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1. Introduction

Ostensible invitations—offers extended without a gen-
uine intent to follow through—represent a subtle yet sig-
nificant area in the study of pragmatics, particularly within
the context of Jordanian Arabic. These invitations, while
appearing sincere, are extended with an understanding be-
tween the inviter and invitee that they are not intended to
be accepted. According to Isaacs and Clark ([, p. 498), a
critical element in crafting such invitations lies in signaling
enough pretense for the invitee to perceive the lack of sin-
cerity. The inviter must frame the invitation convincingly,
hiding their actual intentions, while allowing the invitee to
recognize its ostensible nature. A commonly cited example
from Isaacs and Clark’s work [, referenced by Link (2!, p.
111), illustrates this interaction. In the example, Carol of-
fers leftover food at 12:30 A.M. with a sense of formality,
which her conversational partner intuitively perceives as in-
sincere. This form of communication provides a window
into the complex dynamics of implicit understanding and
shared social awareness.

Understanding ostensible communicative acts requires
attention to their nuanced characteristics, which set them
apart from genuine speech acts. For a speech act to be cate-
gorized as ostensible, it must exhibit elements of pretense,
These

elements ensure that the invitation, though spoken, is under-

shared awareness, cooperation, and ambiguity!!.

stood as merely symbolic, reflecting social obligations or
politeness rather than a true desire for acceptance. The en-
coding and decoding of such invitations must be performed
subtly, making ostensible invitations highly reliant on cul-
tural context and shared assumptions. However, much of the
research on ostensible invitations has focused on low-context
cultures—environments where language serves as the pri-
mary medium of communication, and social expectations are
clearly defined and explicit[).

In high-context cultures like Jordanian society, commu-
nication relies more heavily on implicit cues and unspoken
social norms[* 3. Abdel Hady®! addresses this difference
by studying ostensible invitations within Jordanian Arabic,
revealing the multiplicity of pragmatic functions that these
invitations serve in Jordanian culture. However, while his
study explores the broader significance of these invitations, it
does not delve into the specific methods by which Jordanians
navigate the subtle processes of encoding and decoding these

interactions. In high-context cultures, such as Jordanian so-
ciety, these processes are especially intricate, as individuals
rely on shared cultural knowledge and non-verbal cues to
signal and interpret the ostensible nature of invitations.
Recognizing this gap, the present study seeks to ex-
amine in depth the processes by which Jordanians create
and interpret ostensible invitations. By exploring the sub-
tle mechanisms that Jordanians use to encode and decode
these communicative acts, the study aims to contribute to
a broader understanding of how ostensible invitations func-
tion within high-context cultural frameworks. Moreover,
this study sheds light on the broader contrasts between high-
and low-context cultures, highlighting the distinctive prag-
matic features and social conventions that shape interactions
in