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Males and Females in Making Apologies in Chinese Daily
Conversations: the Differences and the Similarities?

Yao Chunlin

Abstractd Gender differences in language have been paid
more attentions to by scholars. It is a pity that in Chinese
research few scholars pay their attentions to gender differences
in apology and apology response. Therefore, the present study
makes a tentative research in Chinese on gender differences in
apology frequencies, in apology strategies and in apology
response strategies. Based on 70 copies of valued AApology and
Apology Recording Tabled and 260 copies of valued fiApology
and Apology Response Questionnaired that collected from
teachers, students, managers, bosses, cadres, manual workers,
typists, accountants, technologists, and salesmen in 9 different
provinces in China, with the help of the software of SPSS 14.0,
the research gets its findings. Firstly in Chinese there are no
significant differences between males and females in apology
frequencies, but, females receive more apologies than males.
The findings result from Chinese social and cultural
backgrounds. Secondly in Chinese there are significant
differences in the choice of apology and apology response
strategies between men and women. Men prefer to choose the
IFID strategy in apology and apology response; while, women
prefer to choose the RESP strategy in apology and accept
strategy in apology response. Another thing should be pointed
out is that the gender differences in the choice of apology and
apology response strategies are the results of gender
differences in politeness.
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. INTRODUCTION

In recent years, many linguists pay their attentions to
apology and apology response, such as the nature of apology
and apology response, the strategies of apology and apology
response. As we all know, Gender is a kind of very
important variety that affects the language we used.
Therefore, females and males may use apology and respond
to apology differently in some way. Holmesd research [1], [2]
conform the hypothesis that females use more apology than
males because of social and culture differences in New
Zealand English. Li & Qin [3] finds Chinese native speakers
and English native speakers prefer different apology
strategies, because apology and apology response are speech
act behaviors and they have close relationships with culture.
What are the differences in apology and apology response
between males and females in Chinese? Few scholars have
researched in the field. Therefore, gender differences in
apology and apology response in Chinese will be addressed
in the present study.
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Il. PREVIOUS RESEARCH ON APOLOGY AND APOLOGY
RESPONSE

Many scholars study apology and apology response.
Austin [4], Searle [5], Fasold [6], Brown & Levinson [7] [8],
Leech [9] [10] and Holmes [1] [2] focus on the nature of
apology. Cohen & Olshtain [11], Olshtain & Cohen [12],
Holmes [2], Li & Qin [3] and Qian & Yang [13] focus on
the strategies of apology and apology response.

A. Previous Researches on the Nature of Apology

Different scholars study apology from different aspects.
Austin [4], Searle [5], and Fasold [6] believe that apology is
a kind of speech act. In Austinds research [4], apology is a
kind of behabitives. In Searleds [5], apology is a kind of
expressives. Fasold [6] also regards apology as a kind of
speech act. He [6]: 153 gives three felicitous conditions to
an act of apology fithe speaker is responsible for the act for
which he or she is apologizing; the speaker regrets the act;
the act is detrimental to the hearer.o

Other scholars, such as Brown & Levinson [7] [8], Leech
[9] [10], and Holmes [1] [2] make research on apology
based on politeness principle. Brown & Levinson [7] regard
apology as a kind of negative politeness. According to
Leech, apology is a kind of neg-politeness, because it places
a high value on speakerds obligation to others [10]. Holmes
[2] holds a compromised view to apology, that is, apology is
a kind of positive politeness as well as negative politeness

B. Previous Researches on Strategies of Apology and

Apology Response

The earliest scholars who do research on apology
strategies are Cohen and Olshtain. In their research Cohen &
Olshtain [11] and Olshtain & Cohen [12] divide apology
strategies into six kinds: Illocutionary Force Indicating
Device (IFID), Explanation or Account (EXPL), taking on
Responsibility (RESP), An Offer of Repair (REPR),
Promise of Forbearance (FORB), and Showing Concern for
the Hearer (CONC).

Holmes divides apology strategies into four Kkinds.
Explicit Expression of Apology, Explanation or Account,
Acknowledgement of Responsibility and A Promise of
Forbearance

Li & Qin [3] study the different strategies used by
Chinese speakers and English speakers. Chinese speakers
and English speakers are all inclined to use the strategies of
IFID, IFID+RESP and IFID+CONC+REPR (+RESP). Apart
from these strategies, Chinese speakers prefer IFID+CONC
and IFID+RESP+CONC, while American speakers prefer
IFID+RESP+CONC and IFID+REPR.

