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TAXONOMY OF APOLOGY SPEECH SITUATIONS

As one of the vital means of regulating interpeedorlations, apology helps to
restore and maintain harmonious relations betwesteriocutors. Apology is often
viewed as a hybrid speech act that encompassesugacommunicative intentions. In
the present paper an attempt is made to class#yrthin apology speech situations, as
well as to present some of the structural, funetioand communicative-pragmatic
peculiarities of these situations.
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We, human beings, use language to make sense afdhd. It is in the
process of communication that we reveal what wekthind, to certain extent, who
we are. As stated by Sh. Paronyan: “... communinat a social action which is
used as a vehicle of mind: expression of one’srirgmnscious interpretations
(cognitive processes) — ideas, feelings, attituded,so on..It is indisputable that
in some cases verbal interactions bring about gatipae and increase social ties
among speaking partners. On the other hand, ininezases communication results
breakdown and disruption of social ties. You dattanything, actually, you just
say something, and the world changes substangiatlyinstantly as a result of your
verbal behaviour!” /Paronyan, 2012: 3-4/.

We cannot but agree that the act of apologizing kind of verbal behavior
that “can change the world”, too. A whole host obss-cultural studies of this
speech act bears witness to its importance /Goffit@nl; Coulmas, 1981; Fraser,
1981; Cohen, Olshtain, 198Mir, 1992; Bergman, Kasper, 1993; Owen, 1983;
Holmes, 1990; Mattson Bean, Johnstone, 1994; Trgshif95; Aijmer, 1996;
Meier, 1998; Rathmayr, 2003; Deutschmann, 2003;ateg§z2004;Tpodumora,
2008; Ogiermann, 2009inetneBa, 2009/. Apology plays a paramount role in the
process of human interaction. The speech situatiomhich the act of apologizing
is realized, is endowed with the power to heal tiations, free one’s mind of
deep-rooted guilt, and remove every desire of saprand revenge. Furthermore,
apology resolves conflicts, restores and enhanicasmead or broken relations and
helps maintain social harmony. In terms of pragosatapology is an expressive
speech act, which is inherently convivial, andgibsll coincides with the social goal
of maintaining harmony between speaker and hehassch, 1983: 104-105/. We
should go one step further by defining apologiesoas of the most complex
communicative acts. In the process of communicajooslogy changes its masks: it
may wear the mask of a social rite or the mask @éry sincere remedial act, it
may mask itself as a face-saving act or as a fasatening one.
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The present paper aims to introduce a kind of targn— a systematized
classification of those speech situations that iinlke many facets of apology. We
make an attempt to differentiate the mentioned @pokituations trying to depict
the changes that occur in the “organic unity” o tspeech act. So, let us begin our
“journey”.

The situation of apology as a widely occurring ab@nd communicative
phenomenon has its prototypical structure that gmiss the following basic
components — “actors of this play”:

1.“offender™, who takes responsibility for the offence,

2.“offended”, who perceives her/himself as affected by thenoféeor is just
perceived as such by offender,

3."offence”, which may be real, potential or only peived as such by the
offender or offended,

4.“remedy”, which presupposes recognition of the wéf acceptance of
responsibility and a display of regret /Deutschm&03: 44-46/.

The prototypical structure of this speech situataads us to the idea that it
has also certain prototypical scenario — plan ®édi succession of actions or
events. And the prototypical scenario representiimg else but the well-known
set of felicity conditions which are necessary fioe act of apologizing to have
been performed. Let us present the scenario gritetypical situation of apology
through the Searlean kaleidoscope of felicity cbods, which are as follows:

Propositionalcontent Past A (act) done by S (speaker),

Preparatory A displeases or harms H (hearer) and S believdispleases or

harms H,

Sincerity S feels sorry for A,

Essential Counts as an expression of regret and remorse foy A /Searle,

1969: 66-67/.

