility Honorifics Intensifiers

Particpant 1 2 0 1 2 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 3 0 0 0 0
Particpant 2 3 0 2 2 0 0 0 2 3 0 1 2 0 0 0 2 3 0 2 1 0 0 0 0
Particpant 3 3 0 2 2 0 1 2 2 2 0 1 3 0 2 0 1 2 0 2 2 1 1 0 2
Particpant 4 2 1 0 3 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 3 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 3 0 0 0 0
Particpant 5 3 0 2 2 0 0 0 1 3 0 2 2 0 0 0 1 3 0 0 3 0 1 0 0

Low to High Equal High to Low
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 To determine any significant differences between Jordanians and Canadians in their usage 

of apology strategies when apologizing to people in high, equal, and low power distance levels, 

Chi-square test was used, which was run using SPSS. Chi- square calculates two values from the 

data; observed count and expected count. The former is actual values obtained from the data (for 

example five participants actually used offer of repair strategy in their apology), the latter is the 

value expected to find given that there is no relationship between the two variables, that is the two 

variables are independent of each other, for example culture is independent from whether or not a 

participant employed a particular apology strategy. Then the difference between the two values 

(Observed count and expected count) is calculated to examine whether this difference is due to 

chance. The expected count refers to the number of observations that would be expected to fall 

into a particular category or cell in a contingency table and the observed count is the actual number 

which occurred. Following this, we infer if there is no association between the two variable of the 

study or if it is big enough to be significant (that is the difference is due to the relationship between 

the two variables of the study; for example, cultures impact on the choice of the apology strategy). 

So, we need to determine whether the two calculated counts are significantly different or not. 

Deciding on this by visually inspecting the data (the observed count and the expected count) will 

lead to subjective personal judgment which might differ from one person to another. Hence, we 

need to scientifically and objectively decide whether the observed difference is statistically 

different or just due to chance. This will help to make a scientifically evidence-based decision that 

everyone can reach using the same set of data values. In this study alpha level (α =.05) was used. 

After the chi-square test was run on SPSS, significance level (Pearson Chi- square) reported from 

the test was compared to the pre-determined (α=.05). If the significance level derived from the chi-

square tests is equal to or less than (α =.05) then it was concluded that there is enough statistical 
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evidence to say that the difference between the two groups is statistically significant, however, if 

the significance level derived from the chi-square tests is greater than (α=.05), then it can be 

concluded that there is not enough statistical evidence to say that the difference between the two 

groups is statistically significant. 
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Chapter 4- Results 
 

 The results from the Jordanian and Canadians questionnaires are presented in this 

chapter. The students answered a questionnaire which consisted of nine situations and each 

situations represented a power distance So, there were 3 situations that represented each power 

distance. First, I discuss the apology strategies used by Jordanians to apologize to people in high, 

low, and equal power distance levels, then I discuss the apology strategies used by Canadians to 

apologize to people in high, low, and equal power distance levels. Finally, I present the 

significant and non-significant differences in the production of apologies between the two groups 

in each power distance level.  

 
4.1. Apology strategies used by Jordanian participants 
 
 The first research question of this study asked about the apology strategies used by 

Jordanian native Arabic undergraduate students to apologize to people in high, equal, and low-

ranking positions. To answer this question, the participants were presented with a questionnaire 

consisting of nine hypothetical scenarios that required them to formulate an apology. Each 

scenario represented one of three levels of power distance. The responses were then categorized 

based on the power distance level of the person who was offended, i.e., whether they held a high, 

equal, or low-ranking position. The sections below present the results of the analysis.  
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4.1.1. Jordanians’ apology strategies in high power distance situations 
 
 There were three situations which represented people who were likely to be in high-

ranking positions compared to undergraduate students, namely a professor, a mother, and a 

manager (see appendix A).  

 

Table 6: Jordanians apology strategies in high power distance situations 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Strategy 

 

Jordanian responses 

 

 n % 

Illocutionary force indicating device 53 24 

Promise of forbearance 18 8 

Explanation 36 17 

Repair 39 18 

Concern 9 4 

 

 

 

Responsibility 

Self-deficiency 0 0 

Explicit self-blame 16 7 

Lack of intent 17 8 

Embarrassment 8 4 

Justifying the hearer 9 4 

Self-Dispraise 14 6 

Denial of responsibility 0 0 

total 64 - 

Total 219 100 
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 Table 6 displays the apology strategies used by Jordanian undergraduate students towards 

high-ranking individuals. Overall, six strategies were utilized a total of 219 times, with varying 

frequencies. The most frequently used strategy was illocutionary force indicating device (IFID) 

which was used 53 times (24%). It was conveyed by phrases such as "فسا"  “sorry” or "رذتعا"   “I 

apologize” or "ينرذعا"  “excuse me”. The second most used strategy was an offer of repair, with a 

total of 39 instances (18%). Students used this strategy by offering to make amends for the 

offense, such as offering to buy a new book, or offering to pay for a new book in the situation 

where they lost their professors book or by offering to do the dishes in the situation where they 

forgot to do the dishes. The third strategy was an offer of explanation, used 36 times (17%). 

Most students offered explicit explanations to why they committed the offense; for example, in 

the situation where they hypothetically lost a book, one person said “ ھعیضو هأرقی يخا هذخا ” “My 

brother took it to read it and lost it.” In the situation where the students hypothetically came 

late to work one student provided an explanation that “ لا ھلوقا تیحتساو ةلغش مك لمعا ينم بلط يوبا ” 

“my dad asked me to do a few things and I felt shy telling him no.” Furthermore, promise of 

forbearance was used less frequently with a total of 18 times (8%). Students used it by 

promising not to repeat the offense; for example, one student mentioned that said “  اھنا كدعا

هرم رخا نوكتس ” “I promise this is the last time.” Concern for the hearer was used only 9 times 

(4%) by the participants. Students used expressions such as يلعزت "  لا “ don’t be sad’ and‘" لا 

طلغ ينمھفت ” ‘don’t get me wrong’ to express concern.  

 Regarding assessment of responsibility, five out of the seven sub-strategies were used by 

the students. Self-deficiency and denial of responsibility were not used at all. Students admitted 

fault explicitly 16 times (7) by saying “ ناطلغ ينا فرتعا ” I admit that I made a mistake.” Lack of 

intent, was used 17 times (8%) with most participants saying “ يدصق ناك ام ” “It wasn’t my 
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intention.” Some participants said “ يدیأب  it was out of my hands.” Embarrassment was“ " شم

expressed a total of 8 times (4%). Students used phrases like "  ام روتكد ای اللهو طحا يدب فیك فراع انا

كنیعب ينیع " " I don't know how to look you in the eyes" or " كنم جرحم انا " "I am embarrassed [in 

front] of you". Self-dispraise was used a total of 14 times (6%), with participants acknowledging 

carelessness by saying " تلمھا ينا اللهو " "I swear, I was careless". One participant even went so far 

as to say " باقعلا قحتساو لمھم صخش ينا " ("I am a careless person and deserve to be punished"). 

Lastly, justifying the hearer was used 9 times (4%), students agreed that the hearer has a right to 

be offended by saying phrases such as “ لعزت كقح ” “you have a right to be mad.”  

 It is worth noting that the students never used just one strategy to apologize for their 

offense in each situation; instead, they combined more than one strategy with each other to 

apologize for the offense committed. They usually combined three or more strategies with each 

other to apologize for their offense when there was high power distance. For example, some 

participants combined IFID+ lack of intent + explanation + repair, “  يدصق ناك ام لكلا تس ریثك فسا

اھلسغب اسھ قابطلاا لسغا تیسنو اھلمعا روما ينم بلط يبا نكل كملاك رسكا ” a direct translation for this could 

be “I’m so sorry everyone’s lady it wasn’t my intention to not listen to you, but dad asked me to 

do a couple of things and I forgot to wash the dishes, I’ll do them now.” Another example of a 

combination was, Embarrassment + IFID+ Concern+ Repair, for example, “  ينا اللهو زیزعلا يروتكد

ھنمً لادب باتك كل يرتشا يلحمسا كنظ تیبخ ام Ãءاش نا ریثك ریثك كنم رذتعب كنم نلاجخ .” “My dear doctor 

Wallah I’m so embarrassed [in front] of you, I’m so so sorry Allah (God) willing I did not let 

you down, allow me to buy a new one.” So, in general in these situations Jordanians preferred to 

use multiple strategies to show remorse.  

 The last thing I want to mention is Jordanians used a variety of intensifiers and honorifics 

in their apologetic responses with a total of 40 intensifiers and 51 honorifics throughout all three 



 

 

43 

situations. To convey a more profound sense of remorse some students used one intensifier such 

as, "ریثك فسا"  “I’m so sorry” and some doubled the intensifier to express even more remorse such 

as, “so so sorry.” Also, students used phrases such as ةدشب فسا" ” “I’m deeply sorry.” Another way 

that Jordanian participants intensified their apology is by invoking the name of God “Allah,” for 

example they said “ فسا اللهو ” “Wallah I’m sorry” another way to translate this is “I’m sorry, I 

swear to God.” Additionally, honorifics were used in apologies, with students addressing the 

person who was offended with more respected titles, so they mostly addressed their professors as 

"professor," and their managers as "sir.” Moreover, they used phrases that convey deep respect 

and affection towards the person who was offended, such as “ میظعلا يروتكد ” “my great doctor” or 

يسار جات امام “ ” “mama the crown of my head” or “ زیزعلا يریدم ” “my dear boss.”  

 
4.1.2. Jordanians’ use of apology strategies in equal power distance situations 
 
 Table 7 below represents the frequencies and percentages of the apology strategies used 

to apologize in situations which represented an equal power distance level i.e., when the person 

who was offended was at an equal ranking position compared to the Jordanian undergraduate 

students; these people were a brother, a friend, and a best friend (see appendix A). 
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Table 7: Jordanians apology strategies in equal power distance situations 

 
 

Strategy 

 

Jordanian responses 

 

 n % 

Illocutionary force indicating device  18 21 

Promise of forbearance  0 0 

Explanation  19 23 

Repair 19 23 

Concern  8 10 

 

 

 

Responsibility 

Self-deficiency 0 0 

Explicit self-blame  5 6 

Lack of intent  5 6 

Embarrassment  2 2 

Justifying the hearer  1 1 

Self-dispraise  0 0 

Denial of responsibility 7 8 

total 20 - 

Total 84 100 

 

 Table 7 reveals that Jordanians utilized five out of six apology strategies a total of 84 

times when apologizing to individuals who held an equal power distance level. The strategy not 

employed at all in these situations was the promise of forbearance. Assessment of responsibility 

was the most commonly used strategy, employed a total of 20 times, indicating that students 

preferred to apologize more indirectly in these scenarios. Of the seven sub-strategies of 

assessment of responsibility , only five were utilized. Self-deficiency and self-dispraise were not 

employed by the participants in situations where the hearer was at an equal power distance level. 
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Lack of intent and explicit self-blame were used a total of 5 times (6%). Expressing 

embarrassment and justifying the hearer were the least frequently used strategies, with Jordanian 

participants employing them a total of 2 times (2%) and 1 time (1%), respectively. In these 

situations, Jordanians denied responsibility for their offense a total of 7 times (8%). Students 

adopted this strategy by shifting blame off themselves, for example, one person said, “  شم اللهو

يبنذ ” (Wallah it is not my fault), while another said, “ يلعرخاتتب امیاد تنا ام ينعی وش ” (So what, you're 

always late to [our meetings]), and another said, “ ھحار كلذخ سردتب مویلا لوط كسفن محرا ” (Have mercy 

on yourself, you’ve been studying all day. Take a break).  

