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1. Introduction

The study of apologies has attracted numerous scholars who have investigated
English and numerous other languages. This speech act has been analyzed thestly
context of English as a second or foreign language, with a focus on the way non-native
speakers produce and perceive apologies. Other studies have investigateésfrologi
a linguistic perspective describing the way native speakers usedishsact. Insofar as
the methodologies used by these studies are concerned, most researcth iakuse
collected through elicitation methods, rather than actual language in use thhile
results of studies using different written or oral elicitation instrumermteide valuable
data as to how speakers think they might apologize in different situations, thglteis
need to investigate how this speech act is used in real language contexts. The rofin aim
the present study is to investigate apologies in American English andnironusing
corpus data gathered from actual language in use.

Besides using real language as the source of apologies, the presenisstaiins
to apply current theoretical frameworks to the analysis of this speedVa believe that
a Cognitive Linguistics approach and the theoretical framework provided byr@Guimst
Grammar will be effective in distinguishing the different forms andtfans of
apologies. We believe that combining these theories with a discoursesnalys
methodology using language corpora can provide a viable alternative to previous

methods of studying this speech act.



As mentioned above, apologies have been the focus of research in numerous
languages. Unfortunately, Romanian is one of the languages that have beetudieders
insofar as this speech act is concerned. In a previous study we found thgtespiol
Romanian can function differently than those in English (Demeter, 2006). However,
since that study used elicited data as source of the analysis, thdlaisetd to analyze
how apologies are used in actual Romanian language. The present study usingssorpora
therefore, a natural continuation of our previous findings.

The present study is organized into six chapters. Following this introduction,
Chapter 2 will provide an overview of previous approaches to the study of apologies. It
will focus on the methodologies used to collect apologies as well as on the way the
studies categorized this speech act. The findings of previous studies avileals
discussed. The chapter will also provide the necessary background for thedhkoreti
framework used in our analysis. Construction Grammar, as well as other dygsreach
as corpus linguistics, mental spaces, blending, and approaches relatedaozation
and interactional discourse will also be discussed.

Chapter 3 will introduce the research questions of the present study and give
detailed information about the different corpora used. Also, the procedures used in
analyzing the data will be described, including details about the conventions used in the
study.

The results and discussion part of the study will be divided into two chapters.
Chapter 4 will discuss apologies in English, covering both spoken and written discourse,

while Chapter 5 will discuss results in spoken and written Romanian.



Chapter 6 will provide the overall conclusions to the study. A summary of the
main findings will be provided, as well as a discussion of the implications of the study

Finally, limitations and possible future research will also be discussed.



2. Literature Review

The aim of the present study is to investigate the construal of explicit apologies i
American English and Romanian from a Construction Grammar perspectives Befor
analyzing the use of apologies in the two languages, we will first provide chesaey
background information on the speech act of apology, as well as on the theoretical
framework that will be used in our analysis. The present chapter wilpfogide an
overview of previous approaches to the study of apologies while highlighting sonee of th
areas of concern that the different approaches and methodologies pose. Theh, we wil
discuss the theoretical framework of a new, and we believe, more effectiveacppy
the study of this speech act, namely Construction Grammar. Finally, wesweillliglcuss
some theoretical aspects of the corpus linguistics methodology used inrandbta in

this study.

2.1.Previous Approaches to the Study of Apologies

Studies have defined apologies in different ways. Most previous studies consider
the apology as the speech act that is required when the social norms of padliéenasd
the mending of a behavior or of a linguistic expression that has offended anosioer per
(Trosborg, 1995), or when somebody is offended due to the fact that personal
expectations are not fulfilled (Fraser, 1981). When defining apologies, one nouistkals

into consideration the possibility of a speaker apologizing for somebody leédesior



(Holmes, 1990). In all cases, an apology involves the interaction of twoipants,
namely the person apologizing and the person receiving an apology.

The apology has received great attention over the last years, with studies
analyzing the way this speech act is perceived and produced in a singlg&gngua
whether in English (Bharuthram, 2003; Butler, 2001; Deutschmann, 2003; Edmundson,
1992; Holmes, 1990; Risen & Gilovich, 2007) or in other languages (Cohen & Shively,
2007; Demeter, 2006; Jebahi, 2011; Kotani, 1999; Suzuki, 1999; Trimbitas, Lin, & Clark,
2007; Vollmer & Olshtain, 1989; Wouk, 2006). Other studies were comparative analyses
of two or more languages (Blum-Kulka, House, & Kasper, 1989; Blum-Kulka &

Olshtain, 1984; Guan, Park, & Lee, 2009; Jung, 2004; Lubecka, 2000; Marquez-Reiter,
2000; Tamanaha, 2003), with special attention given to the way non-native speakers use
this speech act (Bataineh & Bataineh, 2006; Chang, 2010; Cohen, 2005; Garcia, 1989;
Kasper & Rose, 2002; Rintell & Mitchell, 1989; Trosborg, 1995). These studies have
used different approaches and methodologies, some more effective than othei$. We w
discuss the main approaches that previous studies on apologies have taken next.

The overwhelming majority of the studies on apologies have used a
sociopragmatic approach based on the speech act theory framework. Searle (1969) and
Austin (1975) were the forerunners of contemporary speech act theory, which
encompasses the way people apologize, promise, request, and perform otheaclinguist
acts. Speech acts are considered a complex combination of utterancemdoguti
illocutionary and perlocutionary acts (Bach & Harnish, 1979). The sociopragmatic
component of the theory was introduced later, when Wierzbicka (1991) claimed that most

of the early definitions of speech acts were ethnocentric and failed to take int



consideration what she believed to be one of the most important charactefispesch
acts, namely cultural specificity. She claims that cultural values ardatkristics such
as indirectness, objectivism, courtesy, and cordiality are reflected wathspeakers
produce speech acts. Finally, Mey (1993) claimed that speech acts need to be both
situationally and socially oriented.

The main procedure in the study of apologies (or of any speech act for that
matter) has been to collect or elicit data and then categorize thewliffiestances of
apologies using different categories or taxonomies. We will first distwesdifferent
collection methods used in these studies, followed by the taxonomies used in the analysi
of apologies. Finally, we will provide an overview of the most important findings of

existing studies on apologies.

2.1.1.Data Collection Methods

Even though there seemed to be a consensus in previous studies that naturally
occurring data represent the best source for analyzing speechesite @ Cummings,
1995; Kasper & Dahl, 1991), most research has not used such data, mostly thegause
are very difficult to collect while at the same time controlling foraldes. As a result,
most of the previous studies on apologies have used data collected through more
controlled means, such as several versions of discourse completion testsr(éT)
plays, interviews, and written questionnaires (Cohen & Olshtain, 1994). Such cdntrolle
approaches presupposed that the researcher already knew how and when apologies
other speech acts might be used, requiring researchers to acknowlsggerhations
when discussing their results. A smaller number of studies have used observation,

recording, ethnographic methods, or corpora as data.

6



2.1.1.1.Discourse Completion Tests (DCT)

The most popular instrument used in speech acts studies is the discourse
completion test (DCT). The DCT is a written instrument that contains & série
incomplete discourse fragments requiring an apology. The sequences occurentdiffe
situations and are devised to reflect a variety of social relationsdrespeaker and
hearer, as well as different degrees of offense severity. Each segtetseut with
information about the situation, the speakers, and the social relationship between the
speakers. This is followed by an incomplete dialogue in which only the firsistgimen,
and the subject completing the DCT has to provide the second turn containing the speech
act (Blum-Kulka & Olshtain, 1984). Some DCTs also provide a third turn, with the
offended speaker replying to the apology. An example of such a discourse sepuence
used in one of the most cited studies on apologies (Blum-Kulka & Olshtain, 1984, p. 198)

is given in Figure 1.

2. At the professor’s office
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 brirjg it
along.

Teacher: Miriam, | hope you brought the book I lent you.
Miriam:

Teacher: OK, but please remember it next week.

Figure 1. Sample discourse sequence used in DCTs

The assumption in this instrument is that subjects provide the apology they
believe they would use when finding themselves in the specified situation. The reason a
written instrument was devised to collect speech acts that seem to be inhepaken

discourse is that a written survey allows for a large number of particijoaioés



guestioned in the study, resulting in a large number of instances of the speechgact bein
studied.

The source of the situations used in DCTs varies. Some situations were cyeated b
the researchers themselves, in an attempt to cover a wide varietyrgfssé@Blium-Kulka
& Olshtain, 1984; Jebahi, 2011; Trosborg, 1995). Other studies have used television
shows as the source of the situations in order to come closer to naturally-@ccurrin
contexts (Butler, 2001; Edmundson, 1992). The assumption of these studies is that even
though such shows are the product of a pre-written script, the language used is cl
naturally occurring speech and can be considered as representative of pecteds
real life spoken language (Quaglio, 2009).

There are two main concerns that the DCT raises. First, both the situations
requiring an apology and the apologies provided themselves are either hygabtireti
staged, and not naturally occurring. Studies using this instrument acknowledge this
limitation but place greater value on the possibility of collectireygel number of
apologies in relatively controlled situations over the fact that they should ballyatur
occurring. The type of data thus collected is referred to in such studieslantaritdata
(Blum-Kulka, et al., 1989).

The second concern, which applies to any written instrument, is thatlsence t
DCT is a written instrument, it may not be an accurate representation of tha spoke
discourse in which the apologies would be used. Another criticism of writteanments
as opposed to oral ones, for example, is that they do not provide enough context for the
situation that elicits the apology or for the persons involved (Wolfson, Marmor, & Jones,

1989). Furthermore, some of the possible apology strategies, such as avoiding or



postponing an apology, could be left out in written questionnaires (Beebe & Cummings,
1995), as such instruments force the respondent to provide an apology to all the situations
in the survey. Finally, apologies mostly occur in interactive spoken discouetéing s

that is not reproduced by the written instruments.

2.1.1.2.Role-Plays

Another instrument often used is role-play. With this instrument, participants a
given a situation that involves some sort of an offense, and a description of the role they
have to play in the interaction. They are given a few minutes to prepare tagiap)
which is then followed by the actual enactment. There are two types qiaglenamely
open and closed role-plays. In the case of the first type, the participantsecaatint
freely, while in the case of the latter, the participants mostly play aufoidue with few

interactions. A sample open role-play is provided in Figure 2 (Jung, 2004, pp. 115-116).

The following situations are hypothetical situations that might have glread
happened to you or you might run into this kind of situations later in your life.
Upon reading each situation, along with the interlocutor, improvise the
conversation which might follow until the agreement is reached between you and
the interlocutor.

<SITU 1> Not showing up at a friend’s party

You were invited to the party of one of your good female friends last night. You
told her you were going to go, but you did not. She is quite upset because she(told
all of her friends about you, and they were expecting to see you. Besides, this |s
the second time that you did not show up at a party to which you told her that you
were going. The last time, you called her at the last minute to let her knaw. Thi
time, she calls you the next morning.

Friend: Hey, what happened last nic

Figure 2. Sample open role-play



At first sight, this instrument seems to be more effective, as it secnesdoser
to actual situations and does involve some interaction, which would be an advantage over
written instruments. However, role-plays can sometimes result in uahlagénavior on
the part of the subjects (Jung, 2004). In addition, while open role-plays provide a wider
context in which the speech act is produced as opposed to closed ones, data obtained with
this instrument are more difficult to transcribe and code and offer less coitinel
variables involved in the study (Kasper & Dahl, 1991). Though the role-play canerovid
more context and interaction, the situations in which the subjects have to apologize are
nevertheless, created by the researcher based on either previous studiebairtbe w
researcher believes these situations can be. Certain apologies caniotiebeas not all
possible situations are used. Also, participants in role-plays tend to confineltlemmse
strictly to the task at hand and their role, without interacting freely gisatbeld in real

life communication.

2.1.1.3.Field Observation

A less frequently used method of collecting data is through observation and
recording of naturally occurring language. Holmes (1990) collected 183 agmwlagi
New Zealand English with the help of her students using the ethnographic method, which
she later used for two of her studies. Holmes’ students were asked tdawitg¢he next
twenty apologies they encountered. The students were also asked to writengown a
contextual details that might be helpful for the analysis.

The same method was also employed to collect apologies in spoken Persian, with
500 apologies collected after observing 1250 speakers (Shariati & Chamani, 2010

However, as it was the case with Holmes’ (1990) study, the apologies wiea wown,
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rather than recorded. More recently, Hatfield and Hahn (2011) reported astudy
apologies collected through personal observation. One of the researchergeaat s
research assistants collected 180 apologies over a period of one year. Htvegve
supplemented these apologies with 70 more apologies from informant reoallecti
television dramas, and media. Thus, the study had only partial data that wea#ynat
occurring.

Though the language collected though observation seems to be a better
representation of how apologies are used in real situations than previously discusse
methods, field observation also has some shortcomings. First, in most of the studies
discussed above, the data were written down, rather than recorded, and therefate the
are only as reliable as the transcription. Also, it is very difficult to dodieough
instances in a variety of situations to allow for a thorough analysis, whicbdawkt
studies using data collected through observation to supplement them with data from other

sources.

2.1.1.4.Corpus Analysis

Another source of data in studies on apologies is language corpora. There is,
however, one issue that needs clarification. Many studies on apologies réfar in t
analysis of the data to a corpus of apologies, even though what they call a caspus w
created by means of administering DCTs and written questionnaires. This isatatev
mean by corpus. In the present study, the term corpus is used to refer to an electroni
collection or database of actual language, either transcripts of spokeadarguexts of
written language such as newspapers or magazines. The key differentethat in our

view of a corpus, the data it contains represent language that actuallyedaoweal
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contexts and not language elicited through means of a DCT or other elicitation
instruments.

In a corpus approach, specific forms of apologies, mostly explicit apology
lexemes such aorry, apologize, apology, excuse, forgiamd the like are searched in
one or more corpora. The instances found are then analyzed in order to establish the
function they perform in the specific situation in which each instance occatpidficies
for each function are provided, followed by a qualitative analysis of sample iestiamc
each form and function.

One study that used a corpus analysis approach was carried out by ABO@Y. (
Aijmer used the London-Lund Corpus to investigate the use of explicit apologees. Th
British National Corpus, which contains language from over 1700 speakers in different
contexts and situations, was used by Deutschmann (2003), who investigated the forms
and functions of apologies as well as their social and conversational variatiaisa
by Ruzai¢ andCubajevai¢ (2007), who investigated apologies in business spoken
communication. In a previous study, we used The Michigan Corpus of Academic Spoken
English (MICASE) as a source for data in analyzing explicit apolagiastrued by
using the lexemeorry in academic spoken English (Demeter, 2009). Unfortunately, only
these few studies on apologies have used corpus data in their analysis.

The corpus analysis approach is not without limitations. Due to the large amount
of data available for search, it is necessary to search for speciimdexe find
apologies. Thus, this approach is limited to finding those apologies that contaait expli

expressions of apology, other apologies being difficult, if not impossible, to find.
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Furthermore, an extensive analysis of each instance in context is then neededto orde

establish the functions of these apologies, which is a highly time consuming endeavor

2.1.1.5.Summary

The data collection methods described above are the ones most often used in
studies on apologies, though the list is not an exhaustive one. Kasper and Dahl (1991)
analyzed the methods used in 39 studies of interlanguage pragmatics. In this study, the
DCT and role-plays were considered appropriate for studying the production o spee
acts, while multiple choice surveys and interview tasks were mostly aisstliflying the
perception of speech acts. One solution that was offered by Cohen and Olshtaim$1994
a response to the criticism of DCTs and role-plays was the use of a coarbofdDCTs,
role-plays and/or observation, which would increase the reliability of the finthngsgh
triangulation of data. However, this solution would not address the limited coatekt
situations included in these instruments. Unfortunately, the concerns DCTs aplhysle
themselves raise are still not solved.

In summary, because all these instruments discussed in this section hate validi
issues, previous studies on apologies based on speech act theory and the sociopragmatic
approach may not be an accurate representation of how this speech act is produced.
While these studies are valuable for their investigation of how socio-cultpeadtas
might influence the perception and production of apologies, the analysis of thgietrat
used to apologize based on elicitation methods has not captured all the functions and
meanings that different instances of each category can have. Unlike DE€T@eplays,
corpus analysis allows for the analysis of real language, while also allcavitigef

analysis of a larger number of apologies than field observation.
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2.1.2.Categorizing Apologies

Once the data are collected, the next step in the study is categdiezing t
apologies. The premise of the studies using the speech act theory franstmat
speakers choose from a set of predefined choices the one that is most appropeate to t
given situation. The chosen apology is referred to as an apology strategy.rSpeals
use different strategies in order to mend the offense, and the choice of siegiegygs
on the severity of the offense. Studies have used different taxonomies, but none of them
had an exhaustive list of apology strategies, different instruments and diffebgetts
producing different sets of strategies.

The taxonomy that has probably been used by most studies on apologies was the
one proposed by the Cross-Cultural Speech Act Realization Project (CCSARR) (B
Kulka & Olshtain, 1984). This taxonomy includes the following strategies: using an
illocutionary force indicating device (IFID) such as “I'm sorry;” taking espgonsibility
(e.g. “You know me, I'm never on time”), giving explanation or account of what
happened (e.g. “The bus was late”), offering to repair the offending gcti{ipay for
the damage”), and promising forbearance (e.g. “This won't happen again’nfAngse
strategies can potentially be used either by themselves or in any caarbinat

While the taxonomy presented above has been used by many subsequent studies,
some of those studies expressed concerns about the validity of the taxonomy. One of the
problems that Vollmer and Olshtain (1989) encountered when attempting to code and
analyze the data in their own study was that the CCSARP methodology could not be used
adequately for the combinations of different strategies that the Germ&eispesed.

Thus, according to Vollmer and Olshtain the categories used by the CCSARBavere t
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broad and nonspecific, while in the German data sometimes what would be a single
category following the CCSARP methodology could actually be considered a
combination.

An additional problem is that the strategies used in the CCSARP study were
created on the assumption that all participants were willing to apologili¢he a
situations provided. Olshtain and Cohen (1983) proposed two additional strategies for the
case when the speaker does not feel the need to apologize. These were a tienial of t
need to apologize (e.g. “There was no need for you to get insulted”) and a denial of
responsibility (e.g. “It wasn’t my fault”). Additional categories wéntroduced by
Bergman and Kasper (1993), who distinguished the following categories: anfietens
IFID containing an intensifier for the speech act verb (e.g. t€émbly sorry”),
minimizing the effects and severity of the action (e.g. “I'm only 10 minute¥))and
verbal redress (e.g. “It won’'t happen again”).

These strategies were further specified by later studies, as sulresagere
created for most of these basic strategies. Thus, Holmes (1990), delimiteitgotesa
for the explicit expression of apology strategy, namely offer apolodyA€.g. “I
apologize”), express regret (e.g. “I'm afraid”), request forgiger(e.g. “forgive me”).
The largest strategy, an acknowledgment of responsibility, was divided ifot &tame
(e.g. “It was my fault”), express self-deficiency (e.g. “I veasfused”), recognize the
hearer as entitled to an apology (e.g. “You're right”), express lack ofti(eeg. “I didn’t
mean to”), and offer repair/redress (e.g. “We'll replace it tar’y. Finally, some more
radical strategies were suggested by Trosborg (1995), namely blamingnsoetse,

attacking the complainer, and even not accepting that an apology is necessary.
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Although the strategies mentioned above seem to be common to many languages,
the studies did not make any claims about universality. Studies on languages ather tha
English have found some culturally specific categories, as well, includingpblitmited
to, a “feel-good” apology (Kotani, 1999), acting helpless, leaving or resigning, amd eve
committing suicide (Barnlund & Yoshioka, 1990). Kotani (1999) defines the “feel-good”
apology as the apology strategy used by a speaker in order to make the p&igon bei
apologized to feel good, whether responsible for the offense or not. The strategies
described by Barnlund & Yoshioka (1990), namely acting helpless, leaving or ngsigni
and committing suicide, are specific to speakers of Japanese. Unlike aBtotbegies
described in this section that are verbal strategies, these threen¢m@sverbal
strategies consisting of a certain behavior acting as an apology.cT tieaftasuch
strategies are not present in all languages clearly shows the importanoéeat i the
production of apologies, whether this context is cultural, social, or situational.

As we have seen in the discussion of different apology strategies, a lagjg vari
of taxonomies have been used in studies of apologies. However, there are a number of
apology strategies that were common in most of these studies. Table 1 shows the mos
commonly used strategies sampled in previous studies and provides examplels &dr ea

them (as found in Bergman & Kasper, 1993; Olshtain & Cohen, 1983; Trosborg, 1987).
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Table 1

Basic Apology Strategies Used in Studies on Apologies

Strategy Examples
Avoiding or postponing an apology ‘| want to be always the same! As you know
me.’
lllocutionary Force Indicating Device (IFID)  ‘I'm sorry!’; ‘| apoldaze!
Intensified IFID ‘I'm so sorry!’; ‘I very, very sorry!’; ‘Sorry,

sorry, sorry!’

Providing a justification ‘| forgot at what time the wedding was and... |
was fishing.’

Acknowledgment of responsibility ‘I know | am late...’

Offer of repair ‘| promise I'll buy another set of plates.’

Blaming someone else or denying of ‘The traffic was terrible.’

responsibility

Promise of non-recurrence ‘| promise you this will never happen again.’

While some of these strategies, such as promise of non-recurrence niptesxa
are clearly defined in different studies, other strategies are fung@ar as their
definition is concerned. Strategies such as the IFID, for example, seentdmeo
variety of apologies that may or may not actually be part of the same gateigst
studies have considered apologies as set words or phrases, and no distinction has bee
made between the different meanings or functions that different instaneashof
category might have in different contexts. For example, by definition in speech
theory, when a speech act is performed, a certain linguistic form is utteveder to
perform an action (Austin, 1975), which is called the function of the speech act. The
concept of strategy used in most studies represents a combination of form and function.
For example, as a strategy, the IFID was considered the generictexmbicigy.
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However, one and the same form can have different functions. Consider the examples in

(1) and (2).

(1)

(2)

BILL HEMMER: OK. In our audience today, we have a number of
daughters here, who have attended CNN work day with
their fathers. And Natasha has a comment. Go ahead,
Natasha.

15th AUDIENCE MEMBER: | don't think it's fair that boys don't get
to come to work with their parents, because boys should
just get to come same as girls.

BILL HEMMER: Come where?m sorry .

15th AUDIENCE MEMBER: Come to work with their parents.

BILL HEMMER: Oh, | see, OK.
(COCA, CNN_TalkBack, CNN_TalkBack / 19960425)

ROSE: This one is Friday
at nine thirty at the Mega Center.
GRANT: The bank
right?
GRANT: That's the bank.
GRANT: X X...
ROSE: It's one of five West Adams
on the seventh floor ...
GRANT: At what time ?
ROSE: Nine.
ROSE: I'm sorry
it's nine to ten+thirty .
GRANT: Okay
| have a clue that she gave me

but I'll make arrangements on it.
(SBCSAE, SBC026 Hundred Million Dollars)

From a taxonomic point of view, “I'm sorry” is an IFID in both examples.

However, the form has different functions in the two examples. While in (1) itidasct

as a generic apology, in (2) the function of this apology seems to be more than just a

IFID, as it also performs a function at the discourse level, in that it als@set

discourse marker introducing a repair. The taxonomic categoriesrugegstudies on

apologies discussed above cannot account for this difference in function, as both
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examples would be labeled merely as IFIDs. More problematic issuesmogdiese
categories will be discussed later during the data analysis part ofidye st

In summary, there is a great variety in terms of the taxonomies used in tles studi
of apologies. While some of the categories described above seem to be a useful way of
describing apologies, yet other categories are more problematioe @nd the same
strategy appears to contain apologies functioning in different ways. Tteréfere is a
need for a better way of categorizing apologies that would make use of thass aspe
existing categories that have proved effective but also provide atesn&r the

problematic ones.

2.1.3.Findings of Previous Studies

We have so far discussed the different collection methods and taxonomies used to
categorize apologies in previous studies. In order to understand why some afdke iss
discussed are problematic, it is necessary to present an overview of thenpurint
findings that studies using different collection methods and different taxonbaves
reported.

The overwhelming majority of studies on apologies have investigated the use of
this speech act in discourse elicited based on spoken discourse situations sighfiyst
this bias seems justified, as one might assume that speech acts mostlg spoken
interaction. However, there have been a few studies that have examimexy tines
speech act is used in written discourse. We will discuss the findings of studiesef t

two types of discourse next.
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2.1.3.1.Apologies in Spoken Discourse

As we have already mentioned, most studies have examined the use of apologies
in spoken discourse settings. Insofar as the findings reported are concernédythey
varied to some extent based on the source of the apologies analyzed. Most studies using
elicited data collected by means of DCTs and role-plays have reportiéat sasults, and
therefore they will be discussed together. However, studies using naturaltyirogc
language, whether collected by means of observation or language corporapbeateel re
somewhat different results than studies using elicited apologies, and teavéfde
discussed separately.

Studies on native speakers of English using elicited data have reported apologies
given in a large variety of situations requiring an apology, sometimes cédiénses.
These offenses have been classified into different types, including sdtesl gapolite
talk / talk offenses, inconvenience / inadequate service, violating personaldgacge
or loss to possessions, lack of consideration, mistakes and misunderstandings)dorgetti
something, hearing offenses, requests, breach of expectations and breach ofisonsens
(Butler, 2001; Deutschmann, 2003; Edmundson, 1992; Holmes, 1990). A summary of

these types of offenses and examples for each are presented in Table 2.
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Table 2

Summary of Types of Offenses Requiring an Apology in Previous Studies on Apologies

Type of Offense Examples
Social gaffes Speaking while eating (Holmes, 1990)
Impolite talk/talk offenses Interrupting the speaker (Holmes, 1990)
Inconvenience Shop assistant not being able to staple documents

(Deutschmann, 2003; Holmes, 1990)

Space offenses Violating one’s personal space (Holmes, 1990)
Damage or loss to possessions Losing someone’s pen (Holmes, 1990)
Mistakes / misunderstandings Misunderstanding someone (Deutschmann, 2003)

Breach of expectations or consensusNot keeping an agreeme(Deutschmann, 2003)

Being late / time offenses Arriving late for an appointment (Hsln1990)

While most of these types of offenses seem self-explanatory, the last&ach br
of expectations and breach of consensus seem to need clarification. The difference
between these two is that the situations categorized as breach of expertgipmot
fulfilling something implicitly expected, while those categorized aadiref consensus
imply not fulfilling something explicitly agreed upon. Also, the types ofrefés
presented in Table 2 have different degrees of severity. The most se\eeg@ne
according to Holmes (1990) those that involve loss of or damage to possessions, followed
by space and time offenses, while the least severe ones are sdegltgif offenses,
and inconveniences.

Though different studies on English have reported different findings, mostly due
to the fact that they used different taxonomies in their analysis of the alai@ fiedings

have been confirmed by multiple studies. A large number of studies on apatolah i
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English (Olshtain & Cohen, 1983; Owen, 1983; Trosborg, 1995) and other languages
(Barnlund & Yoshioka, 1990; Blum-Kulka & Olshtain, 1984; Trosborg, 1987) have
shown that the lllocutionary Force Indicating Device (IFID), such’as $brry,” for
example, was by far the most frequently used form of apology, whether udsdlbgri

in combination with other strategies. The apology strategies most oftbyispeakers

in the most common situations (Blum-Kulka, et al., 1989; Blum-Kulka & Olshtain, 1984,
Holmes, 1990; Olshtain & Cohen, 1983; Sugimoto, 1999) are given in Table 3. The
situations are ordered by the severity of the offense, with less seriousesffamtop and
more serious ones at the bottom. The level of severity is based on Holmes (1990)
discussed above. The examples in the table are taken from the studies themselves.

Table 3

Summary of Common Apology Strategies Given to Common Situations in Previous
Studies on Apologies

Type of Situation Most Often Used Strategy Example

Social gaffes IFID ‘I'm sorry’

Mistakes / misunderstandings  IFID (Often with interjectio@h! Sorry!’
such as Oh!, Yeah!)

Inconvenience IFID / IFID + Explanation ‘| beg your pardon. | thought
you said wine and soc

Impolite talk/talk offenses IFID + Explanation or ‘I'm sorry. | didn't mean to sto
justification you’

Violating one’s personal space IFID + Explanation ‘Sorry miss. | washurry’

Being late IFID + Acknowledging ‘I'm sorry I'm so late’

responsibility or Explanation ‘The bus was late’

Breach of expectations or (Intensified) IFID + ‘I'm really sorry. | thought you
consensus Explanation meant tonight’

Damage or loss to possessions  Offer of repair or restitutionll paly for the damage’
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These findings were reported by studies mostly using DCTs and roleaglays
data collection method. Studies using natural data, whether collected throughtaiserva
or in the form of language corpora, reported results that were both similar temerdif
than the ones reported by studies using elicited data. Thus, Holmes (1990) confirmed the
fact that “I'm sorry” was by far the most frequently used form of apolodNew
Zealand English, whether by itself or in combination with other stratdgerstudy also
showed that 95% of the apologies she investigated contained an explicit expression of
apology, which is a much higher percentage than what had been reported by other
studies. Furthermore, Holmes found that the more severe the offense, the moeteslabor
the apology, and thus several strategies would be used in one and the same apology.
Overall, however, Holmes claims that her results confirm the viability aéxisting
taxonomies of apology strategies.

Findings such as Holmes’ (1990) that 95% of apologies contain an explicit
expression of apology, open the possibility for language corpora studies t@lisi ex
apology lexemes to search for apologies in large corpora. Aijmer (1996) gatedtihe
use of apologies in the London-Lund Corpus. According to Aijmer, apologies containing
sorry were indeed the most frequent ones when compared to apologies containing other
lexemes such agpologizeor forgiveamong others. The study also reported that
apologies containingorry tended to be neutral, unmarked apologies, while those
containingapologizewould be mostly used in formal situations. One of the distinctions
that Aijmer makes that had not been made in other studies is between rétrespet
anticipatory apologies. The retrospective apology is used to apologizécioses that

already occurred; whereas, anticipatory apologies are used to astaipatfense, such
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as in “I'm sorry, but I'm unable to keep this appointment.” This distinction is very
important, since anticipatory apologies had not been reported by studies usingddCTs a
role-plays as data collection methods. Those instruments provide an offense thes requi
an apology, and therefore all the elicited apologies are retrospective.

Another corpus used as source for apologies is the British National Corpus.
Deutschmann (2003) examined the forms and functions of apologies using the
interactions of over 1700 speakers in different contexts and situations, fronh torma
informal. Deutschmann searched the corpus for the I&ff2sd, apologise apology
excuseforgive pardon regret andsorry and investigated the apology strategies that
occurred with the IFID. According to Deutschmann, strategies that involved ixnimgm
responsibility were four times more frequent than strategies ackugvie
responsibility. However, unlike Aijmer (1996), Deutschmann focused on the
relationships between formulaic expressions of apologies and social varsadoemly
tangentially discussed the relationship between these forms and the ap@teyies
they involve. Instead, he classified the apologies into three main catetjuosstaking
on responsibility, those minimizing responsibility, and those with double usage.

Finally, Ruzai¢ & Cubajevait (2007) used a subset of the British National
Corpus to investigate the use of apologies in business communication containing the
expressionsorry, apologise pardon andexcuse merhey found that apologies were
highly routinized, with those containing “sorry” being the most frequent ones, which
confirms previous findings. However, Ruzaft Cubajevai¢ (2007) reported a category
of apologies that had not been reported by studies using DCTs and role-plays, namely

tentative apologies. These seem to be characteristic to some extent adusine
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communication. An example of such an apology is “I should perhaps apologize on behalf
of the hotel for the temperature in the room this morning” (Réi#aif ubajevai¢, 2007,
p. 73). According to the authors, such apologies are less sincere, as theygateadrinty
their tentativeness. The authors also acknowledge for the first timectlibdtapologies
are used for offenses involving interuptions and self-correction. However, tlye stud
considers all the apologies as formulaic expressions of apology, or IFiDsutvi
differentiating the functions of these apologies at the discourse lemsidering them
formulaic expressions of apology. The focus of the study is more on what forandarcc
which offense rather than on what the specific function of the form is in different
contexts.

The findings reported by studies using corpora as a source for apolaggestsu
that such an approach can allow researchers to find categories of apthlagesgst in
real language that cannot be obtained through data elicitation instruments sucfsas DC
or role-plays.

The last issue that needs to be discussed insofar as the findings of studies on
apologies are concerned is the similarities and differences of findipgidae in
different languages. Most studies on languages other than English have shoha that t
choices of apology strategies are culture specific. Barnlund and Yoshi®@) have
shown that critical cultural variables determine the speakers’ choig®loigges, such as
the fact that Japanese speakers used more direct apologies, while Asyeeelaers tend
to be less direct. For example, according to Barnlund and Yoshioka (1990) Japanese
speakers used explicit apologies such as “l| am very sorry;” where#@sntrecan

speakers preferred not to use explicit apologies but rather provide an explanation.
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Moreover, studies on Japanese have also reported apology strategies spbdsfic t
culture, such as a “feel-good” apology, reported by Kotani (1999), acting helpless
leaving or resigning, and even committing suicide, reported by Barnlund and Yoshioka
(1990), strategies we have already discussed in 2.1.2.

Japanese is not the only language for which language or culture specific apology
strategies have been reported. Volimer and Olshtain (1989) reported thataisehef
German, the category IFID has a weak and strong form. For exame,tidt are truly
sincere, are considered strong IFIDs, and are expressed with intsraifierbs
expressing regret. Weak IFIDs are considered the ones merely exgi®sapathy on
the part of the speaker. Marquez-Reiter (2000), reported that intensifieddiwyt
indicating devices exist in most apologies in English, but that they are causider
inappropriate in the case of Uruguayans. In Sudanese Arabic, speakersdrafibd
to avoid strategies such as taking on responsibility, intensifying IFIDsporiging
forbearance for fear of losing face, preferring the more neutralagtey|FID
(Nureddeen, 2008).

Suszczynska (1999) also found that there are differences across the three
languages she investigated, namely English, Hungarian, and Polish. For ¢Xamgpi
speakers preferred to use IFIDs containing “I'm sorry” and “excuséwmde with the
Hungarian apologies there was a high percentage of assuming responsibittywas
the most often used strategy after the IFID. As far as Polish apologiesnaerned,

85% of the respondents used the Polish expression equivalent to “I'm sorry,” which was
always intensified. Language specific findings have also been reportexianP@he

IFIDs were almost always used combined with a request for forgivenes&a{Sha
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Chamani, 2010). The existence of such differences in the use of apologies across
languages suggests that there is a need to investigate how apologied araliffsrent
languages, especially in those languages that have not been studied yet.

Insofar as Romanian is concerned, we have previously investigated the use of
apologies in a thesis (Demeter, 2006). That study used a DCT to collect ap&iogie
college level speakers of Romanian in a Romanian university. We reported that an
overwhelming proportion of apologies were combinations of strategies, rathesirigée
ones. Also, the IFID was found to be the most often used apology, whether by itself or
combined with other strategies.

This complexity and variety of apologies used in Romanian was confirmed by
Trimbitas et al. (2007), the only published study of apologies in Romanian we have
found. The study investigated how ethnic Romanians living in the United States
apologize. In this study, Trimbitas et al. (2007) interviewed 15 participams &
Romanian and some in English. The study found that the choice of apology depended on
whether the person apologized to was a stranger or not, with formal apologies such a
“Please excuse me, that was my mistake,” being used with straageénsiformal ones,
such as “Sorry, | shouldn’t have said that,” with known interlocutors. The apologies used
in informal situations were also reported to be uttered in a more relaxed teoga A
wide range of apologies were found to be used, with preference being givextdgiss
such as remedy or promise in the case of people close to the person apologizing. The
main forms reported as being used to apologize in Romanian are “imi ceracuze
intervenit cevai n-am putut veni” [l apologize, something came up and | couldn’t make

it] or “larta-ma, Tmi pare &u, promit & nu se mai intimple,” [Please forgive me, I'm so
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sorry, | promise this won’t happen again] or ” “Scuzercauz + lasa & + soluie,”
[I’'m sorry that + cause + let me/l will + solution] or “Imi pageirci s-a intimplat ga,
ma voi revana” [I’'m so sorry this happened, | will make it up to you] (pp. 412-413).
However, these are only a limited number of possible forms, which is a result athe f
that the methodology used was an interview, and only recollections of apologies were
provided. Furthermore, the authors only describe the different forms used to apologize in
Romanian, without discussing the relationship between these forms and their functions,
or between the forms and the situations in which they are used, except for aialstinc
between formal and informal contexts and use.

Both these studies of Romanian apologies used elicited data as the sotlree for
apologies. Consequently, there is a need to investigate how this speechtaellis ac

used in real, naturally occurring language.

2.1.3.2.Apologies in Written Discourse

As already stated, studies on apologies have mostly focused on how this speech
act is produced in spoken discourse. This focus is to be expected, as speech acts mostly
occur in interactive communication. To the best of our knowledge, there is only one study
that looked at how apologies are used in written discourse. However, it iatedtig
electronic communication, which some consider to be a new medium distinct from
spoken and written discourse, as it is a blend of features from both discourses (Bar
1998). For example, in informal contexts in email people tend to use the same style of
communication as they do in their speech, but instead they put it in writing. Moreover,

new structures and features emerge in emails, such as abbreviations for example
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Hatipaslu (2004) investigated 126 e-mail messages in English and found that the
apologies used had characteristics of both spoken and written discourse, but also some
characteristics that were not found in either, that seem to be specificttoratec
communication. The apologies are similar to those used in spoken discourse in that the
most frequently used category of apologies was the IFID, just as in spoken sksdde
IFIDs used most frequently were “I apologise,” “I'm sorry,” “excusg’hand “forgive
me.” However, formal rules of writing could also be observed in the eméaishwnake
them closer to written discourse. Finally, Hagipoclaims that the use of nominal
apologies instead of verbal ones, that is the use of “apologies” instead ofdjiapgl is
specific to email messages. An example given by the author is “Lookingrtbtavaext
week’s lectureapologiesagain for not having been able to attend this week” (Hgitipo
2004, p. 26). Besides differences in form, Hallpalso reported emerging functions,
such as apologizing for the irrelevance of the content or for cross-postingagees
These were claimed to be specific to email messages, and have not been fdabed in e
spoken or written discourse. However, some of Hgtipe claims are questionable, as
the forms claimed to be specific to email might appear in less forntéénvdiscourse,
such as in letters or notes, for example.

Both the scarcity of studies on written discourse, as well as the intgrestin
findings of the single study on this medium of communication suggest that tlacneesl
to investigate how apologies function in written language. The most prevalenbques
the extent to which such apologies would be similar to spoken discourse or specific to

written discourse.
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2.1.4.Summary

The review of the previous studies on apologies has highlighted some areas of
concern in the current practices of speech act research. First, ittbe¢the elicitation
methodologies and instruments used by most of the studies in examining apalogies (
any speech act for that matter) do not capture the full extent of functairthithspeech
act can have. This is a shortcoming of the nature of any elicitation instram#re data
thus collected may not be a true representation of all the possible instancesuthit occ
actual language use. Only a few studies have used real language, whetigdr tietd
observation or corpus data. The findings of these studies suggest that there amerisoth f
and functions that exist in real language use that cannot be arrived at byalicita
methods. We propose that discourse analysis using corpora would be a more appropriate
approach as it analyzes real language produced in real situations.

Second, we have seen that the way apologies were categorized by these studie
was also problematic, as they did not allow for a clear distinction of theedtitfer
functions and uses of these apologies. As we have seen in our discussion of the two
examples of “I'm sorry” in (1) and (2) functioning differently, but being botegatized
as IFIDs (see section 2.1.2), categorization has neglected the impaftamedact that
apologies occur in an interactional context, and that there are featureyattional
discourse that contribute to the construal of apologies. Thus, analyzing the ionefact
context in which speech acts occur, including important aspects such a®repair
interruptions, would allow for identifying relationships between form and functitrea

discourse level that would not be possible using traditional speech act methodologies.
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Finally, written discourse has been neglected in the study of apologies. As the
only study on this topic has shown, apologies in this medium of communication cannot
only exhibit characteristics of both spoken and written discourse, but also emerging
characteristics specific to written speech acts. This seems t@anivarrther examination
of apologies in written discourse.

Considering these areas of concern, it seems clear that a new approach to the
study of apologies is needed for a better understanding of how this speech act functions
in real situations in actual language. Insofar as the source of apologiesameaineve
believe that corpora are the most appropriate in the case of apologies, @y real
language. Corpus analysis has already proved to be an effective methodewy the f
studies described in this section. Moreover, we believe that combining corpysisanal
with the theoretical framework proposed by Construction Grammar would alsofal
a more effective differentiation of the different meanings that apologresave in
different contexts. The next section will provide the necessary backgrowardirggthe

theoretical framework used in our analysis of explicit apologies.

2.2. Theoretical Framework

In light of the concerns outlined in the previous section, we believe that an
alternative approach to the study of apologies is needed. One such possiblehaigpgroa
terms of Cognitive Linguistics, whose main tenet is that language is anaasif
general cognitive abilities (Croft & Cruse, 2004). In such an approach, tlysiana
should rely both on communicative-functional and cognitive aspects (Moeschler, 2004;
Nuyts, 2004; Wolf & Polzenhagen, 2006). According to Wolf and Polzenhagen (2006),

pragmatics should focus on a meaning-based analysis of its scope, by inté¢greatiiog
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into the framework of cultural conceptualizations. Applying Wolf and Polzentiag
(2006) claims to the study of apologies, the analysis of this speech act shasldrioc
the relationship between form and meaning in the wider context or frame in wisich it
produced, rather than merely in a hypothesized function, as was the case withsprevi
studies. Such an approach is supported by Nuyts (2004), who believes that what is
transmitted by languages comes from the speaker’s knowledge of the world.
Furthermore, a cognitive view of pragmatics asserts that communicatinrersdeavor
that requires the cooperation of the speakers, and that meaning is constructéeby all
participants in the interaction (Bara, 2010). Based on such a view, apologiasetbat
constructed by several participants in the interaction are not only possibler\bliitelg

to occur. Finally, like anything else transmitted through language, spetsdcira also
conceptualizations, and the context in which they are construed is not only important, but
actually contributes to their meaning.

Most previous studies of apologies have neglected to distinguish adequately
between the form and the function of apologies in their categorization. Foplexave
have shown in examples (1) and (2) in our discussion of apology categories in section
2.1.2, that the IFID category makes no distinction between the different functions that
one and the same form, “I'm sorry,” can have. The generic function under which they are
grouped is that of an illocutionary force indicating device, which is too broad a
categorization. However, in a Cognitive Linguistics approach, teere one-to-one
relationship between these two elements, as one and the same form can hawe diffe
functions based on the context in which it occurs. One of the frameworks within

Cognitive Linguistics that focuses on the relationship between form and mesning i
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Construction Grammar. We believe that this framework will allow us tandigish more
precisely the different uses of this speech act. A discourse anabtkisdulogy using
corpora will allow us to investigate how this speech act is used in actual ¢gendua
overview of the theoretical background concerning Construction Grammar, corpus
linguistics, as well as some other considerations needed for our anali$e, pvovided

next.

2.2.1.Construction Grammar

Construction Grammar is one of the numerous theoretical frameworks that
comprise Cognitive Linguistics. This framework is a reaction to the modeldititmal
grammar in which there are no idiosyncratic units that have a meaning which would be
larger than a single word. This model is problematic, as there are numegresisty
constructions whose meaning cannot be determined based solely on the meaning of their
constituents. Also, a certain word used in one particular construction may convey a
different meaning than when used in another construction. Different utterarices tha
generative grammar would consider as being identical in terms of theng¢aay
conveyed have different meanings as these utterances construe different
conceptualizations. Speakers have several options at their disposal when construing
meaning (Croft & Cruse, 2004). For example, when one decides to use a passive
construction instead of an active one, the choice corresponds to the general cognitive
function of perspective.

Construction Grammar proposes a solution to the failure of traditional gratmmar
explain many phrases and sentences that do not conform to the rule-governed system

based on the separation of grammar into different components (phonology, syntax, and
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semantics). The main claim of Construction Grammar is that semanticd sleoul
mapped on the entire construction instead of on individual words (Croft & Cruse, 2004;
Fillmore, Kay, & O'Connor, 1988; Goldberg, 1992). Consequently, the basic unit in

Construction Grammar is the grammatical construction.

2.2.1.1.Defining Construction Grammar

The construction grammar framework incorporates a vast variety of theories
ranging from more formalist ones such as Head-Driven Phrase StrGeauranar
(HPSG) (Pollard & Sag, 1994) or Sign-Based Construction Grammar (SE2aG,)
2007) to cognitive linguistics approaches (Croft & Cruse, 2004; Fillmore, et al., 1988;
Goldberg, 1992). The present paper will use the latter view on construction grammatr,
which defines a construction as “a syntactic configuration, sometimes witlaustiNest
items (e.glet along, sometimes not, with its own semantic and pragmatic meaning”
(Croft & Cruse, 2004, p. 255). By definition, a construction is a pairing of form and
meaning, the theory stating that if there is a change in form, there should alcoarga
in meaning, and vice-versa. Table 4 shows the different types of constructitiffsrant

levels as well as examples of each construction as proposed by Croft and2Cod3e (
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Table 4

Types of Constructions Proposed by Croft & Cruse (2004)

Construction type Traditional name Examples
Complex and (mostly) schematic syntax BJBe TNS VERB -en byOBL]
Complex, substantive verb subcategorization frameBJ ¢&nsumeOBJ]

Complex and (mostly) substantive  idiom Kick- TNS the bucket
Complex but bound morphology ENN -], [VERB - TNS]
Atomic and schematic syntactic category EMD, [ADJ]

Atomic and substantive word/lexicon this], [greer}

As can be seen in Table 4, constructions exist at all levels of grammarh&bm t
of the morpheme to that of syntax. Also, constructions exist at different levels of
generalization. Some constructions are purely substantive, meaning thas tiere
schematicity or variation in the construction. Individual words such as “this” eefigr
are examples of such constructions. Other constructions are purely schanthtieey
represent syntactic categories such as noun or adjective. Most constructionsy hangeve
a combination of substantive and schematic elements, suchids[{$Ns VERB -enby
OsL], which is a representation of the passive construction in English. One possible
instantiation of this construction can be “The dog was seen by the boy,” whemot”
is the subject (&), “was” is the past tense of the verb be-(TNS), “seen” is the past
participle of the verb see €#B -en), and “by the boy” is the ageriiyOBL).

