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The present study investigates the use of pragmatic apology strategies by YouTube

micro-celebrities in online apology videos. It aims to better understand what apology strategies

are being used by American English and Brazilian Portuguese speaking YouTubers in digitally

mediated apologies. This study investigates similarities and differences in strategy use across

languages using a mixed-methods approach of qualitative and quantitative analysis. It highlights

the ptentil enregisterment f the “YuTube plgy” s  scilly recgnizble set f

linguistic forms and argues that this enregisterment is spread from the United States to Latin

America, specifically Brazil, through digital imperialism pointing to the potential of a globally

enregistered form.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

In the era of the internet, when news travels at the speed of Wi-Fi and social

media shapes many aspects of our lives, celebrities can rise and fall from power and interest in

an instant. With the widespread use of apps such as Tik-Tok, Instagram, and YouTube, a

plethora of information and content is shared via video, which has become the basis for content

creators and social media celebrities to reach their fan base and the public. While typically used

for entertainment with attention grabbing or informational videos, these platforms have also

become places for the dissemination of the latest pop-culture news, airing of wrongdoings, and

en masse apologies delivered by celebrity figures. This latter use, apologies meted out via social

media, is the main interest of the current study. Employing social media to impart apologies has

ffrded scil medi celebrities wh hve been “cncelled”1 the opportunity to issue their

plgy t bth their fns nd the generl public. The cncept f n “plgy vide” is perhps

best represented by the content creators on the platform YouTube, a video-based social media

platform that was launched in 2005. It is currently the second most used social media platform in

both the United States (U.S.) and worldwide (Shepherd, 2025). Since the early 2000s, it has

become a trend for YouTube content creators to make public apologies via this platform when

their actions warrant repair. One of the most well-known YouTube apologies is that of Logan

1 The concept of cancelling a celebrity is often a response by the general public to an offense made by the celebrity,
tht ws “triggered by idelgicl incmptibilities such s religin, rcism, niml rights, LGBTQIA+ nd
envirnmentl issues” (Cst & Azevedo, 2023, p. 289).



2

Paul, a daily-life vlogger who needed to apologize after filming and posting a vlog containing

insensitive content to his YouTube channel. In the video, he and others can be seen filming and

reacting to encountering a victim of suicide in the background of the video while on a hike in

Aokigahara, Japan. This incident caused international backlash and was picked up by major

news outlets in the U.S. and abroad. Subsequently, Paul then issued an apology video for this

incident via his YouTube channel stating:

I’ve mde  severe nd cntinuus lpse in my judgment, nd I dn’t expect t be

frgiven. I’m simply here t plgize. S, wht we cme crss tht dy in the wds

was obviously unplanned and the reactions you saw on tape were raw. They were

unfiltered. None of us knew how to react or how to feel. I should have never posted the

video. I should have put the cameras down and stopped recording what we were going

thrugh… but I didn’t nd fr tht frm the bttm f my hert I m srry. I wnt t

apologize t the Internet. I wnt t plgize t nyne wh’s seen the vide. I wnt t

apologize to anyone who has been affected or touched by mental illness or depression or

suicide, but most importantly I want to apologize to the victim and his family. For my

fans wh re defending my ctins, plese dn’t. They d nt deserve t be defended.

The goal with my content is always to entertain, to push the boundaries, to be all

inclusive. In the world I live in, I share almost everything I do. The intent is never to be

heartless, cruel or malicious. I don't expect to be forgiven, I'm just here to apologize. I'm

ashamed of myself. I'm disappointed in myself and I promise to be better. I will be better.

Thank you (Paul, 2018)

In exploring YouTube apology videos, it is of interest to consider how this new digitally-

mediated format for the speech act of apology may be changing both speaker and
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viewer/audience expectations about how apologies are being delivered and received in an

increasingly global digital world.

To investigate these concepts, the current study explores how apologies are made by

YouTubers cross-linguistically. Twenty videos, 10 from American English speaking (AE)

YouTubers and 10 from Brazilian Portuguese speaking (BP) YouTubers have been analyzed for

the use of six apology strategies based upon Blum-Kul et l.’s (1989) CCSARP Cding Mnul

fr Aplgies. In ding s, this study fcuses n better understnding YuTubers’ use f these

strategies in their online apologies. It also examines whether or not a patterned use of these

strategies has become a mainstream, cross-linguistic template in an age of digitally mediated

globalization. Additionally, this study aims to seek evidence supporting the hypothesis that the

“YuTube plgy vide” register hs spread from the U.S. to Brazil as a byproduct of digital

imperialism from Eurocentric countries to those of Latin America (Quijano, 2000).

In Section 1.1, I provide an overview of pragmatic apology, rapport and identity

management, and enregisterment. In Section 1.2, I detail the goals of the current study and

guiding research questions. Section 1.3 provides a basic outline of the methods used, and Section

1.4 describes the hypotheses formulated for the current study. Finally, Section 1.5 outlines the

structure of this thesis and the content discussed in each chapter.

1.1 Apology

When a person says I’m sorry to someone for something they did, they recognize that

they “hve brken  scil nrm nd re respnsible fr whtever hrm this hs cused”
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(Wolfson, 1988, p. 27). Apologies rely on speakers recognizing they have committed some

offense, acknowledging that a repair must be made, and then making an apology. Though a

typical apology may call for a sincere and vulnerable plea for forgiveness in hopes of repairing

the relationship, that may not always be the case. Lakoff (2015) observes that apologies may

actually perform various functions and express many feelings. Aside from expressing regret and

iming fr tnement, plgies my ct s “[] cnventinl gresing f the scil wheels, …

expressions of sympathy, advance mollification for intended bad behavior, and formal public

displys f currently ‘pprprite’ feeling” (Lkff, 2015, p. 295). In these terms, plgies re

often used, especially by YouTubers and canceled celebrities, as appropriate displays of socially

acceptable behavior with little other intent behind them than regaining popularity and, as Lakoff

describes, “gresing the scil wheels.” This is supprted by Cst nd Azeved (2023) who find

tht fr cncelled brnds, mking “n ‘plgy’ … leads to brand forgiveness, a decrease in the

intention to cancel the brand nd n increse in purchse intentin” (p. 289) by the public.

1.1.1 Apology as a Pragmatic Act

We may understand apology as a social necessity, however, in analyzing apologies

through a linguistic lens, a deeper understanding of this speech event can be reached. In the field

of pragmatics, Austin (1962) contends that an apology is a speech act. A speech act occurs when

a speaker produces an utterance with the intention of accomplishing a particular objective. As a

speech act, when an apology is made it is enacting the apology in real-time. A speaker uttering

an apology is not just stating a fact or describing an action; instead saying I’m sorry or I

apologize constitutes an act of apology performed by the speaker and directed to the addressee
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for an offense. Successfully enacting speech acts requires the fulfillment of the locutionary,

illocutionary, and perlocutionary acts on behalf of the speaker and hearer (Austin, 1962).

Levinson (1983, p. 236) summarizes these three acts as:

(i). locutionary act: the utterance of a sentence with determinate sense and reference

(ii). illocutionary act: the making of a statement, offer, promise etc. in uttering a

sentence, by virtue of the convention force associated with it (or with its explicit

performative paraphrase)

(iii). perlocutionary act: the bringing about of effects on the audience by means of

uttering the sentence, such effects being special to the circumstances of utterance

The locutionary act conveys the sense and reference of the utterance, creating a link

between the words and the speech event they are referring to (Austin, 1962; Márquez Reiter &

Placencia, 2005). In the case of apology, the perlocutionary act links the words being said to the

cntext f the ffense they re plgizing fr. The illcutinry ct indictes the speker’s

intentions in conducting the speech act: they may express sympathy, regret, or a want to repair

the relationship. The perlocutionary act is the “uptke” (Austin, 1969) f the ct by the herer;

whether or not they accept the apology and judge it as sincere.

This study focuses on better understanding the illocutionary act of apology, as it provides

insight int the speker’s resn fr plgizing nd intended utcme when cmpleting the

apology speech act. In attempting to mitigate the harm of an offense and make an apology,

speakers can use several apology strategies to enact this speech act. These strategies include

vertly stting ne’s intentins by using n Illcutinry Frce Indicting Device (IFID) (Serle
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& Vanderveken, 1985). IFIDs are linguistic elements that indicate the illocutionary force of an

utterance. In the case of apologies, some IFIDs include, I pologize for… or I’m sorry I…. This

strategy may be used along with those identified by Blum-Kulka et al. (1989) such as Taking

Responsibility, giving an Explanation or an Account of events surrounding the offense, making

an Offer of Repair for any physical or psychological harm, Promising Forbearance or to never

commit the offense again, and taking No Responsibility (Blum-Kulka et al., 1989; Lakoff, 2015;

Wagner & Roebuck, 2010; Xu & Yan, 2020). These six apology strategies will become the basis

of the current study. By implementing the theoretical concepts associated with speech act theory

and a framework of analysis comprised of these apology strategies, the current study aims to

characterize apologies expressed in the digital genre of YouTube videos. This in turn will shed

light on the ways YouTubers effectively manage relationships, rapport, and identity creation

between themselves and their audience listeners.

1.1.2 Identity Creation as Rapport Management

Apologies are a human response to perceived hurt and attempt to mitigate a non-ideal

situation and repair relationships. When YouTubers apologize, they are typically addressing their

apologies to both their fanbase and the general public in an attempt to repair their relationships

with these groups. They must take their audiences into account when tailoring their apology

strategy to a particular demographic. Research regarding online audience management suggests

that the audience for a given post, be it an X post (formerly Twitter), YouTube video, or

Instagram Reel, is potentially as large as the number of active users on a given platform

(Marwick & Boyd, 2011). However, most social media users address a subset of these billions of
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ptentil viewers when they cnsider wht they re psting. In executing this “udience

mngement” (Mrwick & Byd, 2011), cntent cretrs find the need t blnce self-conscious

presentations of identity and authenticity on social media. Managing this balance of identities

(the conscious brand persona and the authentic self) becomes essential when YouTubers

apologize. The YouTubers must attempt to repair their previously constructed identity to

maintain their brand while also aiming to embody more fully the “new,” mre genuine, identity

they crete thrugh the “sincere” plgy vide. Aplgy mking requires vulnerbility in

admitting fault for a wrong and is a valuable opportunity for creators to express sincerity and

authenticity. However, apologists on social media are also attempting to maintain their brand

image and online persona when they deliver their on-line apology.

1.1.3 Enregisterment and Digital Imperialism

My hypothesis throughout this study is that YouTubers who need to apologize tend to

navigate audience management and their identity on the platform through the specific and

targeted use of the pragmatic apology strategies outlined in Section 1.1.1. I argue that in creating

a linguistic system of apology strategies tailored to YouTube audiences, the patterned use of

these strategies can be considered a register of communication. Enregisterment is the process by

which a linguistic repertoire becomes differentiable within a language as a socially recognized

register of forms (Agha, 2003), which are often accompanied by characterological features and

identity work. In accessing this register, I propose that YouTubers are able to navigate the

identity demands of the platform, while also being less vulnerable, by using the register of the

“YuTube plgy”. In using this register, they “fit in” with ther YuTubers wh hve ls
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issued an apology which, in turn, allows them to negotiate meaning and construct what Eckert

and Wagner (2005) term a stable group identity. As the register becomes socially salient in the

mainstream cultural consciousness, I propose that as the apologists enregister this format of

digitally-medited plgy int the genre f “YuTuber plgy vides,” they ls lend

themselves legitimacy on the platform, specifically with their followers and, more broadly, the

general public.

Thugh the “YuTube plgy” my be  register in the U.S., mngst Americn English

speaking (AE) YouTubers, evidence from theories of digital imperialism suggests that as a world

power and online powerhouse, the digital footprint of the U.S. spans much further than its

ntinl brders nd extends t Ltin Americ. As  wrld pwer, the U.S. “rticulted …  new

pattern of power [one where all] forms of labor, production, and exploitation were in ensemble

rund the xis f cpitl nd the wrld mrket” (Quijano, 2000, p. 216). This capitalist structure

enbled the U.S.’s Eurpen rts t dminte New Wrld nrrtives nd recnstruct scil

historical identities of native populations to align with Eurocentric expectations and systems of

power (Mignolo, 2007; Quijano, 2000). According to Bourdieu (1977), capital is not just

physical labor and production but also language. Linguistic capital is an expanded form of

linguistic cmpetence nd includes the “cpcity fr … regulr discurse” (Burdieu, 1977, p.

646) and the ability to appropriately produce language in context. In discussing linguistic capital

and digital imperialism collectively, these appropriate contexts or linguistic markets are

determined by the power of the U.S. reaching into Latin America through political influence,

trade, and more recently the internet. It stands to follow that the language and online presence

and practices of those situated in Latin America, and in the case of my research, Brazil, would be

shaped by the linguistic structures evident in the U.S. Therefore, if the patterned use of apology
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strategies has become a mainstream register in American English, a cross-linguistic template

may be transferred through digital-colonialism from Eurocentric countries, this case the U.S., to

those in Latin America, specifically Brazil (Quijano, 2000).

1.2 Goals and Guiding Questions

This thesis takes into account existing research in pragmatics, digitally mediated

communication (DMC), and sociolinguistics to investigate socially negotiated and digitally

mediated acts of apology by YouTubers across languages and countries. It also aims to

understand what apology strategies are being used by YouTubers in this potentially enregistered

genre of videos. In addition, this study will investigate whether this proposed register has spread

to YouTube content creators in Brazil through globalization and digital imperialism. The

research questions stemming from these goals are:

1. Wht strtegies f plgy mking re bserved in YuTubers’ perfrmnce f the

speech act in AE and BP videos?

2. How do the apology strategies used by AE and BP YouTubers pattern similarly or

differently? Are they affected by the severity of the offense committed and the culture-

specific norms of the speech community they are used in?

3. Wht ptterns emerge crss bth AE nd BP vides tht suggest the “YuTube

plgy” is enregistered glblly?
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1.3 A Brief Overview of Methodology

To investigate how apologies are made in the digital space, two sets of data, in AE and

BP, were collected and analyzed using both quantitative and qualitative means. To collect the

data, YouTube apology videos in both AE and BP were selected based on their alignment with

the level of severity of the offense being apologized for and whether or not the YouTuber

apologizing was a YouTube native2. As Wolfson (1990) points out, what people apologize for is

determined by culturl expecttins “with respect t wht peple we ne nther” (p. 16).

Wolfson also suggests that time, respect of property, the obligation to not cause others

discomfort or put them in dnger, nd nt mking thers respnsible fr ne’s wn welfre re

common topics of everyday apology in AE. Since the necessity to apologize relies on social

norms being broken and the apologizer feeling a level of responsibility, levels of severity of the

offense in the YouTuber videos were determined based on whether the offense being apologized

for caused discomfort to viewers and/or danger to those personally involved in the committing of

the offense. The three levels of severity attributed to the videos include -severe, +severe, and

++severe and are described in the Methods section. Ten videos were chosen in each language,

AE and BP, for a total of 20 videos. This number of videos was determined as sufficient to

establish intra-category reliability as “10 subjects per grup prvide  minimum f 84% pwer t

detect relible effects t p<.05 (η2=0.08; n=10/grup)” (Özçlişkn, 2009)

Transcripts of each selected YouTube (YT) video were compiled into a corpus titled YT-

Apologies. The video transcripts were then qualitatively coded for apology strategy use and

extra-linguistic features of the videos were also recorded. A coding scheme adapted from Blum-

2 YouTube native refers to YouTube content creators who gained and maintain a majority of their platform and
follower base on YouTube.
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Kulk et l.’s (1989) CCSARP cding mnul ws creted nd used t cde the plgy

videos. The coding scheme used for this study includes six categories of apology strategy: IFID,

Take Responsibility, Explanation/Account, Offer of Repair, Promise of Forbearance, and No

Responsibility. Each instance of a strategy being employed was coded for the minute in which it

occurs in the video. This time-sampling format borrowed from Guilloteaux and Dornyei (2008),

enables the analyst to account for how the apology strategies are used in context with one

nther “whereby relevnt… events re recrded every minute in n nging mnner” (p. 61).