Thus, the act of apologizing is called for whenréhis a violation of social
norms, i.e., when an action or utterance resultefiance, when one or more
persons perceive themselves as offended, and tlpabter person(s), i.e. the
offender, needs to make amendments. A well-dewsading of the prototypical
situation of apologizing is presented by A. Trogpdit is assumed that there are
two participants: an apologizer and a recipienthef apology. When a person has
performed an act (action or utterance) or faileddto so, which has offended
another person, and for which he/she can be hsfibrsible, the offender needs to
apologize. The act of apologizing requires an actiw an utterance which is
intended to “set things right” /Trosborg, 1995: 873

It should be mentioned at the outset that almosalinclassifications of
apologies a decisive factor is the offence or thigéct of regret” /Coulmas, 1981:
75/ as it is mainly the offence that obliges thengdoer to apologize. The nature

60



L624UPULNNE-3NNL

and severity of the offence strongly affect thenfoof the subsequent apology
situation. As apologies are provided for a wideietsr of wrongs from minor
infractions to serious harm and criminal actiohg interplay between the offence
and the felicity conditions mentioned above maydifterently manifested giving
rise to various apology situations. Thus, basedhentype and intensity of the
offence as well as on some other accompanying itiguand extralinguistic
factors, the prototypical scenario of apology may takdedént routes to evolve.
Consequently, we suggest classifying apology sdnatinto the following groups:
prototypical apology situationssemi-prototypical apology situationand non-
prototypical apology situatiofls Prototypical apology situations are characterized
by the prototypical structure and scenario desdriflgove. Semi-prototypical and
non-prototypical apology situations are engendesbd@n some of the felicity
conditions are met partially and unequally, thathgse situations, as M. Deutsch-
mann mentions, fall partly outside of the prototgbiview of this speech act
/Deutschmann, 2003: 46/. The differentiation betmveemi-prototypical apology
situations and non-prototypical apology situatienisased on the fact that although
in both cases there are deviations from the exgestenario — “boundaries and
laws of prototypical apology situations are trespdsand violated”, however,
semi-prototypical situations perform remedial fumect peculiar to prototypical
apology situations, while non-prototypical situagsodo not perform any repair
work and may be viewed as offensive acts.

Now let us present the main apology situations trathave differentiated
and categorized on the basis of the above mentidassdification.

Apology Situations as a Part of Conversational Roine

We shall begin this part of our paper by introdgcapology situations which
are named differently by different researchers. s€hsituations are known as
ritual , conventional formulaic, situational, phatic or stereotypical apology
situations. Very often than not formulaic apologa® viewed as strategies of
linguistic politeness and social etiquette. In falaic apology situations we witness
the ritual work of apologizing, which, according ®© Goffman, “allows the
participants to go on their way, if not with sadistion that matters are closed, then
at least with the right to act as if they feel thatal equilibrium has been restored”
/Goffman, 1976: 68/. Here the apologizer acts atiogrto the existing rules of
verbal behaviour and norms of social interactiomich, in their turn, are
conditioned by the conventions of the given sociétgituation of this kind may be
developed, for example, when one hurts someoneantianally, bumps into a
person, forgets a name, is late, interrupts a asatien and so forth.

“I'm sorry | couldn’t get here earliey sweetheart,” Desi says.
“I know how full Jacqueline keeps your scheduledelmur. Desi's mom is a
touchy subject in our relationshiplynn, 2012: 493).
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In the above adduced example the speakers araldrifithe situation is a
typically formulaic apology situation where onetbé interlocutors apologizes for
being late.

It is our firm belief that in the speech situatidalling under the formulaic or
ritual category the sincerity of the apologizernist a relevant factor for the
successful realization of the speech act of apolétgre, the apologizer acknow-
ledges the fact that he/she is responsible for sonweelcome, unpleasant, in-
appropriate turning in the course of communicatlwwever, he/she is certain that
the offence (if there is any offence) is minimatiahere is no need for forgiveness,
thus, there is no need for demonstration of deejpreal feelings and emotions. In
such situations, the major task of the apologiggpiimplement the rules of social
etiquette in order to maintain the required comroative balance. Thus, it goes
without saying that formulaic apology situationsedch some of the laws of
prototypical apology scenario (i.e. offence is mmal or almost non-existent,
sincerity is not a necessary condition), howevee, eategorize them as semi-
prototypical apology situations and not as nongiggtical situations, as they
perform prosocial functions (restoration of soct@rmony, maintenance of
communicative equilibrium) peculiar to prototypiegdology situations.