A classic example used by construction grammar to demonstrate how meaning is
conveyed by an entire construction is Fillmore’s (1988) analysis of the idaal6ne”

in which the meaning of the idiom is completely different than the sum of themgsani

35



of its constituents, as a strict compositional view would suggest. Goldberg (1995) uses
ditransitive constructions as examples of how cognitive grammar can be used ito expla
the polysemous meanings of such constructions, something for which previous theories
of grammar could not account. A ditransitive construction is a construction containing
ditransitive verb (requiring two objects), an indirect and a direct object. Fopéxaime
sentences “She fed lasagna to the guestd™She fed the guests lasaghaVe been
considered as having the same meaning by traditional grammar. Accrdbaddberg
(1995), the two sentences are different constructions and therefore should haestdiffe
meanings based on the definition of a construction as a pairing of form and méaning.
change in form should determine a change in meaning and a change in meaning should
determine one in form. In the sentences above, the first sentence is leshaolite
second one. She bases this difference on volitionality of the subject and semantic
constraints of the first object required by a ditransitive construction. Inwthrels, in the
ditransitive construction, due to the fact that the verb “feed” is used mostlaiionel

with babies and animals, the sentence “She fed lasagna to the guests’iigjrapd

may imply that the guests were not willing to have lasagna. However teece
ditransitive construction, “She fed the guests lasagna,” implies that theenés, namely
the guests, are willing recipients, this construction is more polite, anddieshefs a

slightly different meaning than the sentence “She fed lasagna to the.jlibst

distinction is part of the pragmatic content of the construction. Also, the two
constructions also differ in the givenness of the recipient, in that in the ditransiti

construction the recipient is old information, while in the other construction theamcipi
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is new information. The choice of construction, therefore, determines thaspecif
meaning of the sentence.

Insofar as the relationship between Construction Grammar and pragmatics i
concerned, pragmatic meaning has been part of the Construction Grammarhafsproac
the beginning, as part of the meaning of idioms such as the ones discussed above comes
from the pragmatic meaning of the construction (Nikiforidou, 2009). Idioms aréenot t
only constructions in which pragmatics is evident. The meaning of constructidnassuc
“Can you pass the salt?” can only be understood if the pragmatic principle of stisque
taken into consideration. Likewise, apologies also display pragmatic infomtlaat
contributes to the meaning of the construction.

The advantages of a Construction Grammar approach for the study of apologies
are significant. Apologies would no longer be viewed as a set of a priorgstsateat
speakers choose from, but rather as construed on-line based on different factoss such a
the situation in which the apology is required, the experience of the speakers involved,
and the context in which the speakers are situated. Also, a better explanation of form
meaning pairings is possible which would allow for a more precise delonitait
apologies, such as those that previous research has grouped together underotlye categ

IFID.

2.2.1.2 Discourse Level Constructions

One of the shortcomings of the Construction Grammar theory proposed by
Goldberg (1995) and Croft and Cruse (2004) is that it mostly deals with syntax leve
constructions in written discourse. The question is how constructions manifest

themselves at the discourse level and in the highly interactive medium of spoken
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language. Recent developments have emerged in the theory of Construction Gramma
that claim that the theory can be feasibly used at the discourse level (Lukes, 2007,
Ostman, 2005) and that it can account for the interactivity of spoken discourse (Brone,
2009; Fried & Ostman, 2005; Giinthner, 2006).

Thus, just as constructions are conventionalized pairings of form and meaning at
the level of syntax, there are discourse patterns that are highly convenédnalthe
same way, and these patterns can be considered conventionalized constructidr& (Fri
Ostman, 2005). Ostman (2005) gives the example of the discourse frame for haoscope
in which text is expected to be organized around patterns such as predictions about
money, love, and work. Because these are highly conventionalized, they can be
considered constructions at the discourse level.

Fried and Ostman (2005) also showed that meaning can emerge from
conversational patterns and this meaning can only be understood by considering all the
utterances in the exchange, even if they are across different turns. The gitbdhe
example of pragmatic particles in Czech and Solv as instances of such abonals
patterns. We believe that such patterns can be called constructions as thew fartbe
same way as constructional turn units in Conversation Analysis (CA) thetuyn Aan
then become a schematic representation inside a construction, just as aacldaesatc

the sentence level.

2.2.1.3.Construction Grammar across Languages
One important aspect of a Construction Grammar approach that pertains to the
present study is the way constructions are realized cross-lingllystheecording to

Croft (2005) “there are no universal constructions” and “all constructions are ¢ggua
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specific” (p. 277). Boas (2010) supports this claim, but also states that thevenare s
constructional properties that can be used to describe more than one language, while
other properties are language specific. One conclusion that can be inferradig,om
according to Boas, is that the relationship between form and meaning can alsb @epe
typological differences that different languages exhibit.

Consequently, several studies have investigated the way specific constraions
used in two or more languages, using a contrastive analysis methodology. Most of these
studies found both constructions used similarly across languages and langcdipe spe
constructions. For example, in an investigation of the caused-motion and diteansiti
constructions in English and Thai, Timyam and Bergen (2010) found that these two
constructions exist in both languages, and that in both languages the meaning of the
construction determines the types of verbs that can occur in these constructions.
However, in spite of the fact that these two constructions exist in both langueyes, t
function differently. For example, in English, the ditransitive constructiorefeed in
cases when the theme is longer than the recipient, such as in “Give nteettte ldohn”
(Timyam & Bergen, 2010, p. 162), where “the letter to John” is the theme, and “me” is
the recipient. In Thai, however, speakers prefer the caused-motion coostmauch
situations, as it makes communication less ambiguous.

The existence of both similarities and differences in the use of constructions
across languages was also reported by Gurevich (2010) in a study of conditional
constructions in English and Russian. Thus, while both languages make the distinction
between the different types of conditional constructions with the help of morphdlogica

features, the specific features used are different in the two languagéshEmakes
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tense distinctions; whereas, Russian makes distinctions between the diffeceist of
the verb, imperative, conditional, and declarative.

Therefore, it is important to study the types of constructions that are used for
apologies in different languages, which is one of the motivations for including Ramani
in this study. It is also important to analyze constructions contrastivelffenect
languages in order to establish whether there are any cross-linguistiticomsal
properties, or whether constructions are indeed language specific without mappings

across languages.

2.2.2.Corpus Linguistics

Another tenet of Cognitive Linguistics is that it is a usage-based model of
language, which implies that researchers should analyze the way realdang used
(Geeraerts, 2006). One of the most common means of analysis in Cognitive igagsiist
using language corpora. As the present study also uses corpora as the sougce for th
apologies, it is also necessary to provide a short overview of corpus linguistics.

Corpus linguistics is defined as “the study of language based on examples of real
life language use” (McEnery & Wilson, 1996, p. 1). It makes use of largeaiactr
databases called corpora, which contain samples of language tharaseméative for a
certain type of language, such as written or spoken language. The etectrtume of
these databases make it possible for researchers to analyze extmosinesaf text
(Baker, 2006).

According to Biber, Conrad and Reppen (1998) the most important advantage that
corpus linguistics brings to the study of language is the shift from thédrel

emphasis on structure to that on language in use. Another advantage is that fioallows

40



guantitative analysis of the distribution of certain patterns in use. Suchcddtistlitate
researchers in providing functional analyses and interpretations of langiredly, F
corpus linguistics provides researchers with the ability to study langadgedion in
context (Tognini-Bonelli, 2001). Based on these claims, the search for apatogies
corpora and frequency analysis should be followed up by a discourse analysis of the
instances in the broader context in which they appear.

The usefulness of a corpus approach to studying apologies has already been
demonstrated by the very few studies that employed this methodology that we have
discussed in section 2.1.1.4. Corpus linguistics seems an appropriate methodology to
study apologies, as it offers the type of real life data that is not infiddmcobserver
effect when collected, and also offers the possibility to control for diffewemdbles if
the corpus is large enough. An analysis based on language in use is neededan order
understand how apologies are actually produced and perceived by speakers, as opposed
to how they would be hypothetically produced in the case of studies using elicded da
As only few such studies that analyze apologies in corpora have been conduitted, fur

research is needed.

2.2.3.Categorization

We have seen in our discussion of the different taxonomies of apologies (see
section 2.1.2) that the way apologies were categorized by different stualyasot
always be accurate. Apologies that were labeled as being part tdia category
displayed differences in function that would suggest that they rather belongetemiff

categories, or that there are different degrees of category membergtepthese
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categories. It seems necessary, therefore, to rethink the way apotegtasegorized in
order to better distinguish the different meanings that one and the same ridnavea

Cognitive Linguistics seems to be helpful in this area, as well, since
categorization is also a basic cognitive function of human beings. Thus, prototype the
(Geeraerts, 1988; Rosch, 1973, 1978), conceptual categorization (Barsalou, 1983, 1985),
and radial network of cognitive typologies (Brugman & Lakoff, 1988) are thebiaes t
could inform the way apologies are categorized in the present study.

Membership in a category cannot always be decided based on a list of features
that the exemplar needs to have, as generative grammar viewed catiegofzaher, it
is a result of a basic cognitive function through which human beings construe gneanin
(Rosch, 1973, 1978). Thus, according to Barsalou (1983, 1985), categories are
conceptual, but not static. It is suggested that membership in a categaged (gome
items are more central, while others are peripheral), takes place oardiferels (basic,
superordinate, and subordinate), and most importantly, it is a result of a dynamic
construal (as one and the same exemplar can be the member of differemtesateged
on context and on the frame in which it is used).

The concept of categorization is taken even further by Brugman and Lakoff
(1988), who claim that all members in a category (whether prototypical or pelj@rera
interconnected, either directly or through other members in a “radial sepatiin a
central member and a network of links to other members” (p. 478). The authors
demonstrate their claim with the polysemous word “over.” They describe eeseh of
the word, and also present schemas of both those senses and how they are linked in the

radial network. In other words, there is one meaning that is considered protoaypical
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center of the network, with variants radiating away from the centerngm@nd Lakoff
(1988) conclude that such networks are necessary in order to understand the link between
the different meanings of polysemous words.
If we apply these theories to our categorization of apologies, we find that there
may be degrees of membership, and that some categories of apologatsale [zart of
a continuum, rather than being fixed. We will discuss the way this view on dasggpor
affects the way we categorize apologies in section 4.1 on categorizatisdssung our

discussion of the findings.

2.2.4.Mental Spaces and Blending

Another advantage of Cognitive Linguistics is that it allows for the asabysi
what Pascual (2006) calls fictive interaction. This concept is importanairoreto the
distinction between spoken and written discourse, as writers in written discourse
sometimes simulate an interaction with the reader or a third party. In orgiedérstand
what fictive interaction is, we first need to discuss two other concepts, namelsim
spaces and blending.

According to Croft and Cruse (2004), some utterances cannot be explained by
traditional truth-conditional semantics, as those utterances are only taraeonrse’s
beliefs, but not in reality. Such is the example “Giorgio believes that Gina basglorts
car” (p. 32), which may only be true in Giorgio’s mind. Fauconnier and Turner (1996,
1998) call this possible reality a “mental space.” Mental spacesfned as “small
conceptual packets constructed as we think and talk, for purposes of local understanding
and action” (p. 113). They are of different types, three being more important: praoet s

generic space, and blended space. The concept of the blended space is defined as

43



combining the elements of several input spaces, some that are common in the input
spaces (and these also form the generic space), others that are onlyip@se of
them. New structures emerge in the blended space.

One of the well-known examples used to illustrate the concepts of mental space
and blended space is the debate of a philosopher with Kant (Fauconnier & Turner, 1996).
In this debate, a philosopher has the following discourse during a seminar:

| claim that reason is a self-developing capacity. Kant disagrees witnrthis

point. He says it's innate, but | answer that that's begging the question, to which

he counters, i€ritique of Pure Reasonhat only innate ideas have power. But |

say to that, what about neuronal group selection? He gives no answer.

(Fauconnier & Turner, 1998, p. 145)

This debate can only take place in a mental space, as Kant is not alive at the time
when the philosopher is giving this seminar. In this mental space, featutakeardrom
two input spaces. One input space is that of the philosopher giving the seminar and
making his own claims. The second input space is that of Kant’s claims that were
presented in his writings. These features from these two input spaces are biemde
new space, which is called “blended space.” The debate between the philosopher and
Kant is taking place only in this blended space, where the philosopher and Kant are
debating at the same time. Such a debate cannot exist in reality, it can shisexi
hypothetical blended space (Fauconnier & Turner, 1998).

According to Fauconnier and Turner (1996, 1998), this basic cognitive function,

that is conceptual integration or blending, not only can be used to analyze and explain
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grammatical constructions for which traditional grammar cannot account,i®ut
actually a central process in grammar and thought.

While the example of the debate with Kant is in its entirety occurring imdaine
space, there are other instances when smaller instances of blending occuwiis®the
real interaction. Pascual (2006) refers to such instances as “fictive fimteyaand
defines it as “a self-sufficient discourse unit conceptualized within a ntimefac
communicative occurrence, which functions syntactically and semayniasad
grammatical constituent” (p. 245). By non-factive Pascual means an oceutinahdoes
not actually happen in reality, it only exists in this conceptualization asigefi
interaction. Such units can exist, according to Pascual, at the lexical, phchskause
level and they are integrated in real communication. One example that Passual us
illustrate this concept is “You need to go with the attitudeybsat | can do this Here,
“yes, | can do this” is the fictive interaction unit embedded in a real interaetmearse.
Another example Pascual (2006) gives is “I think there are a lot of people within the
Democratic Party who [...] felt like,dkay, | don’t want to go through that agdip.

252). In this example, not only the utterance “okay, | don’t want to go through that agai
is fictive, but also the person described as uttering it.

Insofar as apologies are concerned, these concepts and theories can be used to
explain some apologies that represent what Langacker (1999) called \pgaaehsacts.
He claims that fictivity can exist not only at the level of situations, asidedcabove,
but also at level of the illocutionary force. In such instances, the speakay is
simulating the actual frame of the speech act but actually violates it on purpose. One

example that Langacker (1999) gives is “That was a brilliant move, [in resfmonse
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something obviously stupid]” (p. 90). We will see in our discussion of written discourse
that apologies can occur in fictive interaction in both English and Romaniare(sens

4.3.1 and 5.2.1).

2.2.5.Interactional Discourse

Finally, one of the aspects of spoken discourse that most previous studies on
apologies have ignored is the interactional context in which apologies oceuactranal
context as related to pragmatics is defined here as occurring in natexch sped it
entails specific features that need to be considered, such as repetitionstraation,
asides, the mechanics of turn-taking and dealing with topics (Wiberg, 2008& The
features influence both production and comprehension during interactions and cannot be
reproduced in DCTs and written questionnaires. Though role-plays are interactional i
their nature, the fact that they are staged and the participants followollksirelatively
strictly also prevents the occurrence of some interactional featuresetleatheless
influence the way speech acts are produced. We will therefore discuss someatuek fe
that may contribute to the construal of apologies in spoken discourse.

Phenomena such as co-construction, interruptions, and repair have mostly been
studied by conversation analysts, who consider them a crucial component to
conversation. Though the model of conversation based on turn-taking originally put
forward by Sacks, Schegloff, and Jefferson (1974) was based on one speaker speaking a
a time, simultaneous speech is actually very common in conversations (Coates, 1989).
Some of this simultaneous speech involves a co-construction of the discourse. ddcoby a
Ochs (1995) defined co-construction as “the joint creation of a form, interpretat

stance, action, activity, identity, institution, skill, ideology, emotion, or othéuralily
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meaningful reality” (p. 171). While this definition encompasses co-conisinuet all
levels of human communication, for our study we are interested mainly in the joint
creation of form and meaning, which would suggest that apologies, and speech acts in
general, can also be co-constructed. Moreover, co-construction also impdigsteation
of meaning through both verbal and non-verbal cues. This negotiation is embedded in the
social nature of interaction (Rojas-Drummond, Albarran, & Littleton, 2008). Ameile
of such co-construction and negotiation is given below, in an interaction between three
children:

12 DIEGO: Let’s say they want to arrive at, hum...

13 ARNOLD: Arrive at a...

14 NANCY: Arrive at a waterfall!

15 DIEGO: No, Let’s say they want to arrive at the sun!

16 ARNOLD: No.

17 DIEGO: Yea, arrive at the sun...

18 NANCY: Yea!

19 ARNOLD: No, | know, they want to arrive at the lake that gives magical

energy!

20 DIEGO: No, look...(speaking at the same time).

21 NANCY: Shhh, let’s try to speak one at a time... (Rojas-Drummond, et al.,

2008, p. 184)

In this example, the children co-construct a sentence in a story, with Diego not
being sure where the protagonists want to arrive. Arnold and Nancy help him out, Arnold

merely repeating part of the sentence in line 13, but Nancy proposing a lvateafa
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destination. Diego proposes another destination, the Sun, but Arnold disagrees in line 16.
However, Diego insists and Nancy agrees with him that the Sun is a good destination.
Arnold proposes another destination in line 19, at which point the co-construction
becomes an overlap, the children speaking at the same time, which Nancy pdimts out

21. As we can see in this example, the children participate in creatingeacgeint the

story by negotiating and co-constructing its meaning.

Not all instances of simultaneous speech or overlap are, however, instances of co
construction. Some instances are the result of an interruption, which occurs due to a
speaker’s attempt to take the floor during the turn of another speaker (Murata, 1994).
Interruptions can, in their turn, be co-operative or intrusive. The latter canlire®f t
types, namely topic changing interruptions, floor taking interruptions, and csagmée
interruptions (Murata, 1994). The present study is concerned with intrusive ptiens,
as these are the ones that would trigger an apology on the part of the speaker who is
interrupting. Based on the organization of turn-taking in conversation put forward by
Sacks, Schegloff, and Jefferson (1974), a conversation is structured in teanms of he
decision on when a speaker can take a turn following another speaker’s turn is based on
what the authors call transition-relevant places. These are cues sadntasiation unit
break or falling intonation in speech, among others, that signal the fact thatdkerspe
ending his or her turn, and another speaker can take the floor. When a speaker attempts t
take a turn in a place in the conversation where there is no transition-relevantglace, t
speaker is considered to be interrupting the turn. An example of such an intrusive

interruption is given next.
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178 A : Yeah some- but I think it different there’s a difference in food isn’t there?

| mean if

+ 179 R: specially hall foods are very fattening (Murata, 1994, p. 395).

In this example, speaker A is speaking about food, and speaker R takes the floor
in line 179. The reason this is considered an interruption is because speakert® starts
speak in the middle of A’s sentence.

Interruptions are not the only feature of the interactional context that could
influence the speech act of apology. Repair also occurs very frequently in spoken
discourse. A distinction needs to be made between “repair” and “correctiong Whil
“correction” implies that an error has occurred that needs to be correctesly™re used
in a conversation to replace not just an error, but any potential “trouble source”
(Schegloff, Jefferson, & Sacks, 1977). The following is an example of repair.

B: He had his uh Mistuh W- whatever k- | can’t

think of his first name, Wattsn, the one that wrote // that piece,

A: Dan Watts (Schegloff, et al., 1977, p. 364).

Here, speaker B cannot think of a full name, and gives only the last name, “\vette”
next line, speaker A corrects speaker B by providing the full name of the persan, “Da
Watts.”

Self-repair is the type of repair that is done by the same speaker who prtitkice
information that needs to be repaired, as exemplified below:

Hannah: And he’s going to make his own paintings.

Bea: Mm hm,

Hannah: And- or | mean his own frames (Schegloff, et al., 1977, p. 366).
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Unlike in the previous example, where the full name was provided by another person, in
this example Hannah corrects herself. First, she gave the incorrect itndoring’his
own paintings,” which then she corrects by saying “or I mean his own frames.”

Repair refers not only to replacing one piece of information with anotheaJdmut
to clarifying or refining the “trouble source” (Schegloff, et al., 1977). Mosh@felf-
repairs are “same-turn repairs,” that is they happen in the same turn dsriduecet
which needs to be repaired (Fox, Hayashi, & Jasperson, 1996). Finally, according to Fox
and Jesperson (1995), self-repair is highly organized and patterned, as welhksl g
lexical and syntactic cues.

In sum, co-construction, interruptions, and repair are features of im@igct
discourse that can potentially influence apologies. While they miglebapp role-plays
or other oral instruments used to elicit speech acts (though they rarelyede) f¢atures

do not manifest themselves in any written instruments.

2.2.6.Purpose of the Study

As this review of literature has shown, there are several areas of concern
regarding how previous studies have analyzed apologies. We believe that thigcdieore
framework presented in this chapter represents a more effective ane ppgmisach to
analyzing this speech act. Consequently, the purpose of the present studydstigate
the constructions that are used to express explicit apologies in AmericiéshEamgl
Romanian. The term explicit apology is used here to refer to those apologiesniadh
an explicit expression of apology, sometimes formulaic, such as for exdmpsorry.”

In order to fulfill this aim, the methodology that will be used in the present study

is discourse analysis using corpus data as the source for apologies. Theesdarce
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with the main tenet of Cognitive Linguistics that studies should investigagadge in

use.
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3. Method

The present study investigated the construal of explicit apologies irsEgld
Romanian from a construction grammar perspective. A discourse anglysisieh using
corpora was used to answer the following research questions:

1. What constructions are used to apologize explicitly in spoken and written

American English?
2. What constructions are used to apologize explicitly in spoken and written
Romanian?

In this chapter, we will provide information about the corpora that were used in

this study. We will also describe the procedures used in analyzing thaslatel] as the

conventions used in discussing the examples.

3.1.The Corpora

Several corpora were used for both languages in order to provide a variety of
sources for the analysis. Both general spoken discourse corpora and writtes$us
corpora were chosen for each of the two languages. The corpora were chosérain s
way so that the contexts in one language would match those in the other language. Each
corpus will be presented in detail next. Also, since only a few corporameRstnanian,
the English corpora were chosen in such a way so that they are comparable to the

Romanian ones.
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3.1.1.The Romanian Corpora

Two corpora were used for the spoken discourse part of the analysis. The first one
was a collection of sample transcripts from “Corpus de ramarbita” — CORV
(Corpus of Spoken Romanian) published by Blsdinga (2002) totaling 33,579 words.
CORYV contains transcripts of recordings of spontaneous spoken language in a variety of
settings. Some samples were transcripts of recordings of spontaneaadgioner
recorded by the researcher herself. These were mostly free coioversahong
relatives, friends, or acquaintances. Other samples were transcriptietepbbne
conversations, as well as television and radio programming, more specittlabjnows
and interviews. Even though such shows are based on a script, they nevertheless contain
extensive portions of unscripted dialogic interaction. Table 5 shows the difeténgs

and contexts in which the recordings were made (@asmga, 2002).

Table 5

Settings of the Recordings in CORV

Spontaneous Interactions Phone and Media Interactions
Family conversations and dialogues Phone conversations among family members
Private conversations and dialogues Radio conversations

Public monologues (conference presentations)Radio monologues (Reading the news)
Television conversations (Talk shows)
Television monologues (News)

The transcripts in the available sample represented 220 minutes of recordings
selected from a total of 1575 minutes of the entire CORV corpus. The recordirgs wer

made between 1981 and 2001. Only this part of the CORV corpus is available so far.
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The second corpus of spoken Romanian was a 61,811-word selection of
transcripts of over 50 hours of recordings of contemporary verbal interafiboescu-
Ruxandoiu, 2002). The corpus contained transcriptions of telephone, radio, or television
shows, but also casual conversations between relatives, friends, or even stildrggpers
were called by lonescu-Ramdoiu dialogic interaction. There were also samples of
monologic interaction, when only one speaker was present in settings such as voice
messages or sports commentary. Sample settings for both types of ionesaeti

presented in Table 6.

Table 6

Sample Settings for Dialogic and Monologic Interaction

Dialogic Interaction Monologic Interaction
At the bus stop Direct messages
In the train Sermon
On the street Speech in the Parliament
Visiting friends Pleading in the court
Gossip Voicemail messages
Asking for directions Television sports commentary
In the courthouse Radio sports commentary

In the police station

At the doctor’s office
At the pharmacy

Party meeting

Press briefing

Friends on the phone
Relatives on the phone
Phone conversation with customer service
Television interview
Television talk show
Radio call-in show
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While only these two small corpora were available for spoken discourse, a
somewhat larger corpus was used for the written discourse part of thesadigs
Corpuseye Romanian Business Corpus (Greavu, 2007) contains 21.4 million words and it
is a compilation of articles from two Romanian finance magazines, namehst&e
Capital” and “Adevirul Economic.” The articles taken from the first magazine were
published between 1998 and 2005, while those from the latter between 1999 and 2004.
Both magazines cover economic analyses and investigations, interviews|, @s wel
general business news. They also have sections dedicated to answering questions

received from subscribers and readers.

3.1.2.The English Corpora

As mentioned before, the English corpora were selected in order to match the
size, context, and settings found in the Romanian corpora. Thus, two corpora were used
for spoken discourse, and one for written discourse.

The English spoken corpus chosen to correspond to the casual interaction settings
in the spoken Romanian corpora was The Santa Barbara Corpus of Spoken American
English (SBCSAE) (Du Bois, Chafe, Meyer, & Thompson, 2000; Du Bois, Chafe,

Meyer, Thompson, & Martey, 2003; Du Bois & Englebretson, 2004, 2005). The total
number of words in the corpus was 390,535. The corpus contains mostly transcripts of
face-to-face interaction in different settings, as well as of classamohhecture discourse
from a variety of regions in the United States. Some of the types of discontamed

in the corpus are presented in Table 7 (The Department of Linguistics atitleedity of

California Santa Barbara, 2010).
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Table 7

Types of Discourse Represented in the SBCSAE

Type of Discourse

Face-to-face conversation Telephone conversations
Card games Food preparation
On-the-job talk Classroom lectures
Sermons Story-telling

Town hall meetings Tour-guide spiels

Since the spoken Romanian corpora also contained interactions in the media, such
as press briefings, television and radio shows, a second spoken English corpus that
contains such discourse was selected. The spoken language section of the Corpus of
Contemporary American English (COCA) (Davies, 2008) was therefore useds Tiings i
largest one of the corpora used in this study, as it contains 81,806,485 words. It contains
unscripted conversation from 1990 to 2009 from several television and radio shows.
Sample shows used as a source for the spoken section of the corpus are presented in

Table 8 (Davies, 2008).

Table 8

Sample Shows Used as a Source for the Spoken Section of the COCA

Sample Sources

All Things Considered (NPR)
Newshour (PBS

Good Morning America (ABC)
Today Show (NBC)

60 Minutes (CBS)

Hannity and Colmes (Fox)
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Finally, the written financial discourse section of the COCA was used tdmatc
the written financial business corpus used for Romanian. This section contained
5,368,557 words and consisted of articles published between 1990 and 2009 in five

financial magazines. The list of the magazines used is given in Table @$D2008).

Table 9

List of Magazines Used as Sources for the Financial Magazines Section of the COCA

Sources

Changing Times
Forbes

Fortune

Inc.

Money

3.1.3.Summary of Corpora Used

To summarize, two spoken corpora and one written one were used for both
Romanian and English in order to give a mix of both casual spontaneous interaction and
media interaction. The spoken corpora provide a variety of settings and coateis
from free face-to-face conversation—such as casual everyday cdiorers more
controlled interaction—such as press briefings or television and radio showsmasum
of the different types of corpora used for both Romanian and English, as well as of the

number of words in each type is given in Table 10.
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Table 10

Number of Words in the Corpora Used

Romanian English
Spoken Discourse 95,390 words 82,197,020 words
Written Discourse 21,400,000 words 5,368,557 words

As can be seen in Table 10, the sizes of the corpora in the two languages were not

similar. The Romanian written corpus was larger than the English writtpascdrhe

greatest discrepancy was in the spoken discourse corpora, where the Romanias one w
the smaller, and the English one was the larger. In order to make the resultsatdenpa
across the two languages, relative frequencies per million worddsuilba given during

the discussion of the results. Furthermore, since the COCA part of the spokeh Engli
corpus was very large, only a subset of it was used for the analysiss@btait how

this subset was arrived at will be given next during our description of therddyaia

procedures.

3.2.Data Analysis

The corpora described above were analyzed using different concordance and
search tools. For some of the corpora MonoConc Pro 2.2 (Barlow, 2004) was used, while
for others the online search interfaces provided by each corpus were usedussetis
in 2.1.2, explicit apologies are those apologies containing a lexical itexpr@ssion
with an inherent apologetic meaning, mostly referred to in previous studiesFdB an
Different such lexical items used in the two languages were the startimigoptiie data

analysis. The detailed procedure for analyzing the different corppragented next.
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3.2.1.Procedures

In an untagged corpus, a corpus linguistics methodology entails searching for
instances and concordances of certain lexical forms in an electronic éafBib@asorms
used to identify apologies were known in the literature on apologies as explicit
expressions of apology (Holmes, 1990), lllocutionary Force Indicating DgBeegman
& Kasper, 1993; Olshtain & Cohen, 1983), and formulaic apologies (Deutschmann,
2003). Therefore, the first step in the present study was to decide for wticai ieems
to search. In order for the comparison across the two languages to be valid, it was
necessary to use such items that would have equivalents in the two languages.
Considering that the Romanian corpora were smaller and therefore maotivestr
terms of analysis, lexical items for Romanian were decided first. Tine iteere taken
from the few existing studies on apologizing in Romanian that collected apolcsine
a Discourse Completion Test (DCT) (Demeter, 2006) or interviews bitas) et al.,
2007). Table 11 shows the lexical items and expressions used for the s¢lech in

Romanian corpora.
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Table 11

List of Explicit Expressions of Apology Used for the Search in the Romanian Corpora

Romanian English
imi  pare iu I'm sorry
I.oAT seem.l'.sG bad
ne pare au we're sorry
weDAT seem.i'.sG bad
scuze sorry
pardons
scuzai excuse me

excusamp.2"°.pL

ma  scuza excuse me
l.LACC excusamp.2”.pL

ne scuza excuse us
weDAT excusamp.2"’.pL

imi cer scuze | apologize
I.DAT ask.f".sG pardons

ne cerem scuze we apologize
weDAT ask.f'.pL pardons

cerem scuze we apologize
ask.f".pL pardons

cerand scuze apologizing
askGER pardons

iarta- ma forgive me
forgiveimpP.2"°.sG I.ACC

iertati forgive me
forgivemp.2"° PL

iertai- ma forgive me
forgiveimpP.2°.PL  I.ACC

ma iertai forgive me
l.Acc forgiveimp.2".pL

The reason so many terms were used in the search for Romanian is that there is
great morphological variation for the explicit expressions of apology. Romanga
highly inflectional language, with verbs having different forms depending on therper

and number of the subject. For example, if one person was apologizing, the singular form
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of the verb is used, such as “imi cer scuze¥xt.ask.T.sG pardons, ‘| apologize’);
whereas, when several persons are apologizing, the plural form “ne oerzsh s
(weDAT ask.£".pLpardons, ‘we apologize’) is used. Furthermore, the pronouns that
accompany the verbs also need to agree with the verb, which accounts for teaakffe

“wn .

in form between “imi” (IDAT) and “ne” (weDAT) in the examples above. The indirect
object pronoun in these expressions is optional, and can occur either before oe after th
verb, which adds more variation. Finally, in Romanian the imperative also varegs bas
on the number of the recipients of the command, which accounts for the distinction
between “iart-ma” (forgive.mp.2"°.sG l.Acc, ‘forgive me’) and “iertéi-ma”
(forgiveimp.2"°.pL |.ACC, ‘forgive me’). The plural form is also used as a polite form
when there is only one recipient of the imperative.

The lexical items used for search in the English corpora were based on the

Romanian items given in Table 11, in order to make the apologies comparablelZ able

shows the list of lexical items used for English:

Table 12

List of Explicit Apology Lexemes Used for the Search in the English Corpora

Lexical ltems

sorry
excuse
apologize
apologizing

forgive
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As the different corpora used for the study came from different sourcesegutiffer
tools had to be used to search them. However, the following general procedusedas
for all corpora:
1. A simple search was carried out on each corpus for the lexical iteresi@es
in Table 11 for Romanian, and in Table 12 for English, respectively. The
following tools were used for the different corpora:
a. MonoConc Pro 2.2 (Barlow, 2004) was used to search the two spoken
Romanian corpora as well as the SBCSAE.
b. The online search function provided on the Corpuseye website at

http://corp.hum.sdu.dk/cqp.ro.htmwis used for the written business

Romanian corpus.
c. The online interface provided by the COCA website at

http://www.americancorpus.org/as used for the spoken and written

financial magazines sections of the COCA.

2. The search resulted in a list of instances of the lexical items. All the ftem
the three Romanian corpora as well as for the written English corpus were
considered for analysis. Due to the fact that the search on the COCA spoken
English corpus resulted in a large number of occurrences ranging up to over
ten thousand in one case, this number was reduced in order to make the
analysis manageable. Consequently, we used the “Sample 100" option in the
online interface for each of the lexical items in Table 12 to generaredam

list of 100 occurrences to use for further analysis. We will refer tsthisset
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of the spoken English corpus as the analysis corpus, while the term extended
corpus will be used to refer to the entire spoken English corpus.

Each of the instances in which the lexical items or expressions appeared was
then analyzed manually in order to establish whether they conveyed an
apology or not. The criteria used to determine whether the construction was an
apology or not were contextual. The situation in which the lexical items
appeared and other items in their vicinity were analyzed in making this
decision. Those items that were not part of an apology were discarded.
Examples of such discarded items in Romanian and English respectively are
given in (3) and (4). For the example in Romanian, the gloss is given only for
the utterance in which the lexical item appears, which is bolded.

3) B: in rest ce faae
‘How are you otherwise?’

A: uite am ficut o grig@ de-asta urit de-abia mi-am mai
revenit un pic acumaicsocea mi-e: inc
‘Well, I've got this bad cold: I've just barely recovered
a little but my voice is still

B: da se simte ddpvoce
‘Yes, you can tell from the voice’

A: da da
‘yes yes’
B: da da
‘yes yes’
A si am cam tras-osa siptamina asta destul de urit.
‘And I've been sort of dragging it pretty bad the whole
week’
B: a imi pare iu

ah IDAT seem.%.sc bad
‘Ah, I'm sorry’
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cred @ de la vremea asta de dfar
‘| think it's because of the weather’

A: da cred cred.
‘Yes, | think, | think.’
(CORV)

In (3), speaker B uses the lexical expression “imi pare(t.pAT seem.3.sc
bad, ‘I'm sorry’) to express empathy for the health condition of speaker A.
Also, the utterance does not follow an offense, which is necessary for an
apology to exist as we have defined it in section 2.1. This lexical item is
therefore not part of an apology. Neither is the one in (4), taken from the

spoken English corpus.

(4) Mr. ANDERSON: And you had gra -- graduated from Howard
University...
ANCHOR: No. Hansen... gone to Howard. Did some...
[...]
ANCHOR:  You know, | didn't stay to graduaté’m sorry |
didn’t -- but when | came to Howard, | wanted to be a
playwright, and so | studied all the things | thought

would make me a playwright
(COCA, NPR_Weekend, ACTOR,AUTHOR,ACTIVIST OSSIE DfS/PROFIL)

In (4), the speaker expresses regret that he did not graduate from Howard
University, and therefore the lexical expression “I'm sorry” is not parhof a
apology. However, “I apologize” in (5) is an apology.

(5) TONY-PERKINS-ABC-# (Off-Camera): | have a confession to make,
‘cause your garden looked terrible. When you and Mike
were in Maine, Rhonda and | happened to be up at
Martha's Vineyard and we happened to stop by your
garden...

DIANE-SAWYER-# (Off-Camera): You picked my tomatoes?
TONY-PERKINS-# (Off-Camera): We picked your tomatoes.
DIANE-SAWYER-# (Off-Camera): That's where my tomatoes went.
TONY-PERKINS-# (Off-Camera): They're actually very, very good.
So |,1 apologize. We didn't know that would be all
of them.
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DIANE-SAWYER-# (Off-Camera): That's right. Two tomatoes. One

massacred fig. That's it.
(COCA, ABC_GMA, SUMMER VACATION DIANE SAWYER SHARE$ER
VACATION STORY)

Unlike in (3) and (4), an offense is identifiable in (5), namely the fact that

Tony Perkins and Mike picked Diane Sawyer’s tomatoes. The speaker
apologizes for this offense and also provides an explanation for it.

. The instances that were confirmed to be apologies were then analyzed in order
to establish a schematic construction of which the lexical item or expressio
was an integral part. In order to be considered a construction the lexical item
needed to form a unit of syntactic representation with its own semantic and
pragmatic interpretation (Croft & Cruse, 2004). Also, in order to justify them

as constructions as opposed to isolated collocations of lexical items,
constructions needed to have at least two occurrences in the corpus. Table 13

shows sample constructions and examples from the COCA.

Table 13

Sample Constructions

Construction Example
[I'm sorry 1VP] “l 'm sorry | mispronounced your name a
moment ago”
[I apologize forGERUND-CLAUSE] “I apologize for for being late and
everything”
[l apologize for thdt “| apologize for that”

. The instances were then grouped by the construction of which they were a

part. Some constructions had only one occurrence in the corpus, and therefore

65



as there was not enough evidence to establish them as constructions, we
referred to them as possible constructions. An example of such a construction
was fxcuse mELAUSE], as in (6).

(6) BLITZER: Butyou know friends who were inside whose fate

remains unclear?

FRAVALA: Excuse me, | couldn't understand that
(COCA, CNN, Interview With Rhode Island Fire)

For some constructions occurring in the spoken English corpus, a second
search was performed on the extended corpus, this time for the full
construction, in order to establish the relative frequency of the construction.
This was possible due to the fact that COCA is a partially tagged corpus, and
therefore it was possible to search for “I'm sorry | [verb]” for exampte T
results of this second search were then again manually analyzed in order to
establish whether they were apologies or not. The relative frequency of the
construction was then calculated based on the occurrences deemed to be
apologies and instances of the specific construction searched for. In some
cases, however, when the construction was mostly substantive, with few
generalizations that would allow for a tagged search, such a second search
was not possible. A search was not possible for some schematic constructions
containing clauses or utterances, either, as only parts of speech are tagged in
COCA, not clauses and utterances. This step was only performed for the
spoken English corpus, for which the initial search results were limited to 100
per lexeme. For the other corpora, all the instances found in the first search

were used, so a second search was not needed.
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7. Each construction was then analyzed again in the broader context in which it
appeared in order to establish the situation and context in which it was uttered.
8. Finally, the apology was analyzed in the context and situation in which it
appeared in order to establish the category to which it belonged based on its
function. One of our aims was to establish the usefulness of the taxonomies
used in previous studies to categorize apologies (see the discussion in section
2.1.2). We have not used a predetermined list of apology categories in our
categorization of apologies. Rather, we looked at the apology first, and if one
of the existing categories fit that apology, we used the category, if it did not,
then we created a new category to better fit the function of the apology. Since
some of the existing categories proved problematic, we had to revise the
taxonomy to better fit our data. Since we consider this revision part of our
findings, we will discuss the revised categorization at the beginning of our
discussion of apologies in English in section 4.1.
In order to make these procedures clearer, we will use the spoken section of the
COCA to illustrate the procedures outlined above. The lexicalsteny was first
entered in the search box of the COCA online interface, and “Spoken” was seldbtted as
section of the corpus. The search resulted in 10,746 occurrences of the dexgni&/e
then used the “Sample 100" link to generate a list of 100 random occurrences of this
lexical item. Once the list of 100 occurrences was established, we hauallypan
analyzed each instance in order to establish whether the lexeme wasgoaapofogy or

not. This was achieved by clicking on the item in the list displayed in the onlaréacHd.
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The lexeme was then analyzed in this expanded context to establish whether it
was part of an apology or not. In this particular example, the lexeme was gart of
apology, and the apology was “I'm sorry | mispronounced your name a moment ago.”
The next step was to establish the construction used to express this apology. tim order
do that, this particular instance was analyzed in the context of other similariapafog
order to establish possible generalizations. Thus, when compared to other apologies such
as “I'm sorry | don’t know” and “I'm sorry | misheard you” we were ablegtablish
that the explicit expression of apology “I'm sorry” was present in all ;w\gthnces, and
therefore the construction would have to contain these lexical items. This wéseals
case with the personal pronoun “l.” However, the verb that followed these lexmal ite
varied in the different instances of the apology, and therefore a genevalizadild be
made that a verb phrase followed these lexical items. Consequently, all theseeapolog
were expressed by the constructibm[sorry | VP], where VP stands for a verb phrase.

As mentioned above, the results of the search in COCA were limited to 100 per
lexeme due to the large number of results. When the form of the construction peranitte
second search was performed on the extended spoken English corpus to establish the
relative frequency of the construction. The construction in this exaniplesqrry | VP],
allowed for such a second tagged search in the COCA. We therefore searched for “I'm
sorry | [v*]” in the corpus, where [v*] stood for a verb. This search resulted in 150
instances of this construction. Each instance was analyzed again in the extended contex
to establish whether it expressed an apology or not. Out of the 150 instances, 134 proved

to be apologies.
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The last step was to establish the meaning of the apology in order to decide what
category it belongs to. By analyzing the apology in the expanded contextabksesd
that in the apology “I'm sorry | mispronounced your name a moment ago” the speaker
was acknowledging responsibility for mispronouncing another person’s name.fisus, t
particular apology belongs to the category “Acknowledging respongibilit

The data were then analyzed both quantitatively and qualitatively. The
guantitative analysis included frequencies of use of the different constraithiat used
the discussed lexical items for an apology. The qualitative analysis thed airmaking
the connection between the different constructions and their meaning, as atell as

comparing their use in the two languages.

3.2.2.Coding Reliability

In order to ensure the accurateness of the data analysis, a native speaker
Romanian in addition to me and one of English were asked to categorize the agalogie
terms of their meaning. For this process, a separate meeting was stt bptivnative
speakers to explain the necessary steps they needed to take. Supportings material
provided that contained the following:

1. Definitions of apologies;

2. An explanation of what is understood by the meaning of the apology;

3. Alist of possible meanings with examples from the corpora; this list was

compiled based on the meanings identified during the data analysis process;
4. Instructions on the steps they have to take in order to categorize the data;
The data sheet provided contained the output from the concordance tool used to

search the corpora with the searched lexical items highlighted in bold ktigigiven in
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context. Both items categorized as apologies and some items categorized asgnot bei
apologies were included (see section 3.2.1 for the description of the categorizat
process) in order to ensure that items were properly labeled as apotagi¢spologies.
The collaborators had to perform two steps for each of the items in the data sheet:

1. To decide whether the lexical item highlighted in the sample was part of an
apology or not;

2. To provide the meaning of the apology by either choosing one of the
meanings in the list provided as supporting material, or, in case none of the
meanings applied, to provide their own meaning for the apology.

The results of the corroboration process were then analyzed. Those cases that did

not confirm our categorization were then given to a third person in order to establish the
meaning of the apology. For the English data, 24 of the 733 instances analyzestiraqui

third person, while none of the instances in the Romanian data required one.

3.3.Conventions Used in the Study
This section will discuss some of the conventions that have been set for the
present study. These pertain to the way the examples are presented in tingiagda,

how they are cited, and some notes regarding the format of the examples.

3.3.1.The Format of the Examples

The examples given in the present study are taken from the corpora used for the
analysis described in section 3.1.1. While the format of the examples from tie& wri
corpora follows standard conventions of written discourse, there are some astlexts of
examples from spoken corpora that need to be discussed.
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First of all, due to the fact that the spoken corpora represent transcripts of spoken
language, they do not follow the punctuation and capitalization rules of written text, but
rather transcriptions conventions. In order to preserve the authenticity ottngles,
they are provided throughout this study exactly as they are in the originsttipt with
a few notable exceptions. Some of the transcripts contain metadiscourse g)akaig
as pause lengths, intonation patterns, and timing codes that correspond to the sound
recordings. These metadiscourse markings have been removed from tipdes)smthat
they do not interfere with the clear understanding of the texts. Also, tisaringost of
the transcripts represented intonation units. These units were not kept in ouresxampl
the lines being adapted to highlight the apology constructions.

A second aspect that needs to be discussed is the way the examples in Romanian
are given. First, the original text in Romanian was given. Then, for the linestof t
representing the context in which the apology occurred, a translation was provided
beneath the text in Romanian between single quotes. For the apology constructions
themselves, the original text in Romanian was given in bold letters. Then, a merpiie
morpheme gloss was given line by line beneath the original text. Thiseeassary due
to the fact that Romanian is a highly inflectional language. A complete list of the
abbreviations used in the glosses is given in Appendix A. In order to keep the gloss
aligned with the corresponding word in the original text above, the construction was
broken up in several lines. A translation of the entire apology construction wasueen gi
after all the lines containing the construction in original and the gloss. &np@& is
given in (7) for illustration.