Though many scholars pay their attentions to apology
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strategies, few of them notice apology response strategies.

C. Previous Researches on Gender Differences in
Apology Frequency

Most probably, the first scholar who makes systematic
research on the differences in apology and apology response
between females and males is Holmes. She studies the
gender differences in apology and apology response in New
Zealand English based on a corpus of 183 naturally
occurring remedial interchanges. Holmes [2] finds that in
New Zealand English women use significantly more
apologies than men (75% vs. 25%). In addition, women use
more to each other than to men, and they use many more to
each other than men do to each other (55-60% vs. 8.5%).

As we mentioned above, apology and apology response
are speech act behaviors. They have close relationships with
culture. What are the differences in apology and apology
response between males and females in Chinese? Few
scholars have researched in the field. Therefore, gender
differences in apology frequency in Chinese will be
addressed in the present study.

I1l. THE CLASSIFICATION CRITERIA OF APOLOGY AND
APOLOGY RESPONSE STRATEGIES IN THE STUDY

A revised Cohen & Olshtainds apology strategy system
and a revised Qian & Yangis apology response strategy
system are used in the dissertation to classify the collected
data. In this part those revised systems are presented.

A. Apology Strategies in the Study

The present study uses an adapted Cohen & Olshtainds
apology strategy classification system to classify the
collected apology data. Cohen & Olshtain classified apology
strategies into six kinds. But some apology strategies used
in Chinese do not find a suitable place in Cohen & Olshtanbs
apology strategy system. Therefore, the apology strategies
in the dissertation are classified not into six kinds, but seven
kinds. Those are IFID, RESP, EXPL, CONC, REPR, FORB,
and EXCP. There are also some differences from Cohen &
Olshtanbs apology strategy system in some sub-kinds. The
detailed apology strategies used in the dissertation are as
follows:

1) IFID (lllocutionary Force Indicating Device). It can be
divided into two sub-kinds. The first one is showing pity,
such as fiDu? b% q.0, iB% h o y¥sio (I am sorry). The
second one is showing apology, such as fiB"0 gi"no (I
apologize).

2) RESP (Taking on Responsibility). It can be divided into
four sub-kinds. The first sub-kind is accepting one selfts
responsibility or fault, such as izh™ sh3 w2 de cu, 0 (It is
my mistake/fault). The second sub-kind is that showing
the offence is not purposive, such as fiwa b¥% sh3 g% y3
ded (I did not mean it). The third one is describing an
action, such as iC in_ji o led (I have trod on your foot).
The fourth one is shirking the responsibility to other
person, such as fizh~ sh3 n_de cu,0 (It is your own
fault).

3) EXPL (Explanation or Account). For example, ADT chl
le, sud y_I8i w n led (Because of the traffic jam, | am
late).
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4) CONC (Showing Concern for the Hearer). For example,
fiN_ m@i sh? bao (Are you OK/all right)?

5) REPR (An Offer of Repair). For example, iW2 jilng poi
ch8ng n_de s sho (1 will pay you for the damage).

6) FORB (Promise of Forbearance). For example, iXi" b%
wei 20 (1 will not do that again)

7) EXCP (Exceptions). For example: only a smile and
saying nothing or saying a joke.

In addition, there are overlaps between the second
apology strategy (RESP) and the third one (EXPL). In the
dissertation a clear cut is made: if the speaker says it is his
or her fault that leads to the apology and the speaker regrets
for it, the strategy s/he used is the strategy of RESP; if the
speaker says that other matter leads to the apology and the
matter cannot be avoided by the speaker, the strategy s/he
used is the EXPL strategy.

B. Apology Response Strategies in the Study

Unlike apology strategy system, there is no apology
response strategy system that is accepted all over the world.
According to Holmes [2], New Zealand English speakers
respond to apology with six strategies. Those are Accept,
Acknowledge, Reject, Evade, No Response and others.
Whether those strategies are acceptable in Chinese is a
question. According to Qian & Yang [13], Chinese speakers
have five strategies to response to apologies. Those are
illocutionary indicating device, cautions, comforting the
hearer, explaining things away, and conditional forgiveness.
But, there are only 84 subjects in Qian & Yangbs research,
who are all college students studied in Anhui University or
Heifei University of Technology. Those subjects in their
research are unrepresentative. From above we can say that
the apology response strategies used in Holmesd research
and in Qian & Yangbs research do not include all the
apology response strategies used in Chinese. In the
dissertation, a revised apology response strategy system is
adopted. The detailed apology response strategies used in
the dissertation are as follows: (Notes: A = Apologizer; R =
Responder)

1) IHllocutionary Indicating Device. For example:

(A): C in_ji ole (I trod on your foot)!