When coding transcripts for apology strategies, each token of an IFID, either explicit or implicit,

was coded individually. For all other strategies, sections of similarly themed text, that aligned

with a specific strategy, were coded as one occurrence of that strategy. For examples of this

coding see Appendix A.

After obtaining the strategy frequency counts for all 20 videos, a quantitative, statistical

analysis was conducted using R (v4.4.3; R Core Team, 2021). The coded data set for each

language was run as a linear mixed-effects regression model using the lme4 package (v1.1-26;

Bates et al., 2015) and any significance or interaction was noted based on Chi Squared tests. This

model designated all six apology strategies as the dependent variable, minute of token

occurrence as the independent variable, and Celebrity (a proxy for speaker) as a random effect.

1.4 Hypotheses

The first research question formulated for this study was: What strategies of apology

mking re bserved in YuTubers’ perfrmnce f the speech ct in AE nd BP vides? In light

of this question, it was predicted that IFIDs and Explanation/Account would be the most
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frequently used strategies by all of the YouTubers. This hypothesis is supported by earlier

research that found IFIDs and Explanation/Account were the most commonly used strategies in

online corporate apologies; (Choi & Mitchell, 2020; Page, 2014, Xu & Yan, 2020) as well as for

face-to-face apologies in Spanish (Wagner, 1999; Wagner, 2004; Wagner & Roebuck, 2010).

The second research question guiding this study is as follows: How do the apology

strategies used by AE and BP YouTubers pattern similarly or differently? Are they affected by

the severity of the offense committed and the culture-specific norms of the speech community

they are used in? Based on previous research on differences in apology strategies in varieties of

Spanish (Márquez Reiter, 2000; Wagner, 2004, Wagner & Roebuck, 2010), I expected that there

may be cultural differences in how apologies are made in AE and BP. As Wanger and Roebuck

(2010) observed in their study, differences in speech community and cultural expectations

change what apology strategies are acceptable in Spanish spoken in Panama City, Panama and

Cuernavaca, Mexico. They found that Panama City speakers prefer the No Responsibility

strategy and use IFIDs five percent less than their Cuernavacan counterparts.

The final research question for this study focuses on enregisterment. It asks: What, if any,

ptterns emerge crss AE nd BP vides tht suggest the “YuTube plgy” is enregistered

glblly? I expected tht the “YuTube plgy” hs becme enregistered in the AE apology

videos via linguistic patterning and identity formation employed by the AE and BP YouTube

apologists in their videos. It was expected that YouTubers would rely on this register to lend

legitimacy to their apologies and enact an authentic YouTube celebrity identity. Furthermore, I

expected that there would be similar patterning of apology strategies amongst AE and BP videos

as a consequence of the spread of online trends from the U.S. to Brazil via globalized online

spaces considering these two countries support the two highest number of monthly active
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YouTube users (Shepheard, 2025). Therefore, YouTubers from each country, Brazil and the

U.S., were expected to apologize in similar ways despite cultural differences because of the

influence of digital imperialism (Mignolo, 2007; Quijano, 2000). I anticipated that these patterns

of strtegy usge wuld emerge, pinting t  glblized register f the “Aplgy Vide”.

1.4.1 Summary

In carrying out this study the aim was to add positively to the fields of sociolinguistics,

pragmatics, and digitally mediated communication research by expanding on the limited current

work on social media apology in linguistics, which has until now focused primarily on platforms

such as X (formerly Twitter) (Page, 2014). This study will also engage with research surrounding

digitally-mediated speech acts, providing particular insight into apology strategies and the

importance of their enactment in an increasingly digital world. Furthermore, this study will

illuminate the patterns of digital globalization and cross-linguistic influence through

enregisterment.

1.5 Structure of Thesis

Chapter 2 reviews existing literature in pragmatics, DMC, and sociolinguistics with a

focus on pragmatic apologies, identity creation and digitally mediated rapport management, and

enregisterment and digital imperialism. Research on apology strategies and the classification

framework adapted and used in the current study are also included. Chapter 3 discusses the data

and highlights the reason for using YouTube as a data source. Additionally, the methodology
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used in the present study, including both the qualitative coding and the quantitative analysis, are

detiled. Chpter 4 presents the findings f the current study’s dt nlysis, nd Chpter 5

discusses these results nd their reltin t the study’s research questions and previous research.

Cnclusins re presented in Chpter 6, including ddressing the current study’s strengths nd

limitations and offering suggestions for future research in this line of inquiry.
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CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

Aplgies cn be thught f s  speker’s “implicit self-judgment … ginst themselves

[as] a recognition that they have broken a social norm and are responsible for whatever harm this

hs cused” (Wlfsn, 1988, p.27). Wlfsn here explins the mtivtin behind an apology, the

speaker recognizing a harm has been committed, acknowledging the need for repair, and acting

on this judgment to produce an apology. Though we may automatically think of an apology as a

request for forgiveness of a past wrong, as Lakoff (2015) observes, apologies may actually

perfrm vrius functins nd express mny feelings. Aplgies cn be used s, “[]

cnventinl gresing f the scil wheels, … expressins f sympthy, dvnce mllifictin

for intended bad behavior, and forml public displys f currently ‘pprprite’ feeling” (Lkff,

2015, p. 295). Lakoff notes that in these instances, apology places a heavy psychological burden

on its maker and its recipient, asking for sincerity and vulnerability from the apologizer and

acceptance from the hearer in hopes of repairing the relationship. While this intensity of feeling

may be aptly judged during in-person apologies, what happens when they are made online

through the screen of a computer may be quite different.

This chapter contains an overview of literature related to pragmatic approaches to

apology and the influences of audience and identity management when enacting it as a digitally

mediated speech act online. Blum-Kulk et l.’s (1989) Crss-Cultural Speech Act Realization

Prject’s (CCSARP) cding mnul fr plgies will be discussed, which is the basis of the
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framework used in the current study to investigate apology strategy usage. This chapter also

explores the influence of digital imperialism on the transference of linguistic capital from the

dominating powers of the U.S. to Latin America and the effect this may have on the transmission

of enregistered forms through the internet.

Pragmatic approaches to apology are explored in Section 2.1 while the apology strategy

framework is explained in Section 2.2. Section 2.3 introduces past work on the study of apology

in face-to-face interactions, discourse completion tasks (DCTs), and digitally mediated

communication (DMC). Identity and rapport management are discussed in Section 2.4 and

enregisterment and its global spread through digital imperialism will be explored in Section 2.5.

2.1 Speech Act Theory

2.1.1 Astin’s Speech Act Theory Frmework

As a communicative tool, apologies act as an acknowledgement of perceived harms and

an attempt by the speaker to repair their relationship with the person who has been hurt by their

actions. In viewing apology through a linguistic lens, it is helpful to first understand the concept

by outlining Austin’s (1962) Speech Act Thery. Generlly,  speech ct ccurs when  speker

produces an utterance with the goal of accomplishing some objective beyond just transmitting

information; the language we use is performing an action (Austin, 1962; Birner, 2013; Márquez

Reiter, & Placencia, 2005; Schiffrin, 1994). Márquez Reiter and Placencia, in their review of

Austin’s Speech Act Thery, explin tht “speech ct thery rests upn the centrl ntin f

lnguge s ctin” nd tht speech ct thery “ttempts t define the links between mening,

lnguge, nd ctin” (p. 5). As Austin (1975) mintins, “t d r sy these things is t make

plin hw the ctin is t be tken r understd, wht ctin it is” (p. 70). Initially, Austin
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proposed a specific type of speech act that he called a performative. According to Austin, a

perfrmtive des nt describe r reprt  thing ccurring, but insted “the uttering f the

sentence is, r is  prt f, the ding f n ctin” (1962, p. 5). In ther wrds, fr perfrmtive

speech cts, “t utter smething - either orally or in writing - is t d smething” (Birner, 2013,

p. 175). Austin categorizes apologies as performatives, noting that when one produces an

apology, stating I apologize or I’m sorry, the utterance counts as the actual act of apology from

the speaker to the hearer for committing some offense. Specifically, the speaker simultaneously

says the words and performs the action. In offering an example of a promise as a performative

Austin rgues tht  perfrmtive is “nt  descriptin, becuse (1) it culd nt be flse, nr

therefre true;” nd (2) sying it nd mening it “mkes it  prmise” (Austin, 1975, p. 70). He

clls these tw cnditins  “perfrmtive frmul” nd explins that this formula, such as

sying “‘I prmise’, mkes it cler hw wht is sid is t be understd nd even cnceivbly …

‘sttes tht’  prmise hs been mde” (Austin, 1975, p. 70).

However, Austin notes that to be effectively carried out, the performative must meet

severl felicity cnditins, r be ‘hppily’ ccmplished (Austin 1962; Márquez Reiter, &

Placencia, 2005). These felicity conditions include:

A. Following conventional procedure in appropriate circumstances

B. Executing the performative correctly and completely

C. The speaker having the requisite feelings, thoughts, and intentions when carrying it out

(Austin, 1962, Birner, 2013).

If one of these felicity conditions is unmet, the speech act is infelicitous, or goes wrong, and in

the case of apology, it may not be accepted or judged sincere. Violating Condition A. and/or

Cnditin B. results in  “misfire” (Austin, 1962) r  filed realization of the speech act. For
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exmple, if smene plgizes by sying “I'm relly srry if I offended, hurt, or disappointed

nyne with ll f this” [emphsis dded] (Arvid, 2020), the inclusin f if results in the speaker

avoiding responsibility and not completing the speech act correctly and completely. Austin

(1962) ntes tht “When n utternce is  misfire, the prcedure which we purprt t invke is

disllwed r is btched nd ur ct … is vid withut effect” (p. 16). A viltin f Cnditin

C. results in an abuse of sincerity and belief in the truth of the act, though the performative act

itself is achieved. In this case, an abuse results in hollow or empty words and a speech act that

has not been implemented (Austin, 1962). An abuse, however, is often difficult to judge by an

outside observer of an apology who cannot know the exact intent of the apologizer. This often

makes abuses in instances of apology opaque. An example of an abuse would be if a person

made an apology about a serious offense but said it with amusement in their eyes or a smile on

their face. This type of mismatch between the utterance of an apology, a commonly somber

moment, and the positive emotions displayed, would risk an insincerity abuse and an infelicitous

performative. Under the appropriate felicitous conditions, a speech act will follow societal norms

and expectations, carry intent, and have forces and functions the act necessarily carries out

(Birner, 2013).

Despite these classifications and felicity conditions, Austin found discrepancies in his

distinction of performatives as a specific type of speech acts upon while encountering

counterexamples. He then turned his attention to the general contents of a speech act and the

forces that the speaker hopes to achieve in expressing a speech act. According to Austin (1962),

when carrying out a speech act, three aspects or forces used to felicitously complete a speech act

come into play, which are applicable to the analysis of apology. The first aspect is the

locutionary act, which is the act of uttering words that convey the basic meaning, its sense and
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reference, linking what is said to the context in which it is said. Second, the illocutionary act

estblishes the speker’s intentins, with Austin (1962) stipulating that there is a distinction here

between attempting a particular speech act and actually pulling it off. The third necessary aspect

of a speech act is the perlocutionary act, which is the resulting effects of carrying out the speech

act or the outcome negotiated between the interlocutors. Austin (1962) considered this the

“uptke” f the utterance or speech act or the consequences of the speech act (Márquez Reiter &

Placencia, 2005). Additionally, Birner (2013) describes speech acts as follows:

The locutionary act is the act of saying something with a certain meaning and reference

… the illcutinry ct is wht yu intend t d by mens f sying it … [nd] the

perlcutinry ct … is the effect tht the speech ct hs n the thughts, feelings, or

actions of the addressee (p. 187).

The locutionary force of apologizing signals to the hearer that there was an offense perpetrated

by the speaker, that the speaker acknowledges this fact, and that they are making an apology to

repair the harm caused by their wrongdoing. The illocutionary act expresses the speker’s

intentin behind plgizing, fr exmple, t shw regret r t chnge the herer’s ttitude

towards the speaker, their relationship, and/or the offense committed (Birner, 2013). The

perlocutionary effect in the case of apology is the actual effect of the apology on the relationship

between the speaker and the hearer. It entails whether the apology is accepted by the hearer and

if the speaker is judged to be sincere.

Though originally apologies were performatives, Austin recategorized the verb apologize

s  behbitive. Behbitives, ccrding t Austin’s new ctegriztin, were  clss f wrds

with an illocutionary force related to behavior. More accurately, apologize is a behabitive or verb
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hving “t d with ttitudes nd rectins t scil behvir” (Márquez Reiter, & Plcenci,

2005). In analyzing apology, this illocutionary force is useful for better understanding the

plgy’s functin nd prviding insight int the speker’s resn fr apologizing, their

intentions, and their motivations for wanting to repair their image and relationship with the

addressee. In addition, this illocutionary act is best able to be analyzed linguistically as it is

observable and thus quantifiable based on the strategies used when a speaker makes an apology.

2.1.2 Serle’s Speech Act Proposl

Searle (1969) concurred with Austin that speech acts play an essential role in

communication, as he affirmed that speech acts are the basic units of linguistic communication

and that producing a speech act is performing an action. However, his categorization of speech

acts and their forces differed from those of Austin. Searle moved away from the performative

distinction and considered apologies as expressive illocutions that convey the psychological

state of the speaker expressing them (Searle, 1969; Searle, 1976). Similarly, Lakoff (2015)

mintins tht “plgy, mre thn mst speech cts, plces psychlgicl burdens … n its

mker” (p. 295). Serle’s definitin f plgy s n expressive, lng with his chrcterizing

the locutionary act in terms of its propositional content, set him apart from Austin. He proposed

propositional content conditions, commonly referred to as speech act rules. Specific to speech

acts, Searle created four types of speech act rules: propositional content, preparatory, sincerity,

and essential rules. Propositional content rules require the proposition of the utterance to contain

specific semantic content particular to the speech act uttered (e.g., a request refers to a future act

of the hearer). Preparatory rules are the conditions in the world that need to be present for a
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speech act to be felicitous. Sincerity rules are the conditions that make a speech act sincere, and

the essential rules denote the outcome of an act, or what the speech act “counts as” (e.g., in a

request the utterance counts as an attempt to get the hearer to do something; uttering an apology

counts as expressing remorse for a past act to the hearer) (Searle, 1969; Márquez Reiter, &

Placencia, 2005).

Additinlly, Serle (1979) suggested tht “differences in prpsitinl cntent … re

determined by illcutinry frce indicting devices” (p. 7). These Illcutinry Frce Indicting

Devices (IFIDs) re the elements in the utternce tht “[perte] n the propositional content to

indicte … the directin f fit between the prpsitinl cntent nd relity” (Serle, 1979, p.

17). Thugh this “fit” is presuppsed fr expressives like plgy, the frce behind it, which

links propositional content to reality, is still there. Concretely, Searle (1969) explained that IFIDs

are linguistic indicators for illocutionary force, such as the use of performative verbs (e.g., I

promise…, I approve…), wrd rder, intntin nd prsdy, nd certin dverbs in utternces.

2.2 Apology Strategies

In attempting to mitigate this psychological burden and give the appropriate force behind

their apologies, speakers can use several strategies to express apologies based on factors such as

the relationship with the interlocutor and the seriousness of the offense (Wagner & Roebuck,

2010; Wolfson, 1988). These strategies can range from explicit ones, like simply stating I

pologize for … or I’m sorry tht I …, to more ambiguous and indirect forms, including through

the expression of presuppositions and implicatures that the hearer must interpret as an apology.
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Lakoff (2015) identifies several motivations speakers have for making apologies

including, expressing responsibility either by accepting that they have caused harm to another or

in rder t “minimize the utterer’s respnsibility fr … thers” (p. 296). An apologizer may also

acknowledge wrongdoing, express a desire for forgiveness, renounce their bad behavior, attempt

to convey sympathy, or simply deny that a wrong even occurred. Examples of these strategies,

which hve been dpted frm Lkff’s (2015) wrk, are provided below. The first example

demonstrates an explicit apology, while the remaining examples represent implicit forms.