7 A sarut mina Cosmin Burlacu la telefon
‘Hello, this is Cosmin Burlacu speaking’

71



mi cer mii descuze dar la
|.DAT ask.f’.scthousands of pardons but at

ora la care i sun adia
hour.DEFART at  which yowrL.AcC call.T>'.sG ie

cincisi  jumatate sunt asteptat lao lucrare.
five and half am waitBTPART at one job

‘| apologize, but at the time of this call, ie. five thirty, |

am expected for a job.’
(IONESCU, 79)

3.3.2.Citation Convention for the Examples

Information about the corpus from which each example is taken is given in
parenthesis right after the example. The correspondence between thaisadhesthe
citations and the corpora is given in Appendix B. When more detailed information is
available about the source of each transcript and a title of that transcript inaihasga
this information will also be provided. Thus, the order of the information in the citation i
as follows: name of the corpus, name of the source, title of the article oripafreen
which the example is taken, as in the following example: (COCA, Fortune, éaiseri
Hottest Investor).

The results of the data analysis will be reported next. First, the apologies
occurring in spoken and written English are discussed next in Chapter 4stUihe oé
the analysis of the Romanian apologies will be discussed in Chapter 5. The conclusion
section of the chapter on Romanian apologies will also contain the comparison af/the w

the different constructions are used in the two languages.
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4. Apologies in English

The aim of the present study was to investigate the construal of explicit igsolog
in American English and Romanian from a Construction Grammar perspective.
Moreover, the relationship between the meanings of the apologies and the donstruct
used to express them was also to be investigated in the two languages. The present
section is organized around the three research questions of the study. Thugrst will f
discuss the constructions used in English, followed by those used in Romanian. Finally,
the comparison between the constructions used in the two languages will also be

discussed.

4.1.Categorization Issues

The first research question of the present study aimed at finding the caasguct
that are used to apologize explicitly in English. As mentioned in the method sdwation, t
first step in the analysis was to evaluate the usefulness of the taxonaaidistesd and
widely used in previous studies on apologies in the context of a construction grammar
approach. The apology had to be part of a construction as defined in the literakwe revi
section, namely “a syntactic configuration, sometimes with substantive (eegiet
alone, sometimes not, with its own semantic and pragmatic meaning” (Croft & ,Cruse

2004, p. 255). In the case of this study, the explicit lexical items presented in the method

73



section needed to be part of the construction. Finally, the context in which the apology
occurred also contributed to how it was classified.

While some of the apologies could be clearly classified in one of the categories
established by previous studies, other apologies in the corpora could not be fitted in any
existing category, and new ones had to be created. These issues withzztegare
described in this section. The apologies that posed most of the problems in terms of
placing them in one of the established categories were the ones that prexd@ss s
labeled as lllocutionary Force Indicating Devices (IFIDs). As dismugssection 2.1.2,
the IFID is a direct apology expressed by a highly routinized and convergemhali
explicit formulaic expression such as “I'm sorry” (Blum-Kulka & Olshtd984). Most
previous studies on apologies considered the IFID as a separate categiothoegh it

could combine with other categories.

4.1.1.IFID vs. Co-constructed Apologies

The most common issue with this type of apology involved those cases in which
the so-called IFID seemed to occur by itself in the apology, without any diabo@ne
such example is given in (8), where “I'm sorry” is indeed by itself in the ititmmanit.

(8) KENDR: A cookie baking set.

MARCI: Al right.

MARCI: Al right.

KENDR: Mm.

KEVIN: Rubber Maid.
MARCI: Oh.

MARCI: Let me see it.

KEN: &=laugh &=laugh &=laugh.
KEVIN: You can't squash it.
KENDR: Mm.

MARCI: Oh...

KENDR: Rubber Maid.
MARCI: neat.
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KEVIN:
KENDR:
KEVIN:
KEN:
MARCI:
KENDR:
KEVIN:
MARCI:
KENDR:

WENDY:

KENDR:
MARCI:
KEVIN:
KENDR:

Twelve pieces.

Yay.

&=GASP.

That's XX...

Oh that's X.

Wow.

Oh that includes all the teaspoons though.
In blue.

In blue

that's not my color.

It's not green.

I'm sorry.

&=tsk.

They don't come in green.

We bought it before you had an apartment.
No my plates are blue

that's okay.

(SBCSAE, SBC013 Appease the Monster)

In this example, Kendra receives a cookie baking set as birthday present.

However, the teaspoons are blue, while Kendra’s favorite color is green. AyWend

aware of the fact that Kendra'’s favorite color is green, she apologizee fiaictithat the

color of the teaspoons is not green, that is it does not meet Kendra’s expectations, by

using the apology “I'm sorry.” This apology would be categorized as an IFID by

traditional speech act studies. However, the interaction did not stop here. Following the

non-linguistic verbal response by Kendra, Marci believes that Wendy's gpsggnot

enough, and steps in to complete the apology stating that the set does not come in green.

Moreover, Kevin also contributes to the apology by providing an explanation, “We

bought it before you had an apartment.” It is therefore clear from this exanaplif the

apology is analyzed in its full discourse context it is not just an IFID. lsstea

expression is part of a more elaborate apology construction that spanssevsyakturns

of several speakers. As more than one speaker participates in the spethehagctiogy
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does not fit any of the existing categories. Therefore, a new categoryeadsd for such
instances, namely “Co-constructed apologies.”

However, while the categorization problem has been solved in Example (8), a
theoretical issue still remains as to how such apologies construed in an veespolen
discourse fit the Construction Grammar framework. As discussed in theulieeraview
section (see 2.2.1.2), constructions can manifest themselves at the disaairaed in
the highly interactive medium of spoken language (Fried & Ostman, 2005). A turn can
then be a schematic representation inside a construction, just as a cldusatctre
sentence level. Consequently, in (8), Kendra’s nonlinguistic response “&stphiti of
this co-constructed construction because it is only because of this turn thas lsiagici
Kevin's elaborations of Wendy’s apology occur. Without Kendra'’s turn, the ipairits
in the conversation could have considered Wendy’s apology as sufficient. The

construction that expresses the apology in Example (8) could thus be represented a

[SPEAKERl SPEAKER3

[I'm sorry TURN] F=**=¥[TURN] [TUrN]]. Since the format used in this
study to denote construction is the one used by Croft and Cruse (2004), and since their
Construction Grammar theory does not include constructions spanning several turns, we

adapted Croft and Cruse’s (2004) format to allow their use at the higher discoatse le

4.1.2.IFID vs. Fictive Apologies
Co-constructed apologies are not the only type of apologies that emerge from
examining IFIDs in discourse. Three other categories emerged fromtéhanddysis.
The first one is illustrated in (9).
(9) At an age when most of his contemporaries have either retired or given

up the daily grind of running publicly traded funds, the 67-year-old
Heebner is putting up the best numbers of an already exemplary 30-
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year career. He's Barry Bonds without the steroids. "He's a rock star --
he's Bono," quips his Irish-born (and U2-loving) analyst Catherine
Columb. Given that U2 hasn't put out a good album since Joshua Tree
-- sorry, Catherine -- Bono should feel flattered. (Of course, it's
doubtful that Heebner, who by his own admission spends most of his
waking hours thinking about the markets, could pick either Bonds or
Bono out of a lineup.) Just how good has Heebner been? We may well
be witnessing the most dazzling run of stock picking in mutual fund
history.

(COCA, Fortune, America's Hottest Investor)

Example (9) is taken from an editorial in “Fortune,” and it occurred in written
discourse. The author of the editorial quotes a positive reference to the UZBsinger
from analyst, Catherine Columb. The author contests the positive referatiog, thiat
“Given that U2 hasn't put out a good album since Joshua Tree [...] Bono should feel
flattered.” He therefore disagrees with Catherine Columb, and he agsdgizhis to
her by saying “sorry, Catherine.” This apology, therefore, is not a reahonés the
offense that the apology is mending. What happens here, in fact, is a fictivetiotera
as defined by Pascual (2006), and discussed in the literature review in 8&do he
author is simulating a fictive interaction with Catherine Columb. This interarst only
possible in the blended space that is created by the writer of the editoriécAssed in
2.2.4, a blended space is created by using elements from two input spaces. In,this case
one input space is that of the author writing the editorial, and the second input space is
that of Catherine Columb, who is writing about Bono. The two occur at different points
in time, and therefore it is not possible to have a real interaction. The “conversation”
between the author and Catherine Columb is only possible in the blended space, similar
to the conversation between the philosopher and Kant that we have discussed in the

literature review (see 2.2.4).
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Since this apology is not real, and only occurs in a fictive interaction taking place
in a blended space, it does not function the same way as an IFID, which occurs in real
interactions. Since there is a distinction in function, similar to the examgle obt
constructed apology, this type of apology cannot be justified as belonging to #he sam

category of IFID. We will therefore refer to such apologies as fiegpaogies.

4.1.3.IFID vs. Repair Apologies

Besides co-constructed apologies and fictive apologies, the third category t
emerge from our data analysis was that of repair apologies. An exangplehcdn
apology is given in (10).

(10) ROSE: This one is Friday
at nine thirty at the Mega Center.
GRANT: The bank
right?
GRANT: That's the bank.
GRANT: X X...
ROSE: It's one o five West Adams
on the seventh floor ...
GRANT: At what time ?
ROSE: Nine.
ROSE: I'm sorry
it's nine to ten+thirty .
GRANT: Okay
| have a clue that she gave me

but I'll make arrangements on it.
(SBCSAE, SBC026 Hundred Million Dollars)

The example in (10) is part of a city meeting in which officials and the public
discuss certain grants they are applying for. While “I'm sorry” fumstias an apology
meant to mend the fact that Rose provided incomplete information, it does not function

just as an IFID. It is also an integral part of a discourse pattern that ineobedisrepair,
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as it follows immediately after the incomplete information and it is faidly the
correct information. Such instances of apologies were categorize@dpaifRpologies.”
The category of repair apologies also poses the same theoreticabmjuresti
regard to how they can be fit in the Construction Grammar framework. The atgume
are similar to those for co-constructed apologies, in that discourse patrrbe
considered discourse constructions. Thus, a specific genre or type of discsuase ha
highly conventionalized and expected framework (see 2.2.1.2). This argument can also be
applied to the apology in (10). Self-repairs are expected in the pattern
“Incorrect/Incomplete Information” — “Explicit Expression of Apology” Edrrected
Information.” For the example in (10), such a pattern can be illustrated by the
construction [UTERANCE I'm sorry UTTERANCE]. Utterance is used instead of clause or

sentence due to the spoken nature of the discourse.

4.1.4.1FID vs. Interruption Apologies

Similar to repair apologies, there is one more new category of apotbgtes
functions at the discourse level, to which Ostman’s (2005) extension of Construction
Grammar theory can be applied. These are “Interruption apologies.” While these
apologies do indeed mostly stand alone in the construction, they also introduce an
interruption, which adds to the meaning of the apology. An example of such an apology
is given in (11).

(11) SEN-JOSEPH-LIEBERMAN: Well, | do want to make clear - and |
believe this is what Sen. Warner intends here - which is
that the Secretary of Defense made it very clear as he
said there's not been one iota of thinking about putting

American forces on the ground in Kosovo in a hostile
situation. What's being contemplated now clearly is the
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use of air power in various targets throughout the
region and the aim there —

JIM-LEHRER: Excuse meThroughout the region meaning maybe in
Serbia, itself —

SEN-JOSEPH-LIEBERM: Maybe.
(COCA, PBS_Newshour, Stopping Fighting; Hedge FuBdasrr's Tactics)

In this example, Jim Lehrer apologizes for interrupting Senator Joseph
Lieberman. The interruption is marked in the transcript by the dash atdrod the first
turn in the example. It is only at this discourse level that the pragmatiseffeamely
the interruption, is made explicit. First, there is an uncompleted utterance spealeer
that signals the fact that the utterance of the second speaker represertisiugstion.
Similar to repair apologies, the preceding and following utterancessarpat of the
construction, so the apology is represented&&T[UNCOMPLETED-UTTERANCE|
SPEAERIExcuse m&JTTERANCEH)]. However, the function of introducing an interruption is
only evident in the specific context in which it appears, so besides the form of the
construction and the semantic properties of the lexical items it contains, thet@isb
contributes to the meaning of the construction. Thus, the apology mitigates whabmig

might not be perceived as an offense. As this type of apology can only exist in this

context, it functions as more than just an IFID.

4.1.5.1FID vs. other Existing Categories

While the examples discussed so far presented cases in which new caieggbrie
to be created for apologies that previous studies categorized as IFIDsy¢heases
where apologies were categorized in other existing categories. Taesalgo cases

where the IFID occurred by itself in the sentence, but when examining sicoutise,
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elaborations were found in another sentence or utterance. Take for example thg apolog
in (12).

(12) DAVID BRINKLEY: There used to be bleachers out there behind the
left field.

BRIT HUME: It was- yeah, there was, and it was- it was the kind of
thing he always did here, and all of us who lived here
and rooted for the Senators hated that guy and yet feel
bad about him now.

DAVID BRINKLEY: Okay, our time is upl 'm sorry . Thank you all
very much.We'll be back with a few words that might
have come out of an Italian opera, but did not, in a
moment.

(COCA, ABC_Brinkley, ABC_Brinkley / 19950813)

In (12), the television show moderator David Brinkley uses an apology to end the
show. Even though “I'm sorry” does appear by itself in the utterance, it does nobfuncti
only as an IFID in the discourse. An explanation for ending the show is provided in the
utterance occurring immediately before “I'm sorry,” which i®gart of the apology.

Such an apology is therefore a construction of ti@fEANCE I'm sorry] type, classified
as an explanation, as the apology does contain an explanation besides indicating the
illocutionary force of the speech act.

Finally, the last type of cases involved combinations of IFIDs with othetirexis
categories. Traditional speech act theories consider an IFIRrabrsj on its own, in the
same way as categories such as acknowledging responsibility or ¢plsonireone else
(Bergman & Kasper, 1993; Olshtain & Cohen, 1983). Such a classification is, ipweve
problematic from a construction grammar perspective. Take for example tbgyapol
(13).

(13) ZAHN: Thanks, Scott. We're going to break in now back to
Mike Scanlon who joined us earlier. He works for
Representative Tom DeLay, the majority whip. He

happened to be standing about 15 feet away from where
the shootings happened. Mike, we did not give you a
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chance to describe to us what the scene looked like after
these shots were fired.

Mr-SCANLON: Well, | am --I'm sorry | didn't bring it up.
(COCA, CBS_Special, LIVE COVERAGE OF SHOOTING AT EKCAPITOL)

In this example, the speakers take part in a live coverage of a shooting at the
Capitol. Mr. Scanlon apologizes for not bringing up the scene of the shooting by saying
“I'm sorry | didn’t bring it up.” Traditional apology studies would consider thia as
combination of two apology categories, namely “I'm sorry,” categorizeohdBsID, and
“I didn’t bring it up,” categorized as acknowledging the offense. Howeves ibak at
this apology from a construction grammar perspective, there should be only oneycategor
as the meaning of the apology is given by the entire constru€tiosdrry CLAUSE]. If
we take the two separately, they do not have the same meaning. “I'm sorryatake
is an apology, but it does not contain the acknowledgement expressed by the rest of the
construction. In the same way, “I didn’t bring it up” does acknowledge an offense, but
taken alone is not an explicit apology, nor is it clearly an implicit apolagyhe full
meaning of the apology is given by the entire sentence, and as constratians
syntactic form expressing specific pragmatic and semantic meahimgorry and the
following clause make up the construction expressing the apology. The gagagbra
construction belongs to is acknowledging responsibility, as this is the mearniey of

entire construction.

4.1.6.IFID vs. Standalone Apologies
Nonetheless, there were some instances in the corpus where the apologies were
standalone IFIDs as defined by traditional speech act theory. Howevearrthe t

“Standalone apology” is used instead in this study in order to avoid confusion with the
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categories of apologies discussed above that speech act theory also ctFifldern

example of a standalone apology is given in (14).

(14) FRANK:
BRETT:
FRANK:
BRETT:
BRETT:

RON:

FRANK:

FRANK:
BRETT:

JAN:

BRETT:
FRANK:
FRANK:

&=tsk Did dad watch Perot?
So do...

last night?

Unh.

&=BELCH.

don't think so.

and

recorded the game .

| figured he'd be interested in hearing him at least.
Excuse me.

Well his mind's made up .
&=THROAT .

Well | know that.

but it might just be fun

to listen to him .

(SBCSAE, SBC019 Doesn't Work in this Household)

In this example, Brett belches during a family conversation and apoldgizes

using the standalone apology “Excuse me.” As can be seen from the followingadtgra

the other participants continue their discussion uninterruptedly, which would suggest t

Brett's apology was considered sufficient in this context. The pragméticsef that

required the apology was a minor one. As will be shown later in this study, such

standalone apologies are used mostly in contexts such as this, to mend behavior offenses

which do not require further elaboration such as providing an explanation or

acknowledging responsibility.

4.1.7.Acknowledging Responsibility, Explanation, and Denying Responsibility

While the IFID category proved problematic, other categories, such as

“Acknowledging responsibility,” “Explanation,” and “Denying responsiiliaccurately

described the functions of numerous instances of apology constructions in all tisé Engl
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corpora investigated. Even though the names of these categories were usd€gtinesa
themselves did not contain apologies that belonged to them in an absolute and clear-cut
way as previous studies on apologies claimed. The two examples given neztdltiss

fact.

(15) LIMBAUGH: Thank you very much. Nice to have you back. Thank
you very much. You're watching the beloved Rush
Limbaugh on the beloved Rush Limbaugh television
show. By the way, | -- | committed a grievous error,
ladies and gentlemen. It's Brooklyn College from here
in Brooklyn, not Brooklyn Universityl. apologize for
the mistake All right. Another round of applause. Go

ahead. That's -- yeah.
(COCA, DEMOCRAT JIM TRAFICANT GIVING FEMALE HORMONE TO A
PRISON INMATE; LIBERAL CONFERENCE IN WASHINGTON WHEE
THEY ARE TAKING ON A CONSERVATIVE HUE; LIBERALS FER THE
WORD GOD)

(16) SPEAKER: The investigation of this particular incident is still open
by the National Transportation and Safety Board. |
don't have all the information at this point, but we take
swift action to try to identify wherever there's a
problem, and then take corrective action to ensure that
it doesn't occur again

FLATOW:  Mm-hmm. | just -- Jim McKenna, help me out here
MCKENNA: Well, | apologize if I've misled you or anyone els&
imply that the near-collision itself was not a serious

problem. It was extremely serious.
(COCA, NPR_sScience, Air Traffic Safety)

While the apologies in both (15) and (16) can be categorized as “Acknowledging
responsibility,” it is clear that there are differences in the degreaitthihe speaker
acknowledges that responsibility. Thus, in “I apologize for the mistake” the atodef
a television show clearly takes responsibility for mistaking Brooklyn Coihatie
Brooklyn University, the responsibility is not that clearly taken on by the spaake
apologize if I've misled you or anyone else.” In the second example niissbat the

speaker does not believe that he has misled the moderator of the radio show, but is
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willing to accept responsibility if the moderator thinks such a misleading kasred.
Examples (15) and (16) show that there is actually a continuum in terms of how
responsibility is acknowledged, with clearly acknowledging responsibititihe one

end, and denying responsibility on the other end. We will refer to this continuum in this
study as the responsibility continuum. The choice of constructiappJogize folNP] in

the first example and ppologize ifCLAUSE] in the second one, contributes to the
placement of the apology on the continuum. An example of an apology more towards the
denying responsibility end is given in (17).

(17) What about those pesky regulations? Connecticut lawmakers
demanded that Murray divest a Fleet subsidiary in their state. At the
time the Japanese were buying aggressively. Murray reached into his
bag of tricks. He phoned a lobbyist in Hartford, Conn.: Get me four
Asians in suits. He drove to the city the next day and toured the capital

with them.

“They’re interested in our bank here,” he replied to curious politicians.
“I'm sorry | can't disclose more.”

Murray got to keep his bank under a new law that passed a few days
later.
(COCA, Forbes, The Craftiest Buyer in Banking)

In this example, the speaker quoted in an article apologizes for not being able to
disclose more information on the interest in his bank. While giving that information does
not seem out of the control of the speaker, it is the circumstances that do not allow him to
give such information as there was nothing clearly agreed on with the ietedegpianese
party. Therefore, by using this specific construction what the speaker suiggbstt it is
not his responsibility that he cannot disclose more information, but it is rather due to the
circumstances which are not necessarily in his control. This exampleascoraplex, as
it contains an added layer of interpretation. There is intent to mislead andl tireasea

the speaker does not want to disclose more is not because he cannot, but rather because if
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he were to do so, he would have to lie. Such differences in classification will be dealt

with in more detail later in this study in the sections devoted to the diffetexgoces.

4.1.8.Summary

Both the written and spoken English corpora were analyzed using the revised

classification of apologies in order to establish how frequent each categ®Bcvoss the

entire data set. Thus, out of the 737 instances containing the lezemggxcuse

apologize apologizing andforgive, 248 functioned as part of an apology. These were

categorized into the eight different categories described above. Tasthew4d the

number of apologies in the spoken and written corpora in each category.

Table 14

Frequency of Apology Categories in the English Analysis Corpora

Occurrences

Category Spoken Written
Acknowledging responsibility 55 26.44% 2 5.00%
Repair apologies 40 19.23% 4 10.00%
Standalone apologies 39 18.75% 8 20.00%
Interruption apologies 39 18.75% —
Providing an explanation 25 12.02% 15 37.50%
Fictive apologies — 9 22.50%
Denying responsibility 6 2.88% 2 5.00%
Co-constructed apologies 4 1.92% —

Total

208 100.00%

40 100.00%
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All the categories of apologies presented in Table 14 contain an explicit
expression of apology. However, such expressions do not seem to occur as standalone
apologies without further elaboration as often as IFIDs have been reportedritdycc
previous studies on apologies on both English (Deutschmann, 2003; Holmes, 1993;
Olshtain & Cohen, 1983; Owen, 1983; Trosborg, 1995) and other languages (Barnlund &
Yoshioka, 1990; Blum-Kulka & Olshtain, 1984; Trosborg, 1987). This difference is due
to the revised categorization discussed above. The most frequent category in spoken
discourse was “Acknowledging responsibility,” with 55 occurrences (26.44 %y
by “Repair apologies,” with 40 (19.23%). These were followed by “Standalone
apologies” and “Interruption apologies” with 39 occurrences each (18.75%), and
“Providing an explanation” with 25 (12.02%). Finally, the last two categoreze
“Denying responsibility,” with 6 occurrences (2.88%) and “Co-construgpedogies,”
with 4 (1.92%).

Unlike in spoken discourse, the most frequent apology category in written
discourse was “Providing an explanation” with 15 occurrences (37.50%). This category
was followed by “Fictive apologies” with 9 occurrences (22.50%), “Standalone
apologies” with 8 (20.00%), and “Repair apologies” with 4 (10.00%). The last two
categories, “Acknowledging responsibility” and “Denying responsibilihad 2
occurrences each (5.00%).

Insofar as the similarities and differences between spoken and writteardisc
are concerned, most categories showed up in both types of discourse. The unequal
number of words in the spoken and written corpus do not allow for a comparison of raw

frequencies between spoken and written discourse. The frequencies preseatsdd I T
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are meant only for a comparison of the frequencies of the different categihies

spoken and written discourse respectively. It is not surprising, however,nitetuption
apologies” and “Co-constructed apologies” were not present in written discAsrse

written discourse is not interactive, there are no interruptions that would require a
apology, nor is there a conversation that would allow for co-constructing discbhese

few instances of the category “Repair apologies” occurred in quoted trdarand are
therefore not naturally inherent to written discourse. Also, “Fictive apabgidy

occurred in the written corpus, and not in the spoken corpus, though fictive apologies
could possibly occur in spoken discourse, as well. Even though standalone apologies
occurred with a higher frequency in written discourse as opposed to spoken discourse,
they functioned differently in the written one. While in the spoken corpus standalone
apologies were mostly used to mend minor behavior offenses, in the written one they are
used to mend minor and intended discourse offenses. A more detailed discussion of the
differences between written and spoken discourse will be carried out irctioa se

dealing with written discourse.

As not all categories were found in both spoken and written corpora, but also
because differences were found in the use of apologies in the two types of discourse,
results for spoken and written discourse were examined separately. Rssutisow that
the different meanings of apologies can be expressed by different conssucti
Consequently, the discussion of the results will be organized around the categories
presented above, different constructions used to construe the apologies blgirepaoa

each specific category.
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4.2.Apologies in Spoken Discourse

The analysis of the spoken corpus data yielded 208 instances in which th# expli
apology lexemes were used as part of an apology; another 361 instances \pareafot
an apology. The analyzed lexemes were part of 61 different constructions used t
construe these apologies. The constructions used for each of the categoriesgiéspol

given in Table 14 will be discussed next.

4.2.1.The Responsibility Continuum

As can be seen in Table 14, the category of apologies that was most frequent in
the combined spoken and written English analysis corpora was “Acknowledging
responsibility.” However, as discussed in section 4.1.7, this category needs to be
analyzed in the context of two other categories, namely “Providing an explératd
“Denying responsibility,” as the three form what we have calledaseansibility
continuum (see section 4.1.7). It is also our claim that the placement of theyapolog
this continuum is determined by the choice of the construction used. This continuum can

be represented graphically as in Figure 3.

Acknowledging Providing an Denying
responsibility explanation responsibility

Figure 3. The responsibility continuum

As can be seen in Figure 3, “Acknowledging responsibility” is the oagej one

of the extremes of this continuum, while “Denying responsibility” is abther end. The
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category “Providing an explanation” is somewhere in the middle, as apolageshiis
category neither acknowledge nor deny responsibility. Instead, the speaketatto

give an account of circumstances that led to the offense requiring the apulutgy.

these three categories are represented as points on the continuum, thegréreless

not absolutes, and no apologies can be placed on the exact point representing these
categories. Rather, they can be placed on the continuum, with some acknowledgments,
for example, being closer to the end, and others more towards to the “Providing an
explanation” point. Such placements will be discussed while analyzing théspeci

apologies in each of the category.

4.2.1.1.Acknowledging Responsibility

As mentioned above, the category at one of the extreme ends of the continuum is
“Acknowledging responsibility.” The examination of the spoken analysis cogsutied
in 24 different constructions used to acknowledge responsibility. As discus$ed in t
method section, constructions that had only one instance in the extended corpus were not
taken into consideration, as one example does not constitute enough evidence for them to
be considered constructions. The constructions that had at least two instances in the

analysis or extended corpus are given in Table 15.
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Table 15

Constructions Used to Acknowledge Responsibility in the Spoken English Analysis
Corpus

Construction Occurrences
[I'm sorry IVP] 8
[I apologize for thdt 6
[UTTERANCEACKNOWLEDGMENT forgive m¢ 4
[forgive me foIGERUND-CLAUSE] 3
[forgive me foIGERUND-CLAUSE but CLAUSE] 3
[I apologize forlNP] 3
[we apologize for tht 3
[sorry for NP] 3
[UTTERANCEACKNOWLEDGMENT we apologizg 2
[UTTERANCEACKNOWLEDGMENT I'm sornyj 2
[I apologize ifCLAUSE] 2
[forgive myNP] 1
[forgive theNP] 1
[we apologize foNP] 1
[I'm sorry about thdt 1
[I apologize forGERUND-CLAUSE] 1
[I apologize for i} 1
[forgive me this buCLAUSE] 1
[we apologizeCLAUSE] 1
[I'm sorry for GERUND-CLAUSE] 1

As mentioned in the method section, a second search, this time for the specific
constructions, was carried out on the extended spoken corpus in order to establish their

relative frequency per million words. However, such a search was not paiftome
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some schematic constructions containing clauses or utterances due tohsibatihe

online search interface. The results are given in Table 16.

Table 16

Constructions Used to Acknowledge Responsibility in the Spoken English Extended
Corpus

Relative Frequency

Construction Absolute Frequency (per million words)
[I'm sorry IVP] 134 1.58
[I apologize for thgt 45 0.53
[forgive me foIGERUND-CLAUSE] 41 0.48
[forgive me foiGERUND-CLAUSE but CLAUSE] 29 0.34
[I apologize foNP] 38 0.45
[we apologize for that 13 0.15
[sorry for NP] 9 0.11
[forgivemy NP] 7 0.08
[forgivethe NP] 23 0.27
[UTTERANCEACKNOWLEDGMENT we apologizg 2 0.02
[I apologizeif CLAUSE] 16 0.19
[we apologize foNP] 11 0.13
[I'm sorry about thgt 40 0.47
[I apologize fortGERUND-CLAUSE] 18 0.21
[I apologize for i 3 0.04
[forgive me this buCLAUSE] 3 0.04
[we apologizeCL AUSE] 6 0.07
[I'm sorry for GERUND-CLAUSE] 18 0.21

As can be seen in Table 15 and Table 16, both purely substantive (such as |

apologize for thdt for example) and partly schematic constructions (suchirsrry |
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VP]) are used to construe apologies that acknowledge responsibility. Some of the
constructions seem to be quite frequent, while others had only a few instances in the
corpus. The more frequent ones will be discussed next. The most frequent construction
was by far [m sorry |1 VP]. This construction is also the only one in the “Acknowledging
responsibility” category that has a relative frequency per million words rhiighe 1.00,
namely 1.58. Also, substantive constructions representing highly conventionalized
expressions of apology such asppologize for thdt [I apologize for i}, and ['m sorry

about tha} were also frequent in the extended corpus. Finally, some of the less frequent
constructions, with only barely enough occurrences to justify their existsraee
construction werefprgive me this buELAUSE] and [UTTERANCEACKNOWLEDGMENT we
apologizé.

The most often used construction in both the analysis and the extended corpora
was thereforellm sorry 1 VP]. The clause identified asYP] contains the
acknowledgement for the offense that required the apology, as can be seenpteExam
(18).

(18) MR-MacNeil: Congressman Atking;m sorry | mispronounced
your name a moment agpwhat do you think of U.S.
conditions for normalizing relations?
REP-CHESTER-ATKINS: Well, the conditions of course have
changed. They changed last, in the summer of' 88, and

the conditions used to be the Vietnamese withdraw

from Cambodia.
(COCA, PBS_Newshour, Newshour 900430)

In this example, the moderator of “PBS NewsHour” apologizes to Congnessma
Atkins by acknowledging responsibility for having mispronounced his name. The
acknowledgment is performed by stating the pragmatic offense that retherapology

in the clause that follows the explicit apology phrase “I'm sorry.” This isdke tor
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most of the apologies that use this construction. Even though the participants in the
interaction above are aware of the offense, this is nevertheless &xptatied.

Moreover, the use of the personal pronbas subject for both “I'm sorry” and the
clause introducing the offense suggests that the speaker is taking ownetkRipaifon.
Due to this double use of the pronoun, this construction is the one that expresses the
strongest acknowledgement of responsibility of all the constructions in the
“Acknowledging responsibility” category.

However, the apology is not always for an offense that occurred during the
conversation as in (18). This construction is also used in contexts in which the offense
occurred prior to the conversation, and therefore mentioning it brings it togh&attof
the participants. This is exemplified in (19).

(19) O'REILLY: Inthe "Impact Segment" tonight, both the House and
Senate Intelligence Committees are supposed to be up
to speed on threats against America. But are they?
Joining us now from our New York studios is
California Congresswoman Jane Harman, a Democrat,
and ranking member of the House Intelligence
Subcommittee on Terrorism and Homeland Security.
And congresswoman, first of all;m sorry | called
you guys pinheads

U.S. REPRESENTATIVE JANE HARMAN (D-CA), SELECT
COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE: Yes.

O'REILLY: Butldid it in an affectionate way.

HARMAN: I'm sure you did, Bill.
(COCA, Fox_OReilly, Impact: Interview with Jane Irzan)

The example is taken from an interview Bill O’'Reilly had with US Remtadizve
Jane Harman. After introducing her on the show, the moderator apologizes to her by
acknowledging the offense, namely that he called the members of the Holigehde
Subcommittee on Terrorism and Homeland Security pinheads. Thus, the offense had

taken place outside the interview, in the past. The strength of the acknowledgement i
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therefore stronger in this case, since the offense was not topical to the mtandethe
person apologizing brought it into focus.

As it was the case in (17) discussed in a previous section, this example also
contains an extra layer of interpretation. The host uses the apology and thatexpec
associated with it to create a humorous effect. While the form is that of an gpbisgy
more of a formality, and it is intended to bring the so-called offense intogtesgion.
Such uses of apologies to express something else were not previously repsttets
on apologies using the traditional speech act theory approach. Moreover, such uses
cannot be elicited using traditional speech act instruments, and can only be found by
analyzing language in use.

Another construction with a relatively high frequency (0.48 per million words)
was forgive me foiGERUND-CLAUSE]. This construction uses yet another explicit
apology lexeme, namefgrgive, which is followed by a gerundial construction
introduced byfor. In the same way as thienj sorry | VP] construction, the
acknowledgment of responsibility is explicitly stated in the construciitimle in this
construction the personal pronouis not present in the clause expressing the
acknowledgment of responsibility as was the case with'thesprry |1 VP] construction,
the use of a gerund clause, whose grammatical subject is first person, alatesdi
strong acknowledgment of responsibility. As this subject is not explicéttgagthough,
the degree of acknowledgment is different from that expressed biynthsofry | VP]
construction. Thus, it seems that there is a continuum not only insofar as theiestego

“Acknowledgement of responsibility,” “Providing an explanation,” and “Denying
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responsibility” are concerned, but also inside the category “Acknowledgment of
responsibility” itself. An example of this construction is given in (20).
(200 PAMELA DUNN: Bree started first grade.

Rep. JENNIFER DUNN: How does she like it?

PAMELA DUNN: Oh, she's doing OK. You know kids and school and
summer's over and," Well, I'm not so sure | really want
to-'

DANIEL ZWERDLING: Excuse me, Jennifer Dunn and Pamela
Dunn,forgive me for eavesdropping on your
conversation This is pretty amazing. You guys sound
like you're actually friends, sort of.

Rep. JENNIFER DUNN: Well, | think we are. We also have the last

name that's the same. Isn't that ironic?
(COCA, NPR_ATC, New Program Pairs Welfare Moms V¥tfliticians)

The speaker in this fragment uses this construction to acknowledge thefact t
he was eavesdropping on the conversation between Pamela Dunn and Jennifer Dunn. The
acknowledgement of responsibility is explicitly stated in the apology and isfithe
construction. The use of this apology here seems somewhat unexpected, as one would not
normally consider listening to the conversation of two participants to a radio [pragra
eavesdropping. However, the context in which this interaction takes placeesltré
aspect. Thus, the NPR radio show from which the excerpt is taken pairs a legighator
welfare mothers in an attempt to make them friends. In the show, the twappatsc
Pamela Dunn and Jennifer Dunn are connected by telephone, and they got cagried awa
in a conversation about their life. This is how Daniel Zwerdling became andextitso
the conversation, so he felt that the social norms regarding not listening to ajblerge
conversation applied in this case, too. Moreover, the apology is also an indirect way of
interrupting the conversation of the two that was getting away from the purpibee of
show, and an attempt to bring the participants back on topic. This example highlights,

once again, the importance that context plays in establishing the meaning ofespologi
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Finally, the fact that eavesdropping is an offense that is frowned upon by social norms
may also be the reason why the explicit apol@ggive meis used in this context, the
speaker also asking for forgiveness once he acknowledged the offense.

The next construction to be discussddrdive me foltGERUND-CLAUSE but
CLAuUsSE], is only slightly different than the previous one. Traditional approaches to the
study of apologies would probably not even allow for differentiating betweewthe t
However, as the following example shows, even though both constructions can be
categorized as acknowledging responsibility, they are used quite diffeaedtlyave
different meanings.

(21) TED KOPPEL: And we are back with Billie Jean King, Gerard Smith,
and Richard Williams. Mr. Williamdprgive me for
asking a personal question, but are you a wealthy
man?

RICHARD WILLIAMS: No, not at all, not even close to it.
(COCA, ABC_Nightline, Nightline 19940601)

The context in which the interaction in (21) takes place does not contain any pri
offense for which the speaker needs to apologize. What actually happens aird ¢t
Koppel is apologizing in advance and acknowledges responsibility for an offense that he
is going to commit. In this case, the offense is asking a personal question. Tise dffe
therefore not a usual one involving a certain behavior on the part of the speaket.iRather
is a discourse offense, in that it violates the expectations of the frame mtvic
interaction takes place, in which usually personal questions are not askehislt is
expectation that is being violated, and hence the need of an apology. Furthermore, by
apologizing in advance, the speaker also “prepares” the listener for the qudstion. T
clause that is the actual violation is introduced in the construction by the conjundfion

which is highly conventionalized.
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Besides the existence of the clause introducdaubin this construction there is
another characteristic that distinguishes this construction fronfiditggvie me for
GERUND-CLAUSE]. The verb phrases that can be used in the gerundial phrase of the
construction are limited to a set of highly conventionalized phrases that stiggisct
that the violation to follow is a discourse violation. Some of the verb phrases used in the
corpus in this construction aasking this (questionyaying thisstating the obvioys
putting it this waysuggesting X, putting it bluntly/that wandsounding cruel
Consequently, while this construction is a schematic one, its schematiciyedimited
than that of thefprgive me foiGERUND-CLAUSE], where the gerundial construction can
contain a larger variety of verbs.

However, the most important finding regarding the use offtrgi{’e me for
GERUND-CLAUSE but CLAUSE] construction is its use for discourse offenses. Neither this
type offense nor the types of apologies used to mend them have been reported by
previous studies on apologies. This is not surprising, as the methodologies and data
collection instruments used in those studies and discussed in the literatureafeiew
present study do not allow for their use. They can only be found by analyzing lamguage
use and by looking at the full discourse context in which such language occurs.
Moreover, the fact that this construction, though partly schematic, seems negsrthel
highly conventionalized suggests the fact that its use is quite common, at least in t
context of mass media interaction.

The explicit apology lexemirgive was not the only one collocating with gerund
clauses. The lexemepologizeandsorry were also found in such constructions, though

they were used in different contexts and in a very different socio-pragdinaetie than
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forgive The constructions weré gpologize folGERUND-CLAUSE] and [I'm sorry for

GERUND-CLAUSE], both with a relative frequency of 0.21 per million words. Examples of

these constructions are given in (22) and (23).

(22) ALICE:

ALICE:

ALICE:

ALICE:

ALICE:

Well when you said that though

my my new boss

she came.

She told Mike yesterday

she's | wanna be there at seven o'clock to go to
community

meeting.

And so Mike is there at seven fifteen

he says

| wonder where she is .

You know

and he says | get up

| wasn't planning on coming in until eight

and here | am early .

(.) And so she comes in

she say$ apologize for for being late and everything

(SBCSAE, SBC043 Try a Couple Spoonfuls)

(23) Mr-GARY-RIDGWAY-1: I'm sorry for killing all those young ladies.

I'm very sorry for the ladies that were not found. May
they rest in peac&m sorry for killing these ladies.
They had their whole lives ahead of théim sorry

for causing so much pain to so many families.

KAUFMAN: And then Judge Richard Jones told Ridgway to turn

around and look at the families.

(COCA, NPR_Morning, Analysis: Green River Killer geRidgway reacts to
victims' families' testimonies before his senteggin

As can be seen in these two examples, these two constructions are different in us

from the forgive me foiGERUND-CLAUSE] construction. The choice of the more formal

lexemeapologizein (22) seems to be due to the social relationship between the speakers.

Though the example contains a reported apology, we can distinguish that thpgrdasgici

in the apology are Mike and her unnamed boss, with the boss apologizing for being late.

Thus, the interaction is between boss and employee, and even though it is the boss who is
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apologizing, the more formal lexeme is chosen in tone with the formal relationship
between the two.

In (23), the third lexeme useshrry, was part of a testimony given by a person
being condemned for killing several people. There are actually two instanceglwhthe
sorry for GERUND-CLAUSE] construction in the example, naméiyn sorry for killing
these ladiesndl'm sorry for causing so much pain to so many familieshese two
utterances, the speaker acknowledges responsibility for the killings, and tbe choi
sorry in the construction could also be due to the fact that it expresses regret iria clear
and more explicit way thaapologizedoes.

Up to this point, the constructions used to acknowledge responsibility used a verb
phrase or a clause to express the acknowledgment. However, there was a set of
constructions that contained noun phrases instead of clauses. These construdiions are
apologize folNP] (0.45 per million words)f¢rgive theNP] (0.27 per million words),

[we apologize foNP] (0.13 per million words)sprry for NP] (0.11 per million words),

and forgive myNP] (0.08 per million words). According to Langacker (1991), describing
the same event in a nominalization is semantically and conceptually diffenent tha
describing it in a verb. By using a noun phrase, reification is implied and an entity i

being profiled as opposed to a process expressed by the verb. In the constructions
containing a clause, the focus was on the performance of the pragmatic offesreaswh

in those containing a noun phrase, the focus is on the result of the offense. Also, while in
the I'm sorry I VP] construction the personal pronoluwas explicitly present in the
acknowledgment clause and in the constructions containing a gerund the doer was

implicitly present in the gerund form, except forgive myNP], these constructions
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containing noun phrases, the ownership of the offense is no longer expressed explicitly
the construction. This ownership may or may not be inferable from the context. The
[forgive myNP] is therefore further away on the responsibility continuum from the
acknowledgment extreme, and the other constructions containing noun phrases are even
further away as there is less acknowledgment than in the case of the clomstivith an
explicitly expressed ownership. This difference in the way ownership isssqat in
[forgive myNP] and forgive theNP] also makes these two different constructions, as
even though their form is similar (determiner followed by a noun phrase), theimgea
is different.

Both [l apologize folNP] and jve apologize foNP] appear in contexts in which
the speakers acknowledge a mistake. Moreawistakels the most frequently used noun
phrase in this construction, though not the only one. The two constructions function
slightly differently, though. The use dfgpologize foilNP] is exemplified in (24).

(24) KURTZ (voice-over): John Stossel, ABC's controversial consumer
reporter, has landed himself in hot water, so hot in fact
that he's been forced to apologize.

JOHN STOSSEL, ABC NEWS CORRESPONDENT: But it was

wrong.| apologize for the mistake I'm deeply sorry |

misled you. We never want to do that.
(COCA, CNN_Reliable, Demaocrats Hit Hollywood)

The second constructiornyg apologize foNP], appeared only in the COCA
corpus, and the context in which it is used is a very specific one, namely the tmodera
a television or radio program apologizing for an offense in the name of the entire show
rather than in his or her personal name, as can be seen in Example (25).

(25) GORANI: All right, Aneesh Raman there reporting for us from
Damascus, SyridVe apologize for those technical

problems. There was a bit of a delaying our signal with
Aneesh. Fionnuala, back to you in Haifa.
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SWEENEY: Thanks indeed, Hala. Well, let's move to Irag now. And
during a U.S. Senate hearing, top U.S. generals talked
about a possibility that Iraq is moving towards civil
war.

(COCA, CNN_YourWorld, Deadly Rocket Attack in Nogtim Israel; IDF: Troops
taking up Positions Near 11 Towns in Lebanon; Nad/Benewed Attacks in Iraq)

In (25), Gorani apologizes to the viewers for the technical problems in the
transmission of Aneesh Raman, who was reporting from Damascus, Syria. The use of the
plural personal pronoune signals the fact that the responsibility is assumed by the
speaker in the name of the entire crew working for the program, while the NP in the
construction states the offense for which the speaker apologized.

The other three constructionfprgive myNP], [forgive theNP], and §orry for
NP], are mostly used in contexts involving a discourse offense. In these cottexX$
in the construction is expressed by nouns sut¢heaphraseology, the jargon, such a
vague questiarthe expressigrand the like. The next example is an instance ofsibiey|
for NP] construction used as an apology for a discourse offense.

(26) BERTHA COOMBS, co-anchor: There's a whole lot of fighting going
on at the movies right now, and it was quite a brawl for
the top spot at the box office this weekend with no
knock-out winner. Here to hit the highlightsserry
for the pun -- is our movie reviewing title holder,
People magazine's Leah Rozen.

Ms-LEAH-ROZEN-1WN: Good morning.

(COCA, ABC_NewsNow, WEEKEND BOX OFFICE; "THE STORYF US"
COMPARED TO MOVIES OF THE PAST)

As can be seen in (24), (25), and (26), the constructions containing the lexemes
apologizeandsorry express apologies for an offense that occurred before the apology,
that Aijmer (1996) referred to as retrospective apologies. Since we ageaudiscourse
analysis approach, we will refer to such apologies as anaphoric apolagies we

believe would be a better label. The two constructions contaioigiye, on the other
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hand, express what Aijmer (1996) called anticipatory apologies, as tlendis offense

occurs after the apology. We will use the term cataphoric apologidsddype of

apologies. An example of théofgive theNP] construction is given in (27), where the

speaker apologizes for using the word Martians in the conversation.

(27)

SCOTT SIMON: What you're suggesting is that there's a possibility

that we could be forgive the expression Martians,
that the building blocks for life on Earth could have
come from Mars.