(R): M@i guln xi (It does not matter)!

2) Caution. For example:

(A): W2 w'ng j® zu, zu
assignments).

(R): Xiacuzhtiyi(Please dondt forget next time)

3) Comforting the Hearer. For example:

(A): C in_ji ole (I trod on your foot)!

(R): BY% gu”i n,, chU sh”ng rén t"i dud le (It is not your
fault as there are many people in the bus).

4) Conditional Forgiveness. For example:

(A): Wa de shdu yin jid r o n, xu® x2 le (My radio is so
loud that it disturbs you).

(R): ShUng yin xi o di n jit% x2ng le (It is better for you to
turn it down).

5) Rejection. Itis used in two situations.

Examplel:

(A): Du® bu g, (I am sorry)!

(R): Du? bu g. yau sh®n mo y_ ng, n_dii p®i ch§ng wa
de sTn shj(Sorry is worth nothing. You must pay my
damage).

y le (I forgot to do my

s
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Example2:
(A):Wa jilng p@i ch§ng n, de sTn shj (I will pay your
damage).
(R): Buycdng le (No, you need not do that).
6) Accepting. For example:
(A): W2 p@i ch8ng n_ de sTn shy (I will pay your damage).
(R): H o de(OK, that is also my thought)
7) Exceptions. It includes saying nothing, saying a joke and
SO on.

IV. DATA COLLECTION AND DATA ANALYSIS

In the present study an iApology and Apology Response
Recording Tableo is used to collect data. A computer with
the software of SPSS14.0 is used to analyze the collected
data.

As we know the more useful data a research collects, the
more convincible the research results are. In order to obtain
more data, the research used two methods to collect data.
The first method is the method of Observation, and the
second one is the method of Questionnaire, more exactly,
the method of discourse completion test (DCT).

The researcher asked his family, friends, classmates to
help him collect the data. After trained they are asked to fill
the fiApology and Apology Response Recording Tableo
with the data that they have observed naturally in daily life
as soon as possible. They were told that the help is voluntary,
and only a help to the researcher, and the data are only used
in the research. If they are not interested in it, they can give
it up at any time without any reason. The only request to
them is that they must fill the table with authentic data. At
last the present study obtained 70 pieces of valued iApology
and Apology Recording Tableo.

The second method of collecting data in the research is
the method of DCT. After the data collectors are trained,
they get the Questionnaire by email or by hard copy. They
are requested to invite ten subjects (five men and five
women) to answer the Questionnaire. They are also
requested to return the Questionnaires to the researcher by
hard copy or by email. At last, the present study got 260
valued Questionnaire, 137 by female and 123 by male.

The collected data were classified and coded by a group
back to back with the same criteria (the revised Cohen and
Olshtainds apology strategy system and the revised Qian and
Yangls apology response strategy system) to get the
objective result. Firstly, the researcher invites four of his
classmates to form a group. All the group members have
studied sociolinguistics at least half year and they are all
interested in studying the relationship between language and
gender. Secondly, the group members are trained to master
the apology and apology response strategy classification
criteria. Then, the group members get the data and code the
data back to back. In the present study, each datum is coded
by at least two members. If a datum is coded differently by
the group members, a discussion would be hold. At last, all
data got its unique acceptable position in the study.

After classified, the collected data are put into computer
to be made correspondence analysis with the help of a
computer and the software SPSS 14.0.

Firstly, the 70 data that are collected by the method of
Observation are input into computer to study gender
differences in apology frequencies.
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Secondly, all the apology data that are collected by the
method of Observation and the method of Questionnaire
(total: 4885) are input into computer to examine gender
differences in the choice of apology strategies.

Thirdly, in order to examine in which context gender
differences are more distinct, the 4777 apology data that are
collected by the method of Questionnaire are classified into
different sets (P+, P=, P-, D+, D-, S+, S-). Those different
sets are input into computer to get the analysis results.

Fourthly, all the apology response data (total: 3447) that
are collected by the method of Observation and the method
of Questionnaire are input into computer to examine gender
differences in the choice of apology response strategies.