It is important to note that some researchers gm @eeper into their studies
and present subgroups of ritual or formulaic apglsiuations. M. Deutschmann
distinguishes “apologies with added functions”. these cases the offence is
minimal and even non-existent, and the apologygoer$ some other functions in
addition to its main function — repair and remediark. M. Deutschmann calls
these apologetic forms “request cues”. Request matize two types of additional
functions: request for repetition and request fterdion /Deutschmann, 2003: 72/.
To elucidate the mentioned point let us presenfdt@wing situation:

“Where did you go, Nick — | need to know.”

“It's not relevant.”

“Nick!” Go snapped.
“l just did what | do some mornings. | pretendeddave, then |
drove to the most deserted part of our compleq, lan. one of
the houses there has an unlocked garage.”

“And?” Tanner said.

“And | read magazines.”

“Excuse me?”

“I read back issues of my old magazinéFlynn, 2012: 417)

In this situation the participants of the convemsatare Nick and his lawyer
Tanner Bolt. Nick's wife has disappeared, and adshthe main suspect in her
disappearance, he has hired Tanner. Tanner triematyze the case asking his
defendant to go into detail about the situation eunthvestigation. Here the
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apologetic structuréExcuse me?” acts as a request to the interlocutor to repeat
and clarify the information.

R. Rathmayr and some other linguists put forwaaditkea that the formulaic
apology situations where transgressions of Griaeamims of quality, quantity,
relation and mannerare registered should be classified under the head
metacommunicative apology situations So, the above mentioned apology
situation (and similar situations) may be callesoametacommunicative apology
situation(s), as there are violations of quantibgnner and relation maxims, i.e.,
the speaker’'s statemerfA(d | read magazines.”) is not as informative as it is
expected, it gives rise to vagueness and it isalevant to the flow of speech.

Genuine Apology Situations

The pragmatic goals and communicative aims of g@agizer are entirely
different when what we deal with are the apologiuaions known by the
following namesreal, emphatic, genuine substantial, substantive, essentiabr
personal apology situations We have sufficient ground to believe that these
situations are nothing else but prototypical apglsituations.

According to sociologist Nicholas Tavuchis, the Iregology has two
fundamental requirements: “the offender has to beysand has to say so”
[Tavuchis, 1991: 36/. Here, the main aim of theakpe is to make the addressee
believe in his or her remorse and regret, stresarlgl the idea that he/she admits
his/her fault, takes the full responsibility foretlaction and is ready to compensate
for the damage if it is possible. The ultimate gofthese situations is not only to
re-establish the social harmony but also to aftaigiveness. In these situations the
communicative focus is on the sincerity conditienopposed to formulaic or ritual
apology situations where the communicative focusristhe essential condition.
This stems from the fact that in genuine apologyasions offences and damages
are real and serious.

It stands to reason that the above mentioned diffezs between formulaic
and genuine apology situations underlie the chofckinguistic units to construct
apologetic speech.

In ritual or phatic apology situations the apolegimakes use of fixed set of
easily identifiable unitsapologies, sorry, excuse, forgive, pardon, excuse, m
I'm sorry; | beg your pardon; | offer my apologied; owe you an apology; | do
apologize for..; Please, accept my apologiesid so oh which are accepted as
conventional ready-made formulae used in similaesp situations by the given
speech community.