 Offer of explanation and repair were employed at the same frequency, totaling 19 times 

(23%). Similar to previous situations, Jordanians offered to repair the situation by, for example 

offering to buy a new mug in the scenario where they broke a friend's mug or turning down/off 

the TV in situations where the volume was too loud. In these situations, students offered less 

explicit reasons for why they committed the offense, for example, one person said, “ ھمزا ایندلا ” 

(there's traffic), and another participant said, “ لوقأ فسنمل ھل ” (I would tell him the Mansaf). 

Mansaf is a traditional Jordanian dish known to cause laziness and sleepiness after eating it. So, 

the participant here implies that eating Mansaf led to them being late. Finally, illocutionary force 

indicating device was used 18 times (21%), students used this strategy the same way they did in 

the situations above, by saying “sorry” or “I apologize.” Concern for the hearer was less 

frequently used with total of 8 times (10%) they used the same phrases as the above situations by 

saying “don’t be mad at me.”  

 It was noticed in these situations students tended to downplay the offense and make it 

seem like what happened was not a big deal by using phrases such as “ ةطیسب ةطیسب ” roughly 

translated to “it’s okay it’s okay.” They also said “ شلعم ” also roughly translated to “don’t 
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worry.” Additionally, in these situation students either used one strategy or a combination of 

two strategies. They apologized for the offense by using IFID alone or by combining it with 

another strategy such as an offer of repair or explanation. Also, in these situations’ students 

used a total of 4 intensifiers and 0 honorifics. They intensified their apologies as they 

previously did (see section 4.2.1). 

 
4.1.3. Jordanians use of apology strategies in low power distance levels  
 
 Table 8 below presents the apology strategies used by Jordanian undergraduate students 

used to apologize to people in low-ranking positions. These situations were different from 

situations which represented high and equal power distance. Here the students imagined 

themselves holding a high-ranking position, so the situations were them imagining that they were 

a principle apologising to a student, them being a doctor apologizing to a patient, or them being a 

teacher apologizing to a student. Table 8 presents the frequencies and percentages of each 

strategy used by the participants in these situations.   
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Table 8: Jordanians apology strategies in low power distance situations  

 

Strategy 

 

Jordanian responses 

 n % 

Illocutionary force indicating device  30 34 

Promise of forbearance  0 0 

Explanation  12 14 

Repair 21 24 

Concern  9 10 

 

 

 

Responsibility 

Self-deficiency 0 0 

Explicit self-blame  0 0 

Lack of intent  2 2 

Expressing embarrassment  0 0 

Justifying the hearer  1 1 

Self-dispraise  0 0 

Denial of responsibility 13 15 

total 16 - 

Total 88 100 

 

  Table 8 displays the frequency of apology strategies employed in situations that represent 

low power distance, totaling 88 strategies. Out of six possible strategies, five were used by the 

students, with promise of forbearance being absent. Illocutionary force indicating device was the 

most frequently used strategy, employed 30 times (34%) by the students through the use of 

phrases like “sorry" or “I apologize.” The second most commonly used strategy was an offer of 

repair, where students proposed different ways to correct the wrongdoing depending on the 

situation. Assessment of responsibility was the third most used strategy, utilized 16 times, with 

students only using three of the sub-strategies. Self-deficiency, explicit self-blame, expressing 

embarrassment, and self-dispraise were not used at all in these situations. Denial of responsibility 
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was utilized 13 times (15%), with students often blaming the victim for the offense. For example, 

in the situation where a principle ran into a student in a school, Jordanian participants responded 

with phrases e.g., “ يشمتب نیو رذح رثكا نوك ةینات ةرم ” “next time be more careful where you are 

walking” or “ يشمت تناو حتف ” “open [your eyes] when you are walking” another said “ دلو ای كلقع نیو ” 

“where is your mind boy.” Justifying the hearer and lack of intent were the least frequently used 

strategies by the students. They were used a total of one time (1%) and 2 times (2%). Lastly, an 

offer of explanation and concern for the hearer were used a total of 12 times (14%) and 9 times 

(10%) respectively.  

 The students tended to use only one strategy in these situations, or they combined two 

strategies together. For example, students sometimes combined illocutionary force indicating 

device and an offer of repair, saying phrases like, “ قرولا ھعم عمجاو ينبا ای فسا ” “sorry my boy and 

pick up the papers with him.” Another combination which sometimes occurred was an 

explanation and repair e.g., ياجلا ةرضاحملل ناحتملاا لجأن حر كیھ ناشع قرولا تیسن فسلال ” 

“unfortunately I forgot the exam papers therefore, I’m going to postpone the exam until the 

next lecture.” In these situations, students used the least number of intensifiers and honorifics 

they used only one intensifier and 0 honorifics.   

 
4.2. Apology strategies used by Canadian participants 
  
 The second research question of the present study asked about the apology strategies used 

by Canadian native English undergraduate students to apologize to people in low, high, and 

equal ranking positions. The Canadian students were administered the same questionnaire, which 

included identical situations as those presented to the Jordanian students. However, the Canadian 

questionnaire was conducted in English. The sections below provide an in-depth analysis of the 

responses given by the Canadian participants. 
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4.2.1 Canadians use of apology strategies in high power distance levels  
 
 Table 9 below presents the frequencies and percentages of the apology strategies used by 

Canadian undergraduate students to apologize to people high ranking positions. The people 

being apologized to by undergraduate students were a professor, a manager, and a mother. 

 

Table 9: Canadians use of apology strategies in high power distance levels  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 In these situations, students used a total of five strategies, which were utilized 129 times. 

Notably, the strategy of concern for the hearer was not employed at all. Illocutionary force 

indicating device was the most frequently employed strategy, being used 51 times (40%) with 

expressions such as "sorry" or "I apologize.” The second most used strategy was an offer of 

 

Strategy 

 

Canadian responses 

 n % 

Illocutionary force indicating device 51 40 

Promise of forbearance 12 9 

Explanation 25 19 

Repair 33 26 

Concern 0 0 

 

 

 

Responsibility 

Self-deficiency 0 0 

Explicit self-blame 1 1 

Lack of intent 5 4 

Embarrassment 0 0 

Justifying the hearer 2 1 

Self-Dispraise 0 0 

Denial of responsibility 0 0 

total 8 - 

Total 129 100 
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repair, it was used a total of 33 times (26%). Students offered to make amends by offering to 

purchase a new book or to wash the dishes. Providing an explanation was used 25 times (19%). 

Students provided brief reasons to why they committed the offense for example, in the situation 

where the book was lost students only explained by saying “ I lost your book” without providing 

any further explanations. Promise of forbearance was utilized 12 times (9%), where students 

promised not to repeat the offense. Finally, assessment of responsibility was used 8 times. Only 3 

of the sub-strategies were used, self-deficiency, expression of embarrassment, self-dispraise and 

denial of responsibility were not used at all by the participants in these situations. Furthermore, 

lack of intent, justifying the hearer and explicit self-blame were used 5 times (4%), 2 times (1%) 

and one time (1%).  

 A closer examination of the responses provided by the Canadian participants revealed 

that they used a single strategy to apologize or combined two or three strategies. The most 

commonly used combination was illocutionary force indicating device, explanation, and repair. 

For instance, one student said, "I'm sorry I lost the book you gave me. Would you like me to buy 

you a new one?" Another frequently used combination was illocutionary force indicating device 

and an offer of repair, as in, "Sorry, I will do them now." Furthermore, it was observed that the 

Canadian participants used 9 intensifiers and 13 honorifics in their apologetic responses. They 

enhanced their apologies by saying "so sorry" or "so so sorry." Honorifics such as "professor" 

were used to address the professor, while "mom" was used to address a mother. 

4.2.2. Canadians use of apology strategies in equal power distance levels 
 
 Table 10 below presents the frequencies and percentages of the apology strategies used 

by Canadian undergraduate students to apologize to people equal ranking positions compared to 

undergraduate students, namely, a brother, a friend, and a best friend.  
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Table 10: Canadians use of apology strategies in equal power distance levels  

 

Strategy 

 

Canadian responses  

 

 n % 

Illocutionary force indicating device  50 40 

Promise of forbearance  2 2 

Explanation  19 15 

Repair 37 30 

Concern  1 1 

 

 

 

Responsibility 

Self-deficiency 3 2 

Explicit self-blame  4 3 

Lack of intent  7 6 

Expressing embarrassment  0 0 

Justifying the hearer  0 0 

Self-dispraise  0 0 

Denial of responsibility 1 1 

total 15 - 

Total 124 100 

 

 Table 10 shows that students used all 6 strategies to apologize they were utilized a total 

of 124 times. The total amount of strategies used in these situations is similar to the total amount 

of strategies used when the hearer held a high-ranking position. The strategy that was used the 

most in these situations was illocutionary force indicating device, it was used a total of 50 times 

with an average of (40%). An offer of explanation and repair were used a total of 19 times (15%) 

and 37 times (30%) respectively. Moreover, promise of forbearance and concern for the hearer 

were used at a lower frequency level by the participants with a total of 2 (2%) and one time (1%) 

respectively. Regarding assessment of responsibility, it was used a total of 15 times. Self-
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deficiency was used 3 times (2%). Students used phrases such as “I should’ve texted you.” 

Students explicitly blamed themselves for the offense a total of 4 times (3%). Lack of intent 

was expressed 7 times (6%). Lastly, students denied responsibility once (1%). Moreover, 

Canadian participants did not use expression of embarrassment, justifying the hearer and self-

dispraise at all in these situations.  

 In these situations, Canadian students apologized using a combination of two strategies. 

They used a combination of illocutionary force indicating device and an offer of repair. When 

analyzing their usage of honorifics and intensifiers it showed that they used 14 intensifiers and 0 

honorifics.  