Lastly, in order to examine in which context the
differences are more distinct, the 3368 apology response
data that are collected by the method of Questionnaire are
classified into different sets. Those different sets are input
into computer to get the statistical analysis results.

V. ANALYSIS RESULTS

With the computerfs help, the research gets the following
results:

A. Gender Differences in the Choice of Apology
Frequencies

The 70 data that are collected by the method of
Observation are inputted into computer to study gender
differences in apology frequencies. Table I shows gender
differences in apology frequencies in Chinese daily
conversations (see Table I).

Table I shows that in 70 naturally occurred apologies,
males contribute 34 apologies (11 to males, 23 to females)
while females contribute 36 apologies (9 to males, 27 to
females). In the same time, males receive 20 apologies (11
from males, 9 from females) while females receive 50
apologies (27 from males, 23 from females).Therefore, in
Chinese there are no significant differences between males
and females in apology frequencies. But, females receive
more apologies than males, no matter from females (75%vs.
25%) or from males (67.6% vs. 32.4%).This result is
different from Holmest research result. Holmes finds in
New Zealand English females use significantly more
apologies than males.

TABLE I: GENDER DIFFERENCES IN APOLOGY FREQUENCIES

Responder
Apologizer
Female Male Active Margin
27 (.7 2 1.
Female (.750) 9 (.250) 36 (1.000)
(.540) (.450) (.514)
Male 23 (676) 11 (.324) 34 (1.000)
(.460) (.550) (.486)
) .50 (714) 20 (.286) 70 (1.000)
Active Margin
(1.000) (1.000) (1.000)
df=1  CZ00s =0463<3.841 p=0.496>0.05

B. Gender Differences in Apology Strategies

All the apology data that are collected by the method of
Observation and the method of Questionnaire (total: 4885)
are inputted into computer to examine gender differences in
the choice of apology strategies. And then, the 4777 apology
data that are collected by the method of Questionnaire are
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classified into different sets (P*, P7, P, D*, D', ¥, S). Those
different sets are input into computer to get the statistical

analysis results. Table Il shows the statistical analysis
results.

TABLE Il: GENDER DIFFERENCES IN THE CHOICE OF APOLOGY STRATEGIES
Strategies male/female™ Chi- p
S1 S2 S3 S4 S5 S6 S7 square
Total 816/890 469/625 183/220 230/249 401/643 47/36 38/38 32.81 0.000
p* 202/216 161/191 121/141 50/71 187/246  18/13 9/7 5.84 0.441
P~ 333/371 103/147 43/55 149/140  67/220 11/9  12/14 60.86 0.000
P 256/279  191/271 17/17 29/36 146/170 13/11  17/17 5.78 0.448
D* 538/594  171/240 15/23 152/177 234/314 6/1 6/9 11.43  0.076
D 253/272 284/369 166/190 76/70 166/322 36/32 32/29 32.35 0.000
S* 303/325 317/387 15/18 137/123 302/419 27/21 12/23 15.09 0.020
S 488/541 138/222 166/195 91/124 98/217  15/12 26/15 39.26  0.000
Notes (in Table I1): df=6; c?o0s =12.592; p =0.05;
S1=IFID; S2 = RESP; S3 = EXPL; S4 = CONC; S5 = REPR; S6 = FORB; S7 = EXCP.
TABLE Ill: GENDER DIFFERENCES IN THE CHOICE OF APOLOGY RESPONSE STRATEGIES
Strategies male/female™ Chi-
S1 S2 S3 S4 S5 S6 S7 square
Total 713/740 188/192 358/384 96/91 129/142 85/186 57/86 34.82  713/740
p* 207/245 21/18 104/93 46/32 51/38 46/96 14/45 36.78  207/245
p= 298/306  45/50 115/111  27/42  36/43 16/37 20/21 10.28  298/306
P 192/172  118/119 135/171 21/16  38/57 23/51 16/16 17.42  192/172
D* 494/488  53/72 123/123 53/29 43/53 50/103 15/40 37.38  494/488
D 251/235 105/115 216/252 40/61 80/85 34/81 32/42 21.09  251/235
S* 243/257 121/132  206/186 72/51 78/94 69/133  27/47 28.60  243/257
S 454/466  63/55 148/189 22/39 47/44 16/51 23/35 2459  454/466
Notes (in Table I11): df=6; C%005=12592; p =0.05;

S1 = lllocutionary Indicating Device; S2 = Caution

After analysis the research gets the following finds: In
Chinese there are significant gender differences in the
choice of apology strategies. Men prefer the IFID strategy.
Women prefer the RESP strategy. Those differences are
more significant in the context of P~, D° S* and S°, which
means gender differences have relationship with social
power and social distance, but no significant relationship
with the serious of the offence.