CAROLE STOKER: Well, | wouldn't say the building blocks.
(COCA, NPR_Weekend, Scientists Probing Califorrake_for Links to Mars)

As discussed before, the ownership for the expression, though clear from the

context, is not explicitly expressed in (27), as is in the case ofditggvie myNP]

construction. The latter is exemplified in (28).

(28)

METZNER:

SIMON:
METZNER:

SIMON:

METZNER:

... the muezzin. He's in the minaret. You can hear the
adjacent muezzin in his minaret calling from
Suleymaniye, the next mosque over, and in Istanbul,
they do something a little different than I've heard in
many other Middle Eastern countries. It's basically a
call and response between some of the adjacent
mosques. This man, who has an incredible set of pipes,
as you can hear...

Yeah.

... does his moment, and then he waits for the other guy
to sort of do his thing, and then he comes back. And if
you listen, you can hear that exchange. (Soundbite-of-
mosqu)

| hear what you mean. Ndargive my naivete on this
score | mean, from the Middle Eastern countries I've
been in, the time for the call to prayer is the time for the
call to prayer. Do they make any effort to synchronize it
or is this just the proximity of the mosques lend this
sound?

Well, no, you're right.

(COCA, NPR_Weekend, SOME OF JIM METZNER'S FAVORISBUNDS
THAT HE'S RECORDED)

In Example (28), the speaker apologizes and acknowledges that he is naive

insofar as the calls for prayers are concerned. This is a slightly stexigewledgment
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than in the case of “forgive the expression,” as in the latter one can concthiee of
expression as made up by someone else, and merely used by the speaker.

In our discussion of the acknowledgment continuum so far we have been moving
further and further away from the acknowledgment extreme end by discdgtengnt
strengths of the acknowledgment expressed by the different ways of #tativifense.
Acknowledgements of responsibility can also be construed without making the offense
explicit in the construction at all. This is the case with another groumsfroations: [
apologize for thdt [I apologize for i}, [we apologize for thyt[I’'m sorry about thaj
and forgive me this bu€LAUSE]. What is common to all these constructions is the use of
a pro-form this, that, orit in the constructiorExcept for the last construction, which is a
cataphoric apology, all the other constructions express anaphoric apoldgesxsept
the last construction, which is slightly schematic, the other constructiopsraig
substantive ones. In spite of these differences, we are grodpigiy¢ me this but
CLause] with the other four constructions due to the use of the reference prakisrm
Each of these constructions will be discussed next.

The first construction to be discussddgpologize for thdt was the second most
often used construction in both the analysis corpus and the extended one, withiea relati
frequency of 0.53 per million words. While the offense is not made explicit in the
construction itself, the demonstrative pronoun is a reference to the offende jswhic
most cases made explicit in the earlier context of the interaction. Arpéxafithis
construction is given in (29).

(29) REP-RODNEY-ALEXAND: Again, my job was to do what | could to
protect the young man and his parents’ interest. And |

failed, and apologize for that The parents have had a
horrible week. The young man is beginning to get some
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threats. The media has been aggressively seeking his
conversations at school, his home, and that's the most
disturbing thing. (END-VIDEO-CLIP)

CALLEBS: Alexander calls this a sad situation. And he goes on to
say he has talked with the family on a number of

occasions as late as last night
(COCA, CNN_AM, Shooter Kills Young girls at AmisttBoolhouse; 'Washington
Times' Calls for Dennis Hastert's Resignation; &gimBack on Shelves)

Thus, in this example, the speaker acknowledges that he had failed to protect a
young man and his parents following a shooting at a school. This is the offense that the
demonstrative pronouhatis a reference to in the apologgpologize for thatUnlike in
the constructionlm sorry | VP], which construes an apology containing the
acknowledgment of responsibility, with tHeapologize for thdtconstruction the
acknowledgment is foregrounded. As can be seen in (29), the offense was clearly more
serious than the ones in whidnf sorry 1 VP] was used, as shown in (18) and (19). The
seriousness of the offense may be the reason for fronting the acknowledgment of
responsibility and also for the use of the explicit apology lexapodogizeinstead of
sorry. Moreover, the context is also more formal in (29) compared to those in (18) and
(19), which warrant the use of the more forinapologize

The [I apologize for if construction seems to be less frequent thapdlogize
for thaf], as the first one only appeared 3 times in the extended corpus, while the latter
occurred 45 times. Also, the context in which it appeared was restricted in tfdalpart
corpus to apologizing and acknowledging errors in speech, rather than behavior, such as
in Example (30).

(30) Schorr: Well, when | was informed of the suit, | was kind of
surprised because | hadn't been aware of the problem
before. But on looking into it, yes, | made a dumb
mistake. What | did was that | confused two attempted
assassinations -- two attempts to assassinate President

Ford, both happened in September 1975. Both
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happened in California. And the result of my getting
mixed up about which one | was talking about was that
| identified a man who had saved the president's life as
a homosexual. The mistake was that | named Larry
Beundorf, who is now suing us. Larry Beundorf did
indeed -- was instrumental in saving the president's life.
But | was thinking of the other episode. It was another
man, a man by the name of Oliver Sippel in San
Francisco and another assassination attempt. And he
was later identified as being homosexual. My point at
the time was to say that he should have had his privacy.
And | rather made a botch of that whole thing. | regret

the error quite deeply.apologize for it
(COCA, CNN_AM, Shooter Kills Young girls at AmistcBoolhouse; 'Washington
Times' Calls for Dennis Hastert's Resignation; &gimBack on Shelves)

In this exampleit was a reference to a specific noun phrase, namely “thg”error

unlike in the case of thé &pologize for thgtconstruction, wheréhat was a reference to

an entire clause, namely “| failed.” Similar to the example in (29), theosmdkdgment is

foregrounded, and the more form@apologizeis used to construe the apology.

The jwe apologize for thatonstruction functions almost the same waylas |

apologize for thdt the only exception being the use of the plural personal pronoun.

Similar to the yve apologize foNP] construction, this construction appeared in contexts

in which the speaker apologized in the name of a group. Example (31) illustrates thi

construction.

(31)

KING: All right, let me start including some phone calls. You
can talk to Nancy Pelosi or Steve Hurst or
Congressman Dreier, and we start with Munich,
Germany. Hello.

1st CALLER: Munich, Germany Market buying- unintelligible

KING: | didn't understand anything you said. We had a bad
connection from MunichWe apologize for that.

Copenhagen, Denmark, hello.
(COCA, CNN_King, An Overview of the Future of the&SBR)

Just as in the examples of the@pologize for thgtconstruction, the

acknowledgment of responsibility in (31) is foregrounded and comes as a stadéme
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the offense. The plural pronoun is used in this utterance, as well: “We had a bad
connection from Munich The moderator of the show “CNN King” apologizes in the
name of the entire program for the fact that the connection was bad and that they could
not hear the caller. As can be seen in Table 16, this construction does not have such a
high frequency as thé pologize for thdtconstruction, as it only occurred in the
extended corpus 0.15 times per million words.

A much more frequent construction similar to the last two discussed (0.47
instances per million words in the extended corpus, though only one occurrence in the
analysis corpus) was$1n sorry about thgt Just as with the previous two constructions,
the acknowledgement is foregrounded and it is not part of the construction, the pronoun
that pointing to the previous utterance, such as in (32).

(32) Vice Pres. GORE: | got some of the details wrong last week in some
of the examples that | used, Jim. Arch sorry about
that. And I'm going to try to do better.

LAUER: A couple of public mea culpas. Have we heard the last

of those topics?
(COCA, NBC_Today, GOVERNOR GEORGE W. BUSH DISCUSSEST
NIGHT'S DEBATE; TIM RUSSERT COMMENTS)

Vice President Gore acknowledges that he had some of the details he had talked
about wrong. Thus, the speaker first states the offense and then apologizesrgrtitaus
[I’'m sorry about thdtconstruction. Unlike the other two constructions that use a
reference pronoun, this particular construction also appeared in contexts in which the
statement of the offense and the apology were uttered by different speakees suc
(33).

(33) CONAN: Christine Ahern, station manager at WJFF, joins us now
from the station. Christine, thanks for taking time to be

with us today.
Ms-CHRISTINE-AHERN: Sure, but you stole my joke.
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CONAN: Oh,l 'm sorry about that. There is a dam involved in

how the station has gotten off the grid.
(COCA, NPR_TalkNation, Interview: Christine Aherisclisses her New York
station which is hydro-powered)

In this interaction, Conan introduces one of the participants to the NPR radio
show “Talk of the Nation,” Christine Ahern. The latter points out that Conan stole her
joke, a statement that is followed by Conan’s apology: “I'm sorry about thathigs
example shows, the pronotirat can also be used as a reference to an offense stated by
another speaker. By using this construction, Conan nevertheless acknowledges
responsibility for the offense, even though he does not explicitly state theeoffens
himself.

The last construction containing a pro-form wiasdive me this buCLAUSE]. In
this constructionthis refers to an offense that will be committed in the clause introduced
by but An example of this construction can be seen in (34).

(34) SCOTT SIMON: When Jerry Garcia died in early Augustrgive me
this - but did the thought occur to you that since you
were in possession of some of the, you know, the last
tracks, that he ever recorded for a CD that this was
going to bring more attention than ever before onto
your music?

SANJAY MISHRA: Well, | knew it was going to bring more attention

when he played [...]
(COCA, NPR_Weekend, Guitarist Describes How Jemyca Came to Record)

Before we can decide the place of these constructions on the responsibility
continuum relative to each other, we need to discuss discourse differences in the use of
this, that,andit. Thus, according to McCarthy (1994)is used to refer to an entity in the
discourse that is in focus. In the case of thepplogize for i} constructionjt referred to
a noun in the previous utterance that was the topic of that uttefdnsandthat, on the

other hand, are used to highlight in some way the entity to which it réfesdrings the
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entity into focus, as was the case with tleedive me this bu€LAUSE], in which the
cataphoric apology highlights the following offense. Consequently, this cotnstris

more towards the acknowledging responsibility end of the continuumlIthpnlpgize

for it]. Finally, thatis similar tothisin that it highlights the referred entity, though the
purpose of the highlighting is opposite to the one carried otlti§yin that it

marginalizes it. Thus, by using theapologize for thdt [we apologize for thatand I'm
sorry about thgtconstructions, the speakers tend to distance themselves from the offense
and marginalize it. Consequently, these constructions can be placed more towards the
denying responsibility end of the continuum as compared to those construéd Wik
distinction in the use of these pro-forms in discourse is important as it demes 1ttt

fact that [ apologize for thgdtand || apologize for i} are in fact two different

constructions that function differently, and not the same construction containing the
variationsthat andit.

In the last five examples discussed, the construction expressing the apology
contained a pronoun referring back to the acknowledgment stated previously in the
interaction. This acknowledgment was not part of the construction itself, but the gheanin
of acknowledging responsibility could only be construed in the context of the large
discourse. However, there are other constructions that accomplish a simitenmfinot
without using a reference pronoun. Instead, and unlike the constructions discussed so far
that were sentence level constructions, this set of constructions are abastadagher
level than the sentence, namely at discourse level. These construaions ar
[UTTERANCEACKNOWLEDGMENT forgive mé, [UTTERANCEACKNOWLEDGMENT we

apologiz¢, and [UrTERANCEACKNOWLEDGMENT I'm sorry]. The term “utterance” is
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used in these constructions, and not “sentence” as this is the roughly corresponding ter

in spoken language to that of “sentence” in written discourse. Examples (35), (36), and

(37) are instances of each of these three constructions.

(35)

(36)

(37)

RIVERA: Go to Melissa and Ellen, two of the klan's women. |
want to go to Ellen first,’ cause Ellen's been at it the
longest. Now, Ellen, are you really the seamstress for
the klan? You knit those nifty hats and all?

ELLEN-1KKK-Seamst: | don't knit them. And | am one of many
seamstresses. And as a matter of fact, J.D. over here is
negotiating right now to buy a small factory so that we

can...
RIVERA: Is that right?

ELLEN: Yes.

RIVERA: Well, will we find it like in the catalog of Sears or...
ELLEN: No, you will not.

RIVERA: I'm just kidding. Forgive me. All right. Now | want to

come back to you, Ellen, because | think it is intriguing

because there is a big demand for this. [...]
(COCA, Ind_Geraldo, KKK KIDS: CHILDREN TOO YOUNG TEIATE)

O'BRIEN: ... guys, guys, guys, guys -- Just as we get it wrapped
up, we have to go, unfortunately, as is often the case

GAROFALO: That's it?

O'BRIEN: Unfortunately, that's it

GAROFALO: Oh, my goodness.

O'BRIEN: Janeaneaye had you get up early just for that. We
apologize | think you made some good points. Janeane
Garofalo, Ben Ferguson, thank you both for being with

us
(COCA, CNN_SatMorn, Janeane Graofalo Speaks onytdothd's Antiwar
Campaign)

Mr. ALDA: Although you can drive yourself crazy with that, too, |
have this wonderful capacity to do that. | got to this
point where | - | mean, when | put on my shoes, do |
put the sock on both feet and then the shoes on the both
feet, or do | put the sock on one foot and then the shoe
on that foot, will | save more time that way? Will | have
more time to pay attention to the rest of my life? And |
started to count the seconds on what | was doing. | took
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a watch out and | actually saved 10 seconds by putting
the sock on one foot and then the shoe on before | went
to the other foot. And having saved those 10 seconds, |
realized | could get War and Peace in if | save 10
seconds a day. | decided that that would be
unnecessarily crazy. And | now put my shoes on the old
way. (Soundbite of laughter)

Mr. ALDA: You maybe have heard more than you wanted to hear.
(Soundbite of laughter)

MONTAGNE: No. But I think this is a good time to thank you and say
goodbye.

Mr. ALDA: 1 know. | usually reduce people to that. I'm sorry.
(Soundbite of laughter)

MONTAGNE: Alan Alda, thanks very much.

Mr. ALDA: Thank you very much.

(COCA, NPR_Morning, The Meaning of Life)

These examples clearly show that the utterance preceding the explicdyapol
expressiongorgive mewe apologizeandl’'m sorry contribute to the meaning of the
apology, and therefore they are part of the construction. Without the precednagcet
the meaning of the apology would not contain an acknowledgment of responsibility.
Similarly, the preceding utterance by itself while an acknowledgmveuld not be an
explicit apology by itself. Unlike the constructions containing the referprareun
discussed earlier, where the pronoun made the link to the acknowledgment, and therefore
there was no need for the actual acknowledgment to be part of the construction, with
these three constructions the link is missing, and therefore the uttergaceatthe
construction. Unfortunately, it was not possible to establish the relative freqouency
million words of these constructions, except forfERANCEACKNOWLEDGMENT we
apologiz¢. While the online search function of the extended corpus allows for searching
parts of speech, it does not allow for searching utterances as a unit. Consequently,
searching fowe apologizenly yielded too many results for their analysis to be feasible.

This [UTTERANCEACKNOWLEDGMENT we apologizpconstruction had a relative
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frequency in the extended corpus of 0.02, which leads to the conclusion that it is not
frequently used.

The last construction to be discussed for the “Acknowledging responsibility”
category is also the one that is the furthest away from the acknowledgmentiead of
continuum. The constructioh gpologize ifCLAUSE], though it only appeared two times
in the spoken English analysis corpus, had a frequency of 0.19 per million words in the
extended corpus. An example of an apology using this construction is given in (38).

(38) KOPPEL: The more serious herpes, the herpes simplex II-

MAN: I'm sorry, herpes simplex Il is not the more serious, sir
KOPPEL: So again, my question, why do we use the same word?
MAN: Well, because they are not- we don't

KOPPEL: | apologize if we have done an inadequate or

certainly an incomplete joh | thank all of you for
joining us this evening
(COCA, ABC_Special, The Best of Nightline with TEdppel 1980-1990)

As already discussed in 4.1.7 when we introduced the notion of a responsibility
continuum, this construction suggests a less certain acknowledgment of rediporisibi
(38), the moderator of a television talk show apologizes at the end of a somewhat
confusing interaction with a guest in the studio. Though he acknowledges the
responsibility for the confusion, the if-clause construction can be intedgdcetedicate
that he does not believe they have done an incomplete job, but if the viewers think so,
then he apologizes and takes responsibility for it.

The only explicit apology lexeme of the ones under investigation that appeared in
this construction in the spoken English analysis corpusapal®gize However, since it
seemed highly unlikely thaorry, forgive andexcusevould not combine with an if-
clause in the same way, we carried out a search for these constructions on the spoke

English extended corpus. As expected, there were several occurrencelretall
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lexemes in such constructions. Thusn[sorry if CLAUSE] appeared 44 times (0.51 per
million words), forgive me ifCLAUSE] 26 times (0.30 per million words), aneicuse me
if CLAUSE] 6 times (0.07 per million words). As can be seen from these numbers, the
most frequent construction of this type whsh[sorry if CLAUSE], for which we provide
an example in (39).
(39) Mr-MAHONEY: (As Martin Crane) Right. Gay.
Unidentified Actress: (As Helen) | thought you might be. How many
straight men remember Renata Tebaldi?
Mr-MAHONEY: (As Martin Crane) Not many.
Unidentified Actress: (As Helen) Well;m sorry if | was too

forward. It's just that sometimes it's so hard to meet

nice men.
(COCA, NPR_FreshAir, Executive producer Christoplblerd discusses "Frasier")

In Example (39), a video clip from the sh&nasier, the less formal'm sorry is
used as compared k@apologizeused in the construction presented in (38). The
difference is apparent in the context, as trepplogize ifCLAUSE] was used by the
moderator of a television show, who has to be more formal with the guests and gudience
while the 'm sorry if CLAUSE] construction was used by the actress playing the role of
Helen, who can be less formal.

To summarize the discussion of the “Acknowledging responsibility” category, the
examples presented have shown that besides being on a continuum of responsibility, the
category itself contains apologies on a continuum, some constructions expressirgy a
firm acknowledgment, while others a less firm one. This acknowledgment can be
expressed by a direct statement of the offense that led to the apologyeterbpg to a
previous statement of this offense performed either by the offender ootiean
participant in the conversation. Finally, some of the constructions were used tursiésc

offenses, a type of offense that was not previously reported in studies on apologies.
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We hypothesized that the choice of construction places the apologies on the
responsibility continuum. The examples discussed so far seem to prove this hypothesis
Therefore, we can now place the constructions on the continuum. The position of the

constructions is shown in Figure 4.

Acknowledging Providing an Denying
responsibility explanation responsibility

° | [’'m sorry 1 VP] ° | [forgive me this bu€LAUSE]

° [forgive me fOIGERUND-CLAUSE a [I apologize for i}
but CLAUSE] [UTTERANCE ACKNOWLEDGMENT forgive mé
[UTTERANCEACKNOWLEDGMENT we apologizk

° [forgive me fOIGERUND-CLAUSE] [UTTERANCEACKNOWLEDGMENT I'm sorry
[I'apologize fotGERUND-CLAUSE]
[I'm sorry for GERUND-CLAUSE] ° [1 apologize for tht
) [we apologize for thit
° | [forgive myNP] ['m sorry about thdt
e [I apologize foNP] ° [I apologize ifCLAUSE]
[forgive theNP] [I'm sorry if CLAUSE]
[we apologize foNP] [forgive me ifCLAUSE]
[sorry for NP] [excuse me IELAUSE]

Figure 4. The placement of the constructions in the category “Acknowledging
responsibility” on the responsibility continuum

4.2.1.2.Denying Responsibility

While the category “Acknowledgement of responsibility” lies at one of the ends
of the responsibility continuum, “Denying responsibility” is at the opposite end. Thi
category was the least frequent among the ones included in the responsibilitywonti
Only three constructions were used to express an apology in this categornheéOmbg t
constructions that occurred more than once in the corpus will be discussed. These are

given in Table 17.
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Table 17

Constructions Used to Deny Responsibility in the Spoken English Analysis Corpus

Construction Occurrences
[I'm sorry SuBJhave to/can’t/could nd¥ ERB-INF OBJ]| 3
[’'m sorry | UTTERANCEDENIAL] 2

Note: |indicates an intonation break denoted in the exaspy a period, comma, or dash.

Unfortunately, due to the limitations of the online search feature of the corpus
used, it was not possible to search the extended corpus fénireofry |
UTTERANCEDENIAL] construction in order to establish a relative frequency. Even in the
case of thellm sorry SusJhave to/can’t/could ndf ERB-INF OBJ], the frequency given in
Table 18 may not be totally accurate, as due to the complexity of the constructen som
instances may have been missed in the search. Table 18 shows the freqoaetigges f

construction in the spoken extended corpus.

Table 18

Construction Used to Deny Responsibility in the Spoken English Extended Corpus

Relative Frequency
Construction Absolute Frequency (per million words)

[I'm sorry SuBJhave to/can’t/could no¥ ERB-INF 66 0.78
OB

The construction that expressed the most definite denial of responsibility, and the
one we can therefore place at the extreme end of the responsibility continuutmwas

sorry | UTTERANCEDENIAL]. In this construction, the utterance following the explicit

115



expression of apology “I'm sorry” contained the denial of responsibility, amdftire
the semantic content of the utterance is markediA2 . An example of this construction
is given in (40).

(40) (BEGIN-VIDEO-CLIP) OBAMA: Her comments were ridiculous. |
think they were wrong headed. | think they're not borne
out by our history or by the facts.

GERALDINE-FERRARO: Every time they have an option to do that,
they do it. They did it against Bill Clinton, and it
worked, and it shut him up. They did it against Ed
Rendell. It didn't work. Now they're doing it against
me.| 'm sorry. | said nothing negative.(END-
VIDEO-CLIP)

HUME: well, what Geraldine Ferraro, the former Vice
Presidential candidate in 1984 and now a Fox News

contributor, did say was, basically, that Barack Obama

is where he is in this race because he is black.
(COCA, FOX_Hume, FOX SPECIAL REPORT WITH BRIT HUME40 PM EST)

The fragment in (40) is not an actual face to face interaction. Instead,ainsoat
video clip in which the then Senator Obama gives a statement about Geraldameser
comments that he considered ridiculous. This clip is followed by another one, in which
Geraldine Ferraro, though she apologizes, also denies responsibility by dtatimy
nothing negative.” As can be seen in the example, there is an intonation breakmafter “I
sorry” denoted in the transcription by a period, and marked in the constructioniby |. |
this intonation break that distinguishes this construction froml'thnesprry |1 VP]
construction used to acknowledge responsibility (see the discussion in 4.2.1.1). In the
[I’'m sorry 1 VP] construction, the VP is fully integrated in the rest of the construction,
whereas in thel'm sorry | UTTERANCEDENIAL] the intonation break fragments the
construction, which suggests a less tight and less firm apology.

The second construction used to express an apology in this categotyrwas [

sorry SusJhave to/can’t/could nof ERB-INF OBJ]. As can be seen in Table 18, this
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construction had a somewhat high relative frequency. While this construction isya highl
schematic one, there are some restrictions on the type of modal auxdiacgith
participate in the construction. Only modals expressing negative abdity¢t, could
not) and the one expressing external necessity or obligdtaore (t) can be used in this
construction, as these suggest the fact that the pragmatic offensejtinadran apology
was outside the offender’s control. Finally, the conjundiotseems to be optional in
this construction, as there does not seem to be any difference in meaning onfuncti
when it is present in the construction as opposed to when it is not. Example (41)
illustrates the use of this construction.
(41) SCHIEFFER: All right. !
KERRY: We have people losing work, we have health care,
education. We need to keep those issues on the table at
the same time. !

SCHIEFFER: Senator, thank you so muah.sorry, we have to

end it there. Back with a final word in just a minute.
(COCA, CBS_FaceNation, FACE THE NATION)

In (41), the moderator of a television show apologizes for ending the show. The
use of the modal expressibave toin the apology suggests that this is somewhat out of
control, and not necessarily something for which he is personally responsiblevétow
this denial of responsibility is not as strong as the one in (40), where the personal
pronounl was used followed by a negative statement. In (41) one can conceive that the
moderator is nevertheless part of the decision when to end the show, at least isofar as
participated in planning the duration of the show. Therefore, this construction would be
placed somewhat further away from the extreme end of the responsibility continuum

This particular instantiation of thérh sorry Susihave to/can’t/could no¥ Ere-

INF OBJ] construction seems to be rather productive, and could be considered a

conventionalized expression in the context of media interactions. Thus, “I'm sorry we
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have to end it here” appeared 22 times in the extended corpus out of the total 66

occurrences of this construction, which accounts for one third of the frequency. Other

similar instantiations of the construction were “I'm sorry I/we have tedd@zathere,”

“I'm sorry, we have to leave it at that point,” and “I'm sorry, | have to take &quic

break.” One reason for the frequency of this construction may be the speciéwmf&me

corpus.

However, the use of this construction is not restricted to the context of ending a

show or taking a commercial break, nor is it, as already mentioned, resiwitiheduse

of the modal expressidmave to In (42), an interviewee apologizes using this

construction, this time with the negative form of the modal earb

(42) KING: Huntsville, Alabama for Fred Goldman. Hello.
CALLER-ALABAMA: Yes. | wanted to ask Mr. Goldman if he plans

to have his lawyers have Simpson try on a pair of the
gloves that he wears in front of the jury without latex
gloves on, and then with latex gloves on?

GOLDMAN: The answer id;m sorry, | can't discuss anything

regarding the civil or criminal trial .
(COCA, CNN_King, Larry King Talks with Christoph&arden And Fred
Goldman)

In this example, Fred Goldman, the father of one of the victims in the O.J.
Simpson case refuses to answer the question of a caller from Alabama during the
television show Larry King Live. He denies responsibility for not answgethe question
by stating “I can't discuss anything regarding the civil or cribtnnel.” Thus, this
construction suggests that because the trial was still ongoing, he was not atlowed t
discuss it, and he expresses this with the help of the modatae'tbn the above

construction.
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In summary, though there were only two constructions used to deny
responsibility, these constructions had different meanings, and can be placedentdiffe

places on the responsibility continuum. This placement is illustrated in Figure 5.

Acknowledging Providing an Denying
responsibility explanation responsibility
00000000 O 11010
° | [I'm sorry | VP] ° | [forgive me this buELAUSE] @ | [I'm sorry |

UTTERANCEDENIAL]
[forgive me fOIGERUND-CLAUSE ° [I apologize for it _

but CLAUSE] [UTTERANCEACKNOWLEDGMENT forgive mé
[UTTERANCEACKNOWLEDGMENT we

[I'm sorry SuBJhave
to/can’t/could notVERB-INF

° [forgive me foIGERUND-CLAUSE] apologizé OsJ|
[I'apologize fotGERUND-CLAUSE] [UTTERANCEACKNOWLEDGMENT I'm sorny]
[I'm sorry for GERUND-CLAUSE] e [1 apologize for that
) [we apologize for thit
° | [forgive myNP] ['m sorry about thdt
e [I apologize foNP] ° [I apologize ifCLAUSE]
[forgive theNP] [I’'m sorry if CLAUSE]
[we apologize foNP] [forgive me ifCLAUSE]
[sorry for NP] [excuse me (ELAUSE]
. Acknowledging Denying
Categories responsibility ' responsibility

Figure 5. The placement of the constructions in the category “Denying respogidiit
the responsibility continuum

4.2.1.3.Providing an Explanation

The final category of the responsibility continuum is “Providing an exptamat
which could be considered the mid-point of the continuum. This category was the fifth
most often used category in the spoken analysis corpus. The analysis of theldath yi
14 potential constructions. However, some of them either had only one occurrence in the
extended corpus, or one occurrence in the analysis corpus but it was not possible to
search for the construction in the extended corpus. Consequently, as one singte insta
does not provide sufficient evidence for the existence of a construction and themmain ai
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of the present study was to find relatively frequent constructions, those caossuct
were not analyzed. Thus, we ended up with 8 constructions used in an apology to provide

an explanation, which are given in Table 19.

Table 19

Constructions Used to Provide an Explanation in the Spoken English Analysis Corpus

Construction Occurrences
[I'm sorry | UTTERANCE EXPLANATION] 7
[forgive me| but CLAUSE] 2
[I apologize| UTTERANCE EXPLANATION] 2
[forgive mel UTTERANCE EXPLANATION] 2
[excuse mébut CLAUSE] 2
[I apologize| but CLAUSE] 2
[UTTERANCEEXPLANATION |so | apologizg 1
[I apologize to yoy UTTERANCEEXPLANATION] 1

As can be seen in Table 19, all but four of the constructions go beyond the level
of the utterance and are more complex discourse constructions. Consequea#ynat w
possible to establish the relative frequency in the extended corpus for all the
constructions in Table 19. The frequencies for the constructions for whichatis w

possible are given in Table 20.
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Table 20

Constructions Used to Provide an Explanation in the Spoken English Extended Corpus

Relative Frequency

Construction Absolute Frequency (per million words)
[forgive me| but CLAUSE] 11 0.13
[excuse mébut CLAUSE] 6 0.07
[UTTERANCEEXPLANATION |so | apologizg 4 0.05
[I apologize| but CLAUSE] 4 0.05
[I apologize to yoy UTTERANCE EXPLANATION] 2 0.02

Similar to the constructions in the previous two categories discussed, those in the
“Providing an explanation” category can also be placed on the responsibilityucont
based on whether the explanation is more towards an acknowledgment or more towards a
denial of responsibility. Thus, one group of constructions consists of the constructions
containing the conjunctiobut Compared to the other constructions in this category, the
ones withbut are closer to the denying responsibility end of the continuum, as the
conjunction suggests a contradiction to the apology, as if the speaker weredayanmny
his or her responsibility by providing this explanation. This can be seen in (43), an
example of thegxcuse mébut CLAUSE] construction.
(43) Rep. DAVID BONIOR: [...] Now, we want to know where is that- all
those cuts are going to come from. Are they going to
cut from veterans' benefits? Are they going to be cut
from student loans? Are they going to be cut from
Medicare? The Speaker just the other day said he thinks
maybe we ought to get rid of Medicare. Mr. Armey has

been never very enthused about Social Security and he's
said so on several occasions.
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SAM DONALDSON: Mr. Bonior,excuse me, but | don't think he
said that. | missed it. | think he said that it needed

systemic changes. He's right about that, isn't he?
(COCA, ABC_Brinkley, ABC_Brinkley / 19950108)

In example (42), Rep. David Bonior makes a statement about what the Speaker of
the House said about Medicare. Sam Donaldson contradicts Rep. David Bonior in the
next turn, and he apologizes for this by providing the explanation in the clause introduced
by but “but | don't think he said that.” The explicit expression of apology is followed by
an intonation break, which again fragments the construction by separating the
explanation, thus making the apology less definite. The interpretation here eethat t
explanation seems so obvious to the speaker that it justifies his contradictingaRigp. D
Bonior. This construction seems to be used to provide explanations for discourse
offenses, as can be seen in Example (43). Also, this construction expresisgharc
apology, as the actual contradiction follows the apology, by saying “I think ¢héhseiit
needed systemic changes.”

The most frequent of the constructions contaitiag [forgive meg but CLAUSE],
is also a cataphoric apology. However, unlike the{ise mgbut CLAUSE], this
construction seems to be used in contexts that are somewhat more face tiy¢atéwe
speaker. This is illustrated in Example (44).

(44) Mr. GUY DUTSON (BirdLife): That's a very good question. My
Fijian team have spent so much time in the bush that
they know pretty much every song, every call and every
bird, and although this song is quite distinct, it's most
similar to another species of warbler. So when they
heard this novel song sounding like a warbler, then they
assumed that this must, indeed, be the long-legged
warbler which we have been looking very hard for over
this last year. But to make absolutely sure, we caught

one of these birds, took photographs and then let it go
again. And now we have the photographs. Everybody
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can see that this is, indeed, the long-lost, long-legged
warbler.

INSKEEP: Forgive me, but I've never been bird-watchingDo
you just take a walk down the road, through paths in the

forest or is there a technique to this?
(COCA, NPR_ATCW, Interview: BirdLife's Guy Dutsomsdusses the long-legged
warbler)

In Example (44), Guy Dutson from “Birdlife” is talking about bird watching on an
NPR show. Inskeep seems not to know much about the topic, so therefore he apologizes
for what he might consider his ignorance and provides an explanation for this in the
clause “but I've never been bird-watching.” An intonation break appears in this
construction, as well, and it is denoted by the comma following “forgive me.” Thus, the
speaker’s ignorance seems to be more face threatening than the contrad{@®n i
which may account for the use of “forgive me” in the apology as opposed to “excuse
me.” Also, in (44), the face threat is to the speaker, as opposed to the hearer in (43).

Finally, the even more formal “I apologize” is also used in such a construction,
namely in [ apologize| but CLAUSE], the one with the lowest relative frequency of the
three. However, unlike the other constructions with which expressed cataphoric
apologies, this construction expresses an anaphoric one, in that the offensesghecede
apology, and the clause followihgit represents the explanation for the offefigas is
illustrated in (45).

(45) JENNINGS: Archbishop McGrath, I've just one last question, and it's
rumor -1 apologize - but there's been so much rumor
and speculation We'd heard on a number of occasions
that the Papal Nuncios might have told Noriega that he
was going to leave him in the embassy alone for U.S.
forces to invade. Did you ever hear anything about that?
Archbishop

McGRATH: via telephone | heard about it, but | don't think it was

true.
(COCA, ABC_Nightline, Noriega Turns Himself In, Féown to U.S.)
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As can be seen in (45), the constructibagologize| but CLAUSE] is used in a
more formal context than the previous two discussed above, as the host addresses an
archbishop. This may be the reason for the choice of “I apologize” in the caiostruc
The speaker apologizes for the fact that he is asking a question based on rumor and
provides an explanation for doing so stating “but there's been so much rumor and
speculation.” The presence of the intonation break denoted by the dash in the example,
and by | in the construction, confirms once again that the explanations arecigist el
in the constructions expressing apologies in the “Providing an explanation”rgatego
discussed so far as opposed to the acknowledgements that were integrated in the
constructions in the “Acknowledging responsibility” category.
Unlike most of the constructions containimgt, however, the other constructions
in this category used to provide an explanation expressed anaphoric apologies, as the
apologies were following the offense rather than preceding them. The nupsrfte
construction from the second group was [sorry | UTTERANCE EXPLANATION], which is
exemplified in (46).
(46) (Voiceover): We got our money back. The pots and dishes went back
to the store. But it's not that easy for most victims.
(Footage-of-Woman-# Woman 1: (cryingjn sorry, it's just
bringing up bad memories It was a very trying time
in my life. And | don't know. The person just lo -- what

they did was they robbed me mentally. They robbed me

for money.
(COCA, CBS_48Hours, PART V-RIPOFF: OUTRAGEOUS FORIE/
FORTUNE TELLERS INTIMIDATE VICTIMS INTO HANDING OVER LARGE
AMOUNTS OF MONEY)

The context of this example is an incident involving a robbery. One of the victims
is crying in the video footage, and she is apologizing for crying. She also mawide

explanation for why she is crying in the utterance immediately followiagexkplicit
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expression of apology “I'm sorry,” namely “it's just bringing up bad memorfAsthe
utterance in the construction always contained an explanation, we marked thécsema
content of the utterance in the construction @sLENATION. This explanation is

therefore also part of the apology, as it contributes to its meaning. Finalkbgnsee that
the I'm sorry| UTTERANCEEXPLANATION] construction also contains an intonation
break, denoted in the example by the comma after the explicit expression of djpalogy
sorry.”

Similar to the constructions withut, the choice of the explicit apology lexeme
seems to be determined by the seriousness of the offense. Thus, the more formal
apologizeis used in two constructions, namelypologize| UTTERANCE EXPLANATION]
and | apologize to yoyi UTTERANCE EXPLANATION] in contexts involving a more serious
offense. The example in (47) is an instance of tlapdlogize|
UTTERANCE EXPLANATION], in which the speaker apologizes for picking some tomatoes,
and provides an explanation for doing so.

(47) TONY-PERKINS-ABC-# (Off-Camera): | have a confession to make,
‘cause your garden looked terrible. When you and Mike
were in Maine, Rhonda and | happened to be up at
Martha's Vineyard and we happened to stop by your
garden...

DIANE-SAWYER-# (Off-Camera): You picked my tomatoes?
TONY-PERKINS-# (Off-Camera): We picked your tomatoes.
DIANE-SAWYER-# (Off-Camera): That's where my tomatoes went.
TONY-PERKINS-# (Off-Camera): They're actually very, very good.
So I,1 apologize. We didn't know that would be all
of them.

DIANE-SAWYER-# (Off-Camera): That's right. Two tomatoes. One

massacred fig. That's it.
(COCA, ABC_GMA, SUMMER VACATION DIANE SAWYER SHARE$ER
VACATION STORY)

Though the offense here seems more serious than the one in (46), whine the [
sorry | UTTERANCE EXPLANATION] was used, the apology in (47) has an added layer of
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interpretation. The use of “l apologize” is meant to be humorous, in that it makes the
offense look more serious than it actually is, as the speaker picked only two amatoe
The explanation that is provided in the apology is that the speaker did not know that those
two tomatoes were actually all of them. Finally, we can see that an imlomapresent
in this construction, as well, just as it was in all the other constructions iratagoey. In
(47), the intonation break is denoted in the transcript by a period.

The second construction in which the lexeapelogizeis used is interesting since
it is the only one that contains the explanation first and then the apology. However, the
[UTTERANCE | so | apologizgconstruction does not seem to be a frequent construction, as
it had a relative frequency of only 0.05 per million words. One example of this
construction is given in (48).

(48) PHILLIPS: And then we also have...
O'BRIEN: We have Dale Cardwell
PHILLIPS: That's right, David Cardwell, (UNINTELLIGIBLE)...
O'BRIEN: David Cardwell
PHILLIPS: David.
O'BRIEN: And | don't know where he is. You in Tallahassee?
PHILLIPS: [think he's in Orlando.
O'BRIEN: Orlando, OK
PHILLIPS: David, are you in Orlando?
DAVID CARDWELL, CNN CORRESPONDENT: I'm in Orlando,
midway...
PHILLIPS:  There we go
CARDWELL.: ... between Bill and John.

O'BRIEN: | was enmeshed in Microsoft Word, so | apologize
(COCA, CNN_SunMorn, What Does Public Think Abougsidential Recount?)

In this example, the moderator of the CNN show “Sunday Morning” introduces
one of the correspondents in the show, but he does not know where the correspondent is
reporting from. Therefore, he apologizes by first giving an explanationtgihe is not
aware of the location of the correspondent, namely “I was enmeshed in Microsoft Word

followed by the explicit expression of apology “so | apologize.” By foregrougttie
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explanation, the speaker is closer to acknowledging responsibility than thosetihethe
constructions in this category. Thus, the constructioirfEANCE | so | apologizgcan
be placed closer to the acknowledging responsibility end of the continuum.

Having discussed the constructions expressing apologies in the “Providing an
explanation” category, we can now provide a full picture of where all the cainstisim
the three categories discussed so far can be placed on the responsibility contimaum

is illustrated in Figure 6.

Acknowledging Providing an Denying
responsibility explanation responsibility
I'm sorry | VP | forgive me this buELAUSE ('m sorry |
° | [ o ] ° [forg ] @ UTTERANCEDENIAL]
° [forgive me fOIGERUND-CLAUSE ° [I apologize for it _ [I'm sorrySusJhave to / can't
but CLAUSE] [UTTERANCE ACKNOWLEDGMENT forgive mé /could no VERB-INF OBJ]
[UTTERANCEACKNOWLEDGMENT we
° [forgive me foIGERUND-CLAUSE] apologizé m [forgive me| but CLAUSE]
[I'apologize fotGERUND-CLAUSE] [UTTERANCEACKNOWLEDGMENT I'm sorny] [excuse mgbut CLAUSE]
[I'm sorry for GERUND-CLAUSE] ° [1 apologize for that [l apologize] but CLAUSE]
) [we apologize for thit [I'm sorry|
° | [forgive myNP] [I'm sorry about that E UTTERANCEEXPLANATION]
) o [I apologize] UTTERANCE]
e [I apologize foNP] ° [1 apologize ifCLAUSE] [forgive mel UTTERANCE]
[forgive the_N P] [’'m sorry if (_ZLAUSE] [1 apologize t0 yOUUTTERANCH
[we apologize foNP] [forgive me ifCLAUSE]
[sorry forNP] [excuse me ELAUSE] m | [UTTERANCE | s0 | apologiz
. Acknowledging Denying Providing an
Categories ‘ responsibility responsibility explanation

Figure 6. The placement of the constructions in the category “Providing an explanation”
on the responsibility continuum

The discussion of the constructions in the three categories grouped together under
this section, namely “Acknowledging responsibility,” “Denying respofigii and

“Providing an explanation” has shown that there is indeed a continuum of responsibility
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on which these categories are placed. As can be seen in Figure 6, differenctonstr
inside each of the three categories themselves have different plabés @amtinuum.
Besides the fact that different constructions are used to express thentldiegeees of
responsibility, different types of constructions are used closer to the dekiging
responsibility end of the continuum as opposed to those used closer to the denying
responsibility end. All the constructions used to acknowledge responsibility inbleide
acknowledgment in a noun phrase, verb phrase, or clause that is fully integrated in the
construction, as can be seen in constructions 1-9 in Figure 6. From the persyective
information management in discourse, such integration suggests that the information
provided in the noun phrase, verb phrase, or clause is given or presupposed information.
The acknowledgment is tightly integrated with the apology which implies that the
speaker accepts the offense as given. On the other hand, the constructions used to provide
an explanation or deny responsibility are more fragmented, as the explanatenabis
given in a clause or utterance that is delimited in the construction by thenerisif an
intonation break. This is the case with constructions 10-14 in Figure 6. Such
fragmentation suggests that the information in the clause or utterance isexsanidy
assumed to be given, as in the case of acknowledging responsibility. Insteadasethe c
of the constructions in 12 containibgt, an explicit contradiction is coded in the

apology, whereas with the constructions in 10, 11, 13, and 14 a separate relationship
between the utterance and the explicit expression of apology must be inferec. this
fragmentation, the apology is less integrated, and the speaker does not accégtske of

as given. This distinction between integrated versus fragmented apologiesstippor
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claim that the choice of construction contributes to the placement of treggmol this

responsibility continuum.

4.2.2.Standalone Apologies

The category with the second highest frequency of use in the overall spoken and
written analysis corpora was that of “Standalone apologies.” Followageevaluation
of the IFID category (see the discussion under 4.1), only those apologies that wer
exclusively explicit expressions of apology standing by themselves in tteudis were
included in this category. Based on the analysis of the contexts in which theyeahpe
such apologies were used in situations that required the mending of a less severe
pragmatic offense, mostly involving behavior offenses. In this case, theespelathat a
simple apology, namely a prototypical explicit expression of apology was enough.
Nonetheless, results show that there was some variation in terms of thaatamsr

used to express these apologies. These constructions are given in Table 21.

Table 21

Constructions Used to Construe Standalone Apologies in the Spoken English Analysis
Corpus

Construction Occurrences
[excuse nle 16
[I'm sormy 13
[sorry] 5
[forgive mé 3
[l apologizé 2
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As can be seen in Table 21, all the constructions in this category were purely

substantive ones, that is consisting only of lexical items, and no schematiatsleme

Unfortunately, it was not feasible to carry out a search of these constructidres on t

extended corpus as they produced a very high number of results. However, we suspect

that these constructions have a high frequency due to the highly conventionalized form of

the constructions.

Since all the constructions were substantive ones, the question arises whether

these expressions of apology are indeed different constructions or just variants of one

more schematic and abstract construction. As discussed in the literataeve segtion, a

construction was defined as a pairing or form and meaning — both semantic and

pragmatic. It is our claim that these expressions of apology are pdiftdtent

constructions, as they are used in different contexts, and therefore have atdiffere

pragmatic meaning. Moreover, the choice of the construction depends on the type of

offense that the apology is meant to mend. This will be demonstrated in theidisafiss

each construction next.

The most frequent construction expressing a standalone apologgxeasd me

The construction was used mostly in situations involving behavior offenses, such as

coughing, sneezing, hiccupping, and the like. Example (49) is a sample apology used in

this context.

(49) WENDY:

WENDY:

MARCI:
KENDR:

WENDY:

KENDR:
KEVIN:

Kevin's_A been sleeping a lot
too though.

So ...

&=in.

I'd be on pregnancy vitamins...
| think we just have...

| wouldn't be...

&=HICCUP .
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KENDR: sick

if | were...
KEVIN: excuse me
KENDR: pregnant.
MARCI: Says who.

WENDY: &=tsk Who's pregnant again.

KENDR: Says me.
(SBCSAE, SBC013 Appease the Monster)

Example (49) contains an interaction between family members during a birthday
party. At one point in the conversation, Kevin hiccups, and apologizes for it by using the
explicit expression of apology “excuse me.” Since the offense was not a sevditesone
speaker considered that a standalone apology was sufficient in this sitAatiaine
other participants in the conversation seem to have agreed, since they did not even
acknowledge the apology, and continued their discussion uninterrupted.

The use of this construction was not restricted to the context of everyday
conversation found in the SBCSAE corpus. The construction was also present in the
context of media interactions in the COCA corpus, as can be seen in (50).

(50) SCHORR: | think it's quite painful. The attorney general strikes me
as someone who's suffering from you might call Waco

syndrome.’
SIMON: Mm-hmm.
SCHORR:  That is to say excuse me.
SIMON: Gesundheit.
SCHORR: ... that she's afraid of confrontation because of the fear

of violence. Furthermore, it's her beloved Miami.
(COCA, NPR_Saturday, Analysis: Looking back at sahthe week's top stories)

Though it is not marked explicitly in the transcript, the apology in this fragme
triggered by Schorr’s sneezing, which can be deduced from Simon’s turn in which he
says “Gesundheit.” This example also shows the fact that it is sometiifrmdtdo
establish the offense that results in the use of standalone apologies. Onenah&& a

the context of the apology carefully to deduce the offense in case the actoadraudi
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video recording is not available. This is one of the limitations of corpus lingyiasc

some such behaviors that result in standalone apologies are only evident in the audio or
video recording. In conclusion, thexcuse meconstruction is used with behavior

offenses that are outside the speaker’s control.