(1) a. I apologize for calling you so late at night (explicit)

b. I admit I broke the vase (responsibility)

c. It ws wrng f me t hve stlen yur wllet/I shuldn’t hve stlen yur wllet

(wrong-doing)

d. Can you forgive me for yelling at you (wish for forgiveness)

e. I’ll never hit him gin s lng s I live (bjurtin f bd behvir)

f. I’m srry tht I dn’t hve the time t meet with yu tdy (sympthy)

g. I’m srry, yu’ve gt it ll wrng! I didn’t brek the vse, she did (denil)

Lakoff (2015) also notes that speakers may use excuses, justifications, and explanations

simultaneously with these apology strategies to lessen the negative effects on the relationship

between themselves and the person they are apologizing to. These strategies suggested by Lakoff

are echoed by Wagner and Roebuck (2010) and Xu and Yan (2020), who adapt Blum-Kulka et

l.’s (1989) CCSARP Cding Mnul fr Aplgies in their nlyses.
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2.2.1 Blum-Kulka et al. (1989)

Blum-Kulka et al. (1989) develop a coding scheme for apology strategies that can be

used to identify how apologies are being made cross-culturally. They establish five central

strategies for making an apology, which include using Illocutionary Force Indicating Devices

(IFID), Take Responsibility, Explanation or Account, Offer of Repair, and Promise of

Frbernce. These five centrl strtegies cn be further supprted by lnguge users’ use f

intensifiers to show extra concern for the offense, or, speakers can use downgraders which are

ttempts t “divert the herer’s ttentin frm [the speker’s] respnsibility fr the ffense”

(Blum-Kulka et al., 1989, p. 293).

The first of the five strategies presented in the coding manual developed by Blum-Kulka,

et l. (1989) is the use f IFIDs, which re “frmulic, rutinized expressins in which the

speker’s plgy is mde explicit” (p. 290). As the uthrs pint ut, IFIDs were first discussed

by Serle in his 1969 study in which he revised Austin’s (1962) Speech Act Thery. Sme IFIDs

used in making apologies in English are I pologize, I’m sorry, or forgive me (Blum-Kulka et al.,

1989). The second strategy included in the coding scheme, Taking Responsibility, is motivated

by an attempt to appease the addressee, to take the blame for the offense, or in some cases, to

dmit the fcts f the ffending event but “bstin frm penly ccepting respnsibility” (Blum-

Kulka et al., 1989, p. 291). The third strategy, Explanation and Account, allows the apologizer to

explain external mitigating circumstances that caused the offense to occur, such as saying I

missed the bus to apologize for being late. The fourth strategy involves Offers of Repair, which

occur when the speaker attempts to compensate the hearer in some way for the offense they

caused. The offer must be related directly to the present offense and be appropriate to the

context of the offense and the speech event. According to Blum-Kulka et al. (1989), the last
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strtegy, Prmise f Frbernce, is used “whenever the speker’s sense f guilt is strng

enugh” (p. 293) that they feel they must promise that they will never commit the offense again.

One adaptation that was made to the scheme was the addition of a specific category for

the speaker not taking responsibility for the offense. This category, not original to Blum-Kulka et

l.’s scheme, helps t ccunt fr Lkff’s strtegy f respnsibility tking, which includes

forms of denial and taking no responsibility for the offense. Wagner and Roebuck (2010) include

the strtegy “N + Tking Respnsibility (speker = -nimcy)” t describe this. They use +/-

animacy to account for whether the speaker assumed responsibility for the offense (Wagner,

2004; Wagner & Roebuck, 2010). For example, they categorize the Spanish expressions of se +

me + verb, no fue mi culpa ‘it wsn’t my fult’, and me + verb (3PL no referent)3 under this

category (Wagner & Roebuck, 2010). This strategy has been adapted for the current research as

No Responsibility and henceforth will be referred to as such.

2.3 Studies on Apology

2.3.2 Cross-Cultural Apologies

Investigations of apologies have been conducted in English and other languages with

native speakers and foreign language learners to better understand the pragmatic constructions

and competences needed to perform this speech act. Many cross-linguistic studies using Blum-

Kulk et l.’s frmewrk demonstrate that IFIDs are the most used strategies cross-linguistically

3 Examples of se me + verb include: Se me olvidó el libro en casa ‘I forgot the book at home’ and an example of me
+ verb (3PL no referent) is me dejaron esperando ‘they left me waiting’.
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(Beeching, 2019; González-Cruz, 2012; Liu & Ren, 2016; Wagner, 1999; Wagner & Roebuck,

2010; Xu & Yan, 2020). Beeching (2019) found that simpler or more formulaic forms of IFIDs

like I’m sorry or excuse me , and their translated counterparts, are more frequent in English and

French while forms like pardon or regret are less common. This finding is supported by

Márquez Reiter (2000) who found that British English speakers used more formulaic expressions

of apology than Uruguayan Spanish speakers. However, all of these studies note that not all

spekers f the sme glbl lnguge “hve nd will use  clsed set f linguistic strtegies in

the sme wy when they plgize” (Wgner & Rebuck, 2010; p. 254). While there re

commonly used strategies such as IFIDs and offering an Explanation or Account, Wagner and

Roebuck (2010) and Wagner (1999) find that in the Spanish varieties of Cuernavaca, Mexico,

Panama City, Panama, and Granada, Spain, differing apology and politeness strategies are used.

In these studies evidence is prvided t refute the clim tht “the speech ct f plgizing [is]

subject t universl principles f verbl interctin” (Gnzález-Cruz, 2012, p. 549). Wagner

(1999) found that speakers in Cuernavaca and Granada perceived and responded to apologies

differently. Fr exmple, Cuernvc spekers “rted plgies s strnger when n IFID

preceded rther thn fllwed nther strtegy” (Wgner 1999: 166) when severl strategies

were used in tandem. In their 2010 study, Wagner and Roebuck also found that Panama City

speakers had a preference for using the No Responsibility strategy, in that they preferred to not

take responsibility for the offense committed by using responses like no fue mi culpa, ‘it wsn’t

my fult’. Márquez Reiter (2000) also found that apologies in British English and Uruguayan

Spanish differed based on cultural expectations and the interplay of power, social status, and

politeness in these societies or speech communities. The variations of apology strategies across

languages points to the continual need for community-based investigations as it remains
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“bvius tht n plgy is  scilly nd culturlly defined cmmunictive functin”

(González-Cruz, 2012, p. 550).

2.3.3 Digitally-Mediated Apologies

Research on apology strategy usage in YouTube videos, and digitally mediated

communication (DMC) in general, has been conducted using two approaches. The first approach

is grounded in linguistic investigation, relying on pragmatic theory using Blum-Kulka et al.

(1989) as the basis for strategy definition. The second approach stems from public relations

research regarding interpersonal apology as crisis response as investigated by Benoit (2014) and

Schmitt et al.(2004). Research in this area (Darby & Schlenker, 1982; Sandlin & Gracyalny,

2018; Schlenker & Darby, 1981), finds that using the strategies proposed by Benoit (2014) and

Schmitt et al. (2004)4, lead to more positive sincerity judgments by addressees and higher

chances of forgiveness. Despite the difference in theoretical framings, much of the work on

digital apologies in English has found that IDIFs, or their counterpart Mortification, are the most

frequently strategies used by apologizing parties (Choi & Mitchell, 2022; Karlsson, 2020;

Sndlin & Grcylny, 2018; Sri, 2016). Briefly defined, mrtifictin “cnsists f remrseful

cknwledgement f n ffense nd [] request fr frgiveness” (Krlsson, 2020). Mortification

is mst cmmnly encted using verbs tht cn be identified s IFIDs such s ‘plgize’,

‘regret’, ‘excuse’, ‘srry’, ‘prdn’, nd ‘frgive’ (Blum-Kulka & Olshtain, 2009; Sari, 2016).

Sandlin and Gracyalny (2018) state that of their 32 viewed apologies, 93.8% used mortification

4 Image repair strategies include Denial, Evasion of Responsibility, Reducing Offensiveness, Corrective Action, and
Mortification (Benoit, 2014).
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strategies. Additionally, statements admitting fault and expressions of remorse were the most

used interpersonal strategies in their research, followed by admitting damage and offering

compensation (Sandlin & Gracyalny, 2018). These strategies generally align with Take

Responsibility and Offer of Repair set out in Blum-Kulk et l.’s (1989) cding scheme. Chi

and Mitchell (2022) find similar patterns of apology, discussing that YouTubers

“veremphsized the phrse ‘I’m srry’ [in vides] … emphsizing n the mortification

strtegy” (p. 102). This ligns with Rschk nd Kiser’s (2013) findings tht using multiple

IFIDs together to intensify the apology repairs damage more effectively. Xu nd Yn’s (2020)

investigation into corporate apology strategies used by Chinese internet corporations found that

while Chinese corporations most commonly use IFIDs, the strategy of image repair is also

significantly used in apology. This image repair strategy consists of strategies that align with

Blum-Kulka et l.’s (1989) Promise of Forbearance and Offer of Repair.

Despite the wealth of research on the speech act of apology in English and varieties of

Spanish, little has been investigated in the Portuguese language for both in-person and digitally

mediated apology. A recent study by Storto, Negreiros, and Dias (2022) explores the semiotic

landscape of online apology videos in BP. In their qualitative analysis of three well-known

internet persnlities’ plgy vides, they fund tht the influencers cnstruct  victim persn

r “eths” rund the ffense cmmitted. The reserchers bserved: “esse eths fi refrçd

pela imagem de inocente, de indivíduo sem culpa, por aquele que não teve a intenção de dizer ou

fzer lg” [this eths ws reinfrced by n imge f inncence, f n individul withut fult,

one that had no intention of doing or saying something offensive] (Storto, Negreiros, & Dias,

2022, p. 19). Although the influencers did not utilize specific apology strategies identified in
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other literature, the authors did identify a persona constructed through the use of No

Responsibility.

2.3.4 Conclusions of Apology Research

As evidenced in previous linguistics and public relations research, strategies for making

apologies can be used as linguistically quantifiable tokens of illocutionary force. The research

demonstrates that the need to apologize can take many forms and is often motivated by

maintaining social relationships and/or responding to public or societal pressure to do so, as in

expressing the “pprprite” feelings in rder t rebuild public imge nd regin trust (Xu &

Yan, 2020). This obligation to apologize has been examined in domains such as in-person, cross-

linguistic apology (González-Cruz, 2012; Liu & Ren, 2016; Su & Lu, 2023; Válková, 2014;

Wagner, 1999, Wagner & Roebuck, 2010), corporate apology (Diulio & Arendt, 2018; Page,

2014; Xu & Yan, 2020) and DMC (Choi & Mitchell, 2022; Diegoli, 2025; Karlsson, 2020;

Sandlin & Gracyalny, 2018; Sari, 2016; Storto, Negreiros, & Dias, 2022) in an attempt to better

understnd hw brnds, cmpnies, nd individuls re “plgizing fr their pst nd current

behvirs” (Choi & Mitchell, 2022, p. 102).

2.4 Rapport Management and Identity Creation

In examining these pragmatically grounded theoretical concepts regarding apology,

research on rapport and audience management and identity creation is also important to consider.

By exploring these frameworks together, apologies can be examined as ways to effectively



29

manage rapport and craft a digitally-mediated identity between online speakers and digital

hearers. In the case of YouTuber apologies, exploring the dynamic relationship between the

YouTuber and viewer within the Bulge (Wolfson, 1989), highlights audience management

techniques tht ffect plgy strtegy usge. YuTuber’s rely n udience mngement

techniques that actively attempt to construct positive rapport with their viewers and create a

likeable and sincere identity that will be accepted by the community. In digitally mediated

communication (DMC), the audience of a post, be it an X post, video, or reel, is potentially as

large as the number of active users on a given platform. YouTube has over 2.5 billion monthly

users and more than 122 million daily platform users (GMI, 2025; Shepheard, 2025), thus the

ptentil rech f  YuTuber’s pltfrm culd include this vlume f viewers. Hwever, in

their videos, most YouTubers are addressing a subset of users when they consider what they are

posting. YouTubers cnstntly “hve  sense f [their] udience in every [digitlly] medited

cnverstin” (Mrwick & Byd, 2011, p. 115) nd they use it t mnge udience enggement

and identity creation.

2.4.1 Wolfson’s Blge Theory

In engaging with audience and identity management, YouTubers must consider the

reltinship they hve with their viewers. Under Wlfsn’s Bulge Thery, scil distnce nd

power between interlocutors can be evaluated. It posits a continuum of social relationships that

fall within the bounds of a bulge of negotiable speech acts (see Figure 1).
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Figure 1

Representation of Wolfson (1989) Bulge Theory of Social Distance

At the ends f the “Bulge”, existing n ppsite ends f scil distnce, re reltinships with

intimates on the far left and strangers and status unequals on the far right. These relationships

and the speech acts they contain are less open to negotiation nd mre fixed; “the mre sttus

and social distance are seen as fixed, the easier it is for speakers to know what to expect of one

nther” (Wlfsn, 1988, p. 33). Hwever, the reltinships in the Bulge re seen s dynmic r

open to negotiation among participants. Depending on where in the Bulge an addressee exists,

the strategies used by the speaker to apologize may differ. For the YouTuber and their viewers,

the relationship may fall under non-intimates or acquaintances. Additionally, as Steinkuehler and

Williams (2006) propose, social media sites can act as digital third places. First proposed in

sociological theory, third places are described as a place for informal sociability such as coffee

shops and bars in the real world; this is contrary to first and second place, which are the home

and the workplace, respectively. Steinkuehler and Williams (2006) reconceptualized this idea
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from physical spaces to describing the internet as a third place for informal sociability where the

line between audience member and friend can be blurred. This is especially evident as

YouTubers tend to broadcast many aspects of their daily lives on their platform. Fanbases can

consider the YouTuber as more than a complete stranger, often developing parasocial

relationships with the people they watch on the screen. Conceptualizing the YouTuber-viewer

relationship as existing within the Bulge allows for dynamic negotiation of social distance and

power within the relationship in an attempt to gain trust (Xu & Yan, 2020). The dynamism of

this relationship allows YouTubers opportunities for successful apology and the development of

a positive public image built on their repentance for mistakes. Conversely this also carries the

risk f flling frm ‘grce’ nd being ‘cnceled’ by the viewers (Diuli & Arendt, 2018). The

theories of speech acts, politeness, relationship negotiation, and face (See sections 2.1 and 2.5.2)

are considered essential to the success or failure of an apology, especially as it relates to digitally

mediated communication.

2.4.2 Politeness and Face Theory: Impact on Apology Making and Audience Management

The research of Wagner and Roebuck (2010) accounts for politeness strategies used by

speakers of apologies. Accompanying the choice of apology strategy, Politeness and Face

Theory are also important in apology making. In tandem, these theories account for the desire of

interlocutors to avoid unpleasantness in a given conversation and mitigate what Lakoff (2015)

cites s the “psychlgicl burden” f plgies n bth prties. Pliteness Thery ccunts fr

variables in social relationships, including both positive and negative politeness strategies that

honor in-group solidarity and individual independence respectively (Birner, 2013; Wagner &



32

Roebuck, 2010). Politeness Theory also aids in accounting for the dynamic forces of power,

social distance, and cooperation (Kasper, 2005) within apology making. These forces affect

which apology strategies and sub-strategies are used by speakers. Face Theory, originally

proposed by Goffman (1967), relates to the image one claims for themselves through the pattern

of behaviors they display to others. This image is shaped by a need of the speaker to be accepted

and appreciated by others (maintaining positive face), and the need for autonomy and freedom

(maintaining negative face) (Brown & Levinson, 1978, 1987; Goffman; Renkema, 2004). When

someone apologizes, they are responding to a Face Threatening Act (FTA) that violates their

positive face, or their need to be appreciated and accepted by others. An apology then is an

attempt to preserve this positive face and their relationships with the offended party.

Simultneusly, the plgizer is ls trying t vid vilting their ddressee’s negtive fce;

treating them as a person who can make an independent choice to forgive, or not, on their own.