In real apology situations the speaker turns noly aio clichéd and
conventional means of expressing apology but alswviges explanations or
accounts of the situation, acknowledges his/heparsibility, offers repair and
compensation, makes promises of forbearance. Wddwalgo like to make a
further point about the fact that in real apolodyations the apologizer more often
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than not makes abundant use of intensifying advérbsy, really, so, sincerely,
honestly, terribly, extremely, awfully, truly, ejcthat strengthen the impact of the
speech by adding some attitudinal or emotive megnin

Go phoned while | was still staring at the clue.
“Are we okay?"she asked immediately.
My sister thought | was possibly a wife killer.
“We're as okay as | think we can ever be again,sidering.”
“Nick. I'm sorry. | called to say’'m sorry,” Go said. “I woke up and felt
totally insane. And awful. | lost my head. It wasmamentary freakout. |
really, truly apologizé’
| remained silent.
“You got to give me this, Nick: exhaustion andsgrand ..I'm
sorry ... truly”
“Okay,” | lied.
(Flynn, 2012: 331)

We present the above mentioned example as a cassalobr substantial
apology situation. The interlocutors are Go (Margoyl Nick who are twins. The
relationship between them is described as unidugg: lhave always acted as a team
against the world. However, Go’s momentary doulmuatNick's innocence - her
suspicion that her brother may have killed his wdeeply insults Nick. In the
above adduced situation Go tries to apologize &rdoubts and demeanor. This
example illustrates well enough the peculiariti€seal apology situations. Go's
apologetic speech represents a combination of eafms for her thoughts and
conduct (..It was a momentary freakout..., You got to give me His, Nick:
exhaustion and stress and .), apologetic formulael'tn sorry; ... apologize) and
intensifying adverbsréally, truly). Let us observe the fact that Nick does not
actually forgive her sister (“Okay/’lied. ), despite his sister’s regret and apology.
This leads us to the idea that in some cases éneembst sincere and heartfelt
apology may falil.

Hidden Side of Human Nature: Pseudo-apologies

Lynn Johnston — a Canadian cartoonist, writes netapally that: “An
apology is the superglue of life. It can repairt jabout anything.” An interesting
interpretation of this idea is given by L. Maclectf we follow Johnston's
metaphor, we are reminded that even though an gpalan be a powerful life tool,
things can go wrong. If the ingredients of the glwe not properly measured and
mixed it doesn’t stick; and even if it does setenfthe pieces don't always fit
together” /Macleod, 2008: i/. While doing our res#awe have come across such
deviant types of apology situations (pseudo-apelgiface attack” apologies,
sarcastic apologies) where “the ingredients ofdlue are not properly measured”
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and which come to fall under the category of nootqiypical apology situations
mentioned in the beginning.

The most “treacherous” and deviant non-prototypagablogy situations are
known as pseudo-apologies. In these cases apolompgsbe viewed as either
efforts to manipulate others or as shallow attenipisthe offenders to free
themselves from guilt. Aaron Lazare writes in hizok “On Apology”: “With
pseudo-apology, the offender is trying to reaplbeefits of apologizing without
having actually earned them. People who offer aigggz@pology are unwilling to
take the steps necessary for genuine apologyighttey do not acknowledge the
offense adequately, or express genuine remorseff@r appropriate reparations,
including a commitment to make changes in futureese three actions are the
price of an effective apology. To undertake themunees honesty, generosity,
humility, commitment, courage, and sacrifice. Imest words, the rewards of an
effective apology can only be earned. They canaaitblen” /Lazare, 2004: 9-10/.

It goes without saying that it is very difficulpmetimes even impossible, to
identify and discern pseudo-apologies. Some releescsuggest deciphering
pseudo-apologies with the help of the intonatiod atructure of the apologetic
speech. It is assumed that when guilty people —adffienders, are not really
sorry, they do not want to directly admit their lfautheir speech rings markedly
false being decorated with “garments” suchifasbuts, hedges, euphemisriise
agentless passive voicEMistakes were made.” “Damage is caused.”), etc.
However, this is not a definitive hypothesis coiodied by the impossibility of
fully decoding the complex psychology of human e#ts one can say “I'm very
sorry..., | apologize.”.and not mean it, and on the contrary, one carogjxe
indirectly, better to say, implicitly, in an excessdy lengthy and complex manner
but with heartfelt intent.