The second most often used construction in the standalone categofynwas |
sorry]. This construction was also used in situations involving offenses that were not
severe. However, the types of offenses were different from those for velmise nme
was used. Whilegxcuse mewvas mostly used for behavioral offenses that were out of the
control of the speaker (as one may not be able to control sneezing, for example), [
sorry] was mostly used for hearing offenses. This difference in use supporissienee
of [excusane] and ['m sorry] as separate constructions rather than both being just
instances of a more abstract construction such as [IFIBXeLICIT EXPRESSION OF
APOLOGY]. As the different expressions function differently, they are indeed separat
constructions. One example of the use of tme §orry] construction is given in (51).

(51) BILL HEMMER: OK. In our audience today, we have a number of
daughters here, who have attended CNN work day with
their fathers. And Natasha has a comment. Go ahead,
Natasha.

15th AUDIENCE MEMBER: | don't think it's fair that boys don't get
to come to work with their parents, because boys should
just get to come same as girls.

BILL HEMMER: Come where?m sorry .

15th AUDIENCE MEMBER: Come to work with their parents.

BILL HEMMER: Oh, | see, OK.
(COCA, CNN_TalkBack, CNN_TalkBack / 19960425)

In this example, the moderator apologizes for not having understood whaf'the 15
Audience Member said. The offense is not a severe one, and therefore the standalone

apology “I'm sorry” is considered appropriate and enough.
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Another type of offense for which this construction was used was for discourse

offenses, such as the one in (52).

(52) Mr. UHLBERG: [...] But it was founded as a strictly oral school. And

in most cases, in these deaf residential schools, signing
- the use of hands, the use of the body - was strictly
forbidden. The teacher would smack a child's hand,
literally, with a ruler if they were caught signing. But
that was their natural language. So —

CONAN: Myron?

Mr. UHLBERG: Yeah.

CONAN: | just want to give some listeners a chance to get in on
the conversation.

Mr. UHLBERG: | 'm sorry .

CONAN: They want to talk to you. Let's see if we can go now to

Sarah(ph). Sarah with us from Wichita in Kansas.
(COCA, NPR_TalkNat, A Life With Deaf Parents)

In this example, Mr. Uhlberg engages in a very lengthy monologue and he is
interrupted by the moderator of the radio show by stating “I just want to give some
listeners a chance to get in on the conversation.” This statement indirge#isghe fact
that the moderator considered that Mr Uhlberg was taking up too much time wittkhis tal
Mr. Uhlberg recognizes this as a discourse offense, and apologizes usirmm sy
construction.

Finally, in the context of everyday conversations, this construction was used to
mend minor offenses that Deutschmann (2003) called breach of expectations. In (53),
Kathy and her boyfriend Nathan are preparing for a math test, and Katkplasning
something to Nathan, and the expectation is that she will make the issue clear to hi

(53) KATHY: Since you have the square root of two on the bottom
to make that a square

you have to multiply by the square root of two .
KATHY: And then you get two:
and you multiply the top by the square root of two
and you get
square root of two .
NATHA: &=laugh &=laugh &=laugh &=laugh &=laugh
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KATHY:

NATHA:
KATHY:
NATHA:

NATHA:

KATHY:
NATHA:
KATHY:
NATHA:
KATHY:
NATHA:
KATHY:

NATHA:
NATHA:

&=laugh &=laugh &=laugh

What.

I wanna rewind it and hear that back again.
&=laugh &=laugh &=laugh &=in &=laugh &=laugh
Cause | sure didn't catch it the first [% laugh] time [%
laugh]

&=laugh &=laugh &=laugh

&=in &=ex &=ex

You got the two

and you take the square root of two ...
&=laugh &=laugh .

and you get the negative two...

&=laugh.

which you take 3 the square...

&=laugh &=laugh &=laugh &=laugh &=in.
and it comes to two...

&=laugh &=laugh &=laugh &=in

I'm sorry

&=in.

&=ex So .

let's talk about this slowly:

as | write this down

as you're saying it .

(SBCSAE, SBC009 Zero Equals Zero)

However, by laughing, as well as by stating “rewind it and hear that bacK again

and then later “let's talk about this slowly as | write this down as you'megs&y Nathan

is making it clear to Kathy that he did not understand, that her explanation was not the

simple one he expected. Consequently, Kathy apologizes for breaching hisegspsc

that is not explaining things clearly, by using the standalone apology “l'm’sdhe

fact that both participants in the interaction are laughing suggests ithai roé them

considered this as a serious offense, hence a standalone apology was &pargria

sufficient.

Consequently, based on the examples discussed above, it seeins thatry] is

used for a wider range of offenses than the more specialized constregttasd nie

The lexemesorry was, however, part of another construction, nansgyry]. This
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construction was significantly less frequent in the spoken analysis corpubi¢ha

previous two constructions. The examples in the data suggesiahsgj [s used for

different kinds of offenses. In (54), the construction is used to mend a mistakeynade b

the speaker.

(54) KING:

Let's talk about Jim Carrey. He's had a remarkable year.

Mr-CONNELLY: Well, he was the guy who really sort of broke

KING:

through in movies this year in a major way. You're
talking three successful pictures out of a guy who
nobody had heard of from a TV standpoint years ago.
And it's an amazing thing. In Hollywood, you -- you
think of people who -- you think of Hollywood as being
the kind of place that has to get on somebody early, you
know, that always is looking to find new talent, that has
to sign somebody at 9:00 at night because they -- you
know, they -- they're brand new and they've got to go
right now. Here's a guy who was sitting around on a TV
show for years and years and nobody would make a
movie with him. Hollywood had written him off after
that vampire picture he did with Lauren Hutton or
something back in the Jimmy Carter administration. So
he...

| thought that was Sting.

Mr-CONNELLY: He p -- well, he -- that was a Jennifer Beals picture -

KING:

- so hard to remember.
OK'. Sorry.

(COCA, CBS_Morning, JESS CAGLE, ENTERTAINMENT WEEKLAND
CHRIS CONNELLY, PREMIERE MAGAZINE, DISCUSS VARIOUS
OCCURANCES THAT HAPPENED THROUGHOUT THE YEAR THATRE
BEING LOOKED AT AS ENTERTAINMENT)

In this example, the moderator of the “CBS Morning” show confuses Jim Carey

with Sting, and then apologizes for this mistake by using “Sorry.” Since finesefis

just a case of mistaken identification of a minor reference in the coneersais not a

severe one, and therefore only a standalone apology is used. A mistaken itientifica

could be a more severe offense in other contexts, in which the reference is more

important in the discourse. A more severe offense might require a more t&abora

apology.
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Besides minor mistakes, the construction was also used in situations where the

offense was an accident, as can be seen in Example (55). In this case aheemalang a

conversation while preparing dinner. In the process, they have to clean a table outside,

and while doing so Maril believes that she touched Pete with the cloth while cléaming

table. She uses the constructisorfy] to apologize for the accident:

(55)

ROY:
ROY:
MARIL:
MARIL:
ROY:
MARIL:

ROY:

MARIL:

MARIL:
PETE:

| have to clean.
the table outside.
Mhm.
It's dirty.
A little outside cleaning.
So
wash it with that cloth or something ?
Wash it
wipe it down .
Oops
sorry.
Did | get you?
Nope.

(SBCSAE, SBC003 Conceptual Pesticides)

The last two constructions in the “Standalone apologies” category foeye/¢

mg and || apologizg. An example of thefprgive mé apology is provided in (56).

(56)

HAGERTY: So police are now searching all of these hotels. What's

SIMON:

different in yesterday's case is that there were several
witnesses. And at least one of them believe that she saw
two people driving away in a white minivan. That's
actually consistent with what criminal profilers say.
They note that last Thursday there were four shootings
in two hours, and it's unlikely that only one person
would try to pull this off.

Now there was little what we would consider, at least
so far as we know, physical evidence in the case, like
shell casingsforgive me, tire tracks, something like

that.

HAGERTY: Right. Here's what they've got.
(COCA, NPR_Saturday, Analysis: Latest news in thipey attacks)

Initially, by merely looking at the transcript from which (56) is taken framwais

not possible to identify a pragmatic offense that required the apology. Fetytiad
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audio recording of the radio show was available on the NPR website. Aftemigsteni
the recording it became clear that the noun “casings” preceding the apa@sgyuttered
by the moderator. It was this stuttering, a minor speaking offense, thatedgberuse
of the standalone apology “forgive me.” Besides such speaking offenses, the sam
construction was also used to mend discourse offenses, as can be seen in Example (57).
(57) PELLEY: There is a lot of discussion about precisely what the
word "torture” means. You've been at the top of
defense military intelligence. Based on what you've
seen and heard, is all of this torture?!

LANG: | think that a lot of this behavior which has been
allowed is so far outside the pale that | think that it
would have to be considered to be something not
allowed in international law or U.S. military law.!

PELLEY: You're dancing around this a little bit, coloriébrgive

me. | mean, is it torture? What do you think?
(COCA, CBS_Sixty, 60 Minutes)

This time, Pelley apologizes for having told the colonel that he was dancing
around the idea, and was not answering the question directly. Thus, the offense here was
a discourse one, in that Pelley probably considered his statement too direct, and
considered that an apology was necessary. Such a use may be specific to tbk genre
interviews, where the interviewer is expected to force the interviewee temrriscause
of these genre expectations, even though the offense is more serious than ti{g@ne in
a standalone apology was deemed appropriate by the speaker.

Finally, the least frequent standalone apology in the spoken analysis corpus,
namely | apologizé, was also used to mend discourse offenses. However, unlike in (57),
which was also an example of a discourse offense, the offense in Waptidgiz¢ was
used was pointed out to the speaker by a participant to the conversation, as can be seen in

Example (58).
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(58) CHENEY: [...] And I think that Republicans and all Americans,
frankly -- it's not just Republicans -- who are very
concerned about the way this administration is

handling...
WILLIAMS: Well, but, Liz...
CHENEY: ... these issues. And it was not...
WILLIAMS: Let me ask you one question.
CHENEY: ... Republicans who said...
WALLACE: Wait, wait, wait. | get...
CHENEY: ... the opponents...
WALLACE ... lots of e-mails, people complaining...
CHENEY: ... are helping Al Qaida.

WALLACE: ... that two people talk at once.
WILLIAMS: 1 apologize

WALLACE: Liz, go.
(COCA, Fox_Sunday, 2010 (100214))

In (58), Williams and Cheney are talking at the same time after Wdlgarts an
overlapping turn with “Well, but, Liz...” The moderator of the show points out to the
guests that people had been complaining about the fact that people were talking at once,
in an attempt to stop the two guests from doing so. Williams, who interrupted, iapslog
for it by using saying “l apologize.” The use of this construction containing the more
formal expression “I apologize” as opposed to the other situations that contained a
discourse offense seems to be due to the nature of the offense. The offense is ¢€8) wa
deliberate interruption in the context of an attempt at giving a contradictatyppo¥he
offense is not severe, as the format licenses and encourages some deltat@sbut i
perhaps contrary to the moderator’s desire. Nonetheless, this offense wasnous
than the one in (57), which was an inadvertent production error.

In conclusion, while some of the constructions used to express standalone
apologies only had two to five occurrences and therefore do not allow for lgEatenas,
overall the constructions in this category were used for minor offenses in the spoke

analysis corpus. In these situations, a standalone apology was deemed apprpiniat
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speakers. Also, we have demonstrated that, at least based on the analysisheorpus, t
different expressions used to apologize are actually different apadogyractions, as
they were used in different situations to mend different types of offenses. Aasymoim

the constructions and the offenses for which they are used is given in Figure

* Behavior offenses outside the speaker's control

* Hearing offenses

* Discourse offenses pointed out indirectly by a
participant in the interaction

* Breaches of expectations

WISEVES
Accidents

Speaking offenses
Minor discourse offenses

* Discourse offenses pointed out directly by a
participant in the interaction

Figure 7. The relationship between the type of offense and the construction used for
standalone apologies

To summarize, separating the standalone apologies has revealed more about the
form and function. As can be seen in Figure 7, standalone apologies are used m specifi
contexts to mend the same types of offenses. These are mostly minor and hess seve
offenses when compared to offenses that apologies in the other categogiesec:to
mend. Such a revised categorization allows, therefore, for a more precisgtamdiag

of how standalone apologies are used as opposed to the category of IFID present in
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previous studies on apologies. The fact that standalone apologies are used in specific
contexts supports the need to consider them a separate category.

The apology categories discussed so far have also been reported by studies on
apologies using the speech act theory approach to this speech act. Howeverysige anal
of actual language in use has shown that these categories are notitctessg but rather
a continuum with different constructions existing on different points on the continuum.
Moreover, the analysis of the data has yielded three categories that haeemot

previously reported by studies on apologies. These categories will be disoess.

4.2.3.Apologies Functioning at the Discourse Level

Two of the three new categories found by analyzing the spoken corpus dae simi
in their function, and therefore can be grouped and discussed together. Anthlgsing
apologies in the broader discourse context in which they appear has shown thia they a
an integral part of a discourse pattern. These two categories are “Repaifegiand
“Interruption apologies.” Since these apologies also have a discourse funeibayev
grouped them under the term discourse level apologies. So far in this study we kave onl
discussed discourse offenses, that is violations on the part of a speaker of norms or
expectations regarding discourse. The apologies provided for those offenses belonged t
the categories already discussed. While the discourse offenses discussedfeaed to
violating frame expectations, the discourse offenses that trigger the apadlisgiessed
in this section refer to the mechanics of discourse, more precisely to turn taking
Moreover, besides being triggered by a discourse offense, the apologieslires

function at the level of discourse.
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4.2.3.1.Repair Apologies

The first of the two categories to discuss is “Repair apologies.” The spoken
analysis corpus contained 40 apologies in this category construed by 15 potential
constructions. However, 6 of these constructions only had one instance in the corpus,
which was not enough to justify the existence of a specific constructionoMoreince
these constructions were complex ones, it was not possible to search for them in the
extended corpus. Only the remaining constructions that had enough instancefy to jus

their existence are given in Table 22.

Table 22

Constructions Used to Construe Repair Apologies in the Spoken English Analysis Corpus

Construction Occurrences
[UTTERANCEINCORRECTNFO | excuse m¢UTTERANCE CORRECTEONFQ] 7
[NP |excuse m¢NP] 6

[SPEAKER:L
SPEAKER]

[UTTERANCE INCORRECTNFO] ¥***?[UTTERANCE CORRECTEONFO| 4

[UTTERANCE CORRECTEONFO | excuse mg

[UTTERANCEINCORRECTNFO | I'm sorry | UTTERANCE CORRECTEONFO] 4
[NP | NP [excuse me 4
[NP |I'm sorry| NP] 3
[NP | NP [I'm sornyj 2
[FF{[UTTERANCEINCORRECTNFQO] F*****[UTTERANCE CORRECTELNFO] 2

SPEAERT TTERANCE CORRECTEDNFO | I'm sorny]

[NP |or forgive mg NP] 2

The constructions shown in Table 22 can be divided into two groups based on
whether the discourse function of repair was initiated by the speaker who prtwede
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incorrect information, in which case it is self-repair, or by another gaaticiin the
interaction. In the first case, the correct information was provided by thkespe
apologizing, while in the second case it was provided by another speaker, and then
repeated by the speaker apologizing.

According to the data in the spoken analysis corpus, self-repair apologees wer
more frequent than apologies for repairs initiated by another spedleze Were two
different patterns that apology constructions in this group followed. Theétt&rn is
illustrated in (59), which is an instance of the'fJERANCEINCORRECTNFO | excuse m¢
UTTERANCE CORRECTEONFQ] construction, the most frequent in the self-repair apology
category.

(59) KING: What about the flight New York?

GLENDENING: We have 10,000 contributions, minimum. There were
two errors out of ten thousand. Of course, we
immediately said we would not take this. But, when
you want to talk about contributions, this is the
interesting part. She is taking money in a big way from
the people who have made major pollution. For
example, one person who was just fined a million
dollars, lives in Virginia, covered a hundred acres of
wetlands She took 100 -- excuse me, she took $25,000

just recently from him. Same thing in terms of the

polluters of the Bay.
(COCA, CNN_King, GOP Aims Last-Minute Attack at Deanats)

The pattern used in Example (59), was “Incorrect/Incomplete Information” —
“Explicit Expression of Apology” — “Corrected Information.” The three segsehthe
construction are separated by intonation breaks, the first one denoted in the tragscript
a dash, and the second one by a comma. These intonation breaks are noted by | in the
construction. The speaker started out the utterance with “She took 100,” which is
incorrect information, representing the®#RANCEINCORRECTNFO segment of the

construction. The speaker realized that he had given incorrect information, and
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interrupted the utterance, which is signaled in the transcript by the use o$khd da
speaker continued with the explicit expression of apology “excuse me” &ulbwy

another intonation break and the utterance containing the corrected informatidn, whic
represents the tTERANCE CORRECTEONFO segment of the construction.

As already mentioned above, the self-repair did not always involve rephrasing an
entire utterance. In some cases only the noun phrase representing the incorrect
incomplete information was repaired. Thus, “excuse me” was also used in the
construction [NP ¢xcuse m¢NP], the second most frequent construction in the
category. An example of this construction is given in (60).

(60) COOPER: Ouch! Miranda in the show "Sex and the City," hearing
the very words that countless dating women fear, the
real reason he doesn't want to come up, the real reason
he doesn't return e-mails, the real reason he doesn't call,
he's just not that into you. That wake-up call for women
comes from "Sex and the City" consultant Greg
Behrendt and executive story editor Dechula, --
excuse me, Tuccillo

(COCA, CNN_Cooper, Vulcano Warning For Mt. St. HelpBush, Kerry Set To

Debate Tomorrow Night, Mark Geragos Finishes Crxasination of Lead
Detective In Peterson Trial)

The noun phrase in the construction was in many of the instances a name, as is the
case with the example in (60). The speaker said the wrong last name ofyttesl gty
“Dechula,” and immediately corrected it by using “excuse me” followedhbeyorrect
last name. The three parts of the construction are delimited by intonation loréaks i
construction, as well. However, names were not the only noun phrases that occurred i
this construction, as can be seen in Example (61).

(61) MILES O'BRIEN: Now you got to check out this display system here,
which is sold separately, I'm told. If you look there, you

can see the screen is going up, and behind there, what
do you have, Dave?
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DAVID SOLOMAN: This isa standard direct view- or excuse me, a

rear-projection-monitor system by Mitsubishi.
(COCA, CNN_News, TV High-Fi and Video Discs Make® Theater Possible)

Compared to the [UFERANCE | excuse m¢UTTERANCEH], the [NP |excuse m¢
NP] construction seems to highlight the information that is being corrected mor
prominently, as only the corrected information is provided, instead of embedding it into
an entire utterance. However, the choice of construction also depends on whether the
incorrect or incomplete information was in the form of a noun phrase or of an utterance in
the first place.

Insofar as highlighting the corrected information is concerned, thissas
carried out by placing the corrected information before the explicit ssipreof
apology. The pattern used for such apology constructions was “Incorrect/Intemple
Information” — “Corrected Information” — “Explicit Expression of Apology.” Hoxee, it
seems that this pattern only occurred with constructions in which the corrected
information was given in the form of a noun phrase, and not of an utterance. Thus,
“excuse me” was also used in the construction [NP |éeyse mewhere the first
noun phrase contained the incomplete or incorrect information, and the second one the
correct one. The three segments of the construction are, once again, delimited by
intonation breaks, as can be seen in (62).

(62) CARRIE LEE, CNN FINANCIAL NEWS CORRESPONDENT: [...]
Basically, a Delaware court judge said that directors of
her company had no legal obligation to monitor her
personal activities. So we'll be watching that stock

today.Holly -- Heidi, excuse meback to you

COLLINS:  All right. Thanks so much.
(COCA, CNN_LiveDaybreak, Game Day: Cox Comes Oug§ing Against ESPN,
FOX)
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Besidesxcuse mesorry is also used in all the three types of constructions
discussed so far, though with a lower frequency. Self-repair apologiesisere
construed by the constructionsTtERANCE I'm sorry UTTERANCE], [NP I'm sorry NP],
and [NP NF'm sorry]. While the constructions usirexcuse mgere more frequent in
the context of media interaction of the COCA corpus, those gsimgwere more
frequent in the context of everyday conversations of the SBCSAE corpus. As with the
constructions containingxcuse methe choice of the construction webrry also
depended on how highlighted or foregrounded the corrected information was. The
following three examples illustrate the use of fERANCE | I'm sorry | UTTERANCH] in

(63), [NP |[I'm sorry| NP] in (64), and [NP | NR'In sorry] in (65) respectively.

(63) PHIL: The air is heating up
okay?
PHIL.: And so the molecules are going faster and faster

and they're getting further and further apart
they're taking up less space
inside.
PHIL: I'm sorry
taking up more and more space
inside these balloons.

PHIL: And you might want to protect your eardrums.
(SBCSAE, SBC027 Atoms Hanging Out)

In (63), which is part of a lecture at the science museum, the error involved in the
self-repair is factual error. This is a serious offense, consideringhthatformation
given during a lecture needs to be accurate. This might be the reason why-tepaself
is performed in a more elaborate utterance. On the other hand, the self-repaeds ca
out in a noun phrase in (64), which is a case of identification error.
(64) VAN-PRAAGH: Right, and you have to remember that the spirits
don't always know how to communicate. They don't

always know how to send the thought to me. So it's new
to them, just like it's new to the people doing this. And
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they're strangers, and they're using my mind, which is
new to them, as well.

KING: Sun City, Arizona -- hell&alifornia -- | 'm sorry --
Sun City.

CALLER: Yes, | want to know about my mother, Vera (ph), and

my brother, Farrell (ph), if they're together.
(COCA, CNN_King, James Van Praagh Speaks to thel @ad Discusses His New
Book, “Reaching to Heaven”)

Finally, (65) is an example of a name correction, though the name is part of key
information.
(65) FRANK: Civic Culture
Almond and Verba
nineteen seventy two or so
is one book that you can look at
um
there's a book by Raymond Wolfinger
SteverRonsteen Ronstone I'm sorry
Who Votes
that's another book

X Okay X

the literature goes on and on .
(SBCSAE, SBC012 American Democracy is Dying)

The offense in this example is a more severe offense than the one in (62), which
was also a name correction, but not part of key information. This difference may account
for the choice of the explicit expression of apology “I'm sorry” in (65) as opposed t
“‘excuse me” in (62).

The last lexeme that was used in a construction in the self-repair apologies
category wasorgive However, the use of this lexeme was restricted in the corpus to only
one of the three types of constructions in whegbuse meandsorry were used, namely
[NP |or forgive m¢g NP]. Moreover, this construction contains the conjunaiidoefore
the explicit expression of apology, something that none of the other constructibiss in t
category had. Finally, this construction was only found in media interactions. Qree of t

instances is given in (66).

146



(66) SIMON: Yeah, and I'm not sure it's far off from a possibility. At
a meetingoday, or forgive me, this weekn Europe,
the Russian Foreign Minister Andrei Kozyrev surprised

a lot of people.
(COCA, NPR_Weekend, News Analysts Review Top Netosi&s of the Week)

As can be seen in Example (66), the error that is being corrected is liess$ crit
than the ones in examples where constructions contamtigse mandsorry were used,
which may account for the choice of the explicit expression of ap&twgive me

The constructions discussed so far in this section on “Repair apologies” involved
self-repairs, namely situations in which the speaker uttering the incorreciomplete
information corrected it himself or herself. However, as already mentitrerd, was
another group of constructions in which a speaker different from the one uttexing t
incorrect or incomplete information gave the correct information. The constrsia
this second group followed the pattern “Incorrect/Incomplete Information”—éCtad
information given by another speaker” — “Corrected information repeatttelspeaker
apologizing” — “Explicit expression of apology.” Unlike the first group of consivast
in which the corrected information was given either in the form of a noun phrase or in
that of an utterance, the second group contained constructions in which the corrected
information is only in the form of an utterance. The constructions in this second group
contained only the explicit expressions of apolegguse mandsorry and were only
found in the COCA corpus containing media interactions. The two constructions in this

second group weré A" [UTTERANCE INCORRECTNFO]

SPEAKER2 SPEAKERL

[UTTERANCE CORRECTEONFO] [UTTERANCE CORRECTEONFO excuse mg

SPEAKER2

and P [U TTERANCEINCORRECTNFO] [UTTERANCE CORRECTEONFO]

SPEAKERLT TTERANCE CORRECTEONFO I'm sornyj]. An example of the first construction is
given in (67).
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(67) RODNEY: My question is, did you see the "Meet the Press"
interview this past weekend with Congressman Ford?

CONAN: It's Harold Ford, who's the head of the Democratic
Leadership Coalition.

RUDIN: Council. Right.

CONAN: Council, excuse me.

(COCA, NPR_TalkNation, Rove’s Announced Resigngtion
In this example, Conan states that Harold Ford is the head of the Democratic
Leadership Coalition. However, the information provided was incorrect, but it was a
minor error. The guest in the radio show provides the correct information in themext t
This is followed by Conan repeating the correct information, “Council,” followeithé
explicit expression of apology “excuse me.”
The second construction used to express a repair apology when the repair is given

by a speaker other than the one apologizing Wa&T*[UTTERANCE INCORRECTNFO]

SPEAKER2 SPEAKERL

[UTTERANCE CORRECTEONFO] [UTTERANCE CORRECTEONFO I'm sorny].

The only difference between this construction and the one previously discussed is the
choice of the explicit expression of apology, which in this construction is “lmy.S@\n
example of this construction is given in (68).

(68) MORALES: Let'stake alook at some of the women that we picked
out of our crowd heréAnd first is Katie, who's a
beauty already from Washington state. She's a
working mom with two kids, and -- oh, wait, no,
Katie...
Ms-MERCIER:This is Maria.

MORALES: Maria, I'm sorry. Maria's from California.
(COCA, NBC_Today, Today's iVillage Makeover; Thrgemen from plaza crowd
get makeovers from Laura Mercier)

In this example, Morales uses the wrong name for one of the persons in the
audience. Ms. Mercier intervenes, and provides the correct name, saying ‘Maisas
Even though Morales had already noticed a mistake, and says “oh, wait, no, Katie,” it i

still Ms. Mercier who gives the correct information. Morales then repeatothect
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name, “Maria,” and adds “I'm sorry.” Unlike the construction with “excuse mvljth
was used to repair information that was not of a personal nature, both instances of this
construction in the corpus repair the names of persons present during the interaction
which is therefore a more serious face threatening error.

In summary, there were two different types of repairs, namely selirsegarried
out entirely by the speaker apologizing and repairs initiated by a sphtikeent from
the one apologizing. The constructions used to apologize in this category tremmsel
were divided into different types based on who was doing the repair. In the case of self-
repair apologies, some constructions highlighted the correct informatiprobiding it
before the explicit expression of apology. The severity of the error thdgaée be
repaired was important, as it determined the choice of explicit lexicalsskpnan the
construction. “Excuse me” was used for minor identification errors or ehatrsvere not
part of key information in the discourse, whereas “I'm sorry” was used fa face

threatening errors and factual errors.

4.2.3.2.Interruption Apologies

The second category of apologies that has a discourse function was “Interruption
apologies.” This category was only slightly less frequent than “Rapaiobgies,” with
39 instances. These apologies were construed using 7 different construatiormghér
possible constructions did not have enough instances in the analysis corpus to prove their
existence and it was not possible to search for them in the extended corpus. The seven

constructions are given in Table 23.
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Table 23

Constructions Used to Construe Interruption Apologies in the Spoken English Analysis
Corpus

Construction Occurrences
[FHEUTTERANCE F#*¥[Excuse m&JTTERANCEH] 11
[ IUTTERANCE F**[I'm sorry UTTERANCE] 6
[FEERTYTTERANCE]) S***®[Forgive me foiGERUND-CLAUSE]] 3
[FRIUTTERANCE F***?[Excuse m&AME]] 3
[FFERTYTTERANCE] %[ Forgive meUTTERANCE]] 3
[FPEUTTERANCE F***[UTTERANCE excuse nig 3
[FFRUTTERANCE] F***?[Excuse me fOBERUND-CLAUSE]] 1

A search in the extended corpus was only possible for two of the constructions in
Table 23, namely the ones including a gerund clause. Their relative frequgnanisn

Table 24.

Table 24

Constructions Used to Construe Interruption Apologies in the Spoken English Extended
Corpus

Relative Frequency

Construction Absolute Frequency (per million words)
[FRIUTTERANCE F***[Forgive me for 37 0.44
GERUND-CLAUSE]]

[ U TTERANCE ¥***®[Excuse me for 22 0.26
GERUND-CLAUSE]]

150



Since the two constructions given in Table 24 seem highly conventionalized and
quite frequent, we will start our discussion of interruption apologies with these
constructions. First of all, like all the constructions in this category, thesal$e follow
an uncompleted turn uttered by another speaker. The fact that this previous tumtyis clea
uncompleted is one of the cues prompting the fact that an interruption occurred. The
speaker who is apologizing starts out the turn with the explicit expressipolofg,

“Forgive me” and “Excuse me” in the case of these two constructions, followfed by
and a gerund clause. However, the gerund clause in these constructiongtisdésta
limited number of verbs that semantically express the idea of interruptidnasuc
interrupting (the most frequently used on@jterrupting you cutting in cutting you off
jumping in andstopping youBYy using this gerund clause the speaker apologizing not
only makes the interruption explicit, but also acknowledges the fact that he or she is

violating the turn taking conventions and is interrupting. An example of the

[SPEAKERl SPEAKER2

[UTTERANCE]| [Forgive me foiGERUND-CLAUSE]] construction is given in

(69).

(69) Dr. ABU JABER: Why not? So that the Arabs will respect the United
Nations' resolutions, and we have been trying very hard
to respect that, here, we in Jordan, the Egyptians, even
the Iragis. You know 242, 338 vis-a-vis the West Bank
and the Golan Heights. Why have they not been
respected by Israel and by the very United States that
sponsored them? Why is it-

KOPPEL: Forgive me for interrupting you, but the question that
I'm asking you is, is not the goal right now, and should
not the goal be to get two armies that are facing one
another, apart, as quickly and as peacefully as possible,
and other things to be resolved later on?

(COCA, ABC_Nightline, From Cairo, Egypt: Arab LeagleSummit)
In this example, the moderator of ABC’s “Nightline” interrupts Dr. Abu Jaber i

the middle of his sentence, which is signaled in the transcript by the use of the dash i

151



“Why is it-.” He is aware that he is interrupting, and doing so on purpose, and therefore
apologizes first and acknowledges the interruption in the gerund clause. Howevér, not a
instances of this construction were apologies for the speaker interruptingmnidttie of
another speaker’s sentence as in (69). Interruptions also occurred at the endesf@ese

at the end of what might even be a transition relevant place in the previous turn, as
defined by Sacks, Schegloff, and Jefferson (1974) (see the discussionan 2&t6 in

the literature review). In these cases the apology is for taking the Wagrfeom the

previous speaker. An example of this use is given in (70).

(70)  FITZWILLIAMS: [...] But a country like Monaco, for example, |
mean there have been unfortunate accounts there of the
private lives of Princesses Caroline and Stephanie, and
in those cases, they've been fodder for the tabloids,
most particularly that of Princess Stephanie, and | think
that has made it a great deal more difficult for the
monarchy to have a certain amount of dignity

MANN: Forgive me for interrupting you. Let me ask you

about another specific case, and that's Prince Johan of
the Netherlands, because there again, the prince's
private life, his choice of a spouse, caused real

difficulties
(COCA, CNN_Insight, Prince Marries Commoner)

The second construction containing a gerund clad$& U TTERANCH]

SPEAERI Excuse me foBERUND-CLAUSE]] was less frequent in both the analysis and the

extended corpus. Example (71) is an instance of this construction.

(71) DAVID-JACKSON: Nothing really substantive has been released
from those meetings, but what we do know is that this
was the beginning of what's been described as the
defendant's concerns about his representation. And that
really is sort of legal language for he doesn't like the
trial strategy that these lawyers are preparing for him.

ELIZABETH-FARNSWOR:Excuse me for interrupting. Has he

asked to defend himself?
(COCA, PBS_Newshour, Unabomber Trial; Quick Depaytg Moi's Kenya; Sky
High; Holy Spirit)
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Unlike in (70), where the person being apologized to was a guest in the show, the
apology in (71) is addressed to a fellow commentator on the show. This difference in the
status of the interlocutor may account for the choice of the more formalvéamge” in
(70) versus “excuse me” in (71).

While in these two constructions containing gerund clauses the speakerlgxplicit
acknowledges the interruption, this is not the case with the other constructions used t
express an apology in this category. The remaining constructions can be ditadieebi
groups. One group contains the constructions in which the speaker apologizingstarts hi

or her turn with the explicit expression of apology, nam@*{~{UTTERANCH]

SPEAKER2 SPEAKERL SPEAKER2

[Excuse m&TTERANCH]], [ [UTTERANCEH| [’'m sorry UTTERANCH]],

[ U TTERANCE S *[Excuse mélavE]], and [P [UTTERANCH

SPEAERI Eorgive meUTTERANCE]]. In this case, one can still claim that the speaker

apologizing is intentionally interrupting and is therefore still aware ofntfeeruption
even though he or she does not make this explicit as was the case with the prevmusly
constructions discussed.

The most frequent construction in the analysis corpus used in the case of

SPEAKER2

interruptions wasT*“**{UTTERANCH] [Excuse m&JTTERANCE]]. An example of

this construction is given in (72).

(72) STAHL: OK-Now you invited me, a couple of weeks ago, to look into
all of this, and so we've been calling around...
Mr-PEROT:Excuse me, | did not invite you to look into all of this.

Absolutely not. You called me.
(COCA, CBS-Sixty, PART II-ANNIVERSARY SHOW HIGHLIGHS SPECIAL
AND SURPRISING MOMENTS FILMED DURING THE 25 YEARSFO60
MINUTES)
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In this example, Mr. Perot interrupts Stahl by starting out with the explicit
expression of apology, “excuse me,” followed by an utterance in which he contradicts
what Stahl started to say.

The explicit expression of apology “excuse me” was also part of constructions

SPEAKER2

used in more formal contexts, nameR **“[UTTERANCE [Excuse méNAME]].

This time, the explicit expression of apology was followed by a formal teadaress,
as can be seen in (73).

(73) PETER NEUFELD, Simpson Attorney: The reason that these field
reports are filled out in pencil is so that if there are
errors or omission or mistakes, it can be-

Judge LANCE ITOExcuse me, Mr. Neufeld Deputies there are
people in the back row who are conversing next to the
photographers, would you eject them from the

courtroom, please? Two individuals next to the

photographers.
(COCA, CNN_News, Simpson Trial - Commentary - D&y-3art 5)

In Example (73) taken from the Simpson trial, the defense attorney is interrupted
by the judge who gives some instructions to the deputies. This interruption was,
therefore, occasioned by an even outside the interaction. The judge startsthetiote
with the explicit expression of apology “Excuse me” followed by the formalkaddiMr.
Neufeld.” Though the judge has authority in the court room, due to the very formal
context in which the interruption occurs, a formal apology is chosen.

The second most frequent construction in this category SREE[UTTERANCE]
speake’?'m sorry UTTERANCE]]. This time the interruption starts with the explicit
expression of apology “I'm sorry” followed by an utterance, as in (74).

(74) CALLER: A couple of things -- first, little criticism. | don't hear
anybody on your panel who is an actual user of the

oceans, like somebody from the fishing industry;
somebody from the deep seabed mining industry;
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somebody from the other industries that use the ocean.
It seems to me that's a little bit of an oversight
FLATOW:  Carl -- Carl fishes. Go ahead, Carl

SAFINA: | -- 1 fish. I've sold a lot of fish. And as | said earlier, |
eat more seafood than anybody I know. So I think I...
CALLER: I'm sorry. And you're with what organization?

SAFINA: National Audubon Society
(COCA, NPR_Science, Earth Day: Oceans)

The fragment in (74) is taken from a radio show in which guests and callers
discuss about the fishing industry. One of the caller asks a question, and when the person
to whom the question was addressed to, Safina, gives an answer, the callgtaterr
ask a question. The interruption starts out with “I'm sorry” followed by the utterance
“And you’re with what organization?” While the interruption in (72) was part adlaate,
and an interruption in a contradictory conversation is expected in that frame, ingfi4) s
an interruption is not expected as the person being interrupted was alreadsirantve
guestion asked by the caller. The apology here is triggered by a more fatenting
offense, which may account for the choice of “I'm sorry” as opposed to “excuseame” i
(72).

The last construction in this first group wa&f“tutterance SPe*fForgive
meUTTERANCH], which contained yet another explicit expression of apology, namely
“forgive me.” Example (75) is an instance of this construction.

(75) Sec CHENEY: Once you walk in the door of the Pentagon as the
Secretary of Defense, you are immediately aware of the
possibility that you may well have to send young
Americans in harm's way. We've done it previously in
this administration. Virtually every president in the last
50 years at one time or another has had to make that
kind of a decision

DONALDSON: Forgive me. You're talking about it so

dispassionately.
(COCA, ABC_Primetime, He Tells the Generals; InsThbgether?; Sergeant Hall;
Thou Shalt Not...; No lllusion of War)
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The context in which this apology occurred is an interview with Secretary €hene
on ABC Primetime. The moderator interrupts Secretary Cheney startinther explicit
expression of apology “forgive me” followed by the utterance “You're talking abeat
dispassionately.” The context in (75) is even more formal than that in (74), aeftbtber
an even more formal expression of apology is used.

Unlike the first group of constructions, in which the explicit expression of
apology is uttered first in the turn, the constructions in the second group,

[SPeakerty TTERANCE SPe**fUTTERANCE I'm sorry]] and [FPe¥**'tUTTERANCE]
Speake’p ) TTERANCE excuse nig contain an utterance first followed by the explicit
expression of apology. The two constructions in this group function differently, though.
Thus, FPea*fuTTERANCE SP***'PUTTERANCE I'm sorny]] functions similarly to the
constructions containing a gerund clause, since the utterance in the apologslig actu
acknowledgment of the interruption. This can be seen in Example (76).
(76) Mr. WILL: Someone who can't read- someone who can't read the
word S, T, O, P shouldn't have a driver's license.
Mr. BRINKLEY: I've got to interrupt, I'm sorry , because | have a

guestion here. What was Sam Donaldson doing

yesterday?
(COCA, ABC_Brinkley, ABC_Brinkley / 19930516)

In (76), the moderator in a television talk show starts his turn by saying “I've got
to interrupt” followed by the explicit apology “I'm sorry.” Thus, the interruptisn i
explicitly acknowledged by the speaker apologizing. However, unlike thergoinshs
containing a gerund clause, which implies a first person agent for the actienwairb,
the explanation in this utterance suggests an external constraint on the Bsedieas

the reason for the interruption is concerned.
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Unlike this construction, the second one in this grotBS*"fUTTERANCH
Speake’p ) TTERANCE excuse ni was used in situations when the speaker did not have the
intention to interrupt. This is illustrated in (77).

(77) Dr-WALKER: We have to be very careful that we don't pass on
erroneous information about what we know and what
we don't know about domestic violence. If we do, then
we'll have no credibility amongst the millions of
women who look to us for answers and for assistance to
help them get out of horrible relationships...

RIVERA: Dr. Walker, do you h...

Dr-WALKER:... as this one is.

RIVERA: Do you have any doubt, Dr. Walker, in your mind --
excuse me- that...

Dr-WALKER: Yes.

RIVERA: ... Nicole was terrorized by Simpson?

(COCA, Ind_Geraldo, THE JUICE IS LOOSE - WHERE DOHS GO FROM
HERE? PANELISTS DISCUSS 0.J. SIMPSON'S LIFE FOLLOWH THE
VERDICT AND THEIR VIEWS ABOUT DOMESTIC VIOLENCE)

The context in which the interaction in (77) takes place is of a conversation
between the moderator of a television show and a guest, Dr. Walker. The gai&sigs t
when the moderator starts an interruption overlapping Dr. Walker. He theresethbt
he has interrupted, and breaks his line of thought and apologizes by saying farcuse

To sum up this section on interruption apologies, different constructions were
used to acknowledge to different degrees the interruption. Thus, some constructions
contained explicit acknowledgments, while other constructions did not, but stéldstart
with the apology. Finally, other constructions contained the explicit expression of
apology later in the utterance, which in some cases suggested an unintentional
interruption. Insofar as the choice of explicit expression of apology is wwt;at seems
that this choice depends on the formality of the context and the relationship bédteveen t

participants in the interaction.
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4.2.4.Co-constructed Apologies

One of the most important findings of the present study is the use of co-
constructed apologies. This category contains apologies that are constraeckhiian
one speaker. Though this category was the least frequent one, its existenge is ver
revealing from a sociopragmatic point of view considering the highly inteeac#ture
of spoken discourse. Unfortunately, each instance of this category was expresse
differently, and therefore there is not enough evidence to justify the existietihee
constructions used. Consequently, we will only suggest possible constructiormuttat ¢
be used in each of the examples. As there were only four instances of tips\cate
are reiterating example (8) already introduced in the discussion obdastmpn issues
(see 4.1.1) in (78).

(78) KENDR: A cookie baking set.

MARCI: Al right.

MARCI: Al right.

KENDR: Mm.

KEVIN: Rubber Maid.
MARCI: Oh.

MARCI: Let me see it.

KEN: &=laugh &=laugh &=laugh.
KEVIN: You can't squash it.
KENDR: Mm.

MARCI: Oh...

KENDR: Rubber Maid.
MARCI: neat.

KEVIN: Twelve pieces.
KENDR: Yay.

KEVIN: &=GASP.

KEN: That's XX...
MARCI: Oh that's X.
KENDR: Wow.

KEVIN: Oh that includes all the teaspoons though.
MARCI: In blue.

KENDR: In blue

that's not my color.
WENDY: It's not green.
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I'm sorry.
KENDR: &=tsk.

MARCI: They don't come in green.
KEVIN: We bought it before you had an apartment.
KENDR: No my plates are blue

that's okay.

(SBCSAE, SBC013 Appease the Monster)

The context in which the fragment in (78) takes place is a birthday party, with all
the participants being family members. The person who is being celelifatetta,
receives a cookie baking set as present with blue teaspoons. However, agidaridra
out, blue it not her color. This utterance is the one that triggers an apology frody We
who is aware of the fact that Kendra’s favorite color is green. Wendy apeddgizthe
fact that the color of the teaspoons is not green, that is it does not meet Kendra’'s
expectations, by using the apology “I'm sorry.” Traditional speech agtytiveould
categorize this apology as simply an IFID. However, the interactcbnatistop here.
What follows is a negotiation of the severity of the offense. As in the next turn Kendra
has a non-linguistic verbal response, transcribed as “&=tsk,” MareMeslithat
Wendy's apology was not enough, and therefore steps in to elaborate on the bpology
stating “They don't come in green.” Thus, Marci contributes to the construction of the
apology because the present was a collective one, and therefore she feeltbtespsns
well. Moreover, Kevin also contributes to the apology by providing an explanation in the
turn immediately following Marci’'s, “We bought it before you had an apartth&he
negotiation then stops when Kendra states that “No my plates are blue / that's oka
which signals the fact that now the apology co-constructed by Wendy, Marci, gimd Ke
is an appropriate one. It is therefore clear from this example that the apotmists of

an elaborate construction that spans across several turns of severakspeaker
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Insofar as the possible construction used to express the apology in (78) is
concerned, it is a discourse level construction as it spans several turns. ThugsWend
turn containing the explicit expression of apology was labeléd"&&=[I'm sorry]. In
the construction, ASEAKER stands for apologizing speaker. Marci’s turn, “They don't
come in green,” which is an explanation, was labeled in the construction as a turn with

the sematic constraint of explanation® = =

[TURN:EXPLANATION]. Finally, Kevin's
turn was labeled in the same manner as MarePE*=®[TurN:EXPLANATION]. Thus, the

complete construction used to apologize in this example W' [I'm sorry]

A.SPEAKER2 A.SPEAKER2

[TURN:EXPLANATION] [TURN:EXPLANATION]].

There was only one instance of this specific construction in the analysis corpus.
Moreover, due to the complexity of the construction it was not possible to perform
further searches for it in the extended corpus. In fact, each of the apologiss in t
category was expressed by a different potential construction. One reatus i®that
there is a negotiation of both the offense and the apology that takes place ducimg the
construction. This negotiation makes the constructions highly dynamic, withlsevera
speakers taking one or more turns. Besides this negotiation, the co-construaigon is
responsive to local constraints, such as the number of speakers participating in the
interaction and how they perceive the offense. Therefore, the specific ctossuc
depend on how serious the offense was, how much responsibility the offender or
offenders acknowledge, and therefore how much elaboration is needed in the apology.
Consequently, rather than establishing a precise construction, what is impotent in t

case of this category is the fact that the construction is createddis¢barse level, and

that it contains a sequence of turns contributing to the apology. The specific carsdruct
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used in these four instances present in the analysis corpus are therefore jolgt possi
instantiations of this sequence. Table 25 shows the potential constructions ugedde ex

the four co-constructed apologies in the analysis corpus.