Thus, the navigation of face preservation is essential to a successful apology. Facework

operates in tandem with politeness strategies to mitigate harm and complete a successful

apology. Politeness, which can be linguistically realized in strategies like those of Blum-Kulka,

House, and Kasper (1989), in conjunction with concepts of cooperation and linguistic etiquette

(Kasper, 2005) is used to varying degrees based on the intensity of the threat to face (Brown &

Levinson, 1978, 1987). Apology strategy usage helps to mitigate the FTA of committing a harm

towards another person. This harm or the weight of the face threat is determined by factors

including the degree of imposition, the weight of a specific act in a specific culture, the social

distance between the speaker and the addressee, and the power the addressee has over the

speaker (Birner, 2013). The use of these factors can be represented in formula format W(FTA) =

R + D + P (Brown & Levinson, 1987). In other words, the weight of the FTA is equal to the rate
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of imposition (R), the social distance between interlocutors (D), and the power dynamic between

them (P). The rate of imposition relies on how far a cultural norm has been overstepped by the

apologizing party or the severity of the offense. Wolfson (1999) discusses that people apologize

fr ccurrences deemed hrmful bsed n culturl expecttins “with respect t wht peple we

ne nther” (p. 16). She suggests tht impsitin n  persn’s time, respect f bth persnl

and public property, the obligation to not cause others discomfort or put them in danger, and not

mking thers respnsible fr ne’s wn welfre re cmmn tpics f everydy plgy in the

US (Wolfson, 1999). Goffman (1971) also suggests that apologies should be at least proportional

to the offense they are designed to rectify and therefore the greater the FTA the more important

remediative facework during the apology should become. However, this apology/offense

equivalence or proportionality is not always the case when it comes to real world interactions as

seen in the work of Heritage and Raymond (2016) and Heritage, Raymond, and Drew (2019).

YouTubers often need to apologize for a wide range of offenses from racist comments to far

more excessive violations of social expectation such as grooming or sexual harassment

allegations. This raises the rate of imposition, the W(FTA) score, and thus the weight of the

apology, as cultural norms are also overstepped.

2.4.3 Audience Design

Public reltins prfessinls ften encurge public figures, like YuTubers, “t use

scil medi t plgize s they cn directly cmmunicte with their udience” (Chi &

Mitchell, 2022, p. 102). In fllwing the “secnd wve” f scilinguistics, when ethngrphic

methds were used t explre hw “lclly-relevnt fcts but prticipnts” (Andersn et l.
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2022) play a role in how variation is realized at the macro-level (Eckert, 2012), audience design

becomes an essential piece of the how and why apologies are made, especially by public figures.

The need to apologize is often motivated by maintaining social relationships and/or responding

t public r scil pressure t d s. In rder t express “pprprite” feelings f remrse nd

rebuild public image and trust, apologizers attempt to adapt their apology strategy to match

udience expecttins. Bell’s (1984) study of radio announcers changing their speech style to

address different audiences, either converging or diverging from speech norms, became the

fundtin f much udience design wrk. Audience design refers t the speker “designing

their speech to the needs f  prticulr udience” (Meyerhff, 2019, p.48), the mtive behind

this shift in behavior, and knowing who the audience is and responding in kind. Speakers

become aware of their audience and manage their speech based on who they believe is listening.

Bell prpses  hierrchy f these herers, cntending tht “the persn we re directly tlking t

hs the gretest impct n hw we tlk” (Meyerhff, 2019, p. 49). Hwever, there re ften

other listeners such as auditors, overhearers, and eavesdroppers (Bell, 1984) who have less

power over the speaker's choice in speech. Bell claims that an addressee is a known person

taking part in the speech event who is acknowledged by the speaker and directly addressed.

Auditors are known to be part of the speech act and their presence is acknowledged but they are

not directly addressed in the speech context. Overhearers and eavesdroppers conversely are not

acknowledged in the speech event nor are they directly addressed, however, overhearers may be

known to be present to the speaker while eavesdroppers are not. Bell explains that based on a

persn’s reltinship t the speker in this scheme, the speker will mdify their speech

accordingly. The dynamics of audience power over the speaker are shown in Figure 2.



35

Figure 2

Digrm of Levels of Bell’s (1984) Adience Design Adpted from Hwthorn (2013)

Applying this cncept t nline spces,  given vide’s udience is ptentilly billins f

people. A YouTuber may not have the security of knowing exactly who is watching their video

or who they are directly addressing, whether it be a fan, a casual viewer, or a person new to their

pltfrm. Tking this int cnsidertin, the lines between the ctive plyers in Bell’s udience

design begin to blur. This is especially true in the case of YouTuber apologies as they often gain

traction on the platform, reaching a wider audience than their normal fanbase. The viewership

can continue to expand when the need for redress is discussed on mainstream news sites,

resulting in a wider potential audience that is less informed about the YouTuber and platform

norms. In summary, there is likely a fanbase of subscribed viewers that functions in the position

of addressee, a group of non-subscribed but consistent viewers acting as auditors, thousands of

overhearers, and an unknown number of unacknowledged eavesdroppers from the general

public who are viewing out of curiosity. The differences between these latter three groups may

be indistinct, leaving the YouTuber unaware of who is watching their videos, even if they
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cknwledge the nebulus “generl public”. Understnding udience design in this wy lends

support to the importance of face work and identity management in DMC.

2.4.4 Identity Management

Fllwing Bell’s udience design reserch,  mre speker-centered body of research

emerged with the third wave of sociolinguistics. Speaker design is another way of exploring the

relationship between the speaker and their audience. A theory proposed by Coupland (1980)

suggests tht  speker’s vritin in speech is prtilly due t their reltinship with the

udience while ls reflecting the speker’s wish t prject  specific identity t the ddressee.

Speaker design contributes to the concept of audience management by incorporating the speaker-

centered concept f identity mngement in speech cts. As Bedijs, Held nd Mβ (2014) stte

in their wrk, “ key feture f Scil Medi is the self-presenttin f the prticipnts” (p. 10).

Social media users create user profiles where they reveal as much or as little detail about

themselves as they wish. Yet, their platform identity is also constructed by:

Other users [who] develop a perception of their identity not only on the basis of their

profile but also on every individual contribution, every shared piece of content and every

comment on contributions and contents provided by other users. (Bedijs, Held & Mβ,

2014, p. 10)

While YouTubers construct an identity based on what they explicitly choose to share, they also

express it in the less curated moments of their digital contributions to a given platform. While to

a large extent the presentation of an online identity is a matter of choice and curated aspects of
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the self, it is ls inextricbly linked t their rel life s they bring spects cnnected t this “rel

wrld” identity int the digitl spce. In creting n identity nd using “udience mngement”

(Marwick & Boyd, 2011), content creators must balance self-conscious presentations of identity

and authenticity on social media. They do this in part by navigating face and identity in

communication forms that have been characterized as faceless, bodiless mass media (Bedijs,

Held & Mβ, 2014; Herring, 2001). Facework has both an individual dimension related to

bigrphicl “rel life” events nd experiences, nd  culturl sciliztin dimensin in regrds

to mutually constructed identities. These dimensions can be seen below in Figure 3 as elements

of static and dynamic characteristics of face. Appealing to these positive and negative face

wnts, “fce, therefre, stnds fr self-consciousness and at the same time represents the self-

esteem estblished nd cknwledged in scil cntcts” (Bedijs, Held & Maaβ, 2014, p. 16).

Bedijs, Held nd Mβ (2014) prpse tht this interply is evked by interctin with thers

nd tht fce “exists nly s projected face,… which is cntinully repsitined nd fcused

thrugh the mirrr f thers” (p. 16-17). They demonstrate this view of face through the diagram

shown in Figure 3.
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Figure 3

Adpted Digrm of Fce Wnts in Constrcting Identity (Bedijs, Held nd Mβ, 2014)

As content creators, YouTubers must be consciously working against this tension of

verprduced prjected persn nd shwing their “rel” self while cntending with cntext

collapse (Marwick & Boyd, 2011). Context collapse occurs when multiple audiences are

collapsed into one. This necessitates creators to present a singular, personal identity on a

platform, leading to the repositioning of several different groups on a single platform. Digital

audiences are made up of diverse groups of viewers who may not typically be brought together

outside this digital space (Boyd, 2008). These audiences may include groups with whom

interaction would result in a differing construction of identity such as family, coworkers,

acquaintances, and strangers. Because of this content collapse, relationships to viewers span all

f Wlfsn's Bulge. Thus, the typicl “briclge” (Eckert, 2019; Pdesv, 2009; Zimmn, 2017)

of identity that can be accessed and selected from in face-to-face conversations cannot occur,



39

forcing the YouTuber to create a singular persona on the platform and in created content. This

makes the management of this singular persona heavily reliant on the enactment of the micro-

celebrity identity and the balance of authenticity and platform persona.

The balance of having a constructed self that is mediated through interaction with others

in collapsed contexts of DMC finds purchase with social media influencers who must manage

their constructed self as a part of a brand, yet allow their authentic self to seep through their

nline persn. This results in  “micr-celebrity” sttus nd identity fr YuTubers s prpsed

by Marwick and Boyd (2011). The term micro-celebrity “ssumes n intrinsic cnflict between

self-promotion and the ability to connect with thers” (p. 128) n the prt f the cntent cretr.

For YouTubers this identity means “ppeling t multiple udiences, creting n ffble brnd,

nd shring persnl infrmtin” (Mrwick & Byd, 2011, p. 127), ll while wlking the line

between projected face and platform persona and an authentic self image. Managing this identity

becomes essential when YouTubers apologize, as they attempt to repair their previously

constructed identity to maintain their brand persona while also aiming to embody more fully the

“new” identity they negtite thrugh the plgy vide. Aplgizing llws YuTubers t

increse intimcy, estblishing  “clser” reltinship with viewers by highlighting their

“uthentic” plgetic self, and repairing their constructed brand image and lending themselves

credibility. YouTubers attempt to show their ability to maintain the micro-celebrity identity

through enactment of apology strategies. They rely on the illocutionary force of apology strategy

usage and the perceived perlocutionary effects they achieve to manage their audience and their

own identity.
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2.4.5 Enregisterment

When ne hers the wrds “YuTube plgy”,  generl cncept r even  specific

plgy vide cmes t mind. The cncept f n “plgy vide” hs gined trctin in

mainstream culture and is considered a new genre of digital media (Choi & Mitchell 2022). In

fllwing the design nd genre trits f the steretypicl “plgy vide”, the YuTube micr-

celebrities risk less vulnerbility while ls “fitting in” with ther YuTubers wh hve dne the

same. This collective use of apology strategies and format allows them to negotiate meaning and

construct a stable group identity (Eckert & Wagner, 2005, Podesva, 2007). It is reasonable then

to propose that in this creation, they also construct a linguistic system of apology strategies that

can be considered a register of communication. As Válková (2014) suggests that apologies are

described s “speech-act-sets”, utternces f relted speech cts strung together, and evidence of

formulaic apology constructions have been investigated (Beeching, 2019; Márquez Reiter,

2000), it is understandable to posit that in-group patterns for apology strategy usage may emerge

and become a register. These findings suggest that the apology makers enregister this format of

digitally-medited plgy int “YuTuber plgy vides” in AE nd “Retrtça YuTube”

(Storto, Negreiros, & Dias, 2022) in BP. The use of these forms lends YouTubers legitimacy on

the platform with other YouTubers, followers and, more broadly, the general public.

Enregisterment is the process through which a linguistic repertoire becomes differentiable

within a language as a socially recognized register of forms (Agha, 2003). Agha (2003) argues

that the link between enregistered language and the social value it carries is due to specific

cultural values and the creation of social personae linked to language use. This concept was

explored by investigating enregisterment of Received Pronunciation (RP) in Britain, linking class

with particular accents. Agha finds enregisterment of RP in Britain, as it has come to be a
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socially meaningful register through mass circulation of media that links class with language as a

social commodity. Enregistered forms are often supported by constructed social personae

thrugh chrcterlgicl vlues nd embdiment prctices, “reflexively formulat[ing] cross-

mdl icns r imges f persnhd” (Agh, 2005). The persns creted by YuTubers rely

on the micro-celebrity identity nd re typiclly  smewht “fluid self-cnstructin” (Eckert,

2019, p. 753) of the person they claim to be online. However, when repositioned by the use of

enregistered plgy strtegies, “prticulrly slient scil distinctins” (Eckert, 2019, p. 753)

emerge based on the use of this register and solidify their micro-celebrity identity and the

apology video register.

2.5 Digital Imperialism and Global Enregisterment

The “YuTube plgy” my be  vide genre (Chi & Mitchell, 2022) nd ptentilly 

register in the U.S. amongst AE-speaking YouTubers and their American audiences. However,

as the internet is a global space, this register may span to other locations around the world.

Evidence from research regarding digital imperialism suggests that the U.S, in particular,

continues to exert its influence over Latin America as a world power and online powerhouse.

Mignolo (2000) goes as far as claiming that modernity, including the internet, cannot be truly

understood without first acknowledging and understanding its colonial roots. The digital

footprint of the U.S. reaches much further than its national borders and projects its influence on

Latin America through colonial ties nd Mignl’s (2000) cncepts f the rhetric f mdernity,

logic of coloniality, and grammar of de-coloniality. He argues that modernity, despite being

considered a progressive force, is obfuscated by the continual influence of colonial domination
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thrugh rcil, scil, nd ecnmic systems f pwer. The cncept f “rhetric f mdernity”

(Mignolo, 2000) maintains that Eurocentric ideas of progress and development, and emphasis on

reason, have been used to justify imperialism and harmful colonial actin. Mignl’s (2000)

“lgic f clnility” ddresses the cntinul dmintin f clnil systems f pwer,

knowledge, and worth in Latin America despite the formal termination of colonialism by

Eurocentric powers. Despite the removal of the highest source of external power, Eurocentric

ideals are still embedded in institutions and the public consciousness of Latin America, with the

Western world still defining modern values, ideas of success, and advancements in technology.

In his exploration of de-colniality, Mignolo (2000) contends with how to deconstruct continued

exertions of colonial power and narratives in Latin America. Quijano (2000) supports this idea of

Latin America having a rich and unique cultural perspective on the world that should be

recognized as separate from its Eurocentric influences. He argues:

Latin America is an original and specific historical experience, not only some

prticulrity within  generl universl pttern … [tht] the Eurcentric perspective f

knwledge is nd lwys hs been unble t ctch … [despite] mst f us … [Ltin

Americans] trying to understand and enact that experience precisely from such a

Eurocentric perspective. (p. 215)

Quijn (2000) fcuses directly n the U.S’s influence n Ltin Americ s n emerging

wrld pwer in the 19th nd 20th centuries s the U.S. “rticulted …  new pttern f pwer

[where] forms of labor, production, and exploitation were in ensemble around the axis of capital

nd the wrld mrket” (p. 216). The emergence f cpitlist structures embedded in the ecnmy

of the U.S enabled its European roots to dominate New World narratives. Enforcing these

narratives surrounding knowledge, values, and status reconstructed the socio-historical identities
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of native populations to align with Eurocentric expectations and systems of power (Mignolo,

2007; Quijano, 2000). According to Bourdieu (1977), capital is not just physical labor and

production but includes language. Linguistic capital is an expanded form of linguistic

cmpetence nd includes the “cpcity fr … regulr discurse” (Burdieu, 1977, p. 646) nd

the ability to produce language appropriately in context. The value of a particular language is

determined by the symbolic power relation effects it has on a specific market. Institutions like

government and education often have a hand in what language is valued in a specific market,

based on legitimacy of the speaker and audience (Bourdieu, 1977). For those in Latin America,

fllwing the “lgic f clnility” (Mignl, 2007), these linguistic mrkets re determined by

the capitalist imperial power of the U.S. via the influence of politics, trade, and more recently the

global reach of the internet. Thus, it can be deduced that the language and online presences of

those situated in Latin America would be shaped by the dominant, valuable linguistic markets of

the U.S. and their ensuant systems of power. YouTubers engage with this online linguistic

mrket s they nvigte “self-cnscius cmmdifictin” (Mrwick & Byd, 2011, p. 119) f

their content nd vie fr culturl vlue vi “the lgrithm”; hw the pltfrm chses wht vide

to show to viewers or not. The position of the internet as a reproduction of everyday systems of

power and the transference of embdied registers cn be summrized by Bedijs, Held nd Mβ

(2014):

Scil Medi re fundmentlly pltfrms fr scil encunters [nd] they generte …

performed sociality in the form of a virtual marketplace, structures, modalities, and

procedures of everyday interaction are reproduced in such a way that they literally

“embdy” scil being nd scil reltins in the nging cmmunictin. (p. 11)
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In recognizing social media, specifically YouTube, as a place for the transference and navigation

of linguistic structures and personal identity, exploring how YouTube functions to enact

apologies in the digital space is essential in aiding understanding of how the internet shapes

language use.
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CHAPTER 3

METHODS

The methods used in this research were designed to identify and analyze tokens of

apology strategies used in 20 YouTube apology videos made by American English (AE) and

Brazilian Portuguese (BP) speaking YouTubers. The methods also seek to determine which

strategies are used in each language and how AE and BP apology strategies compare to each

other based on token counts and patterns of usage that emerge. In doing this work, the current

study aims to better understand apology strategy use in digital spaces and examine the usefulness

of Blum-Kulk et. l.’s (1989) plgy cding mnul fr the study f digitl prgmtics. It ls

aims to add to the scant research on pragmatic apologies in BP and the very small body of work

n digitl plgies, r “retrtça YuTube” (Strt, Negreirs, & Dis, 2022), in BP.