It should be mentioned that there is a range dafrotfords that have emerged
as equivalents to the term pseudo-apologyr-apology, nonpology, notpology,
nopology, fauxpology, unapology, unpology, if apglp false
apology/http://goo.gl/OaViwe

Non-Remedial Apologies: “Face Attack” and Sarcastic Apology
Situations

“Face attack” apologies form another set of non-prototypical agias
which are *“uttered in situations where the remediature of apology is
guestionable” /Deutschmann, 2003: 46/t is important to note that many
researchers identify “face attack” apologies witkeydo-apologies taking into
consideration the fact that in both cases one @ffthdamental conditions of the
prototypical apology situation — the sincerity ciioth is “devalued” and not
fulfilled. In our opinion, however, it is essentimd make a distinction between
pseudo-apologies and “face attack” apologies. Vgest this differentiation based
on the assumption that the intentions of the apodvg are different in the
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mentioned apology situations. In case of pseuddegpes the speaker acts as if
he/she regrets and wants his/her words to soumérginreal and genuine, while in
“face attack” apology situations the speaker intevally does not want to play the
role of the real apologizer. Here, it is clearldicated that the so-called apologizer
“doesn't like/want one or more of H's wants, aptysonal characteristics, goods,
beliefs or values” /Brown and Levinson, 1987: 6&/.these apology situations
apologetic speech is used as a kind of prefaceidapgroval, disagreement,
complaint, reprimand, accusation, criticism, refustc.

| jammed it all into a bag and turned back aroutabking at the
gift box on the floor. “Could | look inside?” | askl her.

She hesitated, then played it safe. “Nlay sorry, sir. Better not
right now.” (Flynn, 2012: 97-98)

In the situation presented above we witness vimtatf Tact Maxim. The
request to look inside his own gift box in his owoom is refused by the police
officer. The “apologizer” uses the phrase “I'm g8ras a polite channel to “serve”
the refusal, which is an act directed against #ardr’'s negative face wants.

After presenting the main features of the “facackt apology situation we
are ready to make a move towards introducing iecigh subtype -sarcastic
apology situation In situations of this kind, the speaker may egprdisapproval,
disagreement, complaint, reprimand, criticism diusal “seasoned with certain
amount of contempt and ridicule”.

However, it should be marked that we are givenitdedacts to admit that
not all cases of sarcastic apology situations aseances of face-threatening acts.
Let us clarify the point.

G. Leech and J. Culpeper distinguish “mock poligsfieand “mock
impoliteness” strategies in the domain of “sarcagliteness”. Based on this
distinction they single out sarcastic remark /Cphye 1996/ or conversation irony
(sarcasm) /Leech, 2014/ and ironic remark /Culpeft®06/ or banter /Leech,
2014/. Conversational irony (sarcastic remark, & is mock politeness which is
directed towards social disharmony, while ironianaek or banter is mock
impoliteness which is meant to enhance social hayGulpeper, 1996: 352-358;
Leech, 2014: 100-101/.

According to G. Leech: “Irony maintains courtesy the surface level of
what is said, but at a deeper level is calculatedriply a negative evaluation.
Banter is offensive on the surface but at a deéperl is intended to maintain
comity. [...] Irony is associated with an unfriendigmeanor, whereas banter is
associated with a friendly demeanor, including tgag prosodic markedness, etc.”
/Leech, 2014: 100-101/.

Thus, sarcastic apology situations may be subdivifiether into mock
politeness and mock impoliteness situations. Mockteness apology situations
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are really sarcastic, unfriendly and confrontatlosituations. In these situations
various face-threatening acts (complaint, reprimacedusation, insult, etc.) may be
realized. Here is an instance of mock politenessastic apology situation with its
original interpretation:

“I apologize fornot e-mailing the meeting agenda to everyone
ahead of time. Bill, Jean — did you have somethmgwere particularly
interested in having on there? Was there somethgre not prepared
to discuss because you didn’'t see this ahead a#?tih so, we can
postpone the meeting and reconvene tomorrow wharireyanore
prepared.”