 
4.2.3. Canadians use of apology strategies in low power distance situations 
 
 The results of the frequencies and percentages of the apology strategies used to apologize 

in low power distance levels are shown in table 11 below. Undergraduate students imagined 

themselves in high-ranking positions and that they committed an offense against a person at a 

lower ranking position compared to them. They imagined themselves a doctor apologizing to a 

patient, a principal apologizing to a student and a teacher apologizing to a student.  
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Table 11: Canadians use apology strategies in low power distance situations 

 

Strategy 

 

Canadian responses 

 

 n % 

Illocutionary force indicating device  51 39 

Promise of forbearance  0 0 

Explanation  25 19 

Repair 39 30 

Concern  7 5 

 

 

Responsibility 

Self-deficiency 6 4 

Explicit self-blame  1 1 

Lack of intent  1 1 

Expressing embarrassment  0 0 

Justifying the hearer  0 0 

Self-dispraise  1 1 

Denial of responsibility 0 0 

total 9 - 

Total 131 100 

 

 Table 11 above shows that Canadian students employed five strategies to apologize to 

people in low-ranking positions, which were utilized a total of 131 times. Notably, promise of 

forbearance was not used at all in these situations Moreover, illocutionary force indicating device 

was the most commonly used strategy, employed 51 times (39%). This was followed by an offer 

of repair which was used 39 times (30%). Participants explained their offense 25 times (19%). 

Concern for the hearer was expressed 7 times (5%). Assessment of responsibility was used a 

total of 9 times with students using a total of 4 of the sub strategies. Students used self-deficiency 

6 times (5%). Explicit self-blame, lack of intent and self-dispraise were each used only once 
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(1%) by the participants. students did not express embarrassment nor deny responsibility or 

justify the hearer in these situations.  

 Canadian participants sometimes apologized by using a combination of 3 strategies 

which were illocutionary force indicating device + explanation + repair. For example, one 

participant said “Oh I apologize. I wasn't watching where I was going. Please let me help clean 

that up.” Lastly Canadians used a total of 8 intensifiers, and they used zero honorifics in these 

situations.  

 

4.3. Summary of the apology strategies used by Jordanians and Canadians: 
 
 This section provides a summary of the frequencies of apology strategies used by 

Jordanian and Canadian undergraduate students to apologize to people in different power 

distance positions. Table 12 below presents these differences. 
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Table 12: summary of the apology strategies used in all the power distance levels 

 

IFID: illocutionary force indicating device. POF: promise of forbearance. EXP: explanation. 

REP: repair. CONC: concern. RES: assessment of responsibility . 

 
 It is observed from Table 12 above that the Canadian group used almost the same number 

of strategies for all the different power distance levels, which were a total of 129 for low-high, 

124 for equal and 131 for high-low. However, the Jordanian group varied their apology 

responses depending on the power distance between the offender and the hearer. The highest 

number of strategies Jordanian participants used was a total of 210 strategies to apologize to 

people in high-ranking positions but they used 76 and 79 strategies to apologize to people in 

equal and low-ranking positions respectively.  

 Figure (1) shows the apology strategies used by Jordanian and Canadian students. It 

shows the total apology strategies used and how many participants used a particular number of 

strategies (frequency of usage).  

 

 IFID   POF  EXP REP CONC RESP Total  
strategies 

 
Jordan 

Low-high 53 18 36 39 9 64 219 

Equal 18 0 19 19 8 20 84 

High-low 30 0 12 21 9 16 88 

 
Canada 

Low-high 51 12 25 33 0 8 129 

Equal 50 2 19 37 1 15 124 

High-low 51 0 25 39 7 9 131 
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Figure 1: Comparison of the total strategies used by Canadians and Jordanians  

 

 

 Overall, figure (1) shows that Canadians used almost the same number of apology 

strategies when apologizing to people in different power distance positions. In contrast Jordanian 

participants employed a comparable number of strategies when apologizing to individuals in 

both low and equal ranking positions. However, a marked difference is apparent in the use of 

apology strategies when the offended individual held a high-ranking position compared to the 

students, with students using more apology strategies in these situations.  

 

4.4. Comparison of the apology strategies used by Jordanians and Canadians  
 
 This section discusses the significant and non-significant differences in the production of 

apology strategies used by Jordanian and Canadian undergraduate to apologize to people in low, 

equal, and high-ranking positions. To determine these differences a chi-square test was used. The 

following sections present the results of the chi-square tests conducted on the apology strategies 

used in each power distance level by the two groups. First, I present a comparison of the overall 
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number of apology strategies used across all situations. This is followed by a comparison of the 

number of apology strategies used to apologize to people in different power distance positions 

within each culture. Lastly, I compare the apology strategies used in situations that represent low-

high power distance levels. Followed by a comparison of the strategies used by both groups in 

equal power distance. Finally, a comparison of the strategies used in high-low situations.  

  

4.4.1 Comparison of apology strategies used by Jordanians and Canadians 
 
 Firstly, A chi-square test was conducted to examine if there were significant differences 

between Jordanians and Canadians regarding the total number of strategies used to apologize 

across all situations. Jordanians used a total of 391 strategies and Canadians used a total of 384. 

The results of the test revealed that the difference was insignificant, X2 (1, N= 2185) = 003, p= 

.959. Since this value is greater than .05, it is infered that there is no significant difference 

between the two groups, which means they used similar number of strategies across all 

situations.  

 Then a deeper analysis was conducted to investigate the difference in the number of 

strategies used by each cultural group across the three power distance levels (high-low, low to 

high and equal). To do so, a chi-square tests was run, the results are presented in the table below. 
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Table 13: Chi-square results on the apology strategies produced in different power distance 
levels within the culture  

Power distance  Canada Jordan 

Low-high Vs. Equal X2 (1, N= 721) = 132,  

p= .717 

X2 (1, N= 743) = 91.453, 

p=.001* 

LH > EQ 

Equal Vs. High-Low X2 (1, N= 720) = 298, 

p=.585 

X2 (1, N= 724) = .153, 

p=.696 

High-low Vs Low-high  X2 (1, N= 721) = .034,  

p= .855 

X2 (1, N= 741) = 84.371, 

p=.001* 

LH > HL 

 LH= low to high, HL= high to low, EQ= equal. ( * ) = significant difference.  

 The findings from the Canadian group revealed that, irrespective of power distance 

levels, there were no significant variations in the number of apology strategies employed when 

apologizing to individuals. This implies that Canadians utilized a consistent number of strategies 

to apologize, regardless of the power dynamics involved. In contrast, the chi-square tests 

conducted on the Jordanian group indicated that they employed a significantly higher number of 

apology strategies when apologizing to individuals in high-power distance positions. However, 

there were no significant differences in the number of strategies used when the person being 

apologized to held an equal or low power position.  

 In summary, these results indicate that Canadians maintain a consistent approach by 

employing a uniform number of apology strategies across power distance levels. On the other 

hand, Jordanians display variations in their strategy usage, showing a preference for utilizing 
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more strategies when apologizing to individuals in high-power distance positions while using a 

similar number of strategies for individuals in equal or low power positions. 

 The following sections go into more depth about the significant and non- significant 

difference in the production of apology strategies used in each power distance level.  

4.4.2. Low-high power distance  
 
 In situations where the students were apologizing to individuals in high power positions 

Jordanian participants used apology strategies a total of 219 times, while Canadian participants 

used them a total of 129 times. The chi-square test revealed that this difference was significant, 

X2 (1, N= 741) = 35.639, p=.001, with Jordanians using more strategies to apologize. A further 

analysis of the strategies used in these situations is presented below. 

  
4.4.2.1. Low to high: Illocutionary force indicating device  
 
 Chi-square tests were conducted in order to examine whether there was a significant 

difference between the two cultural groups of the students in the choice of illocutionary force 

indicating device (IFID) strategy used in situations that represent high power distance levels (low-

high situations) that is, the apologizer is at a lower social power status than the addressee. The 

results are shown in Table 14 below. From the table we observe that the count in the Canadian 

group is 51, this represents the actual number of students who used the IFID strategy, that is there 

are 51 Canadian students who performed this strategy to apologize to a victim of higher social 

power than the offender. For the Jordanian group it is observed that 53 students performed the 

IFID strategy. To judge whether those values are different enough for the test to be significant the 

P-value is checked and compared to alpha (.05). The p-value from the chi square test is X2 (1, 

N=120) = .288, p= .591. Because of the high p-value it is infered that there is no statistically 

significant relationship between the two variables (culture and IFID usage), indicating that there 
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is no association between culture and IFID performance. Then the use of this strategy is 

independent from the culture, we conclude that culture does not impact the performance of the 

IFID strategy.  

Table 14: Chi-square cross-tabulation on the association between culture and the usage of 
illocutionary force indicating device in high power distance situations 

 Performed   Not performed 

 

Culture 

Canada count 51 9 

expected count 52 8 

Jordan count 53 7 

expected count 52 8 

 

4.4.2.2. Low to high: promise of forbearance 
 
 The Chi-square test was used to examine the relationship between culture and the use of 

promise of forbearance strategy to apologize to a victim is in a high-ranking position compared to 

the students. The results in Table 15 show that 12 Canadian participants performed this strategy. 

For the Jordanian group, 18 participants performed this strategy. The Chi-square results indicate 

that this difference is insignificant, X2 = (1, N=120) =1.6, p= .206 This means that the adoption of 

this strategy is irrespective of culture, then it can be said that culture does not impact the 

performance of this strategy. 
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Table 15: Chi-square cross-tabulation on the association between culture and the usage of 
promise of forbearance in high power distance situations 

 Performed Not performed 

Culture Canada count 12 48 

expected count 15 45 

Jordan count 18 42 

expected count 15 45 

 

4.4.2.3. Low to high: Explanation 
 
 The Chi-square test was used to examine the relationship between culture and the use of 

explanation strategy when apology was made to a person with more power. The results in Table 

16 show that 25 Canadians performed explanation strategy to apologize to the hearer for their 

wrongdoing. On the other hand, the count of Jordanians that performed this strategy was 36. The 

Chi-square statistics revealed that the difference is significant, X2 (1, N=120) = 4.034, p= .045. 

This result indicates that there is a significant association between culture and the performance of 

explanation strategy. Jordanian participants are more likely to perform explanation than the 

Canadian participants (36 and 25 respectively). It is concluded that culture has a significant impact 

on the choice of this strategy.  