Section 3.1 introduces and contextualizes YouTube as a platform and explains its

importance in investigating digitally mediated apologies. Section 3.2 describes the nature and

quantity of the data collected and discusses the design of this study, explaining the procedure of

collecting, coding, organizing, and analyzing data. Finally Section 3.3, discusses the quantitative

approach used to support the findings of the qualitative coding and analysis.

3.1 YouTube as A Data Source

As the internet has become a main source of social interaction, real-time news

dissemination and information spread platforms such as X, TikTok, Facebook, and YouTube
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have become primary ways in which both content creators and individuals connect with their

followers and the world. For the current study, YouTube was selected as the site of inquiry.

YouTube is a video-based social media platform that has grown its user-base since its launch in

2005. In the U.S. alone, YouTube has 238 million users, with 62% of all U.S. internet users

accessing it daily (Shepherd, 2025). It is currently the second most used social media platform in

the U.S. and the world, globally hosting over 2.5 billion monthly users and more than 122

million daily platform users (GMI, 2025; Shepheard, 2025). Both the U.S. and Brazil are within

the top three countries with the most active YouTube users (GMI, 2025). In addition, world-wide

over 500 hours of video content are uploaded to the platform each day.

As a major social media platform, YouTube can be used as a powerful research tool

especilly s “YuTube vides re cnsidered publicly vilble infrmtin” (Hu, 2019) under

the U.S.’s fir use cpyright exceptin (“Rules nd Plicies”, n.d.). YuTube cn “prvide 

wealth of freely accessible visual, textual, and metrics data by which to examine and visualize

trends, nlyse cntent nd cmmunities, nd bserve culture” (Sui et l., 2022, p.1). Hwever,

in pprching YuTube s  dt surce, tking “pre-emptive steps to promote consistency and

replicbility” (Sui et l., 2022, p. 7) f ny reserch dne using the pltfrm is necessry. Fr the

current study these steps include making a record of what search terms were used, the date of the

search, which videos were pulled from which channels, and how they were obtained on the

platform using the search query or recommended videos. Additionally, to minimally influence

the search results, videos should be searched for in an incognito browser or with no account with

history and cookies cleared (Sui et al., 2022).
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3.2 Procedure

In order to investigate how apologies are made on YouTube, the data were analyzed via

both quantitative and qualitative means. First, YouTube apology videos in both AE and BP were

serched bsed n bth serch query terms nd recmmended vides by YuTube’s lgrithm.

YouTube search results, including individual videos and channels, are sorted by default based on

their “relevnce” (Sui et l., 2022, p. 7) t the serch terms. Fr the current study, serch terms,

including apology video as a broad search term, were used resulting in several compilations of

apology videos. From these compilations, relevant videos were extracted. Specific search terms

were also used to target certain YouTuber apologies that were determined as essential to the

genre. The criteria for selecting these specific videos was based on overall cultural relevance of

the ffense nd plgy. Fr exmple, Lgn Pul’s ffense nd plgy reched ntinl news

outlets in the U.S. and therefore his YouTube apology video is a well-known representative of

the genre that reached national acclaim. Search terms in English that included these YouTuber

specific queries were Logan Paul apology video and James Charles apology. In addition to

direct search queries, the platform's recommended videos were also used. For example, in

searching James Charles apology, YouTube recommended apology videos by other beauty

influencers, YouTubers who post makeup tutorials and reviews, including Jeffree Star and Laura

Lee. In Portuguese search terms used included retrataçɑ̃o, and

celebridade/blogueiro/influenciador pede desculpas.

Once a search of apology videos was conducted, videos from AE and BP were selected

based on their alignment with the severity of offense criteria listed in Table 1. As Wolfson

(1990) emphasizes, what people apologize for is determined by cultural expectatins “with

respect t wht peple we ne nther” (p. 16). She suggests tht time, respect f prperty, the
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obligation to not cause others discomfort or put them in danger, and not making others

respnsible fr ne’s wn welfre re cmmn tpics f everydy plgy in AE in the U.S.

Since the necessity to apologize relies on social norms being broken and the apologizer feeling a

level of responsibility, levels of severity were determined based on whether the offense being

apologized for caused discomfort or danger. As there have been no previous studies on common

topics of apology in BP, causing discomfort or danger as an apology topic was expected to be

representative of apologies in both languages, as this would constitute a transgression of social

norms in both societies. Three levels of severity were determined based on levels of danger and

discomfort: the first is low discomfort to viewers and low danger to personally involved

individuals; the second is discomfort to viewers and danger to those involved with the offense;

and the third is severe discomfort to viewers and high danger to those involved. Each level of

severity also corresponds to the responsibility for the offense felt by the YouTuber, which in turn

necessitates the apology. The lowest level of severity is a need to save positive face, the second,

to maintain the credibility of their platform, and the third, to avoid legal repercussions. Each

level is represented as -severe, +severe, and ++severe, as all offenses result in some violation

along a severity scale.

All the YouTubers selected for analysis are regarded as micro-celebrities through their

fme n YuTube nd re ls cnsidered YuTube “ntives”. Being  YuTube ntive implies

that the celebrity holds micro-celebrity status, or enacts this identity on the platform (Marwick &

Boyd, 2011), and that they began and gained much of their popularity and fanbase on YouTube.

In total, ten micro-celebrity apology videos in each language, AE and BP, were chosen, for a

total of 20 videos. This number of videos was determined as sufficient to establish intra-category

reliability.
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Table 1

Example Table of Level of Severity

Transcripts of each YouTube video selected for this study were auto-generated and

subsequently checked for accuracy by the researcher. These were then compiled into a corpus

titled YT-Apologies. Once the corpus of videos was created, the video transcripts were

individually qualitatively coded for apology strategy use by both the researcher and a language

informant assistant who is a native speaker of BP and conducted co-analysis on half of the BP

data. Extra-linguistic data related to the video and YouTuber were recorded at this time. To code

each video, the apology strategy scheme in Table 2 was used. The strategies in Table 2 were

adapted from Blum-Kulk et l.’s (1989) CCSARP cding mnul fr plgies with

modifications based on the work of Lakoff (2015), Wagner and Roebuck (2010), and Xu and

Yan (2020). The rationale for using the CCSARP coding manual for apologies as the base

framework for this study, along with the adjustments of the new category No Responsibility

from the No + Take Responsibility (speaker = -animacy) strategy of Wagner and Roebuck

(2010), was motivated by the findings in these studies. As a linguistically based study, these

Three Levels of
Severity of Offense

Language

English Portuguese

++severity
(severe discomfort; high danger;
avoid legal repercussions)

+severity
(discomfort and danger;
save platform)

- severity
(low discomfort/danger;
save face)



50

works rely heavily on the fields of pragmatics, sociolinguistics, and cross-cultural

communication.

Table 2

Apology Strategy Coding Schema5

Apology Strategy Example

IFID

A. direct
B. indirect

A. I apologize
B. I am sorry

Take Responsibility

A. explicit self-blame
B. lack of intent
C. hearer justification
D. expression of regret

A. It was my fault
B. It wsn’t my intention
C. You have the right to feel
mad/disappointed
D. I am embarrassed/I am heartbroken

Explanation/Account There was a lot of traffic

Offer of Repair

A. General
B. Specific
C. Image

D. Relationship
i. fulfilling human
relation wants
ii. inviting further
interaction

A. I will do better
B. I will do x, y, and z
C. Highlighting personal beliefs and
standards or past achievement

i. Acceptance of criticism and want for
public understanding and support
ii. Inviting and requesting public engagement

5 Examples of these strategies can be found in Appendix A as they were used to code the video data..
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Promise of Forbearance It will never happen again

No responsibility

A. unplanned occurrence
B. speaker as victim

A. It fell
B. It fell on me

The coding scheme includes six categories of apology strategy with corresponding sub-

strategies. The six primary apology strategies include: use of an Illocutionary Force Indicating

Device (IFID), Take Responsibility, Explanation/Account, Offer of Repair, Promise of

Forbearance, and No Responsibility. The final strategy, No Responsibility, is an adaptation

unique t the present reserch nd is bsed n Wgner nd Rebuck’s (2010) sub-strategy No

+taking responsibility (speaker = -animacy), which they proposed to account for the speaker not

taking accountability for their actions saying no fue mi culpa ‘it wsn’t my fult’. The motivation

to include No Responsibility as a separate strategy was the use of this strategy in Wagner and

Rebuck’s reserch s  stnd-out subcategory, especially for speakers of Spanish in Panama

City, Panama.

Table 3 represents a sample coding table used for apology video analysis. It collapses all

the strategies and sub-strategies of Table 2 into the six primary apology strategies and accounts

for how they are used in context with one another. In addition, it tracks the total number of

tokens of each apology strategy used per video and total strategy usage overall in each video and

in each language. Table 3 accounts for strategies used in context by adapting the time-sampling

format of Guilloteaux and Dornyei’s (2008) Motivation Orientation of Language Teaching

(MOLT) scheme. The MOLT scheme was originally intended to capture motivation strategies
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used by teachers in language learning classrooms with the behavior and motivational state of

students judged in real-time. The scheme is relevant to the current study for its time-sampling

frmt “whereby relevnt… events re recrded every minute in n nging mnner”

(Guilloteaux & Dornyei, 2008, p. 61). In this investigation, the time-sampling format was used,

and each instance of a strategy token was coded for the minute in which it occurred in the video.

For instance, Minute 1 corresponds with 00:00-00:59 seconds of the video, Minute 2 represents

timestamps 00:60 to 01:59 seconds, and so on. This affords a better understanding of the overall

pattern of which strategies were used in context with each other within each video and when

compared across all videos. The adapted coding format in Table 3 includes six apology strategies

and accounts for each strategy as it is used per minute in the ongoing monological conversations

produced by the YouTubers and directed towards their audiences. Additionally, token density per

minute was calculated to normalize the data for both the AE and BP datasets. This was

calculated by dividing the total number of tokens per minute by video length in minutes.
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Sample Coding Table for Strategy Use by Video
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Each token of an IFID, either explicit or implicit, was coded individually. For instance, in

Pul’s pening line “I’ve mde  severe nd cntinuus lpse in my judgement, nd I dn’t

expect t be frgiven. I’m simply here to apologize. So, what we came across that day in the

wds ws bviusly unplnned nd the rectins yu sw n tpe were rw” [emphasis added]

(Paul, 2018), to apologize was coded as one instance of an IFID. For all other strategies, sections

of similarly themed text that aligned with a specific strategy were coded as one occurrence of the

strategy. The pening lines f Pul’s vide, “I’ve mde  severe nd cntinuus lpse in my

judgement, nd I dn’t expect t be frgiven” ws cded s Tke Respnsibility, “t plgize”

as an IFID, and “wht we cme crss in the wds tht dy ws bviusly unplnned” s

Explanation/Account. All 20 videos were coded by the researcher and the language informant
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coding assistant in this manner, and inter-rater reliability was reached between the two. An

example of how each video transcript was coded can be found in Appendix A, with one example

from AE and one from BP.

3.2.1 Quantitative Analysis

After obtaining the strategy frequency counts for all 20 videos, a quantitative, statistical

analysis for each language was conducted using R (R Core Team, 2023)6. As the study targeted

multiple independent variables, Chi square tests were first run for each variable pair. Those that

returned significant effects were then analyzed using linear mixed-effects regressions. Each

model included Celebrity as a random effect and the variables of interest as fixed effects. The

goal of these regression models was to determine whether the independent variables interacted

significantly, and identify how the positive or negative estimates predicted their co-occurrence.

6 Data Accessibility Statement: The R code used in this project may be made available upon request.
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CHAPTER 4

STUDY RESULTS

This chapter discusses the results of both the qualitative and quantitative analyses of the

20 YouTube apology videos that make up the YT-Apologies corpus data. Ten videos in each

language, American English (AE) and Brazilian Portuguese (BP), were then coded for six

apology strategies using the methods described in Chapter 3. Section 4.1 restates the research

questions and goals of this project. The extra-linguistic results pertining t the YuTubers’

videos and the severity of offense they are apologizing for are presented in Section 4.2. Section

4.3 explores the qualitative results of the apology strategy coding in AE and BP, and Section 4.4

provides the results of the supporting quantitative analysis.

4.1 Research Questions

This paper considers research in pragmatics, digitally mediated communication (DMC),

and sociolinguistics to investigate how acts of apologies are made by American English (AE)

and Brazilian Portuguese (BP) speaking YouTubers in the digital third-space of YouTube

(Steinkuehler & Williams, 2006). The current research aims to better understand digital apology

through an investigation of the apology strategies being used by YouTubers in this genre of

videos. It secondarily seeks to find evidence that this speech act has become a socially

recognizable register online in the U.S, which, through globalization and digital imperialism, has

spread to YouTubers in Brazil. The research questions stemming from these goals are as follows:
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1. Wht strtegies f plgy mking re bserved in YuTubers’ perfrmnce f the

speech act in AE and BP videos?

2. How do the apology strategies used by AE and BP YouTubers pattern similarly or

differently? Are they affected by the severity of the offense committed and the culture-

specific norms of the speech community they are used in?

3. What ptterns emerge crss vides tht suggest the “YuTube plgy” is enregistered

globally?

To address research question 1, evidence from the coded YT-Apologies corpus

transcripts is provided in Section 4.3. In satisfying Research Question 2, the transcripts forming

the corpus were analyzed using the coding table exemplified in Table 2 (see Section 3.2). The 20

videos of the corpus were coded for the six apology strategies and the results were compared for

similarities or differences in apology strategy patterning in AE and BP. Any similarities

identified were analyzed qualitatively to investigate research question 3 and explore the

pssibility f glbl enregisterment f the “YuTube plgy”.

4.2 Extra-linguistic Results

4.2.1 Demographic Results

The 20 videos, 10 in AE and 10 in BP (see Table 4, Section 4.2.1), ranged in their posting

date from 2018 to 2024. Each video was posted by a micro-celebrity content creator, meaning

that the influencers in the videos analyzed gained their popularity on YouTube and maintain the

majority of their content creation, fanbase, and engagement on YouTube. Both the AE and BP

YouTubers apologized for various offenses, including insensitive video content, denigrating
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another content creator, racist comments or actions, and harassment. The majority of apologizers

in both groups were male, with seven male AE speakers and seven male BP speakers and three

female speakers of each language. The videos ranged in length from under one minute to almost

30 minutes, with an average length of 8 minutes and 31 seconds across all videos. The AE videos

were on average longer than their BP counterparts, with AE videos having an average length of 9

minutes and 28 seconds, while the BP videos had an average length of 7 minutes and 14 seconds.