Translation:*You people are making a big deal out of everyialiv
issue undeserving of an apology. Why are you triengmbarrass me? |
can make you feel very small for bringing this up.”

(http://www.profitguide.com/manage-grow/leaderspipat-ideas-
apologies-that-arent-really-apologies-29482)

Sarcastic apologies uttered in friendly situaticar® mock impoliteness
manifestations. They foster the intimacy and rtfthe closeness of social distance
between interlocutors. This type of sarcastic agpls regarded as a banter, and as
G. Leech mentions: “it is a way of saying “We da meed to be polite to one
another: | can insult you, and you will respondttas a joke. This proves what
good buddies we are” /Leech 2014: 101/.

Finally, we watched ANTM. Dad tried really hard riotdie of boredom,
and he kept messing up which girl was which, sayiWg like her?”

“No, no. We revile Anastasia. We like Antonia, thieer blonde,” Mom
explained.

“They're all tall and horrible,” Dad responded.Forgive me for failing
to tell the difference.” Dad reached across me for Mom’s hari@reen,
2012: 83)

In the example the expressioRdrgive me for failing to tell the difference.”
is not a sarcastic and offensive remark. In thisecave deal with a mock
impoliteness situation and the mentioned phrasebianter that highlights the close
relations between the interactants and “flavouesféimily talk with humour”.

General Categories of Apology Situations

Our study of the linguistic data concerning apatsgieveals that the above
presented prototypical, semi-prototypical and nootgiypical apology situations
may be categorized further into interpersonal arallective, as well as
retrospective and anticipatoapology situations.
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A demarcation line is drawn betweattierpersonal and collective apology
situations taking into consideration the numberintérlocutors involved in the
process of communication. Interpersonal apologies exchanged between
individuals (friends, family members, colleaguesighbours, just strangers, etc.),
while the communication partners of collective agyl situations are groups or a
group and an individual. Interpersonal and collectapology situations may be
referred to asdne to oné, “one to many, “many to one” or “many to many’
apology situations /http://www.iep.utm.edu/apolétyd/. We would like to
analyze as a case of collective apology situatiastralian government’s apology
to theindigenous Aboriginal population. Here is the BB@ws$ coverage of the
event: “In 2008 then Prime Minister of Australia\Ke Rudd apologized publicly
to all Aborigines “for laws and policies that “iidted profound grief, suffering and
loss”. He singled out the “Stolen Generatidnsf thousands of children forcibly
removed from their families. The apology, beamed kround the country on TV,
was met with cheers” /http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/M/I265.stm/. Now, let us present
an extract from K. Rudd’s speech:

“We come together today to deal with an ugly chapte our nation’s
history. And we come together today to offer ouromés apology. To say to you,
the Forgotten Australians, and those who were ¢enbur shores as children
without your consent, thate are sorry

Sorry — that as children you were taken from your fagsiland placed in
institutions where so often you were abused.

Sorry — for the physical suffering, the emotional stdima and the cold
absence of love, of tenderness, of care.

Sorry — for the tragedy, the absolute tragedy, of clolalihs lost,— childhoods
spent instead in austere and authoritarian placgsere names were replaced by
numbers, spontaneous play by regimented routine, joly of learning by the
repetitive drudgery of menial worlSorry — for all these injustices to you, as
children, who were placed in our care.

As a nation, we must now reflect on those who ditl receive proper
care...”

/http:/iwww.dhs.vic.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf fil€@4y582187/Transcript-
of-PM-Kevin-Rudd-Forgotten-Australians-apology.pdf/

The above mentioned situation is a special caseotiective apology.
According to E. Sanz such apologies may be defasathtional apologieswhich
arecollective, political, intra-statections or set of actions and may also be called
by one of the following termsstate apologies”, “community-focused apologies”,
“political apologies”, “reconciliation apologies”,'many-to-many apologies”,

“historical apologies”, “public apologies”, “colléee apologies” /Sanz, 2012: 10/.
Thus, based on E. Sanz’'s definition, the above e@ttlexample is a collective
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apology situation as it is both made on behalf od alirected to identifiable
communities. It is political because it is madeabgolitical institution — Australian
government, and for past wrongdoings of politidermcter. This apology situation
may be described as intra-state because it is detknfor the Aboriginal
population — a community from the same countryteiad of being made amongst
states.