 

Table 16: Chi-square cross-tabulation on the association between culture and the usage of 
explanation in high power distance situations 

 Performed Not performed 

Culture Canada count 25 35 

expected count 30.5 29.5 

Jordan count 36 24 

expected count 30.5 29.5 
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4.4.2.4. Low to high: offer of repair 
 
 Table 17 shows the results of the Chi-square test to examine the relationship between 

culture and the use of offer of repair strategy to apologize in situations that reflect high power 

distance. From the table it can be seen that the Jordanian group used an offer of repair more often 

than the Canadian group. In the Jordanian group the observed count was 39,while in the Canadian 

group the observed count was 33. However, the Chi-square test statistics show that the difference 

is not significant, X2 (1, N=120) = 1.25, p= .264. Thus, it  might be said that the difference between 

the two groups was not large enough to be statistically significant regarding the use of offer of 

repair strategy in this category.  

 
Table 17: Chi-square cross-tabulation on the association between culture and the usage of offer 
of repair in high power distance situations 

 

 

 

 

 

4.4.2.5. Low to high: concern for the hearer 
 
 A Chi-square test was conducted between culture and the performance of concern for the 

hearer strategy in low to high situations. The results of this test are shown in Table 18. The results 

of the test revealed that none of the Canadians performed this strategy. Compared to Jordanians 

who expressed concern for the hearer more often to apologize for their offence, the observed count 

was 9. To judge whether those values are different enough for the test to be significant, the P-value 

is checked and compared to alpha .05. But since there are two cells (50%) which have expected 

 Performed Not performed 

 

Culture 

Canada count 33 27 

expected count 36 24 

Jordan count 39 21 

expected count 36 24 
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count less than 5, which is more than the 20% cut off point, the Fisher’s exact test was used. This 

is since one of chi-squares assumptions is that no more than 20% of the expected cells should have 

values less than 5. The fisher’s value is p= .003, since this value is less than alpha .05 it is  inferred 

that there is a statistically significant relationship between the two variables (culture and concern 

for the hearer usage). This implies that culture is significantly associated with the performance of 

the explanation strategy in low to high situations. Jordanians used this strategy significantly more 

frequently than Canadians did.  

 
Table 18: Chi-square cross-tabulation on the association between culture and the usage of 
concern for the hearer in high power distance situations 

 Performed Not performed 

 

Culture 

Canada count 0 60 

expected count 4.5 55.5 

Jordan count 9 51 

expected count 4.5 55.5 

 

4.4.2.6. Low to high: Assessment of responsibility  
 
 Table 19 displays the results of the chi-square test used to determine whether there was a 

significant difference between the two cultural groups with respect to the assessment of 

responsibility strategy. The observed count in the Canadian group was 8. While in the Jordanian 

group the observed count was 64. The association between culture and the performance of this 

strategy was significant, X2 (1, N=141)= 61.961, p= .001. This implies that the difference between 

the frequencies of assessment of responsibility apology strategy used by Canadians and Jordanians 

was statistically significant. Thus, it is concluded that culture may have a significant impact on the 

use of this strategy. 



 

 

64 

Table 19: Chi-square cross-tabulation on the association between culture and the usage of 
assessment of responsibility in high power distance situations 

 Performed Not performed 

 

Culture 

Canada count 8 53 

expected count 31.1 29.9 

Jordan count 64 16 

expected count 40.9 39.1 

 

4.4.3. Equal power distance levels.  
 
 In situations which represented equal power distance, Jordanian participants used a total of 

84 strategies, while Canadians used a total of 124 strategies. The Chi-square test revealed a 

significant difference between the two groups in these situations with, X2 (1, N=723) = 11.27, p= 

.001, showing that Canadians used more strategies to apologize in these situations. A detailed 

analysis of the strategies used in these situations is presented below.  

 
4.4.3.1. Equal: illocutionary force indicating device  
 
 A Chi-square test was conducted between culture and the performance of illocutionary 

force indicating device (IFID) strategy in equal power situations. The results of this test are shown 

in Table 20. The results indicated that the observed count in the Canadian group is more than that 

of the Jordanian group. The observed value of the Canadians was 50 and the observed count in the 

Jordanian group was 18. The Chi-square test results indicated the difference is significant,  

X2 (1, N=120) = 34.751, p= .001. Thus, it might be said that culture has impacted the choice of 

IFID strategy; that is when apologizing to a victim of equal power, Canadians used more IFID than 

Jordanians did.  
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Table 20: Chi-square results on the association between culture and the usage of illocutionary 
force indicating device in equal power distance situations 

 

 

 

 

 

4.4.3.2. Equal: promise of forbearance 
 
 A Chi-square test was conducted to examine the relationship between culture and the use 

of promise of forbearance strategy to apologize in equal power situations. The results in Table 21 

below revealed that promise of forbearance usage was very low for both Canadian and Jordanian 

groups (2 and 0 times respectively). The difference between the two values was insignificant 

(Fisher’s exact test p=.496) and does not indicate a significant association between culture and 

promise of forbearance used by both groups. Thus, it is concluded that the adoption of the promise 

of forbearance strategy is independent of culture. 

 
Table 21: Chi-square results on the association between culture and the usage of promise of 
forbearance in equal power distance situations 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Performed Not performed 

 

Culture 

Canada count 50 10 

expected count 34 26 

Jordan count 18 42 

expected count 34 26 

 Performed Not performed 

 

Culture 

Canada count 2 58 

expected count 1 59 

Jordan count 0 60 

expected count 1 59 
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4.4.3.3 Equal: explanation 
 
 Table 22 presents the results of the Chi-squared test used to examine the relationship 

between culture and the use of explanation strategy to apologize in equal power distance situations. 

The results in the table below show that the explanation strategy was employed identically by both 

Canadian and Jordanian participants (19 times by each group). Since there was no difference in 

the values between the two groups, the chi-square value was zero, X2 (1, N=120 = 000, p= 1, this 

does not indicate a significant association between culture and frequency of explanation used by 

both groups. This result means that the association between culture and the performance of 

explanation strategy was insignificant. So, the use of this strategy is independent of culture. 

 
Table 22: Chi-square results on the association between culture and the usage of explanation in 
equal power distance situations 

 

 

 

 

 

 
4.4.3.4. Equal: offer of repair 
 
 A Chi-square test was applied in order to determine whether there was a difference between 

the two groups of the students in the choice of offer of repair strategy. The results are shown in 

Table 23. It is presented in the table below that the observed count in the Canadian group is (37), 

which is almost double that of the observed count in the Jordanian group (19). The results indicated 

that the frequency of performance of offer of repair in the Canadians group was significantly higher 

 performed Not performed 

 

Culture 

Canada Count 19 41 

Expected count 19 41 

Jordan Count 19 41 

Expected count 19 41 
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than that in the Jordanian group X2 (1, N=120) = 10.848, p= .001. It is infered that the use of this 

strategy is dependent on culture.  

 
Table 23: Chi-square results on the association between culture and the usage of offer of repair 
in equal power distance situations 

 Performed Not performed 

 

Culture 

Canada count 37 23 

expected count 28 32 

Jordan count 19 21 

expected count 28 32 

 
4.4.3.5. Equal: Concern for the hearer  
 
 A chi-square test was utilized to analyze data to determine whether there was a difference 

between the two groups of the students in the performance of concern in equal power situations. 

The results are shown in Table 24. We notice that only one of participants of the Canadians group 

performed this strategy (observed count 1) which means that the majority of Canadian respondents 

did not perform this strategy. Whereas in the Jordanians group the results showed that 8 

participants employed this strategy. The relationship between these variables was significant the 

Fisher’s Exact Test value (p= .032). Thus, the use of the concern for the hearer in equal power 

situations is dependent on culture. More Jordanians than Canadians employed this strategy, and 

the performance of this strategy is impacted by culture.  
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Table 24: Chi-square results on the association between culture and the usage of concern for the 
hearer in equal power distance situations 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
4.4.3.6. Equal: assessment of responsibility  
 
 A Chi-square test was applied in order to determine whether there was a difference between 

the two groups of the students in the choice of assessment of responsibility strategy. The results 

are shown in Table 25. It  can be said that the observed count in the Canadian group is (15), whereas 

the observed count in the Jordanian group (20) is slightly higher than that of Canadians. The results 

indicated that there was not a significant difference between the two groups in the performance of 

assessment of responsibility strategy, the Chi-squared value is X2 (1, N=123) = .687, p= .407. it is 

concluded that both Jordanians and Canadians utilized this strategy almost equally and that culture 

has no effect on their choice. 

 
Table 25: Chi-square results on the association between culture and the usage of assessment of 
responsibility in equal power distance situations 

 Performed Not performed 

 

Culture 

Canada count 15 45 

expected count 17.1 42.9 

Jordan count 20 43 

expected count 17.9 45.1 

 Performed Not performed 

 

Culture 

Canada count 1 59 

expected count 4.5 55.5 

Jordan count 8 52 

expected count 4.5 55.5 
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4.4.4. High-low power distance 
 
 In situations which represented low power distance, Jordanian participant used a total of 

88 strategies to apologize, while Canadian participants used a total of 131 strategies. The chi-

squared test results revealed a significant difference in the use of apology strategies in these 

situations, X2 (1, N=721) =12.298, p= .001. Below presents a detailed analysis of the strategies 

used in these situations. 

 
4.5.4.1. High to low: illocutionary force indicating device  
 
 A Chi-square test was conducted to examine whether there was a difference between the 

two groups of students in the choice of assessment of responsibility in situations that reflect high-

low power between the offender and the victim. The results are shown in Table 26. It can be seen 

that Canadians observed count was (51) which was much higher than that of the Jordanians (30). 

The results indicated that there is a statistically significant difference between the two groups in 

using IFID strategy, X2 (1, N=120) = 16.752, p= .001. This implies that the Canadian students were 

more likely to use IFID strategy in high-low situations as compared to the Jordanian students. This 

means that the association between culture and the performance of IFID strategy is not 

independent.  

Table 26: Chi-square results on the association between culture and the usage of illocutionary 
force indicating device in low power distance situations 

 

 

 

 

 

 Performed Not performed 

 

Culture 

Canada count 51 9 

expected count 40.5 19.5 

Jordan count 30 30 

expected count 40.5 19.5 
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4.4.4.2. High to low: Promise of forbearance 
 
 A Chi-squared test was used to examine the relationship between culture and the use of 

promise of forbearance strategy to apologize in high to low situations. The results show that no 

students in either group employed promise of forbearance to apologize to a lower power victim. 

Thus, no measures of associations are computed for the effect of culture on the use of promise of 

forbearance.  