Though overall video length was not found to be significant, it was found that the shorter the

video the more strategy tokens per minute were used after the token density per minute had been

normalized. Table 4 below presents the extra-linguistic data coded for each video, including the

YouTuber, YouTuber gender, the year the video was posted, video length, language, and the

offense being apologized for. The decision to code only Year Posted, and not the exact date each

video appeared on YouTube, was made because some videos were removed from the

YuTuber’s wn pltfrm nd were nlyzed frm secndry surce pltfrms tht repsted the

original content. However, the reposted videos still included the year the original video was

psted n the YuTuber’s wn chnnel.
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Table 4

Video information and extra-linguistic variables

YouTuber Gender Year
Posted

Video
Length

Language Offense

Logan Paul M 2018 01:44 English Insensitive video content
James Charles M 2021 14:16 English Grooming allegations
Colleen Ballinger F 2020 10:20 English Grooming allegations
David Dobrik M 2021

(March 16)
02:31 English Knowledge of sexual harassment

within his creative team
David Dobrik M 2021

(March 23)
07:16 English Previous apology attempt and same

sexual harassment claims
Shane Dawson M 2021 20:29 English Blackface, racism, and allegations

against other creators
Jeffree Star M 2020 10:36 English Allegations against another creator
Laura Lee F 2018 04:43 English Racist comments and insensitive

photograph with another creator
PewDiePie
(Felix Avrid)

M 2017 01:35 English Racist comments during a
livestream

Gabbie Hanna F 2024 17:18 English Unprofessional conduct
Monark M 2022 00:45 Portuguese Insensitive comments against Jews

and support of Nazi ideals
Laura Nesteruk F 2020 02:57 Portuguese Unfair hiring processes and

discrimination based on race
Daniel Penin M 2024 13:12 Portuguese Extorsion of fanbase
Mamae Falei M 2022 08:16 Portuguese Sex tourism and suggestive

recordings
Felipe Valentim M 2024 01:39 Portuguese Insensitive video content
Fernanda Costa F 2019 09:29 Portuguese Harassment of a woman asking for

money on the street
Julio Cocielo M 2018 06:07 Portuguese Racist comments
Carlinhos Maia M 2019 06:18 Portuguese Allegations against another creator
Felipe Neto M 2024 01:08 Portuguese Online betting and gambling
Karen Bachini F 2022 29:13 Portuguese Negative comments towards

celebrities/models and
romanticizing poverty
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4.2.2 Severity of Offense

Severity of offense was also accounted for and offenses were listed in Table 4. Each

offense was categorized based on the three levels of offense that align with threatening a

persn’s physicl nd/r emtinl well-being. The highest level of offense, ++severity, aligns

with content that places the YouTuber and others personally involved in the event in high

danger, while making the viewer highly uncomfortable while watching. An example of this

includes Pul’s filming f  ded bdy which plced thse persnlly invlved in the vide

filming in physical and emotional danger and caused viewers high discomfort. An example from

the BP videos is Falei, who put himself and the women he commented about in dangerous or

uncomfortable situations and made viewers severely uncomfortable hearing his derogatory

comments towards women and engagement in sex tourism. This severity level also signifies that

the apology was made as an attempt to avoid legal repercussions. This is the case with Monark,

Nesteruk, and Penin who would all be facing potential heavy fines or jail time in Brazil for their

racist comments, as it is criminalized there. Videos categorized as +severity were those in which

the people personally involved were placed in some danger and viewers were made

uncomfortable. In such cases, YouTubers delivered apologies for these offenses to save their

persnl “brnd” in the eye f the public nd avoid potential disciplinary action due to violating

YuTube’s cmmunity guidelines. Fr exmple, Dbrik’s ffenses plced his femle cwrkers

in an unsafe environment of sexual harassment though viewers may not have been fully aware of

it. In addition, as he was not the one doing the harassing, he was trying to save his own image

and that of the channel to maintain his celebrity status. Finally, -severity videos align with low

danger to the people directly involved and low discomfort to the viewer. For example, Hanna

and Bachini both apologized for negative comments against other creators which would be low
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physical danger and low discomfort to viewers of this content. Often this type of apology is

made by the YouTuber to save face as substantiated by Brinke and Adams, (2015) and Dekavalla

(2020). The results of this three-level categorization are presented in Table 5.

Table 5

YouTube celebrity offense severity

4.3 Qualitative Results

The tables presenting the results obtained from coding the AE YouTuber apology videos,

presented in Appendix A, indicate that using an Illocutionary Force Indicating Device (IFID) is

the most preferred strategy across all videos and severity levels. It was the most frequently used

strategy in five videos, including those of Logan Paul, David Dobrik, Laura Lee, and Gabbie

Hnn. In Pul’s vide fr exmple, he uses fur tkens f IFID in this excerpt frm the first

minute of his video:

(2) from the bottom of my heart I am sorry. I want to apologize to the Internet. I want to

apologize t nyne wh’s seen the vide. I wnt to apologize to anyone who has been

Severity of Offense Language

English Portuguese

++severity
(severe discomfort; high danger;
avoid legal repercussions)

Logan Paul
James Charles
Colleen Ballinger

Monark
Laura Nesteruk
David Penin
Mamae Falei

+severity
(discomfort and danger;
save platform)

David Dobrik
David Dobrik
Shane Dawson

Felipe Valentim
Fernanda Costa

- severity
(low discomfort/danger;
save face)

Laura Lee
PewDiePie
Jeffree Star
Gabbie Hanna

Julio Coceilo
Carlinhos Maia
Felipe Neto
Karen Bachini



61

affected or touched by mental illness or depression or suicide, but most importantly I

want to apologize to the victim and his family [emphasis added] (Paul, 2018)

Across all AE YouTuber apologies, Explanation/Account was the second most used strategy,

followed by Take Responsibility. In his apology video, Charles uses Take responsibility in

Minute 2, using the sub-strategy of explicit self-blame (See Table 2 for sub-strategies):

(3) I want to make it really really clear that I fully understand my actions and how they

are wrong there's no excuse for them and I don't plan on making any in this video either

(Charles, 2021)

However, one outlier in the AE data is the apology made by Colleen Ballinger, whose preferred

strategy is No Responsibility, which makes up 10 out of 18 tokens of her total strategies used.

The token counts of overall strategy usage in each language are presented in Figure 4 and the

token counts of strategy use by each YouTuber are presented in Figure 5.
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Figure 4

Total Token Counts of Strategy Use by Language

Figure 5

Total Token Counts of Strategy Use per AE YouTuber

Note: IFID (Illocutionary Force Indicating Device); TR (Take Responsibility); E/A

(Explanation/Account); OR (Offer of Repair); PF (Promise of Forbearance); NR (No

Responsibility)

Based on the time-sampling format used in the coding tables (see Appendix B), it appears

that Offer of Repair and Promise of Forbearance occur most frequently together in the latter part

of the videos. Specifically, in the case of videos shorter than 5 minutes, these two strategies were

used within the last minute, and they occurred in the second half of the videos when the apology

was longer than 7 minutes. This can be evidenced in the token counts of Promise of Forbearance
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and Offer of Repair in the same minute in the videos by Paul, Dobrik (03/22/21), and Dawson.

These strategies used in tandem can be evidenced by the following excerpts where the Promise

of Forbearance is in italics and the Offer of Repair in bold. All examples occur within the same

minute of the video they are taken from.

(4) I'm disappointed in myself and I promise to be better. I will be better. Thank you.

[emphasis added] (Paul, 2018).

(5) that I'm embarrassed and that this won't happen again… I wnt t be ble t have a

place of checks and balances, I want to have HR and I want to be able, um, to have

people communicate discomfort in a way that's that's comfortable to them. … I think it is

important to show that change is possible and that I'm learning, maybe even forgiveness

is possible. I want to use this opportunity to step up and own my mistakes [emphasis

added] (Dobrik, 03/22/21, 2021)

In this instance Dobrik utilizes a Promise of Forbearance first and then goes on to use the Offer

of Repair sub-strategies of Specific and General respectively (See Section 3.2 Table 2). Based on

the percentage of total strategy tokens of Offer of Repair and Promise of Forbearance when they

appear in the same minute, using these two strategies together was favored by YouTubers

apologizing for ++severity events. Additionally, based on the normalized token per minute data

across languages, the shorter the video the higher the density of tokens per minute.

4.3.2 BP Results

The results of the BP strategy coding, presented in table format in Appendix C, show that

BP YouTubers, like AE YouTubers, also favor using IFIDs, Take Responsibility, and
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Explanation/Account. However, contrary to the AE videos, Take Responsibility is the most used

strategy based on total token counts per strategy. Explanation/Account and IFIDS are the second

and third most common strategies, respectively. Offer of Repair is the fourth most used strategy

across BP videos, but, unlike in the AE apology videos, this strategy does not typically co-occur

with Promise of Forbearance in the BP videos. This is exemplified in the excerpt below.

(6) eu não sei nem como corrigir esse erro então eu só tenho a pedir desculpas mesmo e

a melhorar [I dn’t even knw hw t crrect this mistke s I just hve t plgize

and improve] [emphasis added] (Bachini, 2022)

Overall, concurrent use of Offer of Repair and Promise of Forbearance is less likely in BP

videos, appearing within the same minute in only two videos, those of Coceilo and Bachini.

However, when used in tandem, Offer of Repair and Promise of Forbearance occur within the

last 2 to 5 minutes of the video.

(7) Eu sei que agora daqui pra frente eu tenho que influenciar as pessoas que me

seguem de uma forma positiva e com respeito a todos… lment d fund d meu

coração essa lição, esse tombo que eu tomei vai servir pra isso nunca mais se repetir [I

know from now on I have to influence my followers in a positive way with respect to

everything… I regret this lesson, this fall I had, from the bottom of my heart, and it will

serve to ensure that this never happens again] (Cocielo, 2018)

The BP YouTubers also use No Responsibility more frequently than the AE YouTubers did, as

the strategy appears in seven out of ten videos compared to only four of the ten AE videos.The

strategy token counts for each BP YouTuber are presented in Figure 6 below. To place the token
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cunts in cntext, n exmple f N Respnsibility ppers in Cst’s vide s she begins her

apology by blaming the misinterpretation of her actions by the public:

(8) Eu tô bem doente, bem, bem esfriada e totalmente assustada com tudo que está

acontecendo porque é por causa das stories que eu postei ontem e que eu fui

extremamente mal interpretada [I am very sick, very cold, and very scared by everything

that is happening because of the stories I posted yesterday which were extremely

misinterpreted] (Costa, 2019)

Figure 6

Total Token Counts of Strategy Use per BP YouTuber

Note: IFID (Illocutionary Force Indicating Device); TR (Take Responsibility); E/A

(Explanation/Account); OR (Offer of Repair); PF (Promise of Forbearance); NR (No

Responsibility)

0

5

10

15

20

25

30

Monark Nesteruk Penin Falei Valentim Costa Coceilo Maia Neto Bachini

Total Tokens per Strategy for BP YouTubers

IFID TR E/A OR PF NR



66

4.4 Quantitative Results

4.4.1 AE Linear Mixed Effect Model Results

Linear mixed effects models were used to determine interactions between the six apology

strategies analyzed in the AE and BP videos and the minute they occurred in. The model found

tht Offer f Repir psitively predicts the use f Prmise f Frbernce (β=0.57852, p=1.81e-

05), meaning that an AE YouTuber who uses an Offer of Repair is also positively predicted, or

more likely, to use a Promise of Forbearance in their apology. An equally significant interaction

was found between Promise of Forbearance and Offer of Repair; use of Promise of Forbearance

ls psitively predicts  use f Offer f Repir (β=0.57852, p=1.81e-05). This confirms that

these two strategies are used in tandem based on statistical significance in AE YouTube

apologies, as is suggested in the qualitative analysis. The statistical analysis indicates that

concomitant use of IFID and Take Responsibility (β=0.16327, p=0.0033) positively predicted the

other. In addition, use of No Responsibility and Explanation/Account predicting each other was

marginally significant (β=-.3254, p=0.212214)

The other significant interaction found when using linear mixed effects modeling is the

Minute of the video predicting use of a specific strategy. A significant interaction exists between

Minute and Take Responsibility and Promise of Forbearance. Minute negatively predicts Taking

Respnsibility (β=-1.6658, p=0.02484) suggesting that in the AE videos the strategy of Take

Responsibility occurs earlier in the video. Conversely, Minute positively predicts the use of

Prmise f Frbernce (β=3.1970, p=0.00815), suggesting that AE YouTubers who employ

Promise of Forbearance will use this strategy more at the end of videos. Though Take

Responsibility and Promise of Forbearance were not significant at specific minutes in the model,

Figure 8 represents the trends of these two strategies over time.
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Figure 7

AE Trends of Take Responsibility and Promise of Forbearance Over Video Time

Figure 7 shows that Promises of Forbearance are more likely to occur at minute 4, 9, 11,

and 13. These quantitative findings support the qualitative findings of this research for AE

YouTube videos, which find that in videos shorter than 5 minutes, Promise of Forbearance was

often used within the last minute, or in the second half of the videos longer than seven minutes.

The quantitative results suggest that use of Offer of Repair and Promise of Forbearance

significantly predict use of the other and that Promise of Forbearance is more likely to occur

towards the end of the video. The quantitative results also showed that Take Responsibility was

more likely to occur towards the beginning of the AE videos.
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4.4.2 PB Model Results

The results of the BP linear mixed effects models found significant effects for strategy

interaction in five out of seven models. For the BP videos, the use of an IFID significantly

predicted the use f the Tke Respnsibility strtegy (β=0.3866, p=0.0021) and marginally

predicted the use f Prmise f Frbernce (β=0.5638, p=0.0540). This suggests tht the use f

an IFID in a BP video positively predicts that the YouTuber will also use the strategy Take

Responsibility. In examining the interaction between Take Responsibility with all strategies, the

use f Tke Respnsibility (β=0.54070, p=0.01326) ls psitively predicts IFID use

(β=0.27425, p=0.00409). Fr exmple, they cn be seen s strtegies used within the sme

minute by Bachini in the following excerpt:

(9) Em vez de eu flr sbre s mquigens del… u qulquer utr cis, eu flei um

merd gignte que  Selen Gmez … eu peç perda peç desculp muit pr iss que

eu flei [insted f tlking but her mkeup … r smething else, I sid sme huge shit

but Selen Gmez … I sk fr frgiveness, I’m very srry fr wht I sid] (Bchini,

2022)

Explanation/Account was also found to interact significantly with Minute, being positively

predicted t Minute 3 (β=0.81841, p=0.008496), Minute 15 (β=1.61196, p=1.61196), nd Minute

17 (β=2.61196, p=0.000191). Offers f Repir were ls significnt by Minute with an Offer of

Repir being psitively predicted t Minute 10 (β= 1.088102, p=0.00559), Minute 25

(β=2.001509, p=0.00151), nd Minute 29 (β=2.001509, p=0.00151). It is imprtnt t nte tht

the predictions after minute 14 for the BP videos are only significnt fr Bchini’s vide, s it

was the only video longer than 14 minutes (29:13). These findings also support the qualitative
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results of this study, and specifically, the observation that IFID and Take Responsibility are

frequently used strategies in the BP videos, and that Offer of Repair and Promise of Forbearance

are not strategies that occur often in tandem in the BP data. Additionally, when Offer of Repair

does occur, it is used towards the ends of the apology videos.

4.5 Summary

Both the qualitative and quantitative results provide evidence for research question 1 and

research question 2, shedding light on strategy use in AE and BP. While the strategy use ranking

differs by language, both AE and BP have the same three most used strategies: IFIDs, Take

Responsibility, and Explanation/Account. It was statistically significant that the AE YouTubers

use Offer of Repair and Promise of Forbearance in tandem, and these strategies are likely to

occur more frequently towards the ends of videos. BP YouTubers are more likely to use No

Responsibility than are the AE Youtubers, based on total token counts across videos. BP

YouTubers are less likely to produce an Offer of Repair and Promise of Forbearance

concomitantly. In addition, BP YouTubers use of an IFID and Take Responsibility are positively

predicted with each other and Explanation/Account is predicted to occur earlier in the video.
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CHAPTER 5

DISCUSSION

This chapter discusses the relevant results from Chapter 4 as they relate to the existent

research in apology strategy usage. Section 5.1 focuses on strategy use by AE and BP

YouTubers, with Section 5.1.2 and 5.1.3 breaking down the results by language. Section 5.2

discusses how the findings of the current research address the research questions posed by this

study concerning overall strategy usage, how AE and BP YouTubers utilize strategies similarly

r differently, nd the glbl enregisterment f the “YuTube plgy” vi digitl imperilism.