Now let us pass on to the brief introduction ofa@spective and anticipatory
apologies.

The classification representingetrospective and anticipatory’ apology
situations is bound up with temporal aspects oflapoing, that is whether
apologies are uttered in anticipation of an offenceafter an offence has taken
place. This distinction between pre-event and pustit apology situations may be
helpful in defining the discourse functions of ajpés. The retrospective apology
is a response to an offence, whereas the anticipapology anticipates an
offencé. In effect, retrospective apologies are remediapportive (face-saving)
and self-demeaning. Anticipatory apologies are rchgag or softening /Aijmer,
1996: 99/. It should be mentioned that in anti@patapology situations the
propositional content condition can be partiallyivga as in these cases the
offending acts are located in the future or presemt not in the past. So, it is
possible to assume that prototypical apology siunatare mainly retrospective,
while semi-prototypical and non-prototypical apglogituations can be both
retrospective and future-pointing — anticipatory.

Thus, it is deducible from what has been preseateddiscussed in the paper
that the phenomenon of apologizing is not as simplé may seem. The study of
apology reveals a whole bunch of semantic and fomak subtleties that unfold its
poly-intentional nature. Our attempts to analyzed asystematize various
classifications devoted to apologies enable usnter ithat there is a functional
continuum for apologies representing the sequenteprototypical, semi-
prototypical and non-prototypical apology situaio@onditioned by a wide variety
of linguistic and extralinguistic factors theseuations gain specific situational
colouring and perform specific communicative-pragmé&unctions. Through the
observation of these various manifestations of @pokituations (formulaic, real,
sarcastic, etc.) it may well be concluded that gones it becomes increasingly
difficult to draw any clear line between some aégh situations. This fact leads us
to the idea that the available taxonomies of apetogre still open to dispute as
they are not all-inclusive and definitive.

Notes

1. It should be stated that the offender does noéssarily have to play an
active role in the transgression, i.e., he/she doésecessarily have to have caused
the offence. Such situations include those casemnvadults apologize for their
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children or pets, or individuals apologize on bé&haf organizations as
representatives.

2. We should not exclude those cases when the perdunijs considered to
be the victim of the offence, does not perceivéhimiself as offended.

3. It should be always kept in mind that the uniqwsnand oneness of each
speech situation is conditioned also by factors ddmographic nature
(interlocutors’ gender, age, education, and occoppt by contextual details
(where, when, who apologized to whom, and why)theyexact words of the actual
conversations, by the tone of voice of interlocsitdny non-verbal behaviour.

4. It seems essential to note that in the linguidéita devoted to the study of
apologies only prototypical and non-prototypicablagies are differentiated. The
term semi-prototypical apology and its definitiensuggested by us, as we think it
will make the classification more comprehensive.

5. P. Grice’s Cooperative Principle says: “Make yaontribution such as
required, at the stage at which it occurs, by teepted purpose or direction of the
talk exchange in which you are engaged.” Four cagatinal maxims proposed by
P. Grice are: 1. Maxim of Quantity — “Make your tiloution as informative as is
required”, “Do not make your contribution more infaative than is required”,
2. Maxim of Quality — “Do not say what you belietcebe false”, “Do not say that
for which you lack adequate evidence”, 3. Maxim Bfelation — “Be relevant”,
4. Maxim of Manner — “Avoid obscurity of expressipfiAvoid ambiguity”, “Be
brief (avoid unnecessary prolixity)”, “Be orderlyGrice, 1975: 45-46/.