4.4.4.3. High to low: Explanation 
 
 A Chi-squared test was applied in order to determine whether there was a difference 

between the two groups of the students in the choice of explanation strategy. The results are shown 

in Table 27. The results show that Canadians used almost twice as many explanations as Jordanians 

(25 and 12 times respectively). The results indicated that the frequency of performance of 

explanation strategy in high to low situations is affected by culture; as the usage of this strategy in 

Canadian group was significantly higher than that in the Jordanian group, X2 (1, N=120) = 6.604, 

p= .01 it can be inferred that the use of this strategy is dependent on culture.  

 

Table 27: Chi-square results on the association between culture and the usage of explanation in 
low power distance situations 

 

 Performed Not performed 

 

Culture 

Canada count 25 35 

expected count 18.5 41.5 

Jordan count 12 48 

expected count 18.5 41.5 
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4.4.4.4. High to low: Offer of repair 
 
 A Chi-squared test was conducted between culture and the performance of offer of repair 

in high to low situations. The results of this test are shown in Table 28. The results of the test 

revealed that 39 (observed count) Canadians performed this strategy in their apology in high to 

low situations. Compared to Canadians, Jordanians performed offer of repair less often to 

apologize for their offence, the observed count was 21. The Chi-square statistics showed that 

difference between the two groups is significant, X2 (1, N=120) = 10.8, p= .001. This implies that 

culture is significantly associated with the performance of the offer of repair strategy when the 

addressee has less power than the speaker. Canadians used significantly more explanations than 

Jordanian did.  

 
Table 28: Chi-square results on the association between culture and the usage offer of repair in 
low power distance situations 

 Performed Not performed 

 

Culture 

Canada count 39 21 

expected count 30 30 

Jordan count 21 39 

expected count 30 30 

 
4.4.4.5. High to low: Concern for the hearer 
 
 A Chi-square test was conducted to determine whether there was a difference between the 

two groups of students in the choice of concern for the hearer when apologizing to lower power 

victim. The results are shown in Table 29. It was noticed that the majority of the participants did 

not adopt this strategy, the observed count in the Canadian group was 7, which means that only 

seven of them performed this strategy, and only 9 Jordanian respondents (observed count) 

employed this strategy. The results showed that the association between culture and the 
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performance of concern for the hearer was insignificant, X2 (1, N=120) = .288, p= .591. So, the 

use of this strategy is independent of culture.  

 
Table 29: Chi-square results on the association between culture and the usage of concern for the 
hearer in low power distance situations 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4.4.4.6. High to low: Assessment of responsibility  
 
 The chi-squared test was utilized to ascertain the association between two categorical 

variables (culture and assessment of responsibility strategy). The results are shown in Table 30. It 

is observed that the majority of the participants of both groups did not perform this strategy. Only 

9 of the Canadian group (observed count) employed this strategy. Only 16 of the Jordanians 

employed this strategy. However, the Chi-square test statistics tell us that the difference is not 

significant, X2 (1, N=121) = 2.327, p = .127. This result indicates that the relationship between 

culture and assessment of responsibility was insignificant, it is concluded that the choice of this 

strategy is independent of culture. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 Performed Not performed 

 

Culture 

Canada count 7 53 

expected count 8 52 

Jordan count 9 51 

expected count 8 52 
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Table 30: Chi-square results on the association between culture and the usage of assessment of 
responsibility in low power distance situations 

 
 Performed Not performed 

 

Culture 

Canada count 9 51 

expected count 12.4 47.6 

Jordan count 16 45 

expected count 12.6 48.4 

 

Summary: 

 Table 31 presents a summary of the Chi squared tests results of the strategies used in each 

power distance situation by the two groups which were presented above. 

 
Table 31: Summary of chi-square tests on the apology strategies used by both groups in different 
power distance situations. 

 IFID POF EXPL REP CONC RESP Total 

Low-high .591 .206 .045* 

J > C 

.264 .003* 

J > C 

.001* 

J > C 

.001 

J > C 

Equal .001* 

C > J 

.496 1.00 .001* 

C > J 

.032* 

J >C 

.407 .001 

C > J 

High-low .001* 

C >J 

-- .01* 

C > J 

.001* 

C >J 

.591 
 

.127 .001 

C > J 

 (*) = significant difference between the two groups. J= Jordan. C= Canada. IFID= illocutionary 

force indicating device. POF= promise of forbearance. EXPL= explanation. REP= repair. 

CONC= concern. RES= assessment of responsibility . 
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 In summary, the Chi-squared tests conducted on each power distance revealed that there 

were some significant and non-significant differences in apology production between Canadian 

and Jordanian students when apologizing to people in different power positions. Specifically, 

when the hearer held a high-ranking position, Jordanians used significantly more strategies when 

apologizing than Canadians; they used an offer of explanation, concern for the hearer and 

assessment of responsibility significantly more than Canadians in these situations. But there were 

no significant differences in the production of illocutionary force indicating device, promise of 

forbearance, and an offer of repair, suggesting that both groups preferred to use these strategies 

when apologizing. On the other hand, in situations with equal power distance levels, Canadians 

used significantly more strategies to apologize than Jordanians. Canadians utilized illocutionary 

force indicating devices and offers of repair significantly more than Jordanians, whereas 

Jordanians demonstrated higher levels of concern for the hearer. Additionally, there were no 

differences in the production of promise of forbearance, an offer of explanation and assessment 

of responsibility. Lastly, in low power distance situations, similar to the equal power distance 

situations, Canadians employed significantly more strategies to apologize in these situations. 

They utilized illocutionary force indicating device, an offer of repair, and an offer of explanation 

significantly more than Jordanians. However, there were no significant differences in the usages 

of concern for the hearer and assessment of responsibility .  
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4.5. Differences in the production of intensifiers and honorifics  
 
 An analysis of the significant differences between Jordanians and Canadians in the 

production of intensifiers and honorifics was also conducted. The table below provides a 

summary of the number of times they were used in each power level.  

Table 32: The frequency distribution of intensifiers and honorifics 

 
  Intensifiers Honorifics 

Canada Low-high 9 13 

Equal 14 0 

High-low 8 0 

Jordan Low-high 40 51 

Equal 4 0 

High-low 1 0 

 
  Overall, the results in Table 32 reveals that Jordanian participants produced 45 

intensifiers and 51 honorifics, whereas Canadians produced 31 intensifiers and 13 honorifics. 

However, intensifiers are used differently across the three levels of social power. A Chi-square 

test was run to determine the significant differences between the two groups in the production of 

intensifiers and honorifics across the different power distance situations. In low to high 

situations, Jordanian students produced a noticeable higher frequency of intensified apologetic 

expressions (40 times) than Canadian students (9). The results of the Chi-square tests show that 

the difference is significant, X2 (1, N=121) = 33.147 = p = .001. This result suggests that when 

Jordanians apologize to a person of higher social power status they showed a greater tendency to 

use intensifiers than Canadians.  

 However, when it comes to apologizing to interlocutors of equal power the pattern is 

reversed. The results in Table 32 indicated that Jordanians did not include intensifiers in their 
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apology to equal power interlocutor as often as Canadians. When apologizing to equal power 

interlocutors, Canadians used 14 intensifiers compared to Jordanians who used them 4 times. A 

chi-square test was used to examine whether there was a significant difference between the two 

cultural groups with respect to the use of intensifiers in equal situations. The results indicated 

that the difference is significant, X2 (1, N=120) = 6.536, = p= .011. This result suggests that when 

Canadians apologize to a person of equal social power they are more inclined to use intensifiers 

than Jordanians. It was also noticed that when apologizing to a person in low power position, 

Canadians intensified their apology a total of 8 times, whereas Jordanians intensified them only 

one time. The Chi-square test results revealed that the difference is significant, X2 (1, N=120) = 

5.886= p= .015. This result suggests that when Canadians apologize to a person of lower social 

power they are more likely to use intensifiers than Jordanians. 

 The above descriptive results showed that the two groups used intensifiers differently, it 

seems that the relative degree of the social power of the interlocutors tends to affect the variation 

of use of intensifiers. 

  With regard to honorifics, the only discernable difference was in the low-high situations, 

It is observed that honorifics are used nearly four times as often by Jordanian participants as by 

Canadians when addressing individuals of higher status, they were used a total 51 times 13 times 

respectively. A Chi-square test was utilized in order to determine whether there was a difference 

between the two groups of the students in the use of honorifics. The results revealed that the 

difference is significant, X2. (1, N=120) = 48.348 p= .001. On the other hand, when apologizing 

to either equal or lower power addressee, participants of both groups did not use any honorifics.  

 Furthermore, the next chapter will present a discussion of the results presented in this 

chapter. 
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Chapter 5- Discussion and Conclusion 
 
 

5.1. Introduction 
 
As discussed in chapter two, different people may have different ways of expressing 

apologies. It was mentioned that a factor which that could affect the production of apologies is 

culture; another factor could be power distance or the social ranking of the person who was 

offended (Blum-Kulka, and Olshtain, 1984). Therefore, the present study investigated the effect 

of culture and power distance on the production of apology strategies. The study investigated 

two cultures: high and low context cultures, which were represented by Jordan and Canada 

respectively. It investigated the following research questions  

1. What apology strategies do Jordanian native Arabic undergraduate students (representing 

high context cultures) use to apologize to people in high, low, and equal ranking 

positions? 

 
2. What apology strategies do Canadian native English undergraduate students (representing 

low context cultures) use to apologize to people in high, low, and equal ranking positions? 

 
3. Are there any significant differences in the apology strategies used by Jordanian Arabic 

native undergraduate speakers from high context cultures in comparison to Canadian English 

native undergraduate speakers from low context cultures? If so, can these differences be 

interpreted using the characteristics of high and low context cultures?  

 
The study recruited a total of 40 undergraduate students, 20 of them were Jordanian 

native Arabic speakers and 20 of them were Canadian native English speakers. They were given 

a questionnaire which consisted of nine situations that represented three different power distance 
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levels: high, low, and equal. The participants responses were analyzed by using frequencies and 

percentages. Then a Chi squared test was conducted to determine any significant and non-

significant differences between the two groups. This chapter discusses the results of the apology 

strategies used to apologize to people in different power distance positions by both groups. Then 

it provides implications, conclusions, limitations, and directions for future research. 

 
5.2. Discussion  

 
The main research questions this study addressed were what apology strategies Jordanian 

and Canadian undergraduate students use to apologize to people in high, low, and equal ranking 

positions, and whether there were any differences between the two. Overall, there were six types 

of apology strategies used by both Jordanians and Canadians, illocutionary force indicating 

device (this will be referred to as IFID), promise of forbearance, offer of repair, explanation, 

concern for the hearer and assessment of responsibility. The study found that Jordanians used 

these strategies for a total of 391 times, whereas Canadians used them for a total of 384 times 

across all the situations. Therefore, there was a slight difference between the two, however, this 

difference was not statistically significant. Moreover, the analysis regarding how Jordanians and 

Canadians apologized to individuals of varying power positions, showed that there were notable 

differences in the production of apologies towards people in different ranking positions. A 

discussion of these results is discussed in the section below.  