5.1 Strategy Usage by AE and BP YouTubers

IFIDs, Take Responsibility, and Explanation/Account are the three most used strategies

by token count in both AE and BP (See Figure 4). These findings align with other cross-

linguistic research findings, including studies using discourse completion tasks (González-Cruz,

2012; Su & Lu, 2023; Wagner, 1999, Wagner & Roebuck, 2010) and those examining digitally

mediated apologies (Choi & Mitchell, 2022; Karlsson, 2020; Page, 2014; Sandlin & Gracyalny,

2018; Sari, 2016; Storto, Negreiros & Dias, 2022; Xu & Yan, 2020). This previous research finds

that IFIDs are the most commonly used apology strategy across both areas of investigation. This

body of research also found that Take Responsibility and Explanation/Account are also heavily

used, though the extent to which varies by study. However, it is evident from the analysis of the
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AE and BP video data in the current study that the patterning of these three strategies differs by

language, pointing to cultural differences in the manner in which the apology is delivered.

5.1.1 American English YouTuber Apology Strategy Pattering

When addressing apology strategy usage in the YouTube videos by both AE and BP

speakers, potential cultural differences emerge. The AE data demonstrate that IFIDs are the most

used strategy by total token counts across videos, with Take Responsibility and

Explanation/Account the second and third most used strategies respectively. This finding

patterns with previous research on apologies in AE that addresses digital pragmatics and public

relations (Choi & Mitchell, 2022; Karlsson, 2020; Sandlin & Gracyalny, 2018; Sari, 2016).

Severl f these studies find tht YuTubers “veremphsized the phrse ‘I’m srry’” (Chi &

Mitchel, 2022, p. 102) and suggest that high use of IFIDs, or using multiple IFIDs together,

intensifies the apology and repairs damage more effectively (Roschk & Kaiser, 2013). For

exmple, in lking t Pul’s plgy Chi nd Mitchell explin tht he engges in “messge

repetition of the ‘I’m srry’ … repet[ing] ‘sorry’ seven times in a two-minute vide” (2022, p.

8). There are also instances across the AE data of high use of IFIDs which is noted in the coding

table in Appendix B. Frequent implementation of IFIDs such as saying “I’m just here t

plgize” (Pul, 2018) or “I'm s srry” (Lee, 2018) cn be seen in exmining the vides f

Paul, Lee, Dobrik 03/22/21, and Hanna, all of which use several IFIDs together per minute or in

succession. As Dobrik states in 03/22/21 “I'm srry fr tht, I'm srry fr everybdy I've let

dwn; I'm srry t my fmily nd I'm srry t my friends” (2021). In fact, these IFID tokens

ccunt fr hlf f Pul, Lee, nd Hnn’s ttl strtegy tkens per vide.
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In addition to IFIDs being heavily used, an overarching pattern of apology strategy usage

emerges in the AE data. For example, if the video is longer than 5 minutes, IFIDs will appear

after the first minute. However, IFIDs will typically be used within the first minute of videos

shorter than 5 minutes. This may be a noteworthy finding as total video length seems to

determine when a strategy is appropriately used. Perhaps with longer videos, those over 5

minutes, the YouTubers prefer to explain the situation before issuing an IFID, which is

exemplified in the videos of Star, Dobrik 03/22/21, Dawson, and Ballinger. For videos shorter

than 5 minutes, it appears that an IFID is issued immediately due to having less time to express

the apology. However, two exceptions to this occur in Arvid and Dobrik Let’s Tlk, in which

IFIDs start occurring in the second minute despite the overall video length being shorter than 5

minutes. For Arvid, this may have been motivated by overall use of higher token counts of Offer

of Repair, Explanation/Account, and Take Responsibility before the explicit apology. Arvid may

have intended the explanation of his action and his offered repairs to be enough proof of his

repentance over overusing or emphasizing an IFID. The outlier of Dobrik’s Let’s Tlk was

deemed an unsuccessful apology by audiences, as evidenced by him needing to make an

additional, longer apology video, 03/23/21 to respond to his failed first apology. Therefore, Let’s

Talk my nt cntin the “right” cmpnents t chieve  successful plgy in the eyes f

viewers. In other words, Dobrik may not have used the most effective strategies in the typical

order based on audience expectation and may not have fulfilled the necessary felicity conditions

for making an acceptable apology. Based on the patterning shown in the other videos, it can be

surmised that not using an IFID before minute two of his 2 minute and 33 second video was

regarded as insufficient by viewers and necessitated Dobrik to reissue a lengthened apology that

used appropriate strategies in succession.
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In addition to IFID use, several other patterns emerge in the AE videos including using

the strategy of Explanation/Account throughout the video, even though the YouTubers did not

always directly express fault using this strategy. This pattern of use of Explanation/Account can

be seen in the videos of Paul, Charles, Dobrik, Lee, Star, and Hanna exemplified in the sample

coding of Paul’s vide in Appendix A nd token counts from Appendix B. The strategies of

Offer of Repair and Promise of Forbearance are often used in tandem by AE YouTubers and

most frequently appear as a closing strategy across videos. These strategies appear concomitantly

in Paul, Charles, Dobrik (03/23/21), Dawson, and Star within the last 1 to 3 minutes of their

videos, depending on overall video length. Examples of these strategies are presented in (10) and

(11) with the Offer of Repair in italics and the Promise of Forbearance in bold.

(10) I'm ashamed of myself. I'm disappointed in myself and I promise to be better. I

will be better. Thank you. (Paul, 2018)

(11) I promise that I'm going to show you through my actions and I promise that

whatever I do next will be putting good into the world and it won't be putting hate

or drama or anything negative (Dawson, 2021)

This data points to Offer of Repair and Promise of Forbearance being used as a type of sign-off

or conversation closer, signaling repentance and a good-will promise to never commit the

offense again. This finding, though unique for its time-sampling format, is supported by Choi

and Mitchel (2022), Page (2014), and Xu and Yan (2020) in their findings on the use of Offer of

Repair and Promises of Forbearance by YouTubers and online corporations in expressing

apology. These studies found an accentuated use of the Offer of Repair and Promise of
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Forbearance by YouTubers and online corporations to show sincerity and improve public image

of the person or business.

One of the six apology strategies, No Responsibility, also presents an interesting pattern

for AE YouTubers. In most cases, it appears that No Responsibility is seen as an unsuccessful

strategy to utilize, resulting in an insincere apology in AE. This strategy occurs in only three

videos, those of Charles, Ballinger, and Star. Both Charles and Star use this strategy only once

before going on to use additional IFIDs, Offers of Repair, and Promises of Forbearance. For

example, Charles blames the minors he was tlking with fr “flirting first” thus rejecting the

respnsibility fr intercting with minrs nd grming them: “t the sme time like they dm'd

you first, they lied to you, they flirted first like you didn't use your fame, money, and power to

get anything” (Chrles, 2021). Hwever, he then ges n t discuss the flws in this thinking nd

uses the strategy of Take Responsibility. Ballenger, however, uses No Responsibility in ten out

of eighteen total strategy tokens in her 10-minute video. Even though she uses several other

apology strategies, including two instances of IFIDs, the apology may not be judged as sincere

by the viewer based on the content of the video surrounding the IFIDs. Both instances of IFIDs

occur in the same verse of her apology video, which she delivered as a song. Verse 3 of this song

is quoted below, showing that immediately after stating the indirect IDIF I’m sorry, she uses the

strtegy N Respnsibility, stting she will nt cncede tht she ws “100 percent in the wrng”

or admit “t lies nd rumrs” (Bllinger, 2020) but her ffense blaming others, which calls

into question how sincerely this apology was delivered by Ballinger.

Oh, I'm sorry I didn't realize

That all of you are perfect, so please, criticize me

Bring out the daggers made from your perfect past
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And stab me repeatedly in my bony little back

I'm sure you're disappointed in my shitty little song

I know that you wanted me to say that I was 100% in the wrong

Well, I'm sorry, I'm not gonna take that route

Of admitting to lies and rumors that you made up for clout. [emphasis added] (Ballinger,

2020)

Ballinger takes a defensive stance and shirks all responsibility for the accusations against her

especially by saying that they are all lies and rumors. She uses the strategy No Responsibility to

deliver this apology, but it is generally a disfavored strategy in online apology. As found in Xu

and Yan's research (2020), No Responsibility appears to be a culturally motivated strategy that is

judged as more appropriate in some speech communities and not others. This is supported by

Wagner & Roebuck (2010) who find that Spanish speakers from Panama City, Panama prefer No

Responsibility more than those from Cuernavaca, Mexico. Based on the negative reception of

Bllinger’s vide by viewers nd the lrger YuTube cmmunity, s bserved in severl

response videos, parodies, and commentary videos, it is evident that using No Responsibility

more than once is not an appropriate strategy in AE to enact an apology.

5.1.2 Discussion of Brazilian Portuguese Apology Strategy Patterning

Based on total token counts across all videos, The BP YouTubers favor Take

Responsibility followed by Explanation/Account, IFID, and Offer of Repair in descending order

(See Figure 4). While their top three strategies by token count are also the most commonly

represented strategies identified in public apology research (González-Cruz, 2012; Su & Lu,
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2023; Wagner, 1999; Wagner & Roebuck, 2010; Xu & Yan, 2020), their underuse of IFIDs does

not pattern with existent cross-linguistic literature. These studies indicate that IFIDs are the most

frequently used strategies across several languages including Mandarin Chinese and several

dialects of English and Spanish. The BP YouTube apologies analyzed in the current study do not

show this trend. This difference in IFID usage may be a product of cultural differences in the

expression of apology or based on the confines of the digital media format used to film the video.

Several of the BP apologies were filmed using YouTube Shorts which are vertically filmed

videos of 60 seconds or less (Spangler, 2024). Many of the BP apology videos were filmed in

this format, and were therefore either shorter than 1 minute, or compiled from several YouTube

Shorts.

Another notable pattern emerges when examining IFID usage. BP apologies tended to

use IFIDs later in their videos, and several had no IFIDs whatsoever. Costa, Nesteruk, Bachini,

and Coceilo favored IFIDs in the last half of their videos, while all but Bachini used zero IFIDs

in the first two to five minutes of their videos. In addition, use of IFIDs was absent in Falei and

Mi’s vides. The use f IFIDs twrds the ends f vides my suggest tht in the cse f BP,

this strategy is used as a closing of the conversation, like Offer of Repair and Promise of

Forbearance in AE (Choi and Mitchel 2022; Page, 2014; Xu and Yan, 2020). Similar to the

findings for the AE data, Explanation/Account was used by several BP YouTubers including

Bachini, Costa, Valentim, Monark, and Falei. This suggests that Explanation/Account is a

component feature of the digital (YouTube) genre of apologies in both languages.

BP YouTubers use Offer of Repair and Promise of Forbearance less often than their AE

counterparts. However, Offer of Repair occurs more frequently and as a stand-alone strategy

(See example 6 Section 4.3.2). This is strikingly different from the AE YouTuber's use of this
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strategy. Promise of Forbearance is used in only three videos, those of Coceilo, Nesteruk and

Bchini. Cceil nd Bchini’s vides cntin the nly tkens f Prmise f Frbernce used in

tandem with Offer of Repair.

(12) Eu sei que agora daqui pra frente eu tenho que influenciam as pessoas que me

seguem de uma forma positiva e com respeito a todos… lment d fund d meu

coração essa lição, esse tombo que eu tomei vai servir pra isso nunca mais se repetir [I

know from now on I have to influence my followers in a positive way with respect to

everything… I regret this lesson, this fall I had, from the bottom of my heart, and it will

serve to ensure that this never happens again] (Cocielo, 2018)

Curiously, unlike in the AE videos, the BP YouTubers used No Responsibility more

frequently across all videos. This strategy shows up in seven out of the ten BP videos but is

found in only three of the ten AE videos. While most BP YouTubers use one to three tokens of

No Responsibility (Nesteruk, Penin, Falei, Bachini, Coceilo, Maia), Costa favors this strategy,

making up 7 of 22 total strategy tokens or 32% of her total tokens used. Though the AE

YouTuber Ballinger uses this strategy 56% of the time, BP YouTubers consistently use No

Responsibility more frequently than AE YouTubers. This result may demonstrate cultural

differences between Brazil and the U.S. in terms of appropriate mollification and apology

strtegy use. As demnstrted in AE YuTuber’s verall apology strategy patterns, No

Responsibility is an unacceptable strategy to use more than once and often leads to judgments of

insincerity from viewers. Contrastingly, the more prolific use of No Responsibility found across

videos in BP suggests that the use of this strategy may be a more acceptable form of apology in

Brazilian culture. Existent research lends support for the use of No Responsibility as a cultural
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norm in some Latin American communities as supported by Wagner (1999) and Wagner and

Roebuck (2010).

5.2 Discussion of Research Questions

5.2.1 Addressing Research Questions 1 and 2

In addressing Research Question 1, Which strategies are observed in AE and BP

YouTubers performance of apology?, this study found that, similar to cross-linguistic trends

(Wagner, 1999; Wagner, 2004, Wagner & Roebuck, 2010; Xu & Yan, 2020), the three most

commonly used strategies in AE and BP were IFIDs, Take Responsibility, and

Explanation/Account. It was also observed that both languages used apology strategies identified

originally by Blum-Kulka et al. (1989) in some capacity, demonstrating that Blum-Kulk et l’s

(1989) framework is helpful in addressing apology construction by YouTube influencers.

In relation to Research Question 2, which focused on appraising similarities and

differences between AE and BP apology videos, several similarities in strategy use were

identified7. Both AE and BP videos used three similar strategies most often: IFID, Take

Responsibility, and Explanation/Account. However, there were also poignant differences in the

apologies offered by AE and BP YouTubers, including which of the top three strategies were

preferred in each language. AE utilized IFIDs more consistently in that they occurred in higher

token counts across videos, which is confirmed in the existent research regarding apology (Choi

7 How do the apology strategies used by AE and BP YoutTubers pattern similarly or differently? Are they affected
by the severity of the offense committed and the culture-specific norms of the speech community they are used in?
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& Mitchell, 2022; Karlsson, 2020; Page, 2014; Sandlin & Gracyalny, 2018; Sari, 2016; Wagner,

1999; Wagner, 2004, Wagner & Roebuck, 2010; Xu & Yan, 2020). AE and BP also patterned

differently with regard to Offer of Repair and Promise of Forbearance usage. While the AE

YouTubers used these strategies concurrently and at the ends of their videos, the BP YouTubers

favored Offer of Repair independently from Promise of Forbearance. Finally, and importantly, it

was discovered that BP YouTubers preferred the use of No Responsibility over AE creators,

which is in contrast with the findings from the AE video apologies.

In determining if there were patterns of strategy use that correlate with the severity of the

committed offense, no significant differences in use of apology strategies across severity

categories were found between the two languages. Meaning that all videos, regardless of severity

level used similar apology strategies. This finding was also reported by Heritage and Raymond

(2016) and Heritage, Raymond, and Drew (2019) who found that the proposed proportionality

between the apology and the offense, or in other words, that the apology is suitable to the

severity of the offense (Goffman, 1971), is not always true in interaction. This suggests that,

thugh the severity f ffense my be high, the plgy my nt be ‘equivlent’ in sincerity r

weight in mitigating the face threatening act of the offense. This finding can be supported by the

current research, as Ballinger’s ++severity actions do not receive a proper apology, and

Dobrik’s first apology, Let’s tlk, was not deemed proportionally appropriate to the offense.

Data from this study suggests that there are differences in the structure of apology

strategy patterning based on cultural norms for apology making in both languages. This cultural

variation is supported by the research of Diegoli (2025), which examines cultural variation of

English and Japanese audiences’ response tWill Smith’s plgy vide fter slpping Chris

Rck t the Acdemy Awrds. Diegli (2025, p. 68) rgues tht “culture-specific moral orders
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ply  rle in the negtitin” f cceptble plgies s English viewers negtively evluted

the sincerity of the apology video, while Japanese viewers expected an apology from Rock as

well as Smith. Differences in cultural expectations surrounding apology are evidenced in the

current work. For example, the higher use of IFIDs and Offers of Repair and Promise of

Forbearance in AE contrasts with BP YouTubers preference of Take Responsibility and more

frequent use of No Responsibility across videos. But, due to the lack of pragmatic apology

investigation in BP, no comparisons can be made between the patterns found in the present study

and findings from previous work on this language.