6. It should be mentioned that in Australia thereaifNational Sorry Day
which is an annual event held on 26 May, since 1988 remember and
commemorate the mistreatment of the country's emigs population. During the
20th century, Australian governments' policies ltesuin a “Stolen Generation” —
described by John Torpey as “Aboriginal childrepasated, often forcibly, from
their families in the interest of turning them intdite Australians”. The date 26
May carries great significance for the Stolen Gatiens, as well as for Aboriginal
and Torres Strait Islander communities, and noiggrbus Australians. On 26
May 1997, the Bringing Then Home report was tabfeéarliament. The annual
National Sorry Day commemorations remind and ragsgareness among
politicians, policy makers, and the wider publicoab the significance of the
forcible removal policies and their impact on téldren that were taken, but also
on their families and communities /https://en.wédpa.org/wiki/National_ Sorry_
Day/.

7. Anticipatory apologies are also known as prospectnd preventive
apologies.
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8. The idea that speakers apologize not only for @ fut also for an
intention or for the need to perform a particulpeexch act was suggested by W.
Edmondson /Edmondson, 1981: 282-283/.
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L. RFUUN3UL - Ubpnpnyaywtt huygnid  wpypwhwyppnng  hpwnpni-
pymauph  puwuwlupgmd. - Ubpnnnipjwu  hwignudp,  hwunhuwtwiny
dhowuduwihu hwpwpbpnyeniuubph yupgwynpdwu Juplnp dhong, twwuwnnid
E hwnnpnwyhgubiph dhol ubpnwouwly hwpwpbipnigniuutph ybpwlywuqudwup
L wwhwwudwup: ULbpnnniygjwtu hwigndp hwéwfu nhnnd £ npwbu hpppp-
nwjhtu funupwiht wyw, npu hp dbe ubpwnnd § wwppbp hwnnpnuwygwywu
dinwnpnpniutbp: Unyu hnnwond thnpéd b wpdnd nwuwywpgb) ubpnnnyejwu
hwignid wwpniuwynn hhduwlywu funupwjhtu hpwnpniginiutbpp, htswbu twl
ubpyuwjwgut) wju hpwnpnienwiubph Yunnigwdpw)hu, gnpdwnnipwihu, hwnnp-
nwygwlywu b gnpébwpwuwywu npn2 wnwuduwhwunnieniuubp:

Pwtwh pwnbp. ubpnnnipjwt hwjgnud, hwnnpnwygwlywu ubipnwotwynt-
[eINLU, funupwjht wywn, Uwjuwwnhwwiht funupwiht hpwnpniejniu, wulbndnipjwu
Uwpuwwwpdwu, hwnnpnuygwlwu  Shuwlwpgbp, funupwjht  pwnwpwyw-
pnypjwl ulgpniup

H. TAMOSH - Taxkconomusa peueevix cumyayuii ussunenus. — Vi3Bunenue,
SIBJISISICH  B&XKHBIM CIIOCOOOM  PEryJIUpOBaHUA  MEXKIMYHOCTHBIX  OTHOILEHUH,
CIOCOOCTBYET BOCCTAHOBIICHHIO U COXPAaHEHHIO TAPMOHUYHBIX OTHOIICHHH MEXIY
cobecenqnukaMu. VI3BHHEHHWE YacTO paccMaTpUBaeTCd KaK THOPHUIHBIA peyeBOM
aKT, UHTETPUPYIOLINH Pl pa3HbIX KOMMYHUKATUBHBIX HWHTEHUWH. B maHHOH cTaThe
JIeNIAeTCs TMOMBITKA KIACCH(PHUIMPOBATH OCHOBHBIC CHUTYAallMd W3BUHEHHS, a TaKKe
MPEICTAaBUTh HEKOTOPBIE CTPYKTYpHBIC, (PYHKIMOHAIBHBEIE W KOMMYHHUKAaTHBHO-
parMaTH4YecKue 0COOCHHOCTH 3TUX CHUTYAI[HH.

Knroueevie cnoea. HU3BUHCHUEC, KOMMYHHUKATHBHAsA TapMOHUS, pequoﬁ aKT,
NPpOTOTUIINYECKAA PpeUCBasA CUTyalllsd, YCIOBHUEC MHCKPEHHOCTH, KOMMYHHKATHUBHBLIC
puTyalbl, IPUHIUII BEKJINBOCTU
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