C. Gender Differences in the Choice of Apology Response
Strategies

All the apology response data (total: 3447) that are
collected by the method of Observation and the method of
Questionnaire are inputted into computer to examine gender
differences in the choice of apology response strategies.
And then, the 3368 apology response data that are collected
by the method of Questionnaire are classified into different
sets. Those different sets are input into computer to get the
statistical analysis results. Table Il shows the statistical
analysis results.

From the statistical analysis the research gets the
following finds: In Chinese there are significant differences
in the choice of apology response strategies between male
and female. Men prefer the Illocutionary Indicating Device
strategy. Women prefer the Accepting strategy. And gender
differences in apology response have no significant
relationship with different contexts

VI.

From above analysis results we know that there are some
significant distinctions in apology and apology response in
Chinese. Firstly, there are no significant differences between
males and females in frequencies in producing apology. But,

DISCUSSIONS

; S3 = Comforting the Hearer;
S4 = Conditional Forgiveness; S5 = Rejection; S6 =

Accepting; S7 = Exceptions.

females receive more apologies than males, no matter from
females (75% vs. 25%) or from males (67.6% vs. 32.4%).
Secondly, in Chinese there are significant differences in the
choice of apology strategies between male and female.
Males use the IFID strategy more often than females, while,
females use the RESP strategy more often than males,
especially in the contexts of P, D', S* and S". Thirdly, in
Chinese there are significant differences in the choice of
apology response strategies between male and female.
Males use the apology response strategy of Illocutionary
Indicating Device more often than females, while, females
use the Accepting strategy more often than males, especially
in the contexts of P*, P, D", D°, S* and S". Behind those
significant distinctions are the special Chinese culture and
history.

A. Gender Differences in Apology and Apology Response
Frequencies

Table | shows that in 70 naturally occurred apologies,
males contribute 34 apologies (11 to males, 23 to females)
while females contribute 36 apologies (9 to males, 27 to
females). In the same time, males receive 20 apologies (11
from males, 9 from females) while females receive 50
apologies (27 from males, 23 from females).Therefore, in
Chinese there are no significant differences between males
and females in apology frequencies. But, females receive
more apologies than males, no matter from females (75%vs.
25%) or from males (67.6% vs. 32.4%).This result is
different from Holmeso research result. Holmes finds in
New Zealand English females use significantly more
apologies than males.

In the western country the Feminist initiated the
Womenfs Liberation Movement which advocates females
should have equal rights with males in the 1960s. But in
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China the government emancipates females much earlier
than the Womends Liberation Movement. And each Chinese
government tries her best to safeguard the femaleds rights.
Along time before the establishment of the Peopleds
Republic of China in 1949, Chinese government had
advocated fifemales are the half heaveno. After 1949, in
order to guarantee the femaleds rights, the government
enacted more than 130 laws such as the Constitution, the
Marriage Law, the Electoral Law, the Law of Succession,
the civil law and the criminal law. The Chinese Constitution
says definitely that fifemales have the equal rights with
males in politics, in economy, in culture and in familyo, fithe
state should guarantee femaleds power and interests, train
females and select females as cadreso. In China most people
(no matter males or females) are required by the government
and law to pay their attentions to femaleds rights. Therefore,
most Chinese people pay attention to femaleds rights.
Chinese females receive more apology than Chinese males.

B. Gender Differences in Apology and Apology Response

strategies

As to Politeness, Brown & Levinson [7] [8], Gu [14],
Lackoff [15] [16] and Leech [9] [10] have different views.
Lackoff studies politeness according to fibondingo. She
believes there are three rules to be polite:

Formality: keep aloof.
Deference: give options.
Camaraderie: show sympathy.
(Lackoff [16]: 65)

Rule 1 acts as a kind of discourager of bonding, saying as
it does: keep away. Rule 3, on the other hand, encourages
bonding relations. Rule 2 would seem to be able to reinforce
the effect of either Rule 1 or Rule 3.

In her research Lackoff [15] says that males and females
prefer different rules in expressing politeness: females
prefer Rule 1 in expressing politeness while males prefer
Rule 3 in expressing politeness.