5.2.2 Research Question 3 and Enregisterment

The patterning of apology strategies, while somewhat varied across AE and BP, may

suggest tht the “YuTube plgy” is n enregistered frm. This supposition addresses research

question 3: Wht, if ny, ptterns emerge cross videos tht sggest the “YoTbe pology” is

enregistered globally? This enregisterment is most evident in AE YouTube apology videos. It

appears that there is a distinct pattern of linguistic apology strategy structure across videos. For

AE YouTubers, the typical format includes using IFIDs within the first minute of videos shorter

than 5 minutes and the first five minutes of videos longer than 10 minutes. AE YouTubers also

use Explanation/Account throughout the video to build the narrative, and Offer of Repair and

Promise of Forbearance are used together in the last minutes of the video, serving as closure to

the conversation. This consistent patterning of apology strategy usage suggests that AE YouTube

apologies are a socially recognized register of linguistic forms (Agha, 2003; Agha 2005; Eckert,

2019). The data presented in the current study suggest that the linguistic repertoire of online
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apology videos has become differentiable within a language. This finding is further supported by

Beeching (2019) and Márquez Reiter (2000) who found evidence of formulaic apology

constructions being used more frequently by English speakers over speakers of French and

Spanish.

This socially recognized register becomes especially apparent when examining the

apologies of Dobrik. The 03/22/21 vide is Dbrik’s respnse t nd  re-apology for both the

offenses discussed in Let’s Tlk and this failed first apology attempt. The strategies used by

Dobrik shift from his first video Let’s Tlk to his second 03/22/21 as he attempts to access and

utilize the linguistic strategies and stable group identity (Eckert & Wagner, 2005, Podesva, 2007)

constructed by other YouTubers who also had to make apology videos. This group identity,

negotiated through apology, leans into the vulnerable side of the micro-celebrity identity. The

micro-celebrity identity appeals to multiple audiences while walking the line between projected

platform persona and an authentic self-image. In other words, the identity is constructed based on

a balance of a created, brand persona, with a sincere expression of self to produce the ultimate

likeable YouTuber. Like those YouTubers who apologized before him, Dobrik is leaning into the

vulnerable, sincere, and authentic micro-celebrity identity rather than the brand persona that

represents his channel in his 03/22/21 video. From the Let’s Tlk video to the 03/23/21 video,

Dobrik triples his video length and uses all the apology strategies more frequently as measured

by an increase in token counts in all categories. Interestingly, his use of IFIDs expands the most

between the two videos, nearly tripling from three in the first video (Let’s tlk) to 10 instances in

the second (03/22/21). He also takes more responsibility for his actions in the second video,

03/22/21, as compared to the first apology attempt, and utilizes Offer of Repair and Promise of

Forbearance concomitantly more often. In shifting towards greater use of these strategies, he
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ligns mre with the ther YuTubers like Chrles, Pul, Dwsn, nd Str. Dbrik’s cgniznce

of needing to re-apologize and his shift in strategy usage and patterning point to a collective use

of apology strategies and format by YouTubers who need to make an apology that negotiates

meaning within the context of the constructed YouTuber micro-celebrity identity. The need to

converge on the sincere micro-celebrity identity when apologizing (Eckert, 2000, Eckert, 2019;

Marwick & Boyd, 2011), while using the linguistic strategies of apology, suggests that the

“YouTube apology” is an enregistered form in AE.

The findings of this study also lend support for the hypothesis that this register has

traveled to BP YouTuber apologies through digital imperialism. AE is a global language and the

U.S. is a digital powerhouse with three out of the top five most used social media platforms

being U.S. owned companies (Facebook, Instagram, YouTube) and the U.S. boasting almost 239

million daily YouTube users (Shepherd, 2025; Walsh, 2024). Though it is not as evident in

strategy use across all videos, the apologies of Penin, Cocielo, and Bachini are of particular

interest fr this register’s glbl influence. Like the AE YuTubers, ll three f these BP

YuTubers utilize  similr verll strtegy use pttern. Penin uses IFIDs including “eu tô qui

para pedir desculpa” [I’m here t plgize] (Penin, 2024) within the first minute f his vide

and favors them in the first half of his video. He also uses Offer of Repair as a closing strategy at

the end of his video, accounting for four of the nine tokens of this strategy. Cocielo also uses this

closing strategy of making an Offer of Repair in the last 2 minutes and 7 seconds of the video

and, similar to the strategy patterns of the AE YouTubers, he pairs an Offer of Repair with a

Prmise f Frbernce. Finlly, Bchini’s plgy vide exhibits the mst similrity with the

AE YouTubers. She makes four separate apologies for different topics throughout her nearly 30-

minute video. She uses strategies that align with several AE patterns, including the use of IFIDs,
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Take Responsibility, and Explanation/Account as her three most favored strategies. Bachini also

uses Offer of Repair and Promise of Forbearance together at the end of several apology segments

in her video. Additionally, she uses Explanation/Account throughout her video, as did several

AE YuTubers. With these ptterns ppering crss three BP YuTuber’s plgies, there is

evidence t suggest tht the enregistered AE “YuTube plgy” hs trveled vi digitl

imperialism (Mignolo, 2007; Quijano, 2000) to BP YouTubers in some capacity. This may

indicte tht the “YuTube plgy” is  glblly enregistered, scilly recgnized register f

linguistic forms.

Overall , the AE and BP YouTubers used all six strategies included in the adapted

framework from Blum-Kulka et al. (1989) however, there were several cultural differences in

how these strategies were used in each language. The top three strategies by token count, IFIDs,

Take Responsibility, and Explanation/Account were used to different degrees in AE and BP and

several strategies like Promise of Forbearance and Offer of Repair were used more in AE and BP

respectively. In addition, BP YouTubers preferred No Responsibility over their AE counterparts.

Based on the similarities in strategy usage in AE and BP, it can be understood that there is

evidence to support the global enregisterment of the YouTube apology as a register of linguistic

forms that has potentially spread through digital imperialism from the U.S. to Brazil.
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CHAPTER 6

CONCLUSION

The final chapter provides an overview of the current investigation, summarizing its most

significant findings and proposing areas for improvement and future research. Section 6.1 details

the key findings and relates them to the research questions and hypotheses presented in Chapter

1. In Section 6.2, I acknowledge several limitations of the current study, and in Section 6.3, I

suggest areas for future research.

6.1 Key Findings and Conclusions of the Study

Findings from this research demonstrate a clear patterning of apology strategy usage in

both American English (AE) and Brazilian Portuguese (BP) apology videos. AE YouTubers

prefer using IFIDs along with Offer of Repair and Promise of Forbearance together, and they

disfavor No Responsibility. A clear pattern also emerges when examining the overall structure of

AE strategy use. AE YouTubers tend to begin with the use of IFIDs early in their videos and

utilize Explanation/Account throughout. Finally they typically close their videos with an Offer of

Repair in conjunction with a Promise of Forbearance. The use of this overarching apology

structure by Dobrik in his (03/23/21) second apology attempt after a failed first attempt suggests

that there is a more felicitous way to launch an apology, using appropriate strategies in the

prper rder. This “frmul” fr mking  successful YuTube plgy prvides evidence f the
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enregisterment of this linguistic event in AE. By contrast, the BP YouTubers tend to prefer to

Take Responsibility and make Offers of Repair as stand-alone strategies. They also use No

Responsibility more frequently in their videos. This thesis provides evidence that despite these

differences, there is evidence to support the existence of a global register for the YouTube

apology. In three of the ten BP videos, the data suggest that the enregistered form of the AE

YouTube apology may be influencing BP apology strategy use and patterning. I argue that this is

occurring via digital imperialism spreading from the U.S. to South America, and specifically to

Brazil, via globalization from the widespread use of the internet. In this way, AE may be leading

the way in chnging the linguistic lndscpe f digitlly medited plgy. AE YuTuber’s

language use habits and patterns are broadcasted globally through digital media and adopted by

other groups around the world. As the scope and landscape of the global internet is ever-

changing, this study serves as a starting point for the continued investigation of digitally

enregistered linguistic forms and inquiry of digitally mediated pragmatic speech acts.

This research contributes positively to the fields of pragmatics, sociolinguistics, and

digitally mediated communication (DMC) and their cross-disciplinary interface. It highlights the

importance of expanding pragmatic research beyond face-to-face interaction or discourse

completion tasks and may set in motion additional research regarding digitally mediated speech

acts. In analyzing YouTube videos, this research explores how apologies are made using the

spoken content of videos. This could be further examined along with the visual content of the

videos, so as to offer additional insights in discourse analysis and embodied enregisterment

regrding this genre f lnguge use. This study’s use f n interdisciplinry cding schem

combining Blum-Kulka et al.’s, (1989) pioneering work which has influenced speech act

research in pragmatics, coupled with work from second language acquisition and motivation
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(Guilloteaux & Dörnyei, 2008), is innovative in capturing apology strategy use per minute of

video. This unique coding scheme allows for analysis to be conducted both by investigating

individual strategy tokens and how these tokens are used in context with each other minute by

minute, and by examining overarching patterns that occur at certain points in the video. In

addition, the present study adds positively to the scarcity of research on the speech act of

apology in BP, as well as BP YouTube apologies. It also offers new insights into digitally

mediated apology in AE and the formation of a register surrounding this linguistic form. In

contributing to the academy in these ways, the current research also lays the groundwork for

opportunities for future research into the topic of digitally mediated socio-pragmatics.

6.2 Limitations of the Current Study

Despite the positive and innovative findings that this study contributes to the fields of

socio-pragmatics and DMC, there are several shortcomings of the current research. First and

foremost, while this study is the first to investigate BP apologies using pragmatic frameworks for

apology construction, the lack of previous research on in-person or digitally mediated apologies

in BP makes comparisons with additional data from BP impossible. This in turn limits the

current study in making any concrete claims about culturally specific BP apology strategy use.

Additionally, while there was no significance between severity of offense and which

apology strategy is used, a limitation of this study is the categorization of severity. The

categorization may be unique to this study and not representative of the true severity of the

offense. An additional shortcoming of the current work is the small sample size of only 10

videos per language. Though 20 videos constitute one of the largest sample sizes compared to
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previous research on the topic of YouTuber apologies, an analysis of more videos would result in

more generalizable findings regarding both the AE and the BP YouTube apology register.

6.3 Future Research

There are several avenues for additional research based on the current study, as digital

pragmatics and sociolinguistics are a fruitful area for investigation in the ever-expanding domain

of the internet. For example, it would be meaningful to explore digitally mediated apologies in

other languages, including European Portuguese and other dialects of English. Studying apology

strategy patterns in other languages in which their digital media is highly influenced by online

AE content could advance the understanding of AE “YuTube plgy” enregisterment and its

transference via globalization. In addition, investigating similarities and differences in apology

videos posted in several languages for the same offense by the same YouTuber may provide

essential information about cultural differences and variation based on expected forms of

apology. Analyzing apology videos longitudinally may prove fruitful as well, in that this would

cpture chnges in strtegy use in the “YuTube plgy” register ver time. This can be

examined by studying YouTubers who offer more than one apology video, including serial

apologies made in short succession, like Dobrik, or made over a span of several years. Exploring

more thoroughly additional demographic influences on strategy usage in online apologies, such

as gender identity, may reveal important information about apology as a speech act and identity

construction. Another avenue of research may be the perlocutionary effect of these apologies.

Examining viewer comments, video likes/dislikes or why a YouTuber may be motivated to

apologize, such as monetization of videos or brand deals outside of the platform, would be
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useful. Finally, I would like to build up findings from a pilot study I conducted in 2024 regarding

how registers can become embodied by their speakers as a collection of semiotic strategies or

practices that express the identity of the register (Eckert, 2000; Eckert, 2019; Podesva, 2009). In

this pilot study I investigated embodiment of enregistered forms in YouTube apology videos by

examining background setting, camera shot/angle, and YouTuber attire. This pilot study of six

videos yielded promising results, suggesting that the YouTube apology may be both enregistered

and embodied by the YouTuber who makes the apology. Initial findings indicate that for AE and

BP YouTubers, close camera angle, use of non-branded clothing and filming in neutral, home-

like environments were used in tandem with the linguistic register of forms intended to project a

sincere, uthentic side f the speker’s micr-celebrity identity. This suggests that

enregisterment f the “YuTube plgy” spns beynd the verbl cmpnent nd utilizes

semiotic strategies to lend legitimacy to the apology maker. Additional study in this area is

warranted in order to understand this process more fully in AE and BP.
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APPENDIX A

Examples of Coded Apology Transcripts

Logan Paul:

I’ve mde  severe nd cntinuus lpse in my judgment, nd I dn’t expect t be

forgiven <Tke Respnsibility>. I’m simply here to apologize <IFID>. So, what we came across

that day in the woods was obviously unplanned and the reactions you saw on tape were raw.

They were unfiltered. None of us knew how to react or how to feel <Explanation/Account>. I

should have never posted the video. I should have put the cameras down and stopped recording

what we were going through <Tke Respnsibility>… but I didn’t nd for that from the bottom

of my heart I am sorry <IFID>. I want to apologize <IFID> to the Internet. I want to apologize

<IFID> t nyne wh’s seen the vide. I want to apologize <IFID> to anyone who has been

affected or touched by mental illness or depression or suicide, but most importantly I want to

apologize <IFID> to the victim and his family. For my fans who are defending my actions,

plese dn’t. They d nt deserve t be defended. The goal with my content is always to

entertain, to push the boundaries, to be all inclusive. In the world I live in, I share almost

everything I do <Explanation/Account>. The intent is never to be heartless, cruel or malicious

<Take Responsibility>. I don't expect to be forgiven, I'm just here to apologize <IFID>. I'm

ashamed of myself. I'm disappointed in myself <Take Responsibility> and I promise to be better

<Promise of Forbearance>. I will be better <Offer of Repair>. Thank you (Paul, 2018)
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Felipe Neto:

Eu divulguei a casa de aposta. Eu vou corrigir o meu erro dedicando o dobro da

energia e dedicando o dobro daquilo que ganhei para conseguir corrigir o meu erro <offer of

repair> porque eu sei que hoje foi o maior erro da minha vida. Então, assim como eu tô fazendo

com casa de aposta, eu faço com os erros que eu cometi em relação à esquerda, em relação ao

prgressism e vu fzer em relça  qulquer utr err que eu cmet… <take

responsibility> porque eu vou cometer mais erros. O importante é a gente ter ciência de que a

gente tem como corrigir os erros e é isso que eu busco fazer. Então, de fato, eu vou sempre tentar

entender o que que tá acontecendo de fato e o que que é a verdade por trás disso <offer of

repair>. Nem sempre eu vou chegar nessa resposta, mas eu vou tentar fazer o público ir comigo

nessa jornada pela busca porque é justamente na busca que a gente descobre nosso caminho. A

gente pode não chegar a lugar nenhum, mas a gente vai trilhar uma jornada e essa jornada é o

que define quem nós somos. E eu quero que as pessoas tenham uma jornada baseada em

Literatura e não baseada em líderes carismáticos que só gritam.

[I revealed the betting house. I will correct my mistake by dedicating twice as much energy and

twice as much as I earned to correct my mistake <offer of repair> because I know that today was

the biggest mistake of my life. So, just as I am doing with the betting house, I will do with the

mistakes I made in relation to the left, in relation to progressivism and with any other mistake I

make... <take responsibility> because I will make more mistakes. The important thing is for us to

be aware that we can correct our mistakes and that is what I seek to do. So, in fact, I will always

try to understand what is really happening and what is the truth behind it <offer of repair>. I will

not always reach this answer, but I will try to take the public with me on this journey of
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searching because it is precisely in the search that we discover our path. We may not get

anywhere, but we will follow a journey and this journey is what defines who we are. And I want

people to have a journey based on Literature and not based on charismatic leaders who just

shout.
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APPENDIX C

BP YouTuber Apology Coding Tables
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