Table 25

Potential constructions Used to Express Co-constructed Apologies in the Spoken English
Analysis Corpus

Construction Occurrences
ASPEAERIT ' m sorry] A5 [ T URN: EXPLANATION] 1
ASPEAKERS T YRN: EXPLANATION]]
ASPEAERIT'm sorry TURN(S)] ©-F5*¥[T URN(S): OFFENSEREITTERATION] 1

ASPEAERST YRN: EXPLANATION]]

[A.SPEAKERl O.SPEAKER2

A.SPEAKER3

[TURN(S):EXPLANATION]
[really sorny]

[A.SPEAKERl

[TURN(S):RESPONSIBILITYRELIEF] 1

.SPEAKER2 A.SPEAKERL

[Excuse u [Excuse uFURN] [TURN:EXPLANATION]] 1

Note: A.SEAKER = Apologizing Speaker; OFRAKER = Offended Speaker

As can be seen in Table 25, only two explicit apology lexemes were used to
express co-constructed apologies, namselyy andexcusewith the first one being more
frequent. Unlike most of the previously discussed constructions, the possible
constructions in Table 25 have more flexibility in that some of the segmeihis of t
construction can be expressed in one or several turns. While the first possible
construction in Table 25 discussed in (78) contained only one turn for each speaker, th
ﬁ.,Sl[EAKERl

second possible constructio [’'m sorry TURN(S)]

O.SPEAKER2 A.SPEAKERS|

[TURN(S):OFFENSEREITTERATION] [TURN:EXPLANATION]] contains

segments that span over more than just one turn. In the possible constructionsdaliscuss
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in this category, A.8eAKER stands for apologizing speaker, whereasP@ARER stands

for offended speaker. An example of this possible construction is given in (79).

(79) BABY:
LISA:
KEVIN:
LISA:
KEVIN:

MARIE:

BABY:
LISA:
KEVIN:

MARIE:

LISA:
KEVIN:

LISA:

MARIE:

LISA:

MARIE:

BABY:
KEVIN:

&=THUMP .

&=GASP.

&=GASP &=GASP .
Oo.

Oo

Don't do that you guys.
&=CRYING

But that hurt.
Po:bre:ci:to.

| know

but don't do that

cause you scare him more.
I'm sorry .

&=laugh &=laugh &=laugh &=laugh &=Ilaugh
&=laugh &=laugh.
That just

He gets scared more.
I'm sorry jito.

Cause he didn't...
&=GASP &=CRYING.
He didn't know it hurt
until we reacted.

(SBCSAE, SBC036 Judgmental on People)

This time we are dealing with a conversation among friends and relathes. T

participants are two siblings — Lisa and Kevin, Lisa’s friend Marie, aadetd baby. In

this example the baby falls and Lisa and Kevin gasp and make noises thate taieyt

even more. The apology is triggered by the mother stating the offense in “Ddwett do t

you guys,” and repeated in “but don't do that cause you scare him more.” Licgizg®l

for scaring the baby by saying “I'm sorry.” This turn representstR&{=%[I'm sorry

TURN(S)] segment of the construction. Just as in (78), the person for whom the apology

was intended takes the next turn, which triggers the negotiation of the apologg and th

co-construction. This time, the turn is verbal, and it consists of a reiteration of the

offense, as Marie continues her explanation of why Lisa and Kevin should not do what
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they did. She states that “He gets scared more.” This was labeled angitriction as
O-PEARERIT UrN(S): OFFENSEREITTERATION] . Lisa then reiterates her apology and Kevin
also comes in by acknowledging that they should not have done that by saying “He didn’t
know it hurt until we reacted,” labeled ‘a3**“=®[ T URN: EXPLANATION].

The next instance to be discussed contained even more elaborated interactions,

with the apology spanning over even more turns and other non-apology turns overlapping

or interceding in the construction. In tHE ™= [TURN(S): EXPLANATION]

O.SPEAKER2 A.SPEAKER3

[TURN(S):RESPONSIBILITYRELIEF] [really sorny]] possible construction,
instead of reiterating the offense, the person being apologized to reheves

responsibility of the person apologizing. This potential construction is eXerdph

(80).

(80) BABY: &=COUGHING .
KEVIN: Oh...
MARIE: Don't freak out.
LISA: Are you okay?
KEVIN: Cause | tickled his feet
KEVIN: It's all my fault .
LISA: Give him a drink .
MARIE: It's he drinks too fast.
MARIE: It just went down the wrong pipe .
BABY: &=COUGHING .
KEVIN: You need to burp?
BABY: &=CRY &=CRY.
KEVIN: It wasn't that bad.
LISA: Oh:

really sorry.

(SBCSAE, SBC036 Judgmental on People)

The example is taken from the same interaction as (79). This time, Kevirs tickle
the baby’s feet while he is drinking, and the baby starts coughing. Kevin agsidyiz
acknowledging responsibility for the baby’s coughing by stating “Chtiskded his feet.

It's all my fault,” which represents the first turn of tA& F*“**[ TURN(S): EXPLANATION]
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segment of the construction. However, the baby’s mother doesn’t think that it was

Kevin’'s fault, and she states that “It's he drinks too fast. It just went down dimg wr

pipe.” This turn was labeled 857 TURN(S):RESPONSIBILITYRELIEF]. Nonetheless,

in the end of the interaction, because the baby starts crying, Lisa apslagizell,

stating “really sorry,” which is the last segment of the constructionglyam

A.SPEAKER3

[really sorry.

Finally, the last instance of a co-constructed apology was expressae by

potential constructior! ["*****[Excuse us™*****¥[Excuse ugurN] *F*E[TURN]].

In this construction the fact that both speakers apologizing share the offensadeas m

clear by the choice of the explicit apology expression “excuse us,” as caarbim $31).

(81)

COURIC: Wow. Is this actual cashmere or just a blend?
Ms-GORDON: No, this is pure cashmere. And these start at about $ 98
and up.

COURIC: Which, for cashmere, is pretty good.

Ms-GORDON: Yes. And it's excellent, excellent quality.

COURIC: OK.

Ms-GORDON: And the other thing that we're seeing are the wool
accents in the shoes and the handbags, and we're seeing
sleeker totes.

COURIC: Excuse us.

Ms-GORDON:Excuse us, ladies.

COURIC:  We're purse-snatching here.
(COCA, NBC_Today, JUDY GORDON, BEFORE & AFTER, DISSSES FALL
FASHIONS)

In Example (81), the host of “NBC Today,” and a guest are talking about fall

fashion, more specifically about some handbags that are being presented on the show

They both apologize for taking the purses from the ladies who are holding them on the

set. Thus, this time the apology is co-constructed by Ms. Couric and Ms. Gordon.

However, unlike in the previous examples of co-constructed apologies, the persons being

apologized to do not participate in the interaction, and therefore there is no negotiati
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The reason for this is, however, specific to the context in which the apology occurs, as
the persons being apologized to do not have microphones, as they are only helping out on
the set. Moreover, the situation in which the apology occurs is staged, and the &ology
intentional for a marketing purpose and is meant to be humorous. Therefore, there seems
to be a difference between the two spoken corpora insofar as the use of co-constructed
apologies are concerned. These types of apologies occur more naturally iiChaESB
corpus, as it contains conversations among friends and relatives, than in the COCA
corpus, which contains transcripts of media discourse.

To summarize, as we have seen in the examples above, a category of apologies
not reported by previous studies on apologies exists. More than one participant in an
interaction can contribute to the apology, in which case the apology is co-ctetstruc
The turns of all the participants contribute to the meaning of the apology, whiciegustif
the extension of the constructions used to construe these apologies to the discelurse lev
Though there were not enough examples to justify the existence of the constuséidns
in the “Co-constructed apologies” category, we have suggested possibleciorss.

However, the interactions themselves reveal important factors related wifferent

forms and functions of apologies are used. Negotiation seems to be an imporbam fact
deciding both the specific form used to apologize and the function of the apology.
Furthermore, the forms used to express such apologies are highly dynaimay, msed

to conform to the local constraints of the interaction.

4.2.5.Summary
We have so far discussed the different constructions used to construe apologies in

spoken discourse in English. Some of the categories of apologies presented could be
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placed on a continuum, as they represented different degrees of acknowledging or
denying responsibility. Moreover, a continuum seems to exist inside each ofete thr
categories of “Acknowledging responsibility,” “Denying responsihilisnd “Providing
an explanation.” We have shown that it was the choice of construction that decided the
place of the apology on the responsibility continuum. Furthermore, the category of
“Standalone apologies” was mostly used in the data to express apologies fooieha
related offenses, and the circumstances in which these offenses occurred didiret re
any elaboration on the part of the person apologizing. Two other categoriesy“Repai
apologies” and “Interruption apologies” formed the group of apologies functioning at the
discourse level, in constructions that seem to be highly conventionalized for thigspeci
purpose. These two categories and that of “Co-constructed apologies” repressiuf
apologies that had not been reported by previous studies on apologies. Nevertheless, by
analyzing the examples in these categories, it seems clear thaisteaee of these
apologies is expected if we consider the highly interactive nature of spakenidie.

Some of the categories described in this section on apologies in spoken discourse
were specific to spoken discourse, whereas other categories were atbofouitten
discourse. The following section will discuss the categories found in thennedtpus.

The findings in that corpus will also be compared to those of the spoken corpora.

4.3. Apologies in Written Discourse

As mentioned in the review of literature, studies on apologies have focused on the
use of this speech act in spoken discourse. One of the aims of the present stody was t
investigate the use of apologies in written discourse and compare them to their use

spoken language.
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The analysis of the written corpus data yielded 40 instances in whickpingte
apology lexemes were used as part of an apology; the other 106 instancestwaire of
an apology. As already mentioned before, one of the reasons apologies in spoken
discourse and those in written discourse are discussed separately in the prégest st
that the forms and functions of the apologies used in the two types of discourse are
different.

As we have seen in our discussion of apologies in the literature review section
(see 2.1), apologies occur in situations when a person’s behavior offends another person.
This definition implies some sort of an interaction between the person apologizing
the one offended. Such an interaction was present in all the examples of apologies
occurring in spoken discourse that we have discussed (see 4.2). The question when
discussing apologies in written discourse is whether there is interactios type of
discourse, as well. The analysis of the apologies in the written corpusyagide
interesting finding in this respect. Not only is there interaction in writtecodrse, but
there are different types of interactions. Most of the apologies in the cogres
guotations of spoken language reported in writing. The quoted apologies were uttered b
somebody else, not by the author of the written piece, and originally atcurre
interactions. Since these apologies were quoted in writing, we have ttedleype of
interaction in which such apologies occurred quoted interaction. An examplehcirsuc
apology is given in (82).

(82) I'M AREALTOR IN BOULDER, AND A COUPLE of years ago |
had a buyer in from out of town. We did the usual thing--drove
around, looked at 10 or 12 homes--and made plans to see more the
following day. Well, he called the next morning and told me that he

had borrowed a cruiser bike from his hotel, ridden through a nearby
neighborhood and met a guy who was interested in selling his house.
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"Sorry, Matt," he said. "I bought a home last night." I'm a triathlete,

and | like to preview houses for sale by bike.
(COCA, Fortune, Bike Sale)

In this particular example, the author of the editorial is recounting one of his
experiences as a realtor. The apology that is being quoted here was prodocecby
his possible buyers, who apologized for having bought a house from somebody else. The
apology is a quote reproduced from a telephone conversation.

Besides these cases of quoted interaction, in 5 cases the author was addressing the
reader of the piece directly, that is the audience, which is charactefigtittten
discourse. We have called these cases written interactions. An examplapoiagy for
a self-repair addressed directly to the reader is given in (83).

(83) The Live the Spirit hoopla. The Up Interviewing and the Happiness
Barometer group and the High Teas. The fact that Rosenbluth would

send crayons to hemployees- sorry, associates- and ask them to

draw a picture of the company.
(COCA, Inc., Many happy returns)

In Example (83), the author is addressing the readers and apologizes for a sel
repair in which he provided an incorrect term on purpose in order to highlight the fact
that Rosenbluth considers the people that work for him associates, and not employees.
The purpose of this apology is to highlight the author’s opinion on the topic about which
he is writing.

Finally, the remaining 9 cases contained a fictive interaction whircparty,
different from the reader, as in (84).

(84) In 1995 Emmerson bought Fibreboard's timberland and sawmills for
$240 million. # Until this year Ray and Red had something else in
common: They managed to stay off the radar screens of The Forbes
Four Hundred reporters. "We got together about two years ago and

joked that you'd missed us," laughs R&dtry, Mr. Emmerson.

There 's no place to hide
(COCA, Forbes, What the spotted owl did for Red Earsan)
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This example is a fictive interaction, similar to Example (9) about theitber
Bono discussed in section 4.1.2 on the distinction between IFIDs and fictive apologie
Thus, the interaction between the author and Mr. Emmerson in (84) is fictive. hatoes
happen in reality, as Red’s (Emmerson) quoted statement occurred in thefpesthiee
article in (84) was written. The interaction can only occur in a blended spacé, s
the following input spaces: the one in which Red Emmerson states that “We gbétoget
about two years ago and joked that you'd missed us” and the one of the author writing the
editorial. The apology is an emerging structure in the blended space, diddivea
apology made to emphasize the point made by the author.

Therefore, apologies in written discourse can occur in three different types of
interaction: written, fictive, and quoted. Table 26 summarizes the characseniseach

type as they related to apologies.

Table 26

Characteristics of Different Types of Interaction in Written Discourse

Type of Interaction

Written Fictive Quoted
Is the interaction real? Yes No Yes
Is the offense real? Yes No Yes
Is the apology real? Yes No Yes
Who is apologizing? The author The author or a A third party
third party
Who receives the apology? The reader A third party A third party
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The main differences between fictive interaction and the other two typesiis that
fictive interaction the interaction itself, the offense, and the apolaggarreal, they all
occur in the blended space that is created by the author. While in both written &ed ficti
interaction the person apologizing can be the author of the written piece,sbe fuer
whom the apology is addressed is different in the two types: the reader @mwritt
interaction and a third party different from the reader in fictive interadtiolly, in
guoted interaction both the person apologizing and the person who receives the apology
are third parties, different from both the author and the reader.

Not all categories of apologies present in the written corpus were presdint in
three types of interaction. The distribution of the categories across ¢legypes of

interaction is given in Table 27.

Table 27

Distribution of Apology Categories in Written, Fictive, and Quoted Interactionan t
Written English Corpus

Occurrences
Written Fictive Quoted

Category Interaction Interaction Interaction Total
Providing an explanation — — 1557.69% 15 37.50%
Fictive apologies — 9 100.00% — 9 22.50%
Standalone apologies — — &80.77% 8 20.00%
Repair apologies 4 80.00% — — 40.00%
Denying responsibility — — 27.69% 2 5.00%
Acknowledging responsibility 1 20.00% — 13.85% 2 5.00%
Total 5 100.00% 9 100.00% 26 100.00% 40 100.00%
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As can be seen in Table 27, only apologies from two categories were used in
written interaction, namely “Acknowledging responsibility” accountimg20.00%, and
“Repair apologies,” accounting for 80.00%. All instances of apologiestindic
interaction situations were from the same category, “Fictive apolbgesfar as
apology categories used in quoted interaction are concerned, all but two esteged
in the overall written corpus were present. The categories thatlseat from quoted
interaction were “Fictive apologies” and “Repair apologies.” The méshafsed
category in quoted interaction was by far “Providing an explanation,” which accounted
for 57.69% of the apologies. “Standalone apologies” was the second most frequent
category, with 30.77%, followed by “Denying responsibility,” and “Acknowladgi
responsibility,” both with 5.00%. Considering these differences in the categortgs use

apologies occurring in the three types of interaction will be discussedhsdpaext.

4.3.1.Apologies in Written Interaction
As already mentioned, only 5 of the 40 instances of apologies in the written
corpus were used in written interaction. These instances belonged to only tyarieate

of apologies. We will discuss each category next.

4.3.1.1.Repair Apologies

Table 27 shows that the most often used apology category in written interaction
was “Repair apologies.” The use of such apologies may seem surprssiegaas and
self-repairs are inherent to spoken, interactive discourse when errorscoawe to the
fact that utterances are produced online (see our discussion of repair argaeli
spoken discourse in section 4.2.3.1). Unlike spoken discourse, written discourse allows
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the opportunity for the author to revise and edit the information, which would preclude
the need for self-repairs. Moreover, due to the fact that written discsureeinteractive
in the same way as spoken discourse is, there is no other participant to perfaisn repa
originated by somebody other than the author. We have already seen that samecesnst
of apologies in the written corpus mirror characteristics of spoken discourseaand t
written discourse allows the author to simulate interactions with the readehird
party. However, this would only partially explain the existence of repaithiea
possibility to revise would still preclude the need. The only possible explanatiod woul
then be the fact that the author intended to provide incorrect information and then correct
it to prove a point or for a certain stylistic effect. This can be seen in Ex&8%)le
(85) The implicit message: There are no traps and no surprises. The first
two regularly scheduled maintenances of your car are free. While
you're waiting for the work to be done, you can use an office with a
desk and a phone. Or you can stand in the customer viewing room and
watch themechanic -- sorry, the service techniciar- attend to your

car in a brightly lit garage that seems devoid of grease. If you need to

be someplace, the dealer will lend you a car or give you a ride.
(COCA, Fortune, Service is everybody's business)

In (85), the author of an editorial in “Fortune” discusses how regularly scheduled
maintenance takes place, and how garages that service cars have chalygéul led
discussion, the author uses the term “mechanic” and then apologizes for its use, and
performs a self-repair by providing the preferred term, “the service téghrii¢hus, the
self-repair is performed on purpose, in order to give an added effect to theaédheri
author being ironic towards the use of the new term “service technician.”

All four instances of self-repair apologies function this way, by exprga®ny
towards the use of a certain term. All four instances represent selfsreganepair

initiated by a participant other than the author is present in the writteasgcavpich
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makes sense due to the lack of interaction in written discourse. Repair apaidgees i
written corpus also function at the discourse level, just as they did in spoken discours
However, unlike in spoken discourse, where repairs were involuntary and due to the
online nature of the interaction, repairs in written discourse were intentionallyfi
repair apologies appeared only in written interaction, and not in fictive or quoted
interaction.

Insofar as the constructions used to express repair apologies in wrigi@ctioin
are concerned, only one construction occurred enough times in the corpus to gustify it
existence. This construction is given in Table 28. One other possible construction had

only one occurrence.

Table 28

Construction Used to Construe Repair Apologies in Written Interaction in thekVr
English Corpus

Relative Frequency
Construction Absolute Frequency (per million words)

[NP sorry NP] 3 0.56

The construction in Table 28 was not used to express apologies in the spoken
corpora, and therefore it seems to be specific to the written one. The ctosdaiation
used in spoken discourse was [NR sorry NP], which seems slightly more formal (see
Table 22 for the constructions used to express repair in the spoken corpora). The use of
only sorry, and the lack of what we have seen in spoken discourse as more formal uses of
the lexemegxcuseapologize forgive seems to be due to the ironic nature of the

construction in the situations in the written discourse.
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We have seen in our analysis of repair apologies in spoken discourse that the
correct information can occur either before or after the explicit lexafrapology. The
two patterns of use were “Incorrect/Incomplete Information”— “Expégfression of
apology” — “Corrected information” and “Incorrect/Incomplete InformatiofCorrected
information” — “Explicit expression of apology” (see 4.2.3.1). However, the apologies
used in the written corpus only followed the first pattern, in which the corrected
information is given after the explicit expression of apology. This supportsdine ttlat
the use of repair apologies is intentional, as the focus here is not on the congbtte
rather on the contrast between the two terms. This use is also supported byttta fact
the contrast between incorrect and correct information is expressed in ttractars by
the use of noun phrases only, and not of more elaborate utterances as was the case in the
spoken corpus. The irony towards what is considered the new versus the old term is
therefore being made clearer than if full sentences were used.

As can be seen in Table 28, the preferred construction for repair apologies in
written interaction seems to be [Brry NP]. This is the construction that was used in
the example discussed in (85). Another example is given in (86).

(86) Ice therapy may seem a little subtle, but we're trying to accomplish a
pain-relieving situation, " he said, adding that one session wouldn't
keep the pain away for long. There were muoesseurs -- sorry,

massage therapists- to submit to. Next up was Peter Coulianos and

Trigger Point, a form of neuro-muscular therapy.
(COCA, Fortune, Stressbusters)

The intended effect in (86) is the same as that in (85), namely to ironically
contrast the use of a new term versus an old one. Thus, in the constructsnrijNRP],

the first NP is “masseurs” and the second one “message therapists.”
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The use of the “Repair apologies” category in written discourse diffarsthat
in the spoken discourse. First, the error is unintentional in spoken discourse and
intentional in the written one. This difference in use is also mirrored in the use of
different constructions, which also supports the construction grammar theoay that

construction is a pairing of form and meaning.

4.3.1.2.Acknowledging Responsibility

In our analysis of spoken discourse we have found that there is a continuum in
terms of the responsibility assumed by the person apologizing, having thergate
“Acknowledging responsibility” at the one extreme end, “Denying respditgilat the
other end, and “Providing an explanation” somewhere in between the two. In the written
interaction situations in the written corpus, only one of the three categorigsaesast,
namely “Acknowledging responsibility,” with only one occurrence. ftas possible to
determine whether a responsibility continuum exists in written interacfionsequently,
we will treat this one occurrence only as an instance of the “Acknowledging
responsibility” category. Unfortunately, the single apology in this cayedoes not
justify the existence of a construction, either. However, if there weregbnostances,
the construction used could potentially beg¢xcuse me f0BERUND-CLAUSE]. An
example is given in (87).

(87) Having been to Tokyo, Singapore, and Paris in the space of 48 hours, |
am a bit behind. Also, my book due date of 9/1 is coming fast, and the
book seems to require total rewriting in places. | thought it was going
to be a cut-and-paste job of Wired stories, but it is a very different
affair. Soexcuse me for being late and brief# Let me see if | can

explain. No research is determined by the researchers' ability to raise

funds.
(COCA, Inc., E-mail with...)
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In Example (87), the author of the column is answering emails received from the
readers. The constructiosd excuse me f@ERUND-CLAUSE] is used to apologize for
being late and brief in answering the messages. The gerund clause that follows the
explicit expression of apology “excuse me” represents the acknowledgement of
responsibility: “being late and brief.”

Constructions containing gerund clauses were also found to express apologies
acknowledging responsibility in the spoken corpora. However, the explicit sxpred
apology “excuse me” was not used in those constructions (see Table 16 in section 4.2.1.1
for the constructions used to express apologies in this category in the spoken corpora)
However, if the §0excuse me fOBERUND-CLAUSE] construction did exist, it would
appear to function similarly to the constructions containing gerund clauses fotinad |
spoken corpora. This function makes the use of apologies in the “Acknowledging
responsibility” category in written interaction similar to apologies in #mescategory in

spoken discourse.

4.3.1.3.Summary

We have so far discussed the use of apologies in written interaction. Only two
apology categories were present, namely “Repair apologies” and “Aclaginde
responsibility.” As the examples have shown, some constructions used to express
apologies in written interaction, namely those in the “Repair apologiesjay, were
different than the ones used in spoken discourse. However, the possible construction used
in the “Acknowledge responsibility” category was similar to constructioed ts
express apologies in this category in spoken discourse. The following sectidrsauils

the use of apologies in the second type of interaction, namely fictive imeract
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4.3.2.Apologies in Fictive Interaction
The second type of interaction in which apologies occurred in the written corpus
was fictive interaction. As discussed before, in this type of interaction both émseff
and the apology are fictive, and they occur in a blended space (see our discussion of
blending in section 2.2.4). Since such apologies have not been reported in previous
research on apologies, we have created a new category, “Fictive apdlédithe
apologies occurring in fictive interaction belonged to the “Fictive apologe&gory.
Insofar as the constructions used to express fictive apologies, therewaere t

constructions occurring at least twice in the corpus. These are given ir2Bable

Table 29

Constructions Used to Construe Fictive Apologies in the Written English Corpus

Relative Frequency

Construction Absolute Frequency (per million words)
[sorry NAME] 5 0.93
[(I'm) sorry weVP] 2 0.37

Two other apologies were expressed by two other possible constructions, namely

[forgive usNAME] and fforgive us forGERUND-CLAUSE]. Due to the fact that they each

had only one occurrence in the corpus, they were not considered for analysismiaheexa

of the use of thesprry NAME] construction is given in (88).

(88) After they've seen Apple, how do they feel looking at a drugstore or

the jeans section in a department store? " Other companies are asking
themselves the same question. Saturn's car showrooms, general
manager Jill Lajkziak told the Detroit News last spring, would have a

"more contemporary, more interactive look and feel -- like an Apple
Store." And several doors down from the Apple Store in the Palisades
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Center mall in West Nyack, N.Y., is a COMING SOON sign with
another familiar name. It's one of two stores Dell is experimenting

with. Sorry, Michael: Here's Why Dell Stores... oh, never mind.
(COCA, Fortune, Simply Irresistible)

In Example (88), the author discusses how Apple has become a model for other
businesses. The author mentions that after Apple opened a store in Palisadesdllenter m
in West Nyack, N.Y., Dell was aiming at opening a Dell Store close by. vywhe
author does not believe that the Dell Store will have the same success as thetdkpple
and only hints at this by stating “Here’s why Dell Stores... oh, never mind.” Before,
however, he apologizes to Michael Dell, the founder of Dell, for implying thatttines
will not work. The construction used is formed by the explicit apology le>samg
followed by a name. This is another example of fictive interaction which occurs in a
blended space. One of the input spaces contains the Dell corporation opening stores in
New York, and the other one contains the author of the editorial claiming that the new
stores will not be effective. The apology emerges in this blended space. Therftag
(88) is a good example of how different roles in the input spaces are mapped in the
blended space. Not all the roles associated with Dell the company are broudhe into t
blended space, but only that of Michael Dell, the founder of the company. The links of
the roles from the blended space to the originating input space are needed in order to
understand the interaction in the blend. Had we not known that Michael Dell is the
founder of Dell, the blended space in which the apology occurs would not make sense,
nor would we be able to understand the apology as fictive interaction. This \hly is
the proper name followingorry is part of the gorry NAME] construction, as it specifies

to whom the apology is directed.
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The [sorry NAME] construction seems specific to fictive interactions, as it was not
present in spoken discourse. The use of a construction specialized to fictivetioriera
supports the idea that, even though the apology occurred in some kind of interaction, and
in a context that is meant to reflect spoken discourse, fictive apologieghedess
function differently from apologies used in spoken discourse.

The second most frequent construction in this categdiy) [gorry weVP], is
very similar to the most frequent construction used to acknowledge responsilitie
spoken corpus, namelyrh sorry 1VP] (see 4.2.1.1). The differences are that in the
written corpus “I'm” is an optional element, and the subject of the VP is “we” phsiiea
“I.” Also, “I'm” was present in some instances, and not in other ones, but this does not
seem to change the meaning of the construction, either. Consequently, we hatieve t
these are variations of the same construction, as they all have the sarnmegnfsa
example of this construction is given in (89).

(89) Despite the victory, Kay remains angry. Seated in the $75,000
“cracker box” townhouse where she lives alone now, she said, "I had
to prove we were not guilty in court before anyone would listen to me.
Who else besides the IRS can say you're guilty, and that's it? What
gives them all the rights, and | have none? Somebody should be held

accountable. At the least, IRS Commissioner Fred Goldberg should

have apologized to mdirh sorry. We made a mistake”
(COCA, Money, Horribly out of control)

In Example (89), “I'm sorry. We made a mistake” is a fictive apologytti@atRS
should have made to Kay. However, since neither the apology, nor the interaction in
which the IRS would apologize happened, this is another case of fictive interaktron t
place in a blended hypothetical space in which the IRS is accountable.

In summary, our discussion of fictive apologies has shown that this type of

apology functions differently than apologies in spoken discourse do. One of the
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characteristics of this use was the collocation with a proper name, whagcly cle
distinguished the apologies from those used in written interaction, as thegddeessed
to a third party rather than to the reader. The last type of interaction imvdigigourse,

namely quoted interaction, will be discussed next.

4.3.3.Apologies in Quoted Interaction

The remaining 26 apologies in the written corpus were categorized asrugaur
guoted interaction. As was the case with the other two types of interaction, not all
categories were present in quoted interaction either. As shown in Table 2iguwrdy
the seven categories found in spoken language were present, namely “Providing an
explanation,” “Standalone apologies,” “Acknowledging responsibility,” and {ien
responsibility.” The last three in the list were also present in writiieraction, whereas
the only category present in written interaction and not present in quoted interaas

“Repair apologies.” Each of these categories will be discussed sdpauett.

4.3.3.1.The Responsibility Continuum

Unlike in the case of written interaction, all three categories of tippmegoility
continuum are present in quoted interaction situations. The most frequent one was
“Providing an explanation,” followed by “Denying responsibility” and “Acknowledg
responsibility.” We will start our discussion with one of the extreme ends of the
continuum, namely “Acknowledging responsibility.” Since there was onlymstance
of this category, we cannot justify the existence of a construction. Howevehdnad t
been enough occurrences, the construction mighfbbgije ourNP but CLAUSE]. The
apology is given in (90).
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(90) ROSENBLUTH: Frankly, we don't believe our customers can come
first unless our associates come first. If we have happy
people here, then they're free to concentrate only on our
clients.

INC.: The magic word agaiforgive our skepticism, but no
one is happy all the timeleast of all in a company
with 2,350 people. How do you know when
something's beginning to go away?

ROSENBLUTH: Six months ago | sent white construction paper and a
pack of crayons to 100 associates and asked them to
draw a picture of what the company meant to them. |
got back 54. About 5 of them weren't too pleasing --

one in particular.
(COCA, Inc., Many happy returns)

The fragment in (90) is taken from an interview in “Inc.” magazine withaetr
agency CEO. Though this appeared in written form in the magazine, it is a traoscript
an oral interaction, and therefore we considered it to occur in quoted interaction. The
author apologizes for being skeptical in the question she is going to ask by using the
explicit apology “forgive,” and acknowledges her skepticism in the noun phrase
following the explicit expression of apology, that is “our skepticism.” The udeeof t
plural possessive “our” suggests that she is apologizing in the name of the publication,
rather than in her personal name. The construction also contains a clause introduced by
but, which is an explanation for the offense: “but no one is happy all the time.” Thus, we
are dealing with a cataphoric apology. This construction is very simitard used in
spoken discourse, namefpifgive me this buCLAUSE] (see 4.2.1.1), in which the
acknowledgment was expressed in the pro-fiileisiand was followed by the offense in a
clause introduce blyut This similarity is not unexpected, considering that the fragment

is from an interview.
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The category at the other end of the responsibility continuum, “Denying
responsibility,” was also present in quoted interaction. There was only orteucting

used in the written corpus. Its absolute and relative frequencies areigiVable 30.

Table 30

Construction Used to Deny Responsibility in Quoted Interaction in the WrittersEng|
Corpus

Relative Frequency
Construction Absolute Frequency (per million words)

[I’'m sorry | can’t VERB-INF (OBJ)] 2 0.37

The construction in Table 30 is also very similar to one used to deny
responsibility in the spoken corpora, naméiy [sorry Susihave to/can’t/could not
VERB-INF OBJ]. The differences are that in the written corpus none of the instances
containedbut, and the object at the end of the construction was optional. However, just as
with the [('m) sorry weVP] discussed in the case of the category “Acknowledging
responsibility,” we believe that these are actually variations of the sanstruction. An
example of thel[m sorry | can’t VERB-INF (OBJ)] construction is given in (91).

(91) If there was a sour note in last month's Middle East/North Africa
Economic Summit in Casablanca, Morocco it was the absence from
this unprecedented mingling of Arab and Israeli business people of
Hasib Sabbagh. “I saitim sorry | can't go," he says between sips of

cardamom-flavored Turkish coffee. I'll attend when peace treaties have

been signed with all Arab countries.’
(COCA, Forbes, "I'm friendly with all")

This example is similar to the one already discussed in (17). The speaker in
Example (91) is quoted in the magazine “Forbes” as apologizing, and denying

responsibility for not being able to attend. The use of the sentence “I can’tgyesssi
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that circumstances that are out of his control prevent him from going. These

circumstances are given by the speaker in a later sentence, naratietiti when peace

treaties have been signed with all Arab countries.” Thus, the speaker deporsitaity

for not going to the Middle East/North Africa Economic Summit in Casablamch,

blames this on the fact that peace treaties had not been signed with all Araiesount
Finally, the last category of apologies belonging to the responsibilitincomt is

“Providing an explanation.” This was the most frequently used category in quoted

interaction in the written corpus. It was also the category with the mastyia terms

of the constructions used to express apologies. These constructions are shown in Table

31.

Table 31

Constructions Used to Provide an Explanation in Quoted Interaction in the Written
English Corpus

Relative Frequency

Construction Absolute Frequency (per million words)
[('m ) sorry UTTERANCE] 7 1.3
[('m) sorry butCLAUSE] 5 0.93

Besides the two constructions in Table 31, three other apologies were edpress
by three potential constructions that did not have enough instances in the corpus to justify
their existence as constructions. Compared to constructions providing an egplanat
the spoken corpora,lfith) sorry UTTERANCE] was also used in spoken discourse, whereas
[(I'm) sorry butCLAUSE] was only used in written discourse. Also, insofar as the explicit

apology lexemes are concerned, asdyry was used to construe apologies providing an
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explanation in the written section, wheréagjive andexcusewnere also used in spoken

discourse.

The most frequent construction in Table 31 wém[(sorry UTTERANCE]. An

example is given in (92).

(92)

"The inheritor of money usually has serious doubts about this business
of replenishing the source," explains Nelson W. Aldrich Jr., author of
numerous books on the upper classes. He tells the story of a Boston
woman, who went to tea at the home of one of the old Brahmins. The
house was filled with fabulous objects, although, curiously, there were
no rugs on the floor. When the guest asked her hostess why, the lady

replied, 'I'm sorry, we have no rugs; | never inherited any"
(COCA, Forbes, The Titans of Tightwad. (cover sfpry

In Example (92), the quoted apology is uttered by a hostess, who is apologizing to

her guest for not having rugs on the floor. She uses the explicit apology “I'm sorry”

followed by an explanation, namely “I'm sorry, we have no rugs; | never inherigéd an

As can be seen in the example, the quoted apology is from a spoken interaction, which

can account for the reason the same construction is used both in written and spoken

discourse.

While in (92), the construction expressed an anaphoric apology, the second

construction in this category/’ff) sorry butCLAUSE], expressed a cataphoric one. This

use is consistent not only with the similar constructions used in spoken discourse (see the

discussion in section 4.2.1.3), but with all the constructions containing the conjunction

but An example of this construction is given in (93).

(93)

Ironically, government now thumps out so much obfuscatory
paperwork that presidential libraries both hide and entomb memory
more protectively than the pyramids did. | remember the day |
discovered this, shortly after the Ronald Reagan Library opened its
doors under the aegis of the National Archives. The first slip | filed
was for the President's personal papelsn'sorry, but those items

are not available to researchers said the archivist on duty
(COCA, Forbes, WHEN'S YOUR BOOK COMING OUT?)
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In (93), the author recounts a conversation he had at the Ronald Reagan Library.
The archivist apologizes for denying the author access to the Presidestisgbgrapers,
and provides an explanation in the clause follovlaag “but those items are not
available to researchers.” The apology is a cataphoric one as there is oib @xpial of
access, rather the explanation for the denial stands for an implicit denial. Aol iral
comes after the explicit expression of apology.

In summary, the choice of construction for the apologies in the three categories
“Acknowledging responsibility,” “Providing an explanation,” and “Denying
responsibility” contributed to placing the apology on the responsibility contingutm a
was the case in spoken discourse and written interaction in written discourse. Some
constructions that occurred in quoted situations in the written corpus were also jpresent
the spoken corpora, whereas other constructions were specific to written disdders
complete picture of the position on the responsibility continuum of all the constructions
in this category used in both spoken and written discourse is given in Figure 8. Only
those constructions occurring at least twice in the corpus are included in thearaphic

representation.
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Acknowledging
responsibility
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&
<

[forgive me foIGERUND-CLAUSE
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[forgive me foiGERUND-CLAUSE]
[I apologize foIlGERUND-CLAUSE]
[I'm sorry for GERUND-CLAUSE]

@ | [forgive us folGERUND-CLAUSE]*

° | [forgive myNP]

e [I apologize foNP]
[forgive theNP]

[we apologize foNP]
[sorry for NP]

° | [forgive me this buELAUSE]

Providing an
explanation
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[UTTERANCE ACKNOWLEDGMENT forgive m(}z@
[UTTERANCEACKNOWLEDGMENT We
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[UTTERANCEACKNOWLEDGMENT I'm sorry] m

[I apologize for thdt
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[l apologize ifCLAUSE]
[I’'m sorry if CLAUSE]

[forgive me ifCLAUSE]
[excuse me ELAUSE]

Denying
responsibility
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[’'m sorry |
UTTERANCEDENIAL]

[I'm sorry SuBJ have to / can’t
/could no VERB-INF OBJ|**

[forgive me but CLAUSE]
[excuse mégbut CLAUSE]

[I apologize| but CLAUSE]
[('m) sorry butCLAUSE]*

[I'm sorry | UTTERANCE
EXPLANATION]**

[forgive me| UTTERANCEH|
[I'apologize to yolUTTERANCH

[UTTERANCE | so | apologize

Categories ‘

responsibility

Acknowledging Denying
responsibility

Providing an
explanation

* Constructions used in written discourse
** Constructions used in spoken and written discourse
All other constructions used in spoken discc

Figure 8. The placement of constructions on the responsibility continuum in spoken and

written English discourse

4.3.3.2.Standalone Apologies

The last category of apologies that was used in quoted interaction in the written

corpus was “Standalone apologies.” The only explicit apology lexeme that adsus

this category in quoted interaction wasTy. The lexeme was present in two

constructions, which are given in Table 32.
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Table 32

Constructions Used to Construe Standalone Apologies in Quoted Interaction in the
Written English Corpus

Relative Frequency

Construction Absolute Frequency (per million words)
[sorry] 5 0.93
[I’'m sorry] 3 0.56

The more frequent of the two constructions wasty]. This construction was
also used in written interaction (see Table 29). As we have discussed in 4.31.1, thi
construction functioned differently in written interaction in the written corpas in the
spoken corpus, in that it was intended to mend speaking offenses in the first case, and
mostly mistakes and accidents in the latter. In quoted interaction, the ctostruc
functioned similarly to those in the written interaction situations, as careherse
Example (94).
(94) P.J.."It's the most popular wine in America. "# C.B.: " No."# P.j.. "
Says so right on the box. " # C.B.: " I'm having trouble with this nose.

"# P.J.: " Mine's been broken three... # C.B.: " You said that. " # P.J.:

" Sorry. " # C.B.: " Aggressively unpleasant. "
(COCA, Forbes, Blind (Drunk) Wine Tasting)

The fragment in (94) is the reconstruction of a conversation at a wimgyt@dhe
of the participants, P.J. says “Mine's been broken three...,” and C.B. points it out that he
had already said that. Consequently, P.J. apologizes for the repetition of the jokegby usi
the standalone apology “sorry.”

In our discussion of apologies in spoken discourse, we have seen that the
constructionsgorry] and [’'m sorry] had different functions. These two constructions

also have different functions in quoted interaction, as well, which once agaiieguiste
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fact that they are two distinct constructions. Thls) forry] also functions differently
than it did in the spoken corpus. Whereas in spoken discourse it was used to mend
hearing offenses, discourse offenses pointed out indirectly by a particighat i
interaction, and breaches of expectations, in quoted interaction in the writteardesit
is used to mend behavior offenses, as can be seen in (95).
(95) Sexuality's been tied into fashion since Paris in the 1600s-I'm writing a
position paper about this now. There were drawings of women in
corsets hundreds of years before the telephone. But now there's this

sex phobia. It's a waste of time -- just a sec8ndsorry . " # Holding

again. # " People are the cash registers
(COCA, Inc., Dov Charney, Like it or Not)

The fragment is taken from an interview with a CEO. During the interview, the
CEO was constantly distracted and had to do something else that interrupted the
interview. This is the case in (95), where the CEO is quoted to apologize using the
standalone apology “I'm sorry” for interrupting the interview. The usee@fltm sorry]
construction is similar to that in spoken discourse (see section 4.2.2), which once again
suggests that apologies in quoted interaction are used similarly to those in spoken
discourse.

To summarize this section on apologies in quoted interaction, some of the
constructions used were similar to those in spoken discourse, whereas other camstruct
were specific to this type of situation. The similarity with spoken diseomasy stem

from the fact that the apologies were quoted from mostly spoken interactions.

4.3.4.Summary
This section on apologies in written discourse has shown that apologies do exist

in this medium, as well. We have proposed a three-fold distinction between written,
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fictive, and quoted interaction, as apologies in each of these types functioned djfferent
Insofar as the comparison between written and spoken apologies is concerned, some
categories of apologies were present in both types of discourse, whereasvetieeonly

found in one or the other. This could be seen in Table 14, which we reiterate in Table 33.

Table 33

Frequency of Apology Categories in the English Analysis Corpora

Occurrences

Category Spoken Written
Acknowledging responsibility 55 26.44% 2 5.00%
Repair apologies 40 19.23% 4 10.00%
Standalone apologies 39 18.75% 8 20.00%
Interruption apologies 39 18.75% —
Providing an explanation 25 12.02% 15 37.50%
Fictive apologies — 9 22.50%
Denying responsibility 6 2.88% 2 5.00%
Co-constructed apologies 4 1.92% —
Total 208 100.00% 40 100.00%

As can be seen in Table 33, there were two categories of apologies present in the
spoken corpus that were not present in the written one. These were “Interruption
apologies” and “Co-constructed apologies.” However, this absence makes penfact
considering that these two categories require an interactive medium wiucocation,
which is not present in written discourse. What is surprising at first sighe isse of
repair apologies in the written corpus, which is also a category that isnhtespoken
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discourse. However, the instances of this category in the written corpus wereei quot
interaction, which justifies their presence. On the other hand, “Fictive apsilogie
occurred only in the written corpus, as this category was specific to the tiyptevef
interaction in which they occurred in the written discourse. Also, whereas in the spoken
corpus the use of the apologies was rather varied, the apologies beinglyelative
homogeneously divided across five of the seven categories, in the written t@pgs t

of apologies was mostly clustered around only three categories.

4.4.Conclusions

The aim of this chapter was to answer the first research question of the present
study, that is what constructions are used to express explicit apologies i Efigés
first issue that arose when analyzing the data was that taxonomies of @pologi
established in previous studies were not accurate enough to describe the data in the
corpora. The most problematic category was that of the Illocutionarg Fudcating
Device (IFID). Because of the corpus methodology used, all the apologies ieskatpr
study contained an explicit expression of apology (labeled as IFID by pretimiiesss.
However, a closer analysis in the context of the larger discourse in which agalothe
traditional IFID category occurred resulted in the recategavizaf most these
apologies, as additional information was provided in the discourse allowing foea mor
precise categorization in one of the other categories. Consequently, onlyettioske |
items standing alone in the apology were considered in the renamed categodaltSta
apologies.”

One of the most important findings, however, is the existence of four categories

of apologies that had not been reported previously, namely “Co-constructed epdlogi
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“Fictive apologies,” “Repair apologies,” and “Interruption apologies.”sehapologies
can only be found by investigating language in interaction, and at the larger déscours
level, something that was not possible in studies on apologies that used elicited data.

Moreover, the conceptualization of the existing categories also suffered
modification. Thus, the analysis of the corpora has shown that the categories
“Acknowledging responsibility,” “Providing an explanation,” and “Denying
responsibility” were not actually the clearly delimited categoriesgrevious studies on
apologies had claimed. Rather, they seemed to be part of a continuum of respgnsibility
with the category “Acknowledging responsibility” at the one extreme ‘&ehying
responsibility” at the other extreme end, and “Providing an explanation” situate
somewhere in between the two. Our analysis of both spoken and written corpora has
shown that the choice of the construction contributes to the placement of theyapolog
the responsibility continuum (see Figure 8 in section 4.3.3.1).

Once the new categorization was established, the use of the apolog@sein sp
and written discourse was analyzed separately, and the different construsedrie
express those apologies were discussed with examples. Some constructions were
common to both spoken and written discourse, whereas other constructions were specifi
to one or the other. In both cases, however, the analysis of the examples has shown that a
construction grammar approach allows for a more specific delimitation of gpolog
categories, their use, and their meaning.

Insofar as apologies in spoken discourse are concerned, we have seerrthat thei
use depended on several factors, such as the type of offense the apology was mending

but also local constraints that made some constructions more dynamic, as eesethe
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with co-constructed apologies. Besides the existing types of offensatbed in the
literature, a new type of offense was identified, namely discoursesefethat is when a
speaker violated the expected rules of discourse.

The analysis of written apologies has also yielded interesting réaldthave
seen that in fact only a limited number of apologies were produced by the authors of the
written discourse themselves. Some of these apologies occurred in theioreract
between the writer and the reader, which we have called written inbersother
apologies occurred in what we have called fictive interaction, the auttiassthg a
third party not actually present in the interaction. Most apologies, howeveraciaedly
guoted utterances of speakers apologizing in spoken discourse. Consequently, both the
categories of apologies used and the constructions that expressed theméiad som
characteristics common to those in spoken discourse, while other charastesesac
specific to written discourse. For example, the constructions occunropgpited
interaction were used similarly to spoken discourse, which is mostly due to theafact
the apologies in this type of interaction were reproduced from actual spokentiatera
On the other hand, constructions in written and fictive interaction were not used in
spoken discourse.