The first section discusses the results of the apology strategies used by Jordanians and 

Canadians to apologize to people with a high ranking. The second section discusses the results of 

how the two cultures apologize to people in equal positions. Finally, the third discusses the 

results of the strategies used by people in high-ranking positions to apologize to people in low-

ranking positions.  
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5.2.1. Apologies used by Jordanians and Canadians in high power distance situations  
 

 The study first analysed what strategies students used when apologizing to people in 

high-ranking positions. The results showed that in such situations, Jordanians used the six 

apology strategies mentioned earlier for a total of 219 times while Canadians used them 129 

times. This difference was statistically significant (p= .001). This shows that Jordanians used 

significantly more strategies than Canadians to apologize to people in high power positions.  

 Moreover, when using the strategies, Jordanians used them in long combinations; they 

combined a total of 2 or more strategies together. In addition, they used intensifiers and 

honorifics in their apologies in these situations significantly more than Canadians. A total of 40 

and 50 respectively (p= .001), while Canadians used them a total of 9 and 13 respectively (p= 

.001). The way they used honorifics differed as well, for example Jordanians used phrases such 

as “your excellency” “the crown of my head” “ your grace” etc. However, Canadians did not use 

these phrases. One example of the number of combinations Jordanians used in these situations is 

situation 4 of the questionnaire, 2 participants used 2 strategies to apologize, 2 participants used 

3 strategies, 12 participants used 4 strategies and 4 participants used 5 strategies. Also, 17 

participants used honorifics and 9 participants intensified their apologies. On the other hand, 

Canadians used either a single strategy or combined a total of two or three strategies to apologize 

in high power situations. For example, in the same situation (situation 4), 2 participants used one 

strategy, 16 used 2 strategies and 2 used 3 strategies. There were no honorifics used in these 

situations and only 2 people intensified their apologies. This suggests that Jordanians apologized 

using more combinations than Canadians.  

 The findings regarding the use of honorifics and intensifiers by Jordanians align with 

those of Hussein and Hammouri (1998) who found that Jordanians used honorifics and 
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intensifiers in their apologies when addressing people in high-ranking positions as a way to show 

respect to the hearer. Baitaineh and Bataineh (2008) also found that Jordanians use long 

combinations of apologies as a way win the hearers’ sympathy and show remorse. 

 Specifically, when apologizing to people in high-ranking positions, Jordanians used an 

offer of explanation, concern for the hearer and assessment of responsibility more than 

Canadians. Jordanians used these strategies 17% , 4%, and 29% of the time respectively, 

compared to Canadians who used them 19%, 0, and 6% of the time respectively. Statistical 

analysis revealed that the differences in strategy usage between the two groups were statistically 

significant (p = .045) for explanation, (p = .003) for concern, and (p = .001) for responsibility. 

When using the strategy “providing an explanation”, Jordanians elaborated on the reason for 

committing the offense when apologizing in these situations. For example, participants stated 

explicitly the reason for committing the offense. In addition, when using the strategy assessment 

of responsibility, Jordanians expressed embarrassment for committing the offense; for example, 

one participant said “I don’t know how to look you in the eyes” in their apology. Thus, based on 

what is mentioned above when apologizing to people in high-ranking positions Jordanians 

apologized using long elaborated combinations of apologies. Such findings align with the 

findings of Bataineh and Bataineh (2008) who found that Jordanians used long elaborated 

strategies when apologizing. They also align with the findings of Bataineh and Bataineh (2005), 

where they also found that Jordanians used such phrases when apologizing.  

 One explanation for why Jordanians used significantly more strategies to apologize than 

Canadians in high power situations, could be because Jordan and Canada are categorized as high 

and low context cultures respectively by (Hall, 1976). In high context cultures people in high-

ranking positions may be shown a great amount of respect due to the presence of collectivism 
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and hierarchal structures in these cultures (Kim et al., 1998). So, people may be treated 

differently based on their social status, age, occupation etc. (Samovar et al., 2016). Therefore, in 

these cultures, individuals in high-ranking positions may be shown a great deal of respect due to 

their authority and status. Also, these cultures might place a strong emphasis on preserving face, 

which refers to maintaining dignity, prestige, and social standing (Dozier et al., 1998). Thus, 

based on this information it is inferred that when an offense happens against someone in these 

positions, the offender may use a higher number of apology strategies as a way to show 

deference and humility, and as a way to show that they are genuine in their apology. Thus, 

recognizing the hierarchical order and the need to maintain social relationships, they may employ 

multiple strategies in hopes of the apology being accepted. Jordanians even went as far as 

degrading themselves in these situations for example by saying phrases such as “I’m dumb” or 

“I’m careless” but Canadians never did so. These phrases allow the apologizer to take 

responsibility for their actions while simultaneously demonstrating humility to the person who is 

in a high-ranking position.  

 However, in low context cultures the role of social hierarchy may not be valued as much, 

these cultures may place a lot of emphasis on egalitarianism. They might value equality and treat 

people fairly, regardless of their social status or hierarchical position (Kim et al., 1998). This was 

seen in the way they produced apologies. Thus, regardless of whether someone is apologizing to 

a superior, a colleague, or a subordinate, they are expected to use the same level of sincerity, 

remorse, and accountability. The emphasis is on the recognition of the mistake and the intent to 

make things right, rather than the power dynamics or social positions of the individuals involved. 

 On the other hand, there were no statistical differences in the way Jordanians and 

Canadians used illocutionary force indicating device, promise of forbearance and an offer of 
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repair. Jordanians used these strategies 24%, 8%, and 18% of the time respectively, whereas 

Canadians used them 40%, 9%, and 26% of the time respectively. Both of these cultures used 

these strategies the same way and no differences were noticed. Moreover, it was observed that 

high power distance situations were the only situations which Jordanians used significantly more 

IFID than Canadians. However, when apologizing to people in equal and low-ranking positions, 

Canadians used this strategy significantly more than Jordanians. This suggests that Jordanians 

apologized using direct communication when apologizing to an individual in a high-ranking 

position. This directness could be because the offender wants to avoid ambiguity or 

misinterpretation of messages and the desire to show respect and deference to those in higher 

positions. This is because in direct communication, statements are expressed clearly and directly, 

leaving little room for ambiguity, conversely, in indirect communication, statements are often 

veiled to conceal the speaker's true intentions (Ting-tommy & Ching, 2012). Furthermore, since 

in low context cultures communication may be considered to be more direct Hall (1976), 

Canadians apologized using direct strategies (e.g., sorry) to apologize for their offense. This 

could be why there were no differences in the usage of IFIDs to apologize in these situations.  

 Similar to this, the reason why no significant differences in the usage of an offer of repair 

in these situations, could be because Canadians apologized using an offer of repair consistently 

across all situations, regardless of power dynamics. This approach may stem from their cultural 

inclination towards direct communication and individual accountability (Hall, 1976). However, 

Jordanians did not consistently use an offer of repair as an apology strategy in all situations 

(Canadians used this strategy more in equal and low power distance situations). Jordanians used 

it in in high power situations because the offense was towards a high-ranking individual, and as 

mentioned above high context cultures may place a strong emphasis on maintaining social 
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harmony and respecting authority figures, thus, it is suggested that they used this strategy as a 

way to show this and mend the damage caused by the offense. Additionally, the use of promise 

of forbearance by the two groups in these situations could be because this strategy is situation 

dependent (Blum-Kulka & Olshtain, 1984). Both groups used it when apologizing to the 

manager for being late to work for a third time. Thus, by making a sincere commitment to 

forbearance, individuals may aim to rebuild a sense of security, respect, and understanding, 

while actively working towards preventing any repetition of the offense.  

   
5.2.2. Apologies used by Jordanians and Canadians in equal power distance situations  

 
 In contrast to apologies towards individuals in high power positions, when apologizing to 

people in equal ranking positions, Canadians apologized using significantly more strategies for 

their offense than Jordanians. They used the strategies a total of 124 times, while Jordanians used 

them a total of 84 times (p= .001). However, there were no significant differences in the way 

Canadians apologized to people in equal ranking positions compared to high-ranking positions 

(p= .717). These results align with Al-Sobh (2013) who also found that Jordanians used less 

strategies when apologizing to people in equal ranking positions than people in high-ranking 

positions. Furthermore, Canadians used significantly more intensifiers than Jordanians in equal 

power situations (p=.011), with a total of 14 times, compared to Jordanians who used them 4 

times. Neither group used any honorifics in these situations. Furthermore, Jordanians used 

shorter combinations in equal power situations than what was used in high power distance 

situations; they used either a single strategy or a combination of two strategies. Canadians 

apologized the same as they did in high power distance situations by using either a single 

strategy or a combination of two or three strategies. For example, in situation 2 of the 

questionnaire, where the offense was watching TV loudly and it disturbed the brother, 15 
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Jordanian participants used a single strategy, and 5 used 2 strategies. In the Canadian group, 7 

participants used a single strategy, 11 participants used two strategies and 2 participants used 3 

strategies. This example compared to the example shown in the section above, shows a 

difference in how Jordanians produced apologies; they did not use long exaggerated 

combinations but instead used a single strategy or short combinations to apologize. This was not 

observed in high power distance situations. 

 One explanation to why Jordanians used less strategies to apologize to people in equal 

ranking situations compared to Canadians and compared to high power situations could be 

because, as previously mentioned above in high context cultures the role of the social hierarchy 

may be valued; thus, these cultures are considered to accept power as being part of the society. 

So, when an offense happens against someone in a high-ranking position in a high context 

culture, it is considered to be more face threating since these individuals may be treated with 

very high levels of respect in these cultures (Merkin, 2006). Therefore, they will employ more 

strategies to apologize and repair the damage done to the hearer’s face. However, in low context 

cultures, the role of social hierarchy might not be as valued; people may be treated fairly and 

equally (Kim et al., 1998). Thus, this might contribute to a consistent approach in apologies 

where individuals feel it is important to extend similar levels of respect and accountability 

regardless of rank.  

 More specifically, in equal power distance situations, Canadians apologized using an 

offer of repair significantly more than Jordanians with 30% while Jordanians used this strategy 

of 23% (p=.001). Additionally, Canadians used IFID (direct strategy) more than Jordanians. 

Canadians used this strategy 40%, while Jordanians used it 34%. This suggests that Canadians 

apologized using a direct apology (IFID) more than Jordanians when apologizing to people in 
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equal ranking positions. So, in the Jordanian group when the relationship between the person 

who was offended and the offender was closer, such as a sibling or a friend the offender did not 

apologize directly. This could be because as suggested by (Bai, 2016), for communication to be 

effective in low context cultures, it should be direct and clear. So, the speaker may need to make 

it clear to the hearer that they are apologizing in order for the apology to be accepted. 