As apology and apology response are a kind of politeness,
males and females would produce apology and respond to
an apology differently according to Lackoffos theory.

Table Il shows that in Chinese there are significant
differences in the choice of apology strategies between male
and female. Those strategies such as IFID, RESP, and RERP
are used more frequently than other strategies by both males
and females. Males, more often than females, use the IFID
strategy. Females, more often than males, use the RESP
strategy. And the significant differences between males and
females in the choice of apology strategies exist in the
contexts of P7, D, S* and S". In other contexts, such as the
contexts of P*, P, and DY, there are no significant
differences between males and females in the choice of
apology strategies.

Table 11l shows that in Chinese there are significant
differences in the choice of apology response strategies
between male and female. Those apology response
strategies such as Illocutionary Indicating Device,
Comforting the Hearer, Caution and Accepting are used
more frequently than other strategies by both males and
females. Males, more often than females, use the
[llocutionary Indicating Device strategy. Females, more
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often than males, use the Accepting strategy. And gender
differences in apology response have no significant
relationship with different contexts.

From above we get some findings. When females offend
others, they prefer to pay the damage of others (use the
strategy of RESP); when females are offended by others,
they wish others pay their damage and they prefer to accept
the payment (use the Accepting strategy).Therefore, it is
similar to Lackoffs research, females prefer Rule 1
(Formality: keep aloof) in expressing politeness, no matter
in apology or in apology response.

When males offend others, they only say AiDu? bu q_, or
B% h o y3 s), or B"0 gi"'n (I am sorry)o to others (use the
apology strategy of IFID); when males are offended by
others, they do not wish others to pay their damage and they
prefer to say iM@i guln xi (It does not matter)d to others
(use the apology response strategy of Illocutionary
Indicating Device).Therefore, it is also similar to Lackoffos
research, males prefer Rule 3 (Camaraderie: show sympathy)
in expressing politeness, no matter in apology or in apology
response.

Females and males prefer different rules in expressing
politeness. But there are no better or worse strategies
between femaleds strategies and maleds strategies. The
differences between males and females were caused by their
different social roles. In ancient times, males hunted
together while females worked in their home alone. In order
to obtain plenty of food, males are not so much concerned
about what is going on in other humands minds, but rather
on how the group can work as a whole to get something
done. This leads to the submerging of everyoneds feelings
and some gruffness of reaction. The result of the malefs
social role is the glossing over the rules producing
camaraderie. On the other hand, females, as house keeper,
dondt work together. Not only males accept females as
integral parts of their groups, but also females are unable to
group with other females as males do with males. As
Chesler points:

Women, although similar to each other in many ways, are
more isolated from each other in terms of groups than men
are. Women are not consolidated into either public or
powerful groups. Women as mothers are figroupedd with
their children (who grow up and leave them), and only
temporarily, and superficially with other women: for
example, in parks, at womenés auxiliary functions, and at
heterosexual parties.

(Chesler as cited in Lackoff [15]: 78)

It is not necessary to have a sense of cooperation in
femalebs working or living process, but rather a sense that
each individual is keeping track of their individuals.
Therefore, femaleds greater ability to express and share
emotions is less to be ascribed to camaraderie than to
separateness. Those traits of males and females are inherited
from generations to generations. Till now, males and
females prefer different strategies in expressing politeness
(males prefer Camaraderie, while females Formality).

VII. CONCLUSION
From above discussion we know the gender differences in
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apology and apology response in Chinese. On the one hand,
after the establishment of the Peopleds Republic of China in
1949 most people in China (no matter males or females) are
required by the government and law to pay their attentions
to femaleds rights (Chinese females receive more apology
than Chinese males). On the other hand, as the different
social roles and cultures, females and males prefer different
strategies in  expressing  politeness (males  prefer
Camaraderie, while females Formality), though there are no
better or worse strategies between maleds and femaleds
strategies.

Knowing the fact that females and males regard apology
and apology response differently will contribute to the
understanding of language and gender issues in Chinese
context as well as to the general, universal characteristics of
language and gender. In addition, it will instruct those
people who speak Mandarin Chinese as mother language or
foreign language to choose apology strategies and apology
response strategies effectively. Therefore, it may not only
guide the Chinese native speakers to establish and maintain
a harmonious relationship with others in society, but also
give some implications to the teaching of Mandarin Chinese
as a foreign language. But the research is only a tentative
research, therefore, it expects other research to examine and
improve it.
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