The aim of this chapter was to analyze the use of apologies in American English.
The following chapter will discuss how apologies in Romanian can be categorized, as

well as the constructions used to express those apologies.
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5. Apologies in Romanian

The second research question of the present study aimed at finding the
constructions used to express explicit apologies in Romanian. Unfortunately, the
Romanian corpora, especially the spoken one, were small, and yielded only a small
number of apologies. As discussed in the literature review (see section 2.2.1.1),
constructions are mostly schematic generalizations, and in order to proddacavior a
generalization, the construction needs to have more than one instance in the corpus. Due
to the mentioned small size of the corpus, many categories of apologies displgyed onl
one instance in the corpus, and there was not enough evidence to consider them as
constructions. Nonetheless, in most cases, our native speaker intuitions and knowledge of
the Romanian language made us believe that they might be part of a cans@uadtihat
if a larger sample were available, we could analyze their compositicaugetttle
information is available on apologies in Romanian, we believe it is useful to slibeus
relationship between their form and meaning, and then speculate about the ttonstruc

We have also seen in the literature review chapter (see section 2.2.1.3pthat C
(2005) has claimed that there are no universal constructions, each languagdét$aving
own constructions. We have also seen that contrastive studies on constructions in
different languages have claimed that in addition to language spexitractions there
are also some characteristics of constructions that exist across |lan{Biege, 2010;

Gurevich, 2010; Timyam & Bergen, 2010). In line with such claims and findings, we will
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investigate the types of constructions that express apologies in Romanian without
attempting to give equivalents of these constructions in English. Followirdisttigssion
of the Romanian findings, we will compare the use of constructions in the two languages
to see whether there are any cross-linguistic similarities ardiftes in their use.

Insofar as the apology categories are concerned, we have also seen in the
literature review that there are apology categories that are commo®s éanguages but
also categories that are language specific (see section 2.1.2 on cate gpatagges).
Accordingly, we have analyzed the apologies in the Romanian corpora without any
assumptions of universality in terms of apology categories. Nonethelessriglline
analysis, it became clear that the apologies in Romanian could be ethssitie same
revised categories of apologies as the ones used for our analysis of theapnlog
English. Consequently, we have used the same categories in Romanian, as well.

The analysis of the data resulted in 110 apologies, out of which 11 occurred in the
spoken corpus and 99 in the written one. Insofar as the categories of apologies are

concerned, Table 34 shows the number of apologies in the spoken and written corpora.
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Table 34

Frequency of Apology Categories in the Romanian Corpora

Occurrences

Category Spoken Written
Acknowledging responsibility 1 9.09% 81 81.82%
Providing an explanation 3 27.27T% 12 12.12%
Interruption apologies 4 36.36% —
Standalone apologies 2 18.18% 1 1.01%
Fictive apologies — 3 3.03%
Denying responsibility — 2 2.02%
Repair apologies 1 9.09% —
Total 11 100.00% 99 100.00%

The small number of apologies in the spoken Romanian corpus prevents us from
making a pertinent discussion of the proportions the different categories of apdladie
Insofar as the written corpus is concerned, the most frequent apology catagory
“Acknowledging responsibility” with 81 occurrences. This category sigsificantly
more frequent than the other categories, accounting for 81.82% of all apologies in the
Romanian corpora. The second most frequent category of apologies in the Romanian
corpora was “Providing an explanation” with 12 occurrences (12.12%), followed by
“Fictive apologies” with 3 (3.03%) and “Denying responsibility” with2202%). The last
category, “Standalone apologies” had only one occurrence, accounting for 1.@18%6 of

apologies. We will discuss the apologies in spoken and written discourse sepastely
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5.1.Apologies in Spoken Discourse
The analysis of the spoken corpus yielded 11 instances in which the explicit
apology lexemes were used as part of an apology; another 23 instancastvpen of

an apology. We will discuss each of the categories of apologies next.

5.1.1.The Responsibility Continuum

As we have seen in our discussion of apology categories (see section 2.1.2), three
of the categories, namely “Acknowledging responsibility,” “Denyiegponsibility,” and
“Providing an explanation,” can be part of what we have called the respowsibilit
continuum. The analysis of the Romanian data showed that this continuum can also be
applied to Romanian. Insofar as the spoken corpus is concerned, only two of the three
categories were present, namely “Acknowledging responsibility” Bnolviding an
explanation.”

We start our discussion of the responsibility continuum with the “Acknowledging
responsibility” end. Only one instance of this category was present in the spoken corpus,
and it is given in (96). As mentioned in the method section, we are providing both a gloss
and a translation for the apology construction, and only the translation for thetrest of
context. The abbreviations used in the glosses are listed in Appendix A.

(96) C: doamna mea ngtiu cine e domnudsescuista di care
vorbiti dumneavoasit Daa va referti la primarul
general

‘Lady | don’t know who this Mr. Bsescu you are
talking about is. If you mean the mayor’

E: da da da
‘Yes yes yes’
C: e primarul general nu e lonescu sau Popescu.

‘He’s the mayor not lonescu or Popescu’
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E: da da doamri va rog s
yes yes lady yoBLAcCC ask.f".sGSUBJPART

ma  ier- scuzai.
l.Acc forgiveFRAGM excusamp.2'°.pL.

‘Yes, yes, ma’am, please excuse me’
(IONESCU, 59)

Example (96) is a fragment from a radio show. One of the participants, E,
mentions the name ‘Bescu,” who was at the time the mayor of Bucharest. Another
participant in the conversation points it out to her that she is talking about the nmalyor, a
therefore she should use the proper title when referring to him, not just his names as he i
not just any other person. This is done in the line “e primarul general nu e longscu sa
Popescu.” (“He’s the mayor not lonescu or Popescu”). lonescu and Popescu are
Romanian last names, and by saying that the mayor is not a mere lonescu @ca,Pope
the speaker means that the mayor is not just any person. This expliciestadéine
offense by a participant in the interaction is what prompts the apology. Suchat gom
not discoverable using a DCT. E apologizes by acknowledging responsibilitgrfor
speaking offense in the utterance “da da dcér(iges yes ma’am”) followed by the
explicit expression of apology &wog s ma ier- scuza” (“please for- excuse me”).

If the apology in this example, “da da doanwi rog s ma ier—scuza” (“Yes,
yes, ma’am, please excuse me”) were a construction, we hypothesize that the
construction might be [UrERANCE ACKNOWLEDGMENT Vd rog S Ma SCuza]
([UTTERANCEACKNOWLEDGMENT yoUPL.ACC ask1®".sG SUBJPART |.ACC
excusamp.2'’ pL.]). The UrTERANCE segment of the construction contains the actual
acknowledgment of responsibility, followed by the explicit expression of apoldte

expression of apology itself containsinog” (“please”) and “s ma scuza” (“excuse
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me”). In this construction, the acknowledgment is highlighted by the fact tqggpéars
in initial position in the construction. Also, the presence afrog” (“please”) makes this
construction a formal apology. Finally, Romanian is a highly inflecti@mmgjuage;
therefore, verbs have different morpheme endings for person and number. When
addressing a person informally, the second person singular form of the verb isiosed, s
as “mi scuzi” (l.acc excusmp.2'”.sG, “excuse me”)In informal situations, the second
person plural form of the verb is used, as in (96), which is more politesCoza”
(l.acc excusavp.2'°.pL, “excuse me”)Thus, in Romanian different levels of formality
and politeness are encoded in the form of the construction morphologically, tbe achoi
singular or plural morpheme in the verb determining the level of formality faarttie
construction. Such formality is to be expected due to the genre of the corpus intwhich i
appeared, namely transcripts of press briefings. The singular form, on thbaribders
used in informal contexts, among speakers who know each other.

The most frequently used category in the responsibility continuum was
“Providing an explanation.” Though this category had three instances in thesceach

apology was expressed using a different form. The first apology to be dbcsigseen

in (97).
(97) B: a fost 0 ambuscad pe
haveaux.3*°.sG be.RASTPART one ambush on
soseasi am ntirziat sefu la

road and haveux.1°'.sG be-late.RSTPART boss at

sedinta ma scuzai.
meeting lacc excusamp.2’.pL

‘There was an ambush on the road and I'm late for

the meeting boss, excuse me.’
(IONESCU, 58)
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In (97), the speaker is late for a meeting and apologizes by first providing an
explanation in “a fost 0 ambuscaplesosea” (“There was an ambush on the road”). We
have seen in (96) that the statement of the offense by a participant in thetioriesther
than the person apologizing triggered the apology. This is not the case in (97), as the
context is less interactive, and therefore the speaker apologizing netade thes offense
and acknowledge responsibility for being lategndm intirziatsefu lasedina” (“and
I'm late for the meeting boss”) and ending with the explicit expressiopadbgy “ma
scuza” (“excuse me”). The use of the plural form for the imperative in the explicit
expression of apology makes this construction a formal one.

The apology in (97) if described as a construction could be
[UTTERANCEEXPLANATION ma scuza] (JUTTERANCEEXPLANATION |.ACC
excusamp.2'’ pL]). The same explicit expression of apologyi (®euza) is used as in
the construction used to express an acknowledgment of responsibility, but without “v
rog” (“please”). This construction also starts with the explanation followebdo
expression of apology. In this construction, the explanation is highlighted, which would
place it closer to the “Acknowledging responsibility” end of the continuum.

The second apology used to provide an explanation in the spoken Romanian
corpus contained the nominal form of the verki‘snuza” (l.acc excusemp.2"° pL,

‘excuse me’), namely “scuze,” for which the best literal gloss would bel¢pat”

English most commonly uses two different words for the verb (excuse) and the noun
(pardon) in apologies. Though both “excuse” and “pardon” can be used both as nouns or
as verbs, they do not have the same usage patterns or connotations. Romanian, however,

uses different forms of the same word. The apology is given in (98).

199



(98) A sirut mina Cosmin Burlacu la telefon
‘Hello, this is Cosmin Burlacu speaking’

mi cer mii de scuze dar la
|.DAT ask.f’.sG thousandsof pardons but at

ora la care \a sun adia
hour.DEFART at which yowrL.Acc call.1®.sG ie

cincisi  jumatate sunt ssteptat la o lucrare
five and half am wait&STPART at one job

‘| apologize but when I'm calling, ie. five thirty, | am

expected at a job.’
(IONESCU, 79)

The example in (98) is the transcript of a recording made on an answering
machine. The speaker apologizes for not being able to make it for a job he has to do at the
house of the person he is calling. The speaker starts with an explicitstapreis
apology, “imi cer mii de scuze.” The literal gloss of this expression woulbask for
thousands of pardons,” an expression that does not have a close equivalent in English. It
can be, nonetheless, considered an intensified expression of apology, due to themuantifi
“mii de” (“thousands of”) preceding the apology lexeme “scuze” (“pardons”). The
expression is then followed by the conjunction “dar” (“but”), which introduces aeclaus
that contains the explanation for the offense: “la ora la casev adi& cinci si
jumatate sunt gteptat la o lucrare” (“at the time of this call, ie. five thirty, | arpented
for a job”). While the “imi cer mii de scuze” (“I ask for thousands of pardons”)
expression is formulaic in Romanian, it is not always followed by a clausduiced by
“dar” (“but”).

The possible construction this apology could be described by mighthbegy
mii de scuze da€LAUSE] ([I.DAT ask1®.sGthousands of pardons bGtAUSE]), with

“Imi cer mii de scuze” (“I ask for thousands of pardons”) being the explipiession of
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apology, followed by “dar” (“but”) and the clause in the construction being “léacrare
va sun adig cincisi  jumatate sunt gteptat la o lucrare” (“at the time of this call, ie. five
thirty, | am expected for a job”) in the example in (98). Even though this comstruct
contains an intensified expression of apology, the clause introduced by “dar” (“but”)
places the apology closer to the “Denying responsibility” end of the continuunththa
[UTTERANCEEXPLANATION ma scuza] (JUTTERANCEEXPLANATION |.ACC
excusamp.2"’ pL]) construction, which had the explanation highlighted.

While the apologies in spoken Romanian discussed so far contained either a
nominal or a verbal form of the lexeme “scuze” (“pardons/excuse”), the last gpolog
the “Providing an explanation” category contained another apology expressiony namel
“lertati-ma” (“forgive me”). Once again, this explicit expression of apology was in the
plural form, suggesting a polite and formal apology. The apology is givéd)n (

(99) AR: deci acest examen este staipdelad un angajat al
presedirtiei a4 este de incredere sau nu.
‘So this exam establishes whether an employee of the

presidency is trustworthy or not.

MC.: nu nu. asta psedintele stabilge.
‘No no. The president establishes this.’

AR: si increderea
‘and the trust--’

iertati- ma  n- am
forgiveimp.2'°.PL  I.ACC NOWEAK haveaux.1®'.sG

citit textul legii.
read.RSTPART text.DEFART law.POSS

‘forgive me, | haven’t read the law’

as vrea §-mi spung dac
‘I would like you to tell me if’
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MC: cititi-I
‘Read it’
(IONESCU, 43)

In this fragment from a presidential press briefing, one of the reporiaskirgy
guestions about a law, and misinterprets one of its statements. The presideriatis
out the error, which constitutes the offense in “nu nu. astadirgele stabilge” (“No
no. The president establishes this”). This statement of the offense trigge¥pdher’s
apology, who uses the formal explicit expression of apology tiertd’ (“forgive me”),
followed by an utterance that is the explanation, namely that he had not read fhiedaw
possible construction that expresses the apology in (99) miglartagi{ma
UTTERANCEEXPLANATION] ([forgiveimp.2"°.PL 1.ACC UTTERANCEEXPLANATION]). The
UTTERANCE EXPLANATION segment in Example (99) is represented by “n-am citit textul
legii” (“ haven't read the law”).

To summarize this section on the responsibility continuum in spoken Romanian
discourse, we have seen that all the apologies were formal, which was marked
morphologically in the explicit expressions of apology by the use of the second person
plural form of the verb. We have also seen that in some instances another speaker in the
interaction states the offense, which prompts the apology. Two of the four apologies in
this section contained such a statement, which suggests that the dialogmnsituat
which the apologies occur is co-constructed, even if the apology itself ishaotw®
instances when such a statement of the offense was not made were more manologic i
nature, especially in the example containing a recorder voicemail. In Wesages the
person apologizing incorporated a statement of the offense followed by an

acknowledgment or an explanation.
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5.1.2.Interruption Apologies

Besides the categories containing the responsibility continuum, therdéweere
apology categories in the spoken Romanian corpus functioning at a discourse level
namely “Interruption apologies” and “Repair apologies.” The first wasnbwe frequent
of the two, with four occurrences, while the latter had only one instance in the.corpus
The first apology in this category to be discussed is given in (100).

(100) A: Taman este vezacgeste in Crimeea era litoralu dinspre
Sevastoposi dupa un git al narii astia era un git a
patru chilometri lungimeatgimesi dincolo pr malu
alalalt rusesc dincolo@mare era un teritoriu numit
Taman acolo era taka rusease
‘Taman is, well it is in Crimeea there was the seaside
from Sevastopol and then after a neck of this sea there
was a neck four kilometers long wide and across on the
other Russian side across the sea there was a territory
called Taman. That's where the Russian camp was.’

B: mhi-
‘Uhm’
A: ei de-acolo

‘Well from there’

B: mhi iarta- ma te-
uhm forgiveivp.2.sG l.Acc you.2.scAcc

am interrupt si
haveaux.1°".sG interrupt.ASTPART and

‘Uhm forgive me | interrupted youAnd’
(IONESCU, 6)

In this example, speaker A starts to talk about the location of Taman. Speaker B,
who is A’s son, tries to take the floor in his first turn in (100), by uttering “nthfirg”),
which overlaps with A’s second turn in the example. B apologizes for interrupting his
father by using the explicit apology “ianma” (“forgive me”), preceded by “mhi”

(“uhm”) and followed by the utterance “te-am interrupt” (“I interrupted y@nijl ending
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with “si” (“and”), which is an invitation for speaker A to continue. As this apology
occurs in a less formal context, and the participants in the interactionadines: a less
formal apology is used. The informal nature of the apology is marked morpholpgicall
just as it was with the formal apologies discussed earlier in this sectigrtirii, the

singular form of the imperative is used in the explicit expression of apology, namely

1%

“‘larta-ma” (forgive.lIMP.2ND.SGI.ACC, ‘forgive me’), is used, as well as the singular form
of the second person pronoun in “te-am ntrerupt” (y8s2.Acc haveaux.1%'.sG

interrupt. ASTPART, ‘I interrupted you’), which is also informal. This apology could be

TKERJ. SPEAKER2

represented by the constructioh{***[UTTERANCE] [mhT iartz-ma UTTERANCE]]

([S:’EAKERJ. SPEAKER2

[UTTERANCE] [uhmforgiveivp.2*°.sG |.Acc UTTERANCH]]). The

utterance in this construction is an acknowledgment of the fact that the speaker
interrupted: “te-am intrerupt” (“l interrupted you”).

The discourse marker “mhi” (“uhm”) is not the only one used at the beginning of
an apology in the spoken Romanian corpus. “Deci” (“s0”) is also used, as can be seen in
(101).

(101) AR: a domnule consilier daemi permitei a as vrea citeva
[amuriri pentru @ desi n-&i facut investigéi se vede &
stiti si ca nu sunt Tnregisttala tribunal
‘Counselor, if I may, | would like some clarification
because though you haven't investigated, it is clear that

you know they are not registered with the court.’

MC: n-am ficut investigdi, da’, in momentul in care
‘We haven't investigated, but the moment’

AR: deci iertati- ma daciimi permiteti
so forgiveimp.2’.PL L.AcC if  I.DAT permit.2°.pL
as vrea 1 va ntreb:

haveaux.1°".sG want $JBJPART yOouPL.ACC ask
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le recunoateti  statutul de
theyDAT.WEAK recognize.? .pL status.BFART of

functionary publici?
clerks publiceL.MASC

‘So forgive me, if | may, | would like to ask you: do

you recognize their status as public servants?’
(IONESCU, 43)

The fragment in (101) is from a presidential press briefing, and thetbefore
context is more formal than the one in (100). In (101), AR, a journalist, asks one of the
president’s counselors a question. The counselor starts answering the questiory, howeve
the journalist interrupts him by using the discourse marker “deci” (“so”pvi@t by the
explicit expression of apology “iettama” (forgive.imp.2"°.pLI1.ACC , ‘forgive me’). The
use of the second person plural form of the explicit expression of apology makes this
apology a formal one, which is consistent with the more formal context of preBedsi
The explicit expression of apology is followed by an utterance containing anothe

question. The possible construction in this example woulBEF U TTERANCH]

SPEAKER2 SPEAKERL SPEAKER2

[deci iertai-ma UTTERANCH]] ([ [UTTERANCE| [so forgiveivp.2"°.pL
|.AcC UTTERANCH]]).

What makes this hypothetical construction different from the one discussed
previously is the form of the explicit expression of apology used. Thus, the comstructi
exemplified in (101) contains the explicit apology “igrtaa” (forgive.imp.2"°.pL,

“forgive me”), whereas the one in (100) contains #ar&” (forgive.mp.2"°.sG, “forgive
me”). We have already seen this distinction between the second person sorgulaira
verb used for informal situations and the second person plural form used in more formal

ones in other constructions, namelyi‘stuzi” (l.acc excusmip.2'”.sG, ‘excuse me’)

and “mi scuzai” (l.acc excusemp.2'’.pL, ‘excuse me’). Whereas in (100) the speaker
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was interrupting a relative, and therefore used the singular form of the vé&rB1)rthe
speaker is a journalist asking an official a question, and therefore thefptaradf the
verb is used. Also, in (101), the author uses the expressioittdapermitei” (if I. DAT
permit.2°.pL, “if you permit me”), which makes the apology even more formal and
polite.

Finally, the last example in the “Interruption apologies” categorydiféerent
from the ones discussed so far, in that the explicit expression of apology was not before
the utterance representing the interruption (i.e. cataphoric apology), butafin¢he
utterance (i.e. anaphoric apology). Nonetheless, the speaker did startrtia@tiote with
a discourse marker, as in the previous examples of interruption apologies discussed. Thi
time, the discourse marker was “da’,” a short form of “dar” (“but”), as caseba in the
Example (102), taken from the same press briefing as the example in (101).

(102) MC: stai putin ca prea mergg pe cascade din astea. mai
ntii nici nustiu dac este un sindical: legea
romaneastnustiu la: Tn anglia cum e da’ legea
romaneastzice & un sindicat tre’ $aiba cel puin
cingpe oameni caagpati sa te Tnregistrezi sindicat. bun.
ei sunt ugpe. tot legea romanedsspune &

‘Wait a minute, you keep cascading these statements.
First of all, I don’t know whether there is even a union.
Romanian law — | don’t know how it is in England —
but Romanian law states that a union needs to have at
least fifteen members in order to be registered in court
as a union. OK. They are eleven. And Romanian law
also says that-’

AR: da’ cine sunt aceti unsprezece iertdi- ma ca
but who are these eleven forgive.2L me that
‘But who are these eleven, forgive me for-’

MC: cei care au semnat

‘Those who have signed’
(IONESCU, 43)
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The apology used by the journalist to apologize starts with the utterab¢e tha
performing the interruption, namely the question “da’ cine suntiagesprezece” (“but
who are these eleven?”). The speaker then realizes that he interrupted thbcamse
utters the explicit expression of apology “igrH@aa” (“forgive me”). Once again, the
second person plural form of the verb is used in the explicit expression of apology. This
is followed by the complementizerd't(“that”), which suggests that the speaker
probably wanted to continue saying “that | interrupt.” However, the counselor answers

the question with an interruption, saying “cei care au semnat” (“the ones who"signed

TERJ. SPEAKER2

The possible construction would therefore BE{=[UTTERANCE| [UTTERANCE

SPEAKERL SPEAKER2

iertagi-ma]] ([ [UTTERANCH| [UTTERANCE forgiveivp.2°.pL 1.AcC]]).

In conclusion, all the apologies in the “Interruption apologies” contained the same
explicit apology lexeme, but in two different forms. Thus, the singular forma-inakt
(forgiveimp.2'°.sG, “forgive me”) was used in informal contexts, to express less formal
apologies, while the plural form, ietkana” (forgive.mp.2"°.pL, “forgive me”) was used
in formal contexts to express more formal apologies. The degree of figyrofale
apology was therefore marked morphologically by the choice of number in theitexpli

expression of apology.

5.1.3.Repair Apologies
The second category belonging to what we have called apologies functioning at
the discourse level was “Repair apologies.” Only one instance of this apodsgy w
present in the spoken Romanian corpus, and is given in (103).
(103) IC: va multumesgcsi o intrebare pentru doamna Corina

Cretu. care este paza presedirtiei fata de faptul &
domnul Nicolae Mcaroiu este atit pgedintele
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MC:

CC:

(IONESCU, 43)

senatului dar face pargedin conducereadmcii de inve
investtii si dezvoltare?

‘Thank you. And a question for Mrs. Corina @re

What is the position of the presidency on the fact that
Mr. Nicolae \Vacaroiu is the President of the Senate but
also part of the leadership of the Bank of Inve-
Investments?’

pai da
‘Well yes.’
poziia presedirtiei presedintia nu mai exist

‘The position of the presidency. The presidency no
longer exists.’

pozitia presedintelui romaniei ma
position.CEFART presidentoss Romaniaprossl.AcC

scuzai!
excusamp.2° pL

‘The position of Romania’s President, excuse me.’

Example (103) is from the same press briefing as the previous two examples
discussed. The context in which this interaction takes place is during a time when
Romania’s president was suspended, and therefore the president of the senate was the
highest power in the country. In the first turn of the example, IC, a repolkteraas
guestion about the position of the presidency on the dual role of the President of the
Senate. CC, the person that IC asked points out thatigppesedirtiei presedintiia nu
mai exist” (“The position of the presidency. The presidency no longer exists.”). The
error is pointed out by another speaker who is participating in the interactiolty, HDa
provides the corrected information in the following turn, “pi@zpresedintelui roméaniei”
(“the position of Romania’s president”) followed by the explicit expressiapology
“mai scuza” (1.Acc excusemp.2"°.pL, “excuse me”). The possible construction used in

this example isT****[UTTERANCE INCORRECTNFO]
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SPEAKER2 SPEAKERL

[UTTERANCEERRORDENTIFICATION] [UTTERANCE CORRECTEONFO Md

SPEAKERL

scuzal]] ([ [UTTERANCEINCORRECTNFO]

SPEAKER2 SPEAKERL

[UTTERANCEERRORDENTIFICATION] [UTTERANCE CORRECTEONFO |.ACC
excusamp.2° pL])).

While repair apologies seem to exist in Romanian, unfortunately the fact that
there was only one instance in the spoken corpus did not allow for further generadizati
of their use. The type of repair performed in the example discussed was aoegaby

a participant in the interaction other than the person apologizing. There was nceinstanc

of self-repair as defined in the literature review (see section 2.2.5).

5.1.4.Standalone Apologies

The last category present in the spoken Romanian corpus was that of “Standalone
apologies.” Though there were only two instances of apologies in this category, both use
a form of the apology expression that was not present in the apologies in the Romanian
corpus discussed so far. The form is “imi par€ ¢l.DAT seem.3".sG bad), which could
be translated as “I'm sorry,” and a variant of this form in the plural, “nerpate
(weDAT seem.¥.sG bad). The literal translation of this expression of apology would be
“to me it seems bad.” However, a more suitable translation would be “we’re’sorry

The first standalone apology in the spoken Romanian corpus, the one using the
singular form, is given in (104).

(104) D: Haidei sa invatam romanegte mai intii.
‘Let’s learn to speak Romanian first’

imi  pare rau.
|.DAT seem.?.sG bad
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‘I'm sorry.’
(IONESCU, 41)

In this example taken from a political party meeting, D is complaining about the
fact that some people were not using correct Romanian by saying tiHide/atam
romanegte mai intii” (“Let’s learn to speak Romanian first”). The speaker densithis
as a speaking offense, and apologizes using the standalone apology “iripéareAsT
seem.&D.sGbad, “I'm sorry”). Furthermore, the apology is uttered in a humorous
context, which may be the reason the speaker considers that a standaloneiabaithgy
enough and appropriate. The possible construction in this case is a purely substantive
one, as it only contains the explicit expression of apologyfdare wu] ([I.DAT
seenBRrD.sGbad]).

The second instance of a standalone apology used the plural form, as can be seen
in Example (105).

(105) A: da’ nu-istiti asa cum arat trebuie §-i fi vazut unde- a
Del Piero
‘But you don’t know what they look like. You must

have seen them somewhere. Del Piero.’

B: ne pare rau
weDAT seem.?.sG bad

‘We’re sorry’
(IONESCU, 72)

The interaction in (105) is taken from a television show with two female pop stars
as guests. The theme of the show is soccer players. A, the host of the show asks the
guests whether they know any of the Italian soccer players, and gives theihame
such player, “Del Piero.” Neither of the two guests knows him, so B apologizes in both
their names by using the standalone apology “ne parg¢we AT seem.3.sc bad, “we

are sorry”). The pragmatic offense in this situation is a breach of exijpest, as the host
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expected the guests to know these soccer players, but they did not. Since the only
difference in the apology expressions in (104) and (105) is the form of the fsshper

un H

pronoun, namely the singular “imi” PAT) and the plural “ne” (weAT), we believe that
the two instances may be examples of the same constructidng pare éu]
([1.DAT/weDAT seenBRD.sGbad]). Though the offenses being apologized for are
different in the two examples, they are nevertheless both minor offensestofid pa

similar types of offenses as defined by Deutschmann (2003), discussed irréharéte

review (see section 2.1.3).

5.1.5.Summary

To summarize this section on apologies in spoken Romanian, the constructions
discussed are only possible constructions used to express apologies, as due b the sma
size of the corpus, there were not enough instances to justify them as constrgctions a
opposed to isolated collocations of lexical items.

Insofar as forms used to express apologies are concerned, we haveseen t
Romanian used different grammatical forms of the same item to distingetween
formal and informal apologies. Thus, the singular form of the verb, dsw&Z (“excuse
(sg.) me”) was used in informal situations and the plural, more polite ®eozdi-ma”
(“excuse (pl.) me”) was used in formal situations. The functions of these &zotayld
be categorized using the revised categories discussed in section 4.1. We haanalso s
that only one expression of apology was used in a specific category, withgbkasi
versus plural variation distinguishing between formal and informal apologies.tibus,
nominal and verbal forms of “scuze” (“pardons/excuse”) was used in apologies in the
“Acknowledging responsibility” category, while “iettama” (“forgive (pl.) me”) was
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used in the “Providing an explanation” category. dara” (“forgive (sg.) me”) was
used in the interruption apology andd'scuza” (“excuse (pl.) me”) in the repair
apology. Finally, yet another explicit expression of apology, in both its sin@olapare
rau” (I.DAT seem.3.sG bad, ‘I'm sorry’) and plural form “ne paréu” (we DAT
seem.3.sc bad, ‘we’re sorry’) was used in standalone apologies.
Whereas the spoken Romanian corpus was a small one, the written one was more
extensive. The following section of the study will discuss the use of apologiegtenw

Romanian discourse.

5.2. Apologies in Written Discourse

The analysis of the written Romanian corpus data yielded 99 instances in which
the explicit apology lexemes were used as part of an apology; the otinstétces were
not part of an apology. Unlike with apologies in spoken Romanian, with written
Romanian we were able to provide constructions used to apologize, as most of the
constructions contained several instances that justify their existence.Wérer also
constructions that only had one occurrence. In those cases, we treated thoseioosstruct
as possible constructions, as we did in our discussion of spoken Romanian. The analyzed
lexemes were part of 15 different constructions used to construe these apdogiall
apology categories that were present in the spoken Romanian corpus weresalsbipre

the written one. This could be seen in Table 34, reiterated in Table 35.
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Table 35

Frequency of Apology Categories in the Romanian Corpora

Occurrences

Category Spoken Written
Acknowledging responsibility 1 9.09% 81 81.82%
Providing an explanation 3 27.27T% 12 12.12%
Interruption apologies 4 36.36% —
Standalone apologies 2 18.18% 1 1.01%
Fictive apologies — 3 3.03%
Denying responsibility — 2 2.02%
Repair apologies 1 9.09% —
Total 11 100.00% 99 100.00%

Only five of the seven categories of apologies were present in thewaditpus.
Three of them, “Acknowledging responsibility,” “Providing an explanation,” and
“Denying responsibility” were part of the responsibility continuum. Unlikéhe spoken
Romanian corpus where only the first two categories were present, alvimeeresent
in the written corpus. The fourth category present in the written corpus waslaftae
apologies.” Finally, there was also one category, “Fictive apologies ivdsonly
present in written discourse, and not in the spoken one.

Our analysis of the apologies in the written Romanian corpus has shown that there
were different types of interactions in which apologies occurred. Onevityieh we
have called written interaction, contained cases in which the author of ttenweitt
was the person producing the apology. The second one, called quoted interaction,

contained cases in which the apology was presented as part of a discourse yttered b
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somebody other than the author of the text and was being quoted. Finally, there avere als
cases in which an interaction was only simulated, and not actually happening, which w
have called fictive interaction. We have already seen that this three-fohtuist also
existed in written English discourse (see section 4.3).

Insofar as the apology categories are concerned, not all categ@aEdaiies
were present in all three types of interactions. Table 36 shows theuietr of the

categories across the three types of interaction.

Table 36

Distribution of Apology Categories in Written, Fictive, and Quoted Interaction in the
Written Romanian Corpus

Occurrences
Written Fictive Quoted

Category Interaction Interaction Interaction Total
Acknowledging responsibility 75 98.68% — 60.00% 81 81.82%
Providing an explanation — — 1260.00% 12 12.12%
Fictive apologies — 3100.00% — 3 3.03%
Denying responsibility 1 1.32% — 15.00 2 2.02%
Standalone apologies — — 15.00% 1 1.01%
Total 76 100.00% 3 100.00% 20 100.00% 99 100.00%

Since the different types of interaction contained different categofiapologies,

we will discuss each type of interaction separately next.
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5.2.1.Apologies in Written Interaction

Table 36 shows that 76 of the 99 instances of apologies in the written Romanian
corpus were used in written interaction situations, those where the author of the writ
piece was addressing the reader. These instances belonged to two categpokxjcds.

We will discuss each category next.

5.2.1.1.The Responsibility Continuum

The most frequent category in written interaction situations in the written
Romanian corpus was by far “Acknowledging responsibility,” with 75 instances
accounting for 98.68% of the apologies used in written interaction. As with spoken
Romanian, the responsibility continuum was also used to analyze apologiesan writ
Romanian.

The apologies in the “Acknowledging responsibility” category were asptby
18 different constructions. This represents a great variety of comstisidHowever, only
8 of these constructions had more than one occurrence in the corpus which would justify
their existence as constructions. Based on our methodology, we will only disess$8t
constructions given in Table 37. This procedure was different only in the case of
apologies in spoken Romanian, as there were not enough examples to justify the
existence of constructions. We have seen in our discussion of apologies in spoken
Romanian that several forms of the same apology lexeme were used. T8ushhe &ase
with written Romanian. We have therefore grouped the different forms used in the

constructions in Table 37 by the lexeme used in the explicit expression of apology.
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Table 37

Constructions Used to Acknowledge Responsibility in Written Interaction in tkteWri
Romanian Corpus

Absolute Relative Frequency

Construction Gloss Frequency (per million words)

scuze

[(ne cerem scuze [(weDAT) ask1®".pL pardons 32 15

(cititorilor/cititorilor (readersbAT/readersDAT

nastri/cititorilor revistei  our.PL.MASC/readersbAT

noastrg pentruNP] magazine®0SSour.SG.FEM)

for NP]

[SENTENCE(n€e) cerem  [SENTENCE (WeDAT) 11 0.51

scuzé ask1°".pL pardon$

[cerand scuzeititorilor ~ [askGERpardons 3 0.14

pentruNP] readersDAT for NP]

[NP pentrucare ne cerem[NP for whichwe DAT 3 0.14

scuzé ask1®".pL pardon$

[scuze pentriNP] [pardons forNP] 3 0.14
ascuza

[scuzai NP] [excusemp.2"°.PL NP] 5 0.23
ne pare fiu

[ne pare &iu pentru/de  [weDAT seenB8™.sGbad 6 0.28

NP] for/of NP]

[ne pare tiu si [wedatseenB™.sgbad 2 0.09

SUBJUNCTIVE.CLAUSE]  SUBJPART

SUBJUNCTIVE.CLAUSE]

As can be seen in Table 37, the constructions used to acknowledge responsibility
used 3 different explicit apology lexemssuzegpardons)a scuzgto excuse)andne
pare riu (I.DAT seem.3.sG bad) A fourth explicit apology expressioigrtasi-mi

(forgiveimp.2"°.pL I.DAT.WEAK) was also present. However, as it had only one instance
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in the corpus, we have not included it in our discussion. The first two are forms of the
same word, the first one being a noun while the second one is a verb. As we have already
discussed in the section on spoken apologies, while in Romanian these two lexames ha
the same root, in English, the gloss of the noun and the verb result in differealt lexic
items, namely “pardons” for the noun “scuze” and “to excuse” for the verb “a.$cuza

The literal translation of the apology expression containing the noun such aefimi
scuze” would be “I ask pardons,” but the more idiomatic translation into English is “I
apologize.” The translation for the apologies containing the verb would besexs”

for “scuzai-ne.” The noun “scuze” (“pardons”) was present in 12 constructions,
accounting for 59 of the 75 apologies in the “Acknowledging responsibilitggoay.

The verb “a scuza” was present in 3 constructions, accounting for 7 apologadly, Fi

“ne pare #u” was present in 2 constructions accounting for 8 apologies, andi“rarta

in one construction with a single occurrence. It seems, therefore, that the nmaf “sc

and the verb “a scuza” are preferred in Romanian constructions used to express
acknowledgment of responsibility. We will discuss each of the construatidrable 37

next.

One of the constructions used to express apologies in the “Acknowledging
responsibility” category had a much higher frequency than the other comstsudthis
construction was f(e) cerem scuzgititorilor/cititorilor no stri/cititorilor revistei
noastrg pentruNP] ([(weDAT) ask1®".pL pardons(readersbAT/readersbAT
our.PL.MASC/readersDAT magazine,ossour.SG.FEM) for NP]). The apology is addressed
to the readers, which was sometimes marked in the construction as recipient. The

recipient seemed to be optional in the construction. When it was present, it wasexkpres
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by one of three variations, namely “cititorilor” (readers:, ‘to the readers’), “cititorilor
nostri” (readersDAT ourPL.MASC, ‘to our readers’) and “cititorilor revistei noastre”
(reader®AT magazin®0SsoursG.FEM, ‘to the readers of our magazine’). There were 11
apologies containing the recipient and 21 without it. An example without thpeersicis
given in (106).

(106) Ne cerem scuze pentru eroarea conds

weDAT ask.f'.pL pardons for error.BFART committedsEm

‘We apologize for the error.’
(CRBS, ecorom-s157177)

Examples such as the one in (106) appeared in instances in which a magazine was

apologizing to readers for errors and mistakes in the magazine. The conistcoctiains
the plural form of the explicit expression of apology, “ne cerem scuzebfwe.
ask.BT1.pL pardons, ‘we apologize’). This is followed by the preposition “pentru” (“for”),
and the noun phrase “eroarea carh{éthe error”). By acknowledging the error and
apologizing, the writer acknowledges responsibility for this error in theeradrtihe entire
magazine. The second noun phrase in the construction was a restricted one. The most
common instantiations were “eroarea carh{grror.DEFART committedrem, ‘the
error’), “aceast greseah” (this.FEM mistake, ‘this mistake’), and “eventualele
inconveniere” (possiblerL.FEM.DEFART inconveniences, ‘possible inconveniences’)
among others. The fragment in (107) is an example of this construction with thentecipie
present.

(107) Cerem scuze cititorilor pentru eroarea conds

ask.f".pL pardons reademsaT for error.[BFART committedeEM

‘We apologize to our readers for the error.’
(CRBS, ecoromB-s 775539)

Similar to the construction in (106), Example (107) starts with the explicit

expression of apology. However, a recipient, “cititorilor” (readevs, ‘to our readers’)
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is present, followed by the same preposition “pentru” (“for”) and the same second noun
phrase “eroarea condis(error.DEFART committedreEm, ‘the error’).

Another construction expressing the acknowledgment in a noun phraseewas [
pare riu pentru/deNP] ([weDAT seenB™°.sGbad for/ofNP]). This apology functioned
similarly to the first one discussed, and was mostly used to apologizelérs éar
troubles caused by the magazine. An example is given in (108).

(108) Sebastian Cristi Moa#, Craiova:
‘Sebastian Cristi Moa#, Craiova’

Ne pare riu pentru necazurile pe care
weDAT seem.®.sG bad for troubles.BFART on which

le- avut inleditura cu primirea
DEFART.WEAK have.RSTPART in connexion with receiving.EFART

revistei noastre.
magazineg20Ss ourFEM

‘We are sorry for the troubles you had with receiving our magazine
(CRBS, ecoromB-s235978)

The fragment in (108) is from a segment in a magazine in which the writer
answers questions received from readers. Here, the writer apologifies fact that
there were problems with delivering the magazine subscription to the reader. The
construction begins with the explicit expression of apology, “ne parfgwe DAT
seem.8.sG bad, ‘we are sorry’), followed by the preposition “pentru” (“for”) and a noun
phrase that identifies the offense and also acknowledges responsibilityu“pentr
necazurile pe care le - avut indaga cu primirea revistei noastre” (“for the troubles you
had with receiving our magazine”). The explicit expression of apology is used in the
plural form, “ne pareau” (“we are sorry”), as the writer apologizes on behalf of the

entire magazine, not only his or her own. The choice of the lexical item “neapare r
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(weDAT seem.¥.sG bad, “we are sorry”) as opposed to “ne cerem scuzebfwe.
ask.BT.pL pardons, “we apologize”) used in the constructions in examples (106) and
(107) makes this apology more personal, as it is addressed to a specific persatiaibeba
Cristi Moarta, Craiova.” The apology in (106) and (107) were addressed to readers in
general. Also the offense is more specific in (108), namely not sending out the
magazines, as opposed to just general errors in (106) and (107).
The next two constructions to be discussed contain shorter forms of the explicit
expressions of apology “ne sctizg‘excuse us”) and “ne cerem scuze” (“we
apologize”). Thus,dcuzai NP] ([excusemp.2"°.pL NP]) contains the lexeme “scu?a
(“excuse”) as opposed to the full “ne sctiz@iexcuse us”), andgcuze pentriNP]
([pardons forNP]) contains only “scuze” (“pardons”). These two constructions are used
to mend speaking offenses, which are less severe than the offenses discussed so fa
which could account for the presence of the short forms of the lexical expressions. An
example of the first constructiorsdquzai NP] ([excuseNP]), is given in (109).
(109) Ceide la Antena 1 au mutat filmele indiene vineri seara, ca sa-i

“caroteze” ratingul

‘The people at Antena 1 have moved the Indian films to Friday night

so that they cheat’

(scuzati expresid)

excusamp.2'’.pL expression.BFART

‘excuse the expressidh

vedetei Pro TV.

‘Pro TV star’s rating.’
(CRBS, ecorom-s69620)

In this example, the author apologizes for the use of the vedatsteze” (“to
cheat”) by using the constructiosciuzai NP] ([excusamp.2"°.pL NP]). The verb for

whose use the author apologized is a loan word from French and can be considered slang.

220



However, the author used such an expression on purpose, and therefore the apology itself
is a staged one, meant to highlight the action expressed by the loan word. Whé “scuz
expresia” (“excuse the expression”) is a formulaic expression, “eap(ehe

expression”) was not the only instantiation of the noun phrase in the construction.
Nonetheless, the noun phrase was restricted in the construction to noun phrases
semantically linked to the concept of a speaking offense, such as “tonul agresiv”
(“aggressive tone”), “fraza” (“the phrase”), and “cuvantul” (“the word”).

The [scuze pentriNP] ([pardons forNP]) construction was also used in such
situations, though less frequently, as it appeared 3 times in the corpus, as opposéd to the
occurrences of thes§uzai NP] ([excusamp.2"”.pL NP]) construction. An example of the
[scuze pentriNP] ([pardons forNP]) construction can be seen in (110).

(110) Antena 1 a spart audign
‘Antena 1 has blown away the ratings’

(scuze pentru sintagma uzéi)
pardons for phraseHPART worn-outFem
‘sorry for the overused phrase’

cu Titanic.

‘with Titanic.’
(CRBS, ecorom-s4254)

Similar to the $cuzai NP] ([excusemp.2"”.pL NP]) construction, the noun phrase
in the [scuze pentriNP] ([pardons forNP]) construction was also semantically
constrained to speaking offenses. The other examples of noun phrases used in the corpus
were “aceagtabsurditate” (“this absurdity”) and “termenul vulgar” (“the vulgar phiase
However, in thegcuze pentriNP] ([pardons forNP]) construction, the noun phrases
specify more clearly the offense as the speaking offense is lesgbiefeAlso, the noun

phrases are less formulaic in this construction as opposed sxtizi[ NP]
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([excusemp.2"°.pL NP]). This difference in the noun phrases use may account for the
different apology lexeme used, and justify the fact tbawfa NP] ([excusamp.2"°.pL
NP]) and pcuze pentriNP] ([pardons forNP]) are separate constructions.

The next constructioncgrand scuzeititorilor pentruNP] (J[askGER pardons
readersDAT for NPY]), is interesting in that a gerund form of the explicit expression of
apology is used, which was not used in the spoken Romanian corpus. This construction is
used in conjunction with a phrase in which the author states that the magazine is fixing
the offense for which the apology and the acknowledgment expressed by thectionstr
were intended. This can be seen in (111).

(111) Facem cuvenitele rectifid,
‘We are making the required corrections’

cerand scuze cititorilor pentru eventualele negiceri
askGER pardons readersaT for possible.BFART troubles
cauzate.

causedsEM.PL

‘apologizing to our readers for possible troubles we have caused’
(CRBS, ecoromB-s374434)

Thus, the author starts out in (111) with the statement that the magazine is making
the required corrections, which is an offer of reparation, followed by the apology
expressed by theg¢rand scuzeititorilor pentruNP] ([askGER pardons readersAT for
NP]) construction. The entity to whom the apology is addressed is expressed in the
construction by the recipient “cititorilor” (“to the readers”), simil@aithe construction
[(ne) cerem scuzgititorilor/cititorilor no stri/cititorilor revistei noastrg pentruNP]

([(weDAT) ask1®".pL pardons(readersbAT/readersbAT our.PL.MASC/readerspAT
magazine,ossour.SG.FEM) for NP]) discussed previously in this section. The first noun

phrase is followed by the preposition “pentru” (“for”) and the second noun phrase which

222



identifies the offense, in this case “eventualele doepl cauzate” (“possible troubles we
have caused”).

All the constructions in the “Acknowledging responsibility” categoscdssed so
far started with the explicit expression of apology and continued with a noun phrase
containing the acknowledgment of the offense. However, there was one construttion tha
highlighted the offense by placing it before the explicit expression of apology. T
construction was [NPentrucarene cerem scu}€NP for whichwe DAT ask1®".pL
pardong), and it occurred 3 times in the corpus. This is exemplified in (112).