Conversely, in high context cultures people may communicate more indirectly and may rely on 

the hearer to interpret the meaning of the utterance. So, when apologizing, their apologies may 

be more indirect, since the offender might assume that the hearer of equal ranking already 

possesses the cultural knowledge and understanding required to interpret their apologies 

accurately, leading to fewer strategies used. This is because in high context cultures people may 

have close and intimate relationships with one another (Kim et al., 1998) so most of the 

information may be already internalized in the person and less information may be in the spoken 

part of the message (Hall, 1976; Kim et al., 1998). Thus, the speaker might expect that it is the 

hearer’s responsibility to “read between the lines” and interpret the intended message (Ting-

Tommy & Ching, 2012 p. 149). For example, one participant provided an explanation for the 

offense by just stating that he was late “because of the Mansaf.” Mansaf is a traditional Jordanian 

dish which is known to cause laziness if one eats it. Therefore, by only saying this as an 

explanation the apologizer assumed that his friend would understand what he meant by it without 

the need to explain further.  

 Moreover, Jordanians used concern for the hearer 10% while Canadians used it only 1%. 

This shows that Jordanians used this strategy significantly more than Canadians (p=.032). They 

used phrases such as “don’t be sad/mad.” This could be because in high context cultures people 

might be collectivistic and may have close and intimate relationships with each other. Bai, 
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(2016) states that their main goal is to maintain harmonious relationships with one another, thus, 

by making sure the hearer is okay and being concerned about their feelings it might help with 

maintaining these relationships. 

 Furthermore, there were no significant differences in the usage of an offer of explanation, 

this strategy was used 23% by Jordanians and 15% by Canadians (p= 1.00). When using this 

strategy both groups used similar explanations to explain the offense depending on what the 

situation was. For example, in situation 8, where the professor forgot the exam papers on the day 

of the exam, both groups said to the students that “they forgot the exam papers.” There were no 

statistical differences in how both cultures used promise of forbearance. It was used 2% by 

Canadians and zero times by Jordanians. So, this difference was not large enough for it to be 

significant. Canadians used phrases such as “next time this will not happen again.” Lastly, the 

chi-square test revealed no significant differences in how Jordanians and Canadians used 

assessment of responsibility. This strategy was used 15% by Canadians and 20% by Jordanians. 

This could be because as mentioned above in equal situations Jordanians did not use as many 

direct strategies as Canadians (Canadians used more IFID’s than Jordanians) and instead 

Jordanians relied on indirect strategies to apologize for the offense. Whereas as discussed above 

in low context cultures (i.e., Canada) communication may be direct and clear. Therefore, 

apologies may often involve explicitly acknowledging responsibility and explaining the reasons 

for the mistake. This explicit communication style may align with the values of transparency and 

accountability, often found in low-context cultures (Hall, 1976). This could be one reason why 

both groups used these strategies, and no differences were found.  

 However, although the data did not yield statistically significant differences in the use of 

assessment of responsibility, the qualitative analysis provides valuable insights into the apology 
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behaviors exhibited by both groups. Jordanians denied responsibility for the offense by saying 

for example “it is not my fault [I dropped the mug] it was hot.” Also, in their apologies 

Jordanians downplayed the offense by using phrases such as “so what” or “it’s okay.” However, 

Canadians never did so. Some previous studies (Bataineh & Bataineh, 2008; Hussein & 

Hammouri, 1998) found that Jordanians deny responsibility for the offense and used phrases to 

minimize the degree of the offense. This may align with the cultural norms and values prevalent 

in high-context cultures, where the preservation of face is prioritized (Kim et al., 1998). 

Holtgraves (1992) mentions that an apology could be considered by cultures as a face threating 

act, because apologizing involves admitting one’s fault. Thus, by denying responsibility the 

apologizer may serve to protect their own face. Moreover, by minimizing the offense it may be 

understood within the cultural norms of high-context cultures, where individuals might prioritize 

maintaining social harmony, avoiding conflict, and preserving relationships (Hall, 1976). 

 
5.2.3. Apologies used by Jordanians and Canadians in low power distance situations 

 
 Lastly, in situations which represented low power distance levels, Canadians used 

significantly more (p=.001) strategies to apologize in these situations. They used a total of 131 

strategies while Jordanians used a total of 88 strategies. They also used significantly more 

intensifiers (p=.015) with a total of 8 intensifiers compared to Jordanians who used intensifiers 

only one time. Neither group used any honorifics in these situations. Like previous situations 

Canadians apologized by using either a single strategy or by combining 2 or 3 strategies together. 

Whereas Jordanians used either a single strategy or combined two strategies together. For 

example, in situation 7, the doctor had a bad cough while he was with a patient, 5 Canadian 

participants apologized by using a single strategy, 14 participants used 2 strategies and one 
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participant used 3 strategies. 2 participants used intensifiers. On the other hand, in the same 

situation 17 participants used a single strategy and 3 participants used 2 strategies.  

 Particularly, Canadians used illocutionary force indicating device significantly more 

(p=.001) than Jordanians in low power situations. They used them 39% , compared to Jordanians 

who used them 34%. This finding suggests that in low power situations Canadians employed 

more direct strategies to apologize for their offense compared to Jordanians. Furthermore, 

although both groups employed similar approaches for repairing offenses based on what the 

situation was, the key distinction lies in the frequency of offering such repairs with Canadians 

demonstrating a greater propensity in this regard. Canadians used this strategy 30% of time while 

Jordanians used it 24% of the time. For instance, in situation 8, both groups offered to repair the 

offense by saying “the exam will be postponed till a later date.” Similarly, when employing the 

strategy of offering an explanation, Jordanians used it in a manner consistent with Canadians, but 

with a lower frequency. Canadians used this strategy 19% while Jordanians used it 14% To 

illustrate, in situation 8, both groups conveyed the explanation that "I forgot the exam papers." 

 High ranking individuals from Jordan using significantly less strategies than Canadians to 

apologize to people in lower ranking positions than them could be because an apology requires 

the person to admit responsibility and express remorse to the person who is offended, in order to 

seek forgiveness from them (Verdeja, 2010). This might place the person the lower-ranked 

person at a more dominant position; hence, the apology may undermine the offender’s power and 

social standing and will cause them to lose face since it is acknowledged that “apologies involve 

loss of face for the speaker” (Blum-Kulka & Olshtain, 1984, p. 206). In high context cultures, 

people of higher power may be concerned about their public self-image and avoiding threats to 

face (Dozier et al., 1988) so they might be less likely to apologize directly to people lower in 
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power. In fact, they even shifted the blame to the hearer in order to perceive their face while 

Canadians never did so. Previous studies revealed that higher power individuals in Arab 

countries (high context culture) are more often than not going to blame the person who is lower 

in power for a wrongdoing which the transgressor is responsible for (Soliman, 2003). Also, 

studies showed that high power individuals never apologize to their children (lower power party) 

to assert their authority (Rizk, 1997). So, even if the person who was offended is not responsible 

for the offense, they might not show any disagreement with the offender in a high-ranking 

position, that is because they might want to maintain social harmony and strong bonds with each 

other and avoid causing trouble (Bai, 2016). Whereas, in low context cultures when someone 

makes a mistake or causes harm, they might be expected to apologize sincerely and make 

amends directly. Thus, the focus may be on the act of apologizing itself rather than the specific 

social status or hierarchical position of the individuals involved. 

 There were no significant differences in the production of concern for the hearer and 

assessment of responsibility by the two groups. Jordanian participants used these strategies 10% 

and 18% of the time respectively, whereas Canadian participants used them 5% and 7% of time 

respectively. This suggests that both groups acknowledged the impact of their actions on the 

recipient and expressed empathy. Additionally, both groups did not use promise of forbearance, 

this could be because the situations presented in the questionnaire which represented this power 

level did not involve the need for explicit assurances of refraining from future actions. So. 

respondents may not have found it necessary to employ this strategy in their responses. 
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5.3. Conclusion and implications  
 

 The purpose of this study was to investigate whether culture and power distance 

influences the production of apologies. So, the study investigated high and low context cultures 

which were represented by Canada and Jordan, respectively. The results revealed that, contrary 

to Canadians, the total number of strategies used by Jordanians to apologize to a person at 

higher, lower, and equal power was significantly different. Jordanians used multiple strategies 

when apologizing to people in high-ranking positions and their apologies were more direct. 

However, when apologizing to people in equal or low-ranking positions, they apologized using 

less strategies, which were indirect strategies. The study assumed that high context cultures 

respect people in high-ranking positions due to their authority and status within the social 

hierarchy. Thus, the use of a higher number of apology strategies in these cultures might be 

driven by the desire to maintain face and preserve social harmony. They may have employed 

more direct strategies in order to show clarity and avoid misunderstandings. However, in equal 

situations, since the apologizer is close in power to the hearer the threat to the hearer’s face may 

have been assumed to be less severe so, they apologized less. Lastly, when apologizing to low- 

ranked individuals, they might have used less strategies because the offender was in a high-

ranking position and apologizing to someone in a lower rank will involve loss of face putting the 

hearer in a more dominant position which may be against cultural norms. 

  In contrast, in Canada, which is a low context culture, the participants did not regard the 

hearer’s power when apologizing; this is suggested because they apologized using the same 

number of strategies regardless of who the hearer was. The study explained this by suggesting 

that Canada is a low context culture, and in these cultures the role of social hierarchy may not as 

important as it is in high context cultures; that is why apologies did not differ based on the power 



 

 

91 

of the hearer. This concludes that culture and power distance do have an effect on the production 

of apologies. Additionally, the results align with Hall’s (1976) views on categorizing culture as 

high and low context cultures since the results of the study could be interpreted using each 

cultures characteristic. 

 These findings have important pedagogical implications. One of the implications is that 

educators can use this study to raise students' awareness of cultural differences on the speech act 

of apology and encourage them to approach communication in the way which is appropriate in 

the target culture. For foreign or second language learners, incorporating cultural insights 

alongside language instruction can enhance their understanding and proficiency (Martínez-Flor 

& Usó-Juan, 2010). This can be done through small group discussions, case studies, role plays, 

interviews etc. Also, the study sheds a light on the apology strategies used in Canadian culture 

which up to my knowledge has not been investigated before. Therefore, when teaching Canadian 

English educators can emphasize the pragmatic aspects of apologies in Canadian English so 

learners can develop pragmatic competence, which is essential when learning a language  

(Barron, 2003).  

 Understanding cultural differences in speech acts, including apologies, is crucial for 

effective communication. As highlighted in chapter two, speech acts need to be expressed in 

their appropriate cultural form to ensure their acceptance and avoid potential misunderstandings. 

Failing to produce them correctly can hinder effective communication and create confusion 

between interlocutors. By learning about cultural variations in apology styles, language learners 

can navigate diverse cultural contexts with greater sensitivity and accuracy, thereby fostering 

better understanding and successful interactions. 
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5.4. Limitations and directions for future research  
 

 Like any other, this study is not without limitations. These limitations would provide new 

avenues for future research. This study found that Jordanians and Canadians involved in the 

study have some similarities and differences in the way they apologize; however, the study did 

not consider the role of gender in apologies. Some extant research found that apology realization 

differs according to the gender of the apologizer. For example, Bataineh and Bataineh (2008) 

study found that gender is a determinant factor in the way American and Jordanian participants 

realize the apology speech act. For example, Jordanian females are more inclined than males to 

use statement of remorse and American students elected more reparation and compensation than 

their male counterparts. Moreover, Bataineh and Bataineh (2008) found that the differences 

between the Jordanian males and females is greater than that between American males and 

females. Thus, since we did not consider the effect of gender in our study, future studies are 

encouraged to investigate whether males and females would apologize differently to a hearer of 

equal or unequal social power.  

 Additionally, according to Hall (1976) high context culture are less likely than low 

context to use contextual cues to communicate their message and intentions. So, it is more likely 

that participants of high context cultures use non-verbal gestures in their apologies. However, the 

instrument we used (DCT) limited our ability to collect data about the non-verbal gestures since 

the participants provided their responses in writing. In societies that respect and accept power 

disparity, people may feel more obligated to show more respect and politeness to a person in a 

high-ranking position. The offender may perceive that verbal apology alone is not enough, so to 

make the apology more sincere and effective he may supplement the apology with non-verbal 

cues. The use of non-verbal apology strategies may be dependent on factors such as social 
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power. Ahmad (2017) conducted a study investigating the speech act of apology by Iraqi Arabic 

native speakers and Iraqi English foreign language learners; the study found that when 

apologizing to one of their parents, some respondents accompanied their verbal apology with 

kissing a specific part of the body (e.g., forehead or face). So, it is recommended that future 

studies account for the effect of social power in using non-verbal gestures in their apologies and 

identifying the types of non-verbal behaviors used with apologizing to people in different power 

levels. This can be done by combining multiple instruments together in the data collection 

process e.g., role plays, interviews etc.  

 Additionally, the sample size of this study was small, with only 40 participants in total, 

20 individuals in each group. Also, the study only investigated undergraduate students; thus, the 

sample may not be representative of the entire population. Generalizing the results of the study to 

the larger population may be challenging, as the findings might not accurately reflect the 

characteristics, behaviors, or preferences of a broader group. To improve the generalizability of 

the results, future studies could consider increasing the sample size. Additionally, the study only 

investigated one country to represent high and low context cultures. Further research should aim 

to investigate more countries which are categorized this way in order to examine the validity of 

Hall’s (1976) views further.  

 Finally, investigating and categorizing cultures as high and low context presents several 

limitations, first, it tends to oversimplify the rich diversity within each culture, as cultures are not 

homogeneous entities but rather dynamic and ever evolving. Moreover, each culture has 

individual variations, so not everyone can be strictly categorized as having either high or low 

context communication. Also, the existence of sub-cultures within larger cultures (e.g., Canada) 

and immigrations contribute to the challenge of categorizing cultures this way. So further 
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research should take these limitations into consideration when categorizing and investigating 

cultures. For example, researchers could adopt a more inclusive approach by considering 

individuals with multiple cultural backgrounds when examining high and low context cultures, 

instead of just focusing on one group of people within a certain culture. 

 Despite these limitations, this study makes a valuable contribution to the existing 

literature on apology strategies by examining previously unexplored aspects. Specifically, it 

investigated the apology strategies used in Canada to apologize to different hierarchal positions, 

which to the best of my knowledge, has not been extensively studied before. Moreover, it 

explores the apology strategies employed by Jordanians across different hierarchical positions, 

shedding light on an important cultural dimension that has received limited attention. By delving 

into these areas, the study provides valuable insights that can enhance learners' pragmatic 

competence and contribute to their proficiency in the target language. Understanding and 

acquiring the appropriate way to use speech acts is crucial for learners to become effective 

communicators in their language acquisition journey. Furthermore, the study acknowledges the 

influence of high and low context cultures on the apology process. Cultural factors significantly 

impact how individuals formulate and perceive apologies (Blum-Kulka & Olshtain, 1984), 

making it vital to explore how different cultures express remorse to minimize the risk of 

misunderstandings and miscommunication. By investigating the impact of culture on apology 

strategies, the study contributes to fostering cross-cultural understanding and promotes effective 

communication in diverse contexts. 
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Appendices 
 

 
Appendix A: English version of the questionnaire  
 
 Imagine yourself in the following hypothetical situations and write what you 

would say in each situation. Please answer as you would if these were real situations. 

There are no wrong or right answers. So, answer as you see fit.  

 

1) What is your gender? 

2) What is your age? 

3) What is your level of education? E.g. Undergraduate, Graduate, PhD…? 

4) Where is your place of birth? 

5) What is your native language? 

 

Situation 1: Your professor lends you a book, and you lose it. When you see your professor, what 

do you say to the professor? 

 
Situation 2 : While your brother is studying, you turn on the TV and it is loud. Your brother 

becomes angry as he hates being disturbed while studying. If this situation were real, what would 

you say to your brother? 

 
Situation 3: You were supposed to meet your friend with whom you are working on a joint 

project at 2 p.m., but you were one hour late. If this situation were real what would you say to 

your friend? 
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Situation 4: Your mother asked you to wash the dishes, but you forgot. Now she is angry. If this 

situation were real what would you say to your mother? 

 

Situation 5: You arrive to your work late for the fourth time. The manager had warned you 

several times to arrive on time. As soon as you walk in to work you see your manager. If this 

situation were real, what would you say to your manager? 

 
Situation 6: While you are at your best friend's home, he serves you coffee in his favorite mug. 

When you take it, it falls from your hand and breaks. If this situation were real, what would you 

say to your friend? 

 
Situation 7: Imagine that you are a doctor with one of your patients in the clinic. While you are 

speaking, you cannot avoid coughing. You cough again and again. If this were real, what would 

you say to the patient?  

 
Situation 8: Imagine that you are a professor. You informed your students that you would be 

giving them an exam today, but you forgot the exam papers .If this situation were real, what 

would you say to the students? 

 
Situation 9: Imagine that you are a principal of a public school. You are now in a hurry, and you 

run into one of the students who is carrying a pile of papers. The papers fall all over the floor. If 

this situation were real, what would you say to the student? 
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Appendix B: Arabic version of the questionnaire  
 
بتكاو  ةیعقاو فقاوملا هذھ تناك ول امك ةباجلاا ىجری .فقوم لك يف لوقتس تنك اذام  ةیضارتفلاا  ةیلاتلا  فقاوملا يف كسفن لیخت

ًابسانم هارت امك بجا اذل .ةحیحص ریغ وا ةحیحص تاباجا دجوت لا . ةیقیقحو . 

 

1. ؟كسنج وھ ام   

2. ؟كرمع وھ ام   

3.   ؟يمیلعتلا كاوتسم وھ ام 

4.   ؟كدلایم ناكم نیأ 

5.   ؟ملأا كتغل يھ ام 

 

؟ھل لوقتس تنك اذامف .ھعیضُت كنكلوً اباتك كروسیفورب كَرُیْعُِی :1 فقوملا  

 
 نا هركی ھنلأ كیخا بضغ ىلا يدؤی امم ،اًعفترم ھتوص نوكیو زافلتلا لیغشتب تنا موقت ،سردی كوخا ناك امنیب :2 فقوملا

؟ھل لوقتس تنك اذام ً،ایقیقح عضولا اذھ ناك اذإف .ةساردلا ءانثأ ھجاعزا متی  
 
 

 ترخأت كنكل ،ارًھظ ةیناثلا ةعاسلا مامت يف عورشملا سفن يف ھعم لمعت يذلا كقیدص لباقت نأ ضرتفملا نم ناك :3 فقوملا
؟ھل لوقتس تنك اذامف ً،ایقیقح فقوملا اذھ ناك اذإف .ةدحاو ةعاس  

 
 تنك اذام ً،ایقیقح فقوملا اذھ ناك ول لیخت .ةبضاغ نلآا يھو .تیسن كنكل ،قابطلأا لسغ كتدلاو كنم تبلط :4 فقوملا.

؟اھل لوقتس  
 
 

 تقولا يف لوصولا لوح تارم ةدعل كھیبنتب ماق دق ریدملا ناكو .ةعبارلا ةرملل رخأتم تقو يف كلمع ىلإ لصت :5 فقوملا.
؟ھل لوقتس اذامف ،اًیقیقح فقوملا اذھ ناك اذإ روصت .ددحملا  

 
 

 رسكنیو كدی نم طقسی بوكلا نكلو .ھلزنم يف كدوجو ءانثأ لضفملا ھبوك يف ةوھقلا كئاقدصأ زعأ كل رُضِحُْی :6 فقوملا.
؟كقیدصل لوقتس تنك اذام ً،ایقیقح فقوملا اذھ ناك ول امیف .هذخأت تنك امدنع  

 
 

 لعست تیقبو ،ھعم كثیدح ءانثأ لاعسلا بنجت عطتست ملو .ةدایعلا يف كاضرم دحأ عم دجاوتمو بیبط كنأ لّیخت :7 فقوملا.
؟ًایقیقح فقوملا اذھ ناك ول ضیرملل لوقتس اذامف ً.اراركتوً ارارم ھماما  

 
 

 قاروأ راضحإ تیسن ناحتملاا تقو ءاج املو ً.اناحتما مویلا مھیطعت فوس كنأب كَبلاط تَغَْلبَْأو ،ذاتسأ كنأ لّیخت :8 فقوملا.
؟ًایقیقح فقوملا اذھ ناك ول مھل لوقتس اذامف ،كعم ناحتملاا  
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 لمحی ناك يذلاو بلاطلا دحأ عم تمدطصاو كرمأ نم ةلجع ىلع ریست تنكو ،ةیموكح ةسردم ریدم كنأ لیخت :9 فقوملا.
  ؟ًایقیقح فقوملا اذھ ناك ول ھل لوقتس اذام .ضرلاا ىلع اعیمج اھطوقس ىلا ىدأ امم ،قارولأا نم ةموك هدیب