(112) Eroarea, pentru care ne cerem  scuze
error.DEFART for which weDAT ask.f".pL pardons
‘The error, for which we apologize,’
a fost cauzatde publicarea cu intarziere@punsului care a fost
redactat inainte de apgaiin Monitorul Official

‘was caused by the delayed publication of the reply which had been

prepared before the law appeared in Monitorul Oficial.’
(CRBS, ecoromB-s747251)

“Erorarea” (“the error”) is being highlighted in this construction, as the author
starts the sentence with this noun phrase. The noun phrase is used as givenanformati
and it refers back to an explanation of the error given in the context. This noun phrase
identifies and acknowledges the offense. It is followed by “pentru careem seuze”

(NP for which wepaT ask.f".pL pardons, ‘for which we apologize’). This segment of the
construction contains a pronominal reference to the offense by the use oétbraef
“pentru care” (“for which”) followed by the explicit expression of apology “nece
scuze” (wepAT ask.f".pL pardons, ‘we apologize’). The other two noun phrases that
occurred in this construction were “geala” (“mistake”) and “ciugtenie” (“weirdness”).

Due to the fact that the offense and acknowledgment are highlighted, this caorstruct
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can be placed closer to the acknowledging responsibility end of the respgnsibilit
continuum than all the other constructions discussed for this category.

Such highlighting of the offense was not expressed only in a noun phrase. The
second most frequent apology in the “Acknowledging responsibility” categpressed
the offense in a sentence completely separate from the sentence conlkerarplicit
expression of apology. The construction waaN[&ENCE (n€) cerem SCU4€[SENTENCE
(weDAT) ask1°".pL pardong). Unlike the [NPpentrucarene cerem scu}¢[NP for
whichwe DAT ask1®".pL pardong) construction in which the offense was expressed in a
noun phrase, this construction expresses the offense in a full sentence. We hdye alrea
discussed the difference between profiling entities through reificayiooiminalization
versus processes as described by Langacker (1991) (see section 4.2.1.1usTimetlfigc
[NP pentrucarene cerem scuf¢]NP for whichwe DAT ask1®'.pL pardong)
construction was on the result of the offense, whereas in thegScE (ne) cerem
scuzé ([SENTENCE (weDAT) ask1®".pL pardong) construction the focus is on the actual
performance of the offense. An example is given in (113).

(113) Precizare: intr-o versiune anteridararticolului, numele lui Gabriel
Hilote era asociat in mod eronat cu Compania de Congugiahudit,
‘Note: in a previous version of this article, Gabriel Hilote’s name was
wrongly associated with the Company of Consulting and Audit’
facem cuvenita recificargi  ne cerem  scuze.

make.2".pL proper.EFART correctionand weaT ask.f'.pL pardons

‘we are making the required correction and we apologize.’
(CRBS, ecoromB-s747251)

In Example (113), the author starts out with a sentence in which the error is
identified, namely that somebody’s name was wrongly associated with arcpripis
was followed by a statement that a correction is being made, followed bypiit ex

expression of apology “ne cerem scuze” (we.ask.f'.pL pardons, ‘we apologize’).
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Finally, the last construction that had at least two instances in the corpulsevas a
different than the ones previously discussed. Thusn@dre fiu si
SUBJUNCTIVE.CLAUSE] ([weDAT seenB™.sG bad SUBJPART SUBJUNCTIVE.CLAUSE])
construction does not contain the acknowledgment in a noun phrase, but in a subjunctive
clause. This type of clause is specific to Romanian, and romance languggesral. In
Romanian, the subjunctive is formed by the subjunctive pastidiglowed by the verb
in the subjunctive mood (GwRomalo, 2005). The subjunctive mostly occurs in
subordinate subjunctive clauses {GRomalo, 2008). This construction was used to
express apologies that meant to mend breaches in expectations. An example of this
construction is given in (114).

(114) Cat private celelalte aspecte sesizate ,
‘Insofar as the other aspects pointed out are concerned,’

ne pare rau sa va
weDAT seem.¥.sG bad $BIPART you.2”.pPL.ACC

dezamigim din nou,
disappointsuBa1®’.pLof new

‘we are sorry we disappoint you again’

dar nu ave dreptate

‘but you are mistaken.’
(CRBS, ecoromB-s747817)

The use of the subjunctive in the clause containing the acknowledgment of
responsibility makes the acknowledgment less factive, due to the irrediing ©f the
subjunctive form of the verb. Consequently, this construction can be placed the furthest
away from the acknowledging responsibility end of the responsibility continuum

The conclusion that can be drawn from the analysis of the apologies in the

“Acknowledging responsibility” category is that these apologiesahhighly specialized
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use, namely to acknowledge responsibility for errors and mistakes made in previous
editions of the magazine. However, we have seen that this function was carriech@ut usi
a variety of constructions.

The other category from the responsibility continuum, “Denying respditsibi
had only one apology. Though we mostly discussed only those constructions containing
at least two instances in the corpus so far, we will nevertheless discusstidmge as it
is the only one example in a category of apologies. Since there is not enough ewdence t
justify the existence of a construction, we are only proposing what may be lgossi
construction. The apology expressing a denial of responsibility is given in (115).

(115) Petrescu Lucia Mdalina, Targovste:
‘Petrescu Lucia Mdalina, Targovste:’

Ne pare rau, dar nu putem publica astfel de
weDAT seem.B3.sG bad but no can®lpL publish such of

anunturi n Capital
announcements in Capital

‘We are sorry, but we cannot publish such announcements in

Capital’
(CRBS, ecoromB-s880053)

In Example (115), the author is answering letters from readers. He a@sdoi
not being able to fulfill her request to publish an announcement in the magazine. The
construction starts with the plural form of the explicit expression of apologydiee
riu” (we DAT seem.3.sc bad, ‘we are sorry’) followed by a clause introduced by “dar”
(“but”) and containing the modal “nu putem” (“we cannot”) which suggests that the
reasons for not publishing are outside his abilities. The possible construction used in t
example would benfe pare tiu darnu putenVERB-INF OBJ] ([weDAT seenB™®.sGbad

but no canl®.pL VERB-INF OBJ)).
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5.2.1.2.Summary

Now that we have discussed the constructions used to express apologies in the
two categories belonging to the responsibility continuum in written interaet®ican
place these constructions on the continuum. Only those constructions that hadwableast

occurrences in the corpus were included. The position of the constructions is given in

Figure 9.
Acknowledging Providing an Denying
responsibility explanation responsibility

a | [SENTENCE (n€) cerem scu3€[SENTENCE (weDAT) ask1%".pL pardon$)
° | [NP pentrucare ne cerem scuzgNP for which weDAT ask1®".pL pardong)

° [(ne) cerem scuzititorilor/cititorilor no stri/cititorilor revistei noastrg pentruNP] ([((wedat)ask1®".pL pardons
(readersDAT/readersDAT our.PL.MASC/readersDAT magazingossour.SG.FEM) for NPJ)
[ne pare &iu pentru/deNP] (weDAT seenB™.sG bad for/ofNP])
[scuzali NP] ([excusemp.2"°.pL NP])
[cerand scuzeititorilor pentruNP] ([askGER pardons readersAT for NP])
[scuze pentriNP] ([pardons forNP])

@ | [ne pare #iu si SUBJUNCTIVE.CLAUSE ]([weDAT seenB™.sG bad SUBJPART SUBJUNCTIVE.CLAUSE])

Acknowledging

Categories responsibility

Figure 9. The placement of the constructions in written interaction situations in written
discourse on the responsibility continuum

We have so far discussed the use of apologies in written interaction situations i
the written corpus. Only two apology categories were present, nameipddtedging
responsibility” and “Denying responsibility.” Though there was no ingarfi¢he
“Providing an explanation” category, we have shown that a responsibility contraum

also be used for written Romanian. Also, “Acknowledging responsibility” pravée &
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very frequent category, with a large variety of constructions used to expeess t
apologies. Finally, this category was used in very specialized situationslynam
apologizing for errors and mistakes in the magazine. Figure 9 suggests thag in thes
contexts there is greater acknowledgment of responsibility. These fnalieglifferent

from those in our previous study on apologies in Romanian which investigated the use of
apologies in the context of interactions among friends using data collecteeamg of a
Discourse Completion Test (Demeter, 2006). In that study we found that the apology
category “Denying responsibility” was more frequent than any otitegory. This
difference in the findings suggests that the context in which apologies ocgixema
important. Also, the difference may also be due to the different methodologies used in t
two studies, namely analyzing elicited apologies in the first studyrsadgzang naturally

occurring language in the present study.

5.2.2.Apologies in Fictive Interaction

Three apologies in the written corpus were used in situations that were sighulat
an interaction. We have called this type of interaction fictive interactisthéapologies
themselves were not real, but rather fictive, the apologies occurring iggaisft
interaction were part of one category, namely fictive apologies. Only oneuiitst

was used to express such apologies, and it is given in Table 38.
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Table 38

Construction Used to Construe Fictive Apologies in the Written Romanian Corpus

Absolute  Relative Frequency
Construction English Equivalent Frequency (per million words)

[imi/ne pare tiu dar CLAUSE] [l.DAT/weDAT seenB™.sG 3 0.14
bad butCLAUSE]

The construction in Table 38 used both the singular form of the explicit
expression of apology, “imi pargu;” (1.DAT seem.3.sc bad, ‘I'm sorry’) and the
second uses the plural form, “ne pane,'t (weDAT seem.3.sc bad, ‘we’re sorry’). This
difference, however, does not denote different levels of formality, as the dstirscat
the level of the speaker, namely one person apologizing (singular) versutharoome
person apologizing (plural), and not at the level of the addressee as we haweosieen i
examples. An example of thir{i/ne pare &iu dar CLAUSE] ([I.DAT/weDAT seenB™".sG
bad butCLAUSE]) construction is given in (116).

(116) Raspunsurile care se primesc in astfel de gitsana cam gaa: Cand ?
Samlita asta?
‘The answers one gets in such situations sound something like this:
When? This Saturday?’
Imi  pare rau, dar sunt arvunit

I.DAT seem.®.sG bad but am handseled

‘I'm sorry, but I'm already committed’
(CRBS, ecoromB-s246386)

In this example, the author of the written piece suggests possible answers that one
can give. Unfortunately, we did not have access to a larger context in ordebtislesta
the exact situation for which such answers can be given. The author creates a
hypothetical space containing a hypothetical situation. Both the question andvilee ans

are also hypothetical. Consequently, the apology is a fictive one. The apologcouty
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in the blended space that is created by the author. The construction starts dlg wit

“wn

explicit expression of apology, “imi parau” (I.DAT seem.8D.SG bad, ‘I'm sorry’)
followed by “dar” (“but”) and a clause that provides a reason for the apology: “sunt
arvunit” (“I'm committed”).

While in (116) there was only one person apologizing, and therefore the singular
form of the pronoun was used in the explicit expression of apology, “imifgfg1’'m
sorry”), in (117) the apology is in the name of an auto club, not in one’s personal nhame,
and therefore the plural pronoun is used, “ne parg (“‘we’re sorry”).

(117) Dac sunai la clubul automobilistic partener din Germania, de
exemplugsi le spuné ca ai ramas in pa#, primul lucru pe care il
intreald este da& avei scrisori de credit. Dacle spuné ca nu,
raspunsul va fi invariabil:
‘If you call the partner auto club in Germany, for example, and tell
them your car broke down, the first thing they ask is whether you have
credit letters. If you say no, the answer will invariably be:’
Ne pare rau, dar nu venim

weDAT seem.®.sG bad but no come3lpL

‘We’'re sorry, but we're not coming.’
(CRBS, ecoromB-s748372)

In (117), we can see that an entire fictive interaction is being simulated in a
hypothetical space. In this space, there are two participants, namelwtreofla broken
down car and an auto club in Germany. The situation focuses on what the answer may be
if the driver asked for assistance. One of the two input spaces is repregeitted b
situation in which a driver is interacting with an auto club. The second input spade is tha
of the author writing the editorial in which the apology is created. However, mibst of
characteristics of the blended space are taken from the first input spamelythe
characteristic taken from the input space in which the author is writihg tepic the

editorial is about, namely auto assistance abroad. The apology given fotitiee fic
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offense of not assisting the driver starts out with the explicit expressi@ologgy “ne
pare Bu,” (weDAT seem.8D.SG bad, ‘we’re sorry’) followed by “dar,” (“but”) and the
clause “nu venim” (*we’re not coming”). The use of the plural form of the explic
expression of apology suggests that the apology is made in the name of theuemtire a
club, and not in the personal name of the person on the phone.

Through there were only three instances of fictive apologies, they neesghel
show that apologies can also occur in fictive interaction, in a blended spacd bretite

author of the written piece.

5.2.3.Apologies in Quoted Interaction

Only 20 out of the 99 apologies in the written corpus occurred in quoted
interaction. Four categories of apologies present in the written corpupnesent in
guoted interaction. The most frequent category was “Providing an explanation,”
accounting for 60.00% of all apologies used in this type of interaction. This categer

not present at all in written interaction. Each of the categories willdoesied next.

5.2.3.1.The Responsibility Continuum

As we have seen in the discussion of the responsibility continuum in written
interaction, only the categories “Acknowledging responsibility” andrieg
responsibility” were present. However, in quoted interaction, all three casdorming
the responsibility continuum were present. We will start, as we have in preecisns,
with the “Acknowledging responsibility” end of the continuum. The apologies in this

category were expressed by 5 different constructions. However, only ohedad
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occurrences, and therefore met the minimum requirement we set forth in the method

section. The construction is given in Table 39.

Table 39

Construction Used to Acknowledge Responsibility in Quoted Interaction in thenritt
Romanian Corpus

Absolute  Relative Frequency

Construction English Equivalent Frequency (per million words)
[imi cer scuze@€CLAUSE dar [I.DAT ask1®.sGpardons 2 0.09
CLAUSE] that CLAUSE but CLAUSE]

An example of theifni cer scuze@ CLAUSE dar CLAUSE] ([I.DAT ask1®'.sG
pardons thalCLAUSE but CLAUSE]) is provided in (118).

(118) ,imicer scuze @ va retin mai
|.DAT ask.£".sG pardons that you'2.pL.acc keep.£'.sGc more

mult, dar bilan tul este necesar”
much but balance-sheeEBART is  necessary

‘| apologize that | am keeping you longer, but the balance sheet is
necessary.’
(CRBS, ecorom-s117681)

In this example, the writer is quoting a fragment from a dialogue with an
accountant in which the accountant apologizes for keeping the author longerdgthas

“wn

explicit expression of apology “imi cer scuze’b@dT ask.f".sG pardons, ‘1 apologize’)
followed by the acknowledgment in a clause, V& retin mai mult” (“that | am keeping
you longer”). Finally, the last part of the construction is introduced by thermctign
“dar” (“but”), which provides an explanation for the just acknowledged offense: “dar
bilantul este necesar” (“I apologize that | am keeping you longer, but the baleetes

necessary”).
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The presence of a clause with the verb conjugated in the first person would place
this construction close to the “Acknowledging responsibility” end of the rmoun.
Though there is no pronoun present in the Romanian construictipogr scuzed
CLAUSE dar CLAUSE] ([1.DAT ask1®".sG pardons thatCLAUSE but CLAUSE]), the first
person reference is present in the verb, as verbs in Romanian have person and number
suffixes, as the language is highly inflectional. Due to these morphdlogackings on
the verb, the presence of an actual subject noun or pronoun is optional in Romanian.
However, the construction also contains a clause introduced by “dar” (“butte Si
semantically the conjunction “dar” (“but”) suggests a contradiction, thseld
introduces provides an explanation for the offense being acknowledged in thiadisst ¢
Due to the presence of this explanation, this construction is further awayhigom t
extreme end of the “Acknowledging responsibility” end of the continuum than other
constructions containing only an acknowledgment of responsibility and no explanation.

The other end of the continuum is “Denying responsibility,” which will be
discussed next. The analysis of the data resulted in only one apology belongigsg to thi
category in quoted interaction. The possible construction used to express this apology
was fmi pare viu dar CLAUSE si nu potVERB-INF OBJ] ([1.DAT seenB°.sG bad but
CLAUSE andno can1®".sGVERB-INFOBJ]). This construction is similar to another
possible construction used in this category in fictive interaction in thieewfRomanian
corpus, namelyrfe pare tiu darnu putenVERB-INFOBJ] ([weDAT seenB™.sc bad but
no can1®".pL VERB-INF OBJ]). What is different about théni pare giu dar CLAUSE si nu
potVERB-INFOBJ] ([I.DAT seenB™®.sG bad butCLAUSE andno can1®.sGVERB-INF

OBJ)) is the existence of a clause introduced by “dar” (“but”) betweenxplce
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expression of apology, “imi parau’ (I.DAT seem.3.sG bad, “I'm sorry”) and the modal
verb “nu pot” (“cannot”) that expresses the denial. This can be seen in (119).
(119) Prima zi de lucru la Coca-Cola a debutat cu un telefon la companie,
pentru a le spune
‘The first work day at Coca-Cola started with a phone call to the
company to tell them’

“Imi pare r au, dar sctia mea
|.DAT seem.®.sG bad but wife.BFART |.POSSFEM

~ .1}

naste si  nu pot s vin
give-birth.3°.sc and no can’l.sc SUBJPART comesuBl1®.sG

‘I'm sorry, but my wife is giving birth and | cannot come.’
(CRBS, ecoromB-s348407)

In this example, the explicit expression of apology “imi pawé ¢l.DAT
seem.3.scbad, ‘I'm sorry’) is followed by both a clause “datisanea ngte” (“but my
wife is giving birth”) and the modal verb “nu pot” (“I cannot”). Thus, the speakdr fir
lays the responsibility on the fact that his wife is giving birth, and then elplienies
responsibility for not showing up for work in the negative modal expression “nd pot s
vin” (“I cannot come”).

Finally, the “Providing an explanation” category is somewhere in between
“Acknowledging responsibility” and “Denying responsibility” on the rasgbility
continuum. This category was the most frequent one in quoted interaction, with 65.22%
of the apologies. Also, this category had the greatest variety of possilsieuctions
used to express these apologies. Unfortunately, there were enough instansiy the

existence of only one construction. The construction is given in Table 40.
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Table 40

Construction Used to Provide an Explanation in Quoted Interaction in the Written
Romanian Corpus

Absolute  Relative Frequency

Construction English Equivalent Frequency (per million words)
[ne pare tiu dar CLAUSE] [weDAT seenB3*.sGbad 6 0.28
but CLAUSE]

The constructionr{e pare #iu dar CLAUSE] ([weDAT seen8™.sc bad but
CLAUSE]) contains an explicit expression of apology followed by a clause introduced by
“dar” (“but”), which is similar to constructions in spoken Romanian used to express
apologies in the “Providing an explanation” category. An example of this commstrie
given in (120).

(120) Ne pare riu, dar domnul presedinte
weDAT seem.¥.sG bad but mister.BFART president

va fi toata ziua n intalniri
wantaux.3*°.sG be allFEM day.DEFART in meetings

‘We’'re sorry, but the president will be in meetings all day.’
(CRBS, ecoromB-s694324)

In this example, the president’s press officer is apologizing in the name of hi
office that the president is not available using the explicit expression afggpole pare
riu” (we DAT seem.3.sc bad, “we’re sorry”) and provides the explanation “dar domnul
presedinte va fi toat ziua n Tntalniri” (*but the president will be in meetings all day”).

Now that we have discussed the different constructions used to express apologies
in the “Acknowledging responsibility,” “Providing an explanation,” and “Denying

responsibility” categories, we can place them on the responsibility continudyn. O
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constructions occurring at least twice in the corpus are shown. Their position is

represented graphically in Figure 10.

Acknowledging Providing an Denying
responsibility explanation responsibility

° | [SENTENCE (n€) cerem scu3€[SENTENCE (weDAT) ask1®".pL pardon3)
° | [NP pentrucare ne cerem scuzgNP for which weDAT ask1®".pL pardong)

a [(ne) cerem scuzgeititorilor/cititorilor no stri/cititorilor revistei noastrg pentruNP] ([(we dat)ask1®".pL pardons
(readersDAT/readersDAT our.PL.MASC/readersDAT magazingossour.SG.FEM) for NPJ)
[ne pare &iu pentru/deNP] (weDAT seen8™.sG bad for/ofNP])
[scuzali NP] ([excusemp.2".pL NP])
[cerand scuzeititorilor pentruNP] ([askGER pardons readersAT for NP])
[scuze pentriNP] ([pardons forNP])

° | [ne pare iu si SUBJUNCTIVE.CLAUSE ]([WeDAT seenB™.sG bad SUBJPART SUBJUNCTIVE.CLAUSE])

° | [Tmi cer scuze@CLAUSE dar CLAUSE] ([| apologize thatCLAUSE but CLAUSE])

. Acknowledging Providing an
Categories ‘ responsibility explanation

[ne pare @iu dar CLAUSE J([we're sorry butCLAUSE])

Figure 10. The placement of constructions on the responsibility continuum in written
Romanian discourse

The two constructions that were introduced in Figure 10 after our discussion of
apologies in quoted interaction are constructions 5 and 6. These two constructions are
further away from the acknowledging responsibility end of the continuum. Also, the
category “Providing an explanation” was only present in quoted interaction initbenwr

corpus and in spoken discourse.
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5.2.3.2.Standalone Apologies

The last category present in quoted interaction in the written Romanian corpus
was that of “Standalone apologies.” There was only one instance of this apotbgy
corpus, and therefore the construction used to express this apology is only a foglotheti
one: jertasi-md] ([forgiveivp.2"°.pPL I.AcC]). This construction was not used as a
standalone apology in the spoken Romanian corpus. The apology using this construction
is given in (121).

(121) Vrem % intram n patru labgi cu
want.3°.pL SUBJPART enter.83°.pL in four legs and with

fundul gol, iertati- ma, 1n UE
bottom.DEFART naked forgive.?.pL I.Acc in EU

‘We want to enter the EU on all fours and with a naked bottom,

forgive me’
(CRBS, ecorom-s411721)

The apology “ierta-ma” (forgive.2°.pL I.ACc, ‘forgive me’) in Example (121) is

used to mend a speaking offense, namely that the speaker has used coage.langu

5.3.Conclusions

The aim of this chapter was to answer the second question of the present study,
that is what constructions are used to express explicit apologies in Romanias. In t
section, we will summarize our main findings on apologies in Romanian and make a
cross-linguistic comparison of the forms and functions of apologies in Romanian and
English.

The revised taxonomy that was used for analyzing apologies in English proved
useful for the analysis of apologies in Romanian, as well. Also, the categbries

apologies found in English were also present in Romanian, except for “Co-constructed
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apologies.” However, the lack of this category does not necessarily mean t@aréneo
co-constructed apologies in Romanian. Rather, this is due to the fact that the spoken
Romanian corpus was a small one, and that it contained mostly media related eliscours
and less spontaneous informal conversation found in the SBCSAE with spoken English.
The presence of the other three categories that have not been previousigriepor
studies on apologies, namely “Repair apologies,” “Interruption apologies,“Factive
apologies” in both English and Romanian suggest that these categories araedrahd a
be used across languages.

Due to the fact that the Romanian and English corpora were of different sizes, it
was not possible to compare raw frequencies of apology categories therdso
languages. However, it was possible to compare the proportions of the different
categories in the two languages. Thus, while “Acknowledging responsibility'tivea
most frequent category in both English and Romanian, the proportion of this was much
larger in Romanian (74.55% of all apologies in Romanian) than in English (only
22.98%). “Providing an explanation” contained 13.64% of the apologies in Romanian,
and 18.95% of those in English, whereas “Denying responsibility” contained 1.82% of
the apologies in Romanian and 3.23% in English. In terms of the responsibility
continuum, we can say that in Romanian apologies clustered more on the acknawledgin
responsibility end, whereas in English they spread somewhat moreyeapralis the
continuum.

Insofar as the use of the other categories is concerned, “Standalone apologie
had a much lower proportion in Romanian (2.73%) than in English (18.95%). This low

percentage suggests that Romanian speakers prefer more elaboratespotoch
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seems to be confirmed by the large percentage of the “Acknowledging rgdpgghs
category. The “Interruption apologies” category was only present in spoken désgours
both Romanian and English. This is not surprising, as even though we have shown that
there is interaction in written discourse, interruptions only occur in faces¢éo-fa
interaction, which is not possible in writing. “Repair apologies” were ordgeatt in the
spoken Romanian corpus, but they were present in both spoken and written corpora in
English. However, repair apologies were used differently in the writtendBrggrpus
than in both Romanian and English spoken corpora, in that their use was intentional,
meant to highlight the author’s point or opinion in an editorial. This use was not found in
the Romanian written corpus. Finally, apologies in the “Fictive apologi¢sfcey
functioned in different contexts in the two languages. Thus, in English a specified
individual was in a fictive interaction with the author of the written piece, whénea
Romanian the interaction was a hypothetical, generic one between speakelsaotkies t
author. The conclusion we can draw is that apologies in the two languages displayed bot
similarities and differences regarding the use of the different apcokitggories.

Insofar as the forms used to express apologies in Romanian are concereed, the
was a great variety of constructions used in the different apology datedorthe case
of spoken discourse, we discussed the different forms and only proposed hypdothetica
constructions due to the lack of enough examples that would justify the existence of the
constructions. In the case of the written corpus, we have described actual tionstruc
used to express apologies, as the larger corpus provided sufficient examples.

Looking at the specific constructions used in the two languages, we found that the

constructions used in both spoken and written Romanian seem to be language specific.
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Overall, the main difference between the way constructions are used in Romasien ve
English was that Romanian uses different morphological forms of one and the same
lexical item to express different degrees of formality, whereasdbngtes different
lexical items to achieve such distinctions. For example, in Romanian, the verb in the
explicit expression of apology was used in the second person singular forir(idgrt
forgiveimp.2"°.sG I.Acc, ‘forgive (sg) me’) to express an informal apology, and in the
second person plural form (“iettani,” forgive.mp.2"°.pL I.Acc, ‘forgive (pl) me’) to
express a formal apology. Instead, formality in English was achieved bythsing
explicit expression of apology “I'm sorry” in less formal situations versaptiogize”
in formal situations, for example. This difference has also resulted iregueatety of
forms used in different constructions in Romanian as opposed to English. Overall, formal
apologies were overwhelmingly more frequent in the Romanian corpora, whereas th
proportion of formal versus informal apologies was more equal in the English corpora.
Furthermore, the presence of an indirect object pronoun in the explicit expressions of
apology is optional in Romanian, both “imi cer scuzeSAt.ask.BT.sG pardons, ‘I
apologize’) and “cer scuze” (ask1sG pardons, ‘I apologize’) being used, which also
contributed to the variety of constructions. These findings confirm claims ofritpedge
specificity of constructions made by studies comparing Russian to Englisévich,
2010) as well as Thai to English (Timyam & Bergen, 2010).

Differences between the two languages could also be found in the way forms
were used within specific functions. One notable difference was that unlikpaleyies
belonging to the “Standalone apologies” category in both spoken and written English,

which used a variety of lexical items (see Table 21 in section 4.2.2), thelstenda
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apologies were construed using only one lexical item in spoken Romanian and another
one in written Romanian. In spoken Romanian, the expression used was “indupare r
(1.oAT seem.¥.sc bad, ‘I'm sorry’), with the variation “ne paréu” (we DAT

seem.8.sG bad, ‘we’re sorry’) when the apology was uttered on behalf of more than one
person. In written Romanian, “iettana” (forgive.2ND.PL I.ACC, ‘forgive (pl) me’) was

used.

There were also differences in the types of constructions used to acknowledge
responsibility in the written corpora. Thus, unlike in English, where the
acknowledgement was given in the form of a gerund clause, most of the constructions in
the written Romanian corpus expressed the acknowledgment in the form of a noun
phrase. However, according to Langacker (1991) both gerund clauses and noun phrases
are nominalizations, and therefore function similarly as opposed to verbs, whidbalescr
processes. Besides these types of constructions, there was also one mnstrwttich
the acknowledgment was expressed in a subjunctive clagspafe tiu sz
SUBJUNCTIVE.CLAUSE] ([weDAT seenB™”.sG bad SUBJPART SUBJUNCTIVE.CLAUSE]), a
type of clause specific to Romanian and romance languages in general.

There were, nonetheless, some characteristics of constructions used t@apolog
in Romanian that were similar to constructions in English. For example, thenpttee
constructions used to express interruption apologies was the same in the twgdangua
in that there was first an utterance produced by one speaker followeddnnd se
utterance produced by a different speaker that interrupted the first oogbéils
cataphoric apologies (the interruption starting with the explicit egjme®f apology)

and anaphoric apologies (the expression of apology being uttered afteethgpiin)
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were used in both Romanian and English. What was different in the way interruption
apologies were expressed in Romanian as opposed to English was that in Romamnian ther
was a discourse marker at the start of the turn of the speaker who is interingome
instances this was “mhi,” (“uhm?”), in other instances it was “deci” (:s&@hother

similarity between the two languages was the use of the conjunction “dat”)(in

Romanian and “but” in English to introduce clauses that provide an explanation for the
offense that lead to the apology.

The written Romanian corpus also contained three types of interaction, namely
written, fictive, and quoted interaction, as did the written English corpus. In both
languages, the writer addressed apologies directly to the reader in evballed written
interaction. Fauconnier and Turner’'s (1996, 1998) theory of conceptual integration and
blending helped us explain fictive apologies occurring in hypothetical blended space
both Romanian and English in what we called fictive interaction. Finally, apslogie
occurring in quoted interaction were similar to those occurring in spoken discourse i
both languages. However, there were also differences in the use of apologiggim wr
discourse in the two languages. Unlike in English, where some constructioneuvete
in both written and spoken discourse, there were no constructions in Romanian that were
used in both types of discourse. Another difference between the two languages was that
while most written apologies occurred in quoted interaction in English, most ajgologie
occurred in written interaction in Romanian. The most frequent context in which
apologies in written interaction occurred in Romanian was that of the author or the

magazine apologizing and acknowledging responsibility for errors in the gtidnhor
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for issues readers had with the magazine subscription. This use was not present in
English written discourse.

In conclusion, when compared to English, Romanian displayed both similarities
and differences in the way apologies are expressed. However, further atedieeded
on a larger corpus in order to confirm the existence of some of the proposed camstructi

in Romanian.
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6. Conclusions

The aim of the present study was to investigate the construal of explicit igsolog
in American English and Romanian from a Construction Grammar perspective. A
discourse analysis methodology using corpora was used to establish the gonstruct
expressing apologies in the two languages. It was our claim that suppraach would
allow for a more effective way of distinguishing the different meaningtsapologies
can have in different contexts. Also, we investigated both spoken and written discourse,
as the latter was neglected in previous studies on apologies that focused meptien
language. This chapter will summarize the main findings of the study andyhighkir
implications for the study of apologies and other related fields. Finallyillvdiscuss

the limitations of the present study and provide suggestions for possible fuaaehes

6.1. Summary of Main Findings

The first research question of the present paper aimed at establishing the
constructions used to express explicit apologies in English in both spoken and written
discourse. One of the first findings of the present study relates to the wagiapdiave
typically been categorized. We saw in the early stages of the dataianft using the
taxonomies established by previous studies on apologies (Bergman & Kasper, 1993;
Olshtain & Cohen, 1983; Trosborg, 1987) did not allow us to properly distinguish

between the different meanings apologies can have in natural contexts of usmsthe
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problematic apology strategy used in prior studies turned out to be the lllocutiorae
Indicating Device, which in the corpora of actual usage examined in thiscsinthined
apologies that could not be justified as all belonging to a single cated@ry. T
Construction Grammar approach combined with the analysis of apologies in e larg
discourse in which they appeared allowed us to better differentiate thengneésuch
apologies and discover four categories of apologies that had not beend&yorte
previous studies on apologies.

Thus, we found that apologies are not always uttered by a single person, and that
they can actually be co-constructed in the discourse by several parfigipéne
interaction, and they possibly often are. We have called these apologtesri€ioucted
apologies.” We also found that some apologies seemingly belonging to thealfeidory
also functioned at the discourse level as part of repairs or interruptions. Weahege c
these apologies “Repair apologies” and “Interruption apologies,” regelgctirinally,
some apologies occurred in fictive interactions to mend fictive offensebamdare
functioned differently than real apologies. We have called these apologigs€eFi
apologies,” as they were not real and only occurred in a hypothetical blended spac
created by the speaker in a type of interaction that Pascual (2006) cile fi
interaction. Such fictive apologies can best be explained in the context afiaveng
linguistics approach to apologies, mental spaces and blending (Fauconnier & Turner
1996, 1998) being theories that proved very useful in the analysis of such apologies.
These new categories can only be found by analyzing actual language in use and by
taking into consideration the interactional context in which they occur. Such apologies

cannot be elicited by means of traditional data collection instruments suclcaarbées
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Completion Tests or role-plays, as, for example, there is no need for repaie ttuerar
interruptions in a DCT or any written instruments for that matter.

We also saw that categories such as “Acknowledging responsibility,Viting
an explanation,” and “Denying responsibility” are not the discrete cléazategories
that previous studies have assumed. Theoretical frameworks such as proedype t
(Geeraerts, 1988; Rosch, 1973, 1978), conceptual categorization (Barsalou, 1983, 1985),
and radial network of cognitive typologies (Brugman & Lakoff, 1988) allowed us to
consider gradual membership of apologies in these categories. We found ewidence f
responsibility continuum ranging from acknowledgment of responsibility tteingl,
with the category of “Providing an explanation” being somewhere in the middle. We
found that the choice of the construction used to express an apology contributes to the
placement of the apology in a specific place on the continuum.

Based on analyzing actual language in use, our findings contradict studies on
apologies using DCTs and role-plays as data collection methods, which clhah#tkt
isolated IFID was the most often used category in both English (Olshtaoh&nC1983;
Owen, 1983; Trosborg, 1995) and other languages (Barnlund & Yoshioka, 1990; Blum-
Kulka & Olshtain, 1984; Trosborg, 1987). It is true that all the apologies we discussed
contained an explicit expression of apology (which previous studies labeleliDas IF
However, we found that such expressions of apology were most of the time part of a
more elaborate apology construction, and there were only a few instancesuatinen s
expressions occurred by themselves as standalone apologies. We found that tlye apolog

expressions are only part of the meaning expressed by the entire canstBased on a
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revised categorization of apologies, the category “Acknowledging refddaypsseemed
to be the most frequently used in both spoken and written English.

Besides these findings related to the categorization of apologies,onewats! a
new type of offense requiring an apology besides the existing types néedfdescribed
in the literature. This type consisted of discourse offenses, which ocautirezidorpora
we analyzed when a speaker violated the expected rules of discourse. Such wvieases
different from speaking offenses, as it was not something speakers saathbutwhen
or how they said it that was contradictory to the expectations of discourse.

Insofar as apologies in written discourse are concerned, we found that the contex
in which they appear is interactive, in spite of the fact that they occurredttenwr
discourse. In fact, we distinguished three different types of interactionttenvri
discourse, namely written, fictive, and quoted. Written interaction referrboge t
situations in which the author of the written piece addressed the reader difetile
interaction occurred when the author was simulating a conversation with a tityrd pa
different from the reader. The apologies in this situation were not realcte fi
Finally, quoted interaction referred to those situations in which the author was cuoting
interaction that had occurred in spoken discourse.

Comparing constructions used in the different types of interactions in written
discourse to those used in spoken discourse, we found that most apology constructions
were used distinctively in spoken or in written discourse. This suggests tiieatact
apologies are used differently in the two types of discourse. However, two cbassuc
namely ['m sorry SusJ have to / can’t /could noYERB-INF OBJ] and ['m sorry |

UTTERANCE EXPLANATION], were the only constructions found in both spoken discourse
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and quoted interaction in the written discourse. Such similarities between quoted
interaction and spoken discourse are mostly due to the fact that the apologi¢®m wri
interaction were mostly representations of spoken interaction.

Apologies in written and fictive interaction were used differently thasé in
spoken discourse, and the constructions expressing them seemed to be specifypéo the
of interaction in which they occurred, which were not found in spoken discourse. Thus,
the constructions expressing apologies in fictive interaction were the roedy o
collocating with proper names, which distinguished them from constructions used in
spoken language. These names were needed to identify the addressee of glyeagpolo
they were not addressed to the reader, as was the case with apologiesnn writt
interaction, nor to somebody present in the interaction as with apologies in spoken
discourse.

Finally, apologies in fictive and quoted interaction are more similar to the
apologies that previous studies using Discourse Completion Tests (DCTs) avidwse
reported. The similarity seems to stem from the fact that apologiesiwe ficteraction
represent what somebody might say if they were in a specific situatior iswidat
DCTs required respondents to do. This similarity also makes sense considatring t
DCTs are written instruments, and fictive interaction also occurred in nvdiseourse.
Also, some apologies in quoted interaction reproduced interactions from spoken
discourse from memory, and some types of data collection instruments suchpay®le
and interviews require respondents to report on apologies they remember having used or
heard. However, our analysis has shown that apologies in spoken interaction segtdiffe

from those occurring in fictive and quoted interaction. Such findings suggest that
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apologies collected through data elicitation methodologies reflect onlglpattie way
apologies are actually used in natural spoken language.

While the first research question aimed at investigating the constructiah®use
express explicit apologies in English, the second research question examined the
constructions used to apologize in Romanian. While the categories used to analyze
apologies in English were found to be useful to categorize the ones in Romanialh, as we
the specific constructions used to express apologies were specific to RonTdns
confirms claims and previous findings that constructions are languagacs(igods,

2010; Croft & Cruse, 2004; Gurevich, 2010; Timyam & Bergen, 2010). Thus, while
English used different lexical items in constructions to distinguish levetsrogfity,
Romanian used different forms of the same lexical item to accomplish th8gsThi
possible due to the highly inflectional nature of Romanian. For example, in Romanian,
the verb in the explicit expression of apology was used in the second person singular
form (“iarta-ma,” forgive.mp.2"°.sG l.Acc, ‘forgive (sg) me’) to express an informal
apology, and in the second person plural form (“{erta,” forgive.mp.2"°.pPL I.ACC,
‘forgive (pl) me’) to express a formal apology. Such an analysis of morphaogy i
standard for inflectional languages, and the morphology of the explicit sxprex
responsibility is a recognized cue that indicates status and formality.

Not all categories of apologies found in English were present in Romanian. Most
notably, “Co-constructed apologies” were not found in Romanian. This does not mean,
however, that there are no such apologies in Romanian. Their lack is most likely due to
the small size of the Romanian corpus and the fact that the spontaneous interaction

which this type of apology occurred in English was not frequent in the Romanian corpus.
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The responsibility continuum was an effective tool of analysis in Romanian, laowel
both spoken and written discourse. Similar to English, the most frequent category of
apologies in the Romanian corpus was also “Acknowledging responsibility.” This
contradicts our previous findings on apologies in Romanian using a Discourse
Completion Test (DCT) to collect data, where we reported that categlenging
responsibility were favored over those acknowledging it (Demeter, 2006).

Finally, insofar as apologies in written Romanian discourse are concerned, the
three-fold distinction between written, fictive, and quoted interaction was alsovels
in Romanian. Unlike in English, where most written apologies occurred in quoted
interaction, they mostly occurred in written interaction in Romanian. Furthermoss
of the written interaction apologies had a specialized use specific to tleeaden
editorials, namely the author apologizing for errors occurring in previous isssefar
as fictive apologies are concerned, they functioned differently in the two Fegyua
English, a specified individual was in a fictive interaction with the author of titem
piece, whereas in Romanian the interaction was a hypothetical, generic onenbetwe
speakers other than the author.

These findings have multiple implications for the study of apologies and also for

the theoretical framework used in our analysis. These implications will be shscnext.

6.2.Implications of the Study

The present study contributes to the knowledge in the study of apologies and in
the field of pragmatics in general. Thus, we found new categories of apologieauba
not been previously reported, which shows that analyzing language in use ddorynesl

and functions that contribute to creating a picture of how this speech act is used in both
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English and Romanian. Our findings also show that discourse analysis using ogrora
effective way of analyzing apologies in real language, creatingw@icf this speech act
that can be different than the one reported by studies using elicited data. Wedrave s
that apologies occurring in fictive and written interaction were more sitildose
collected through DCTs by previous studies on apologies, and different than those
occurring in spoken discourse. These findings suggest that collecting spoken disgours
means of a written instrument influences the types of apologies provided bippattic

Our findings also have implications for developing and furthering the
Construction Grammar theory. Most Construction Grammar theoreticians have &ioke
how constructions function at the level of the sentence (Croft, 2002; Croft & Cruse, 2004;
Goldberg, 1995, 2006). Only recently studies have investigated how constructions can be
used at the discourse level (Ostman, 2005) and in interactive discourse (Friet@ st
2005). However, those studies have only investigated how the meaning of some
constructions, mostly particles, can only be understood by analyzing the lacgenrsks
in which they occur. Those studies did not explicitly address constructiotisgsisthe
discourse level, but suggested that grammatical patterns can be establsledia
above that of the sentence. The findings of the present study provide evidence for the
existence of discourse level constructions in the case of co-constructed,aegair
interruption apologies. Such findings contribute to making Construction Grammar a
theory applicable to a wider range of grammatical contexts that span bagbod the

sentence level.

251



6.3. Limitations and Future Research

The present study also has some limitations. Unfortunately, the spoken Romanian
corpus was a small one, as there is a lack of an extensive spoken Romanian corpus. The
size of the corpus did not allow for a comprehensive analysis of how apologies are
construed in Romanian. Consequently, the constructions discussed in the case of spoken
Romanian discourse are only possible, hypothetical constructions, as there was not
enough evidence to justify their existence. Further studies on spoken Romanian are
needed in order to confirm the existence of these constructions.

Furthermore, the corpora used were focused on spontaneous interaction and
media interactions. Some of the findings of these studies were shown to beygaiiie.
A corpus with a different content may display different results. Consequentlye futur
research is also needed in order to cover as wide a range of types ofionersic
possible.

Finally, the present study only investigated explicit apologies, which means that
all apologies in our analysis contained an explicit expression of apology, suah as “I
sorry” or “excuse me.” There are, nonetheless, numerous apologies that do aiot @ont
explicit expression of apologies. However, one of the limitations of a corpus analysi
that the searches performed cannot cover all possible types of apologies, wiigwis
have only focused on explicit apologies, which are possible to search for. Futarelrese
may try to find apologies that are not explicit by using knowledge accumulastddigs
using elicited data if a means to search for such apologies is discovered. Thibenig
possible in the case of extensively tagged corpora. Also, a search for otheaiormul

expressions besides the ones used in this study (the choice of which was limited due t
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the small size of the Romanian corpus) may contribute to creating a more telabora
picture of how apologies are used. Finally, further analysis of socialcatextual
variables of the apologies could also constitute an area for future research.

The limitations of this study notwithstanding, we believe that the presmht st
brings a substantial contribution to the study of apologies and to pragmaticsrial.gene
Our use of theories such as Construction Grammar, mental spaces, and blending in
relation to pragmatics shows that new emerging theories can be very vahuhgeiudy

of pragmatics.
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APPPENDICES

Appendix A. List of Abbreviations used in the Glosses

1°7 First person

2\ Second person
3P Third person
ACC Accusative case
AUX Auxiliary verb
DAT Dative case
DEFART Definite article
DEGR Degree

FEM Feminine
FRAGM Fragment

GER Gerund

IMP Imperative
IMPERF Imperfect

MASC Masculine

ACC Accusative case

PASTPART Past participle
PL Plural
POSS Possessive case
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SG

SUBJPART

SUBJPART

VOC

WEAK

Singular
Subjunctive
Subjunctive particle
Vocative case

Weak form
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Appendix B. List of Corpus Abbreviations Used in Citing Examples

CORV “Corpus de romarnvorbita” — CORV (Corpus of Spoken Romanian)
(Dasdilu Jinga, 2002)

IONESCU lonescu-Rundoiu (2002)

CRBS Corpuseye Romanian Business Corpus (Greavu, 2007)

SBCSAE Santa Barbara Corpus of Spoken American English (Du Bois, et al., 2000;
Du Bois, et al., 2003; Du Bois & Englebretson, 2004, 2005)

COCA Corpus of Contemporary American English (Davies, 2008)
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Grammar perspective. A discourse analysis methodology using spoken and
written corpora was used to establish the constructions expressing apologees in t
two languages.

Findings and Conclusions: Findings show that a Construction Grammar approach and the
analysis of apologies in natural contexts of use at the discourse levef@allow
distinguishing uses of apologies that have not been previously reported by studies
using elicited data. These uses include co-constructed apologies, repair apologie
interruption apologies, and fictive apologies, which were used in both English and
Romanian. We have also found that other categories of apologies reported in prior
studies, such as acknowledging responsibility, providing an explanation, and
denying responsibility form a responsibility continuum, with the choice of
construction used to apologize contributing to the position of the apology on the
continuum. Apologies were also found to occur in written discourse in contexts
that evoke interaction. We categorized these contexts into written, figtove, a
guoted interaction. Finally, different constructions were used in spoken and
written discourse in both languages.

Although the functional categories used to analyze apologies in English were
found to be useful to categorize the ones in Romanian, as well, the specific
constructions used to express apologies were specific to Romanian. This confirms
claims and previous findings that constructions are language specific. While
English used different lexical items in constructions to distinguish levels of
formality, Romanian used different morphological forms of the same lexecal it

This is possible due to the highly inflectional nature of Romanian.

The results of the study indicate that discourse analysis using corpora is
effective way of analyzing apologies in real language, creating@aict this
speech act that can be different than the one reported by studies using elicited
data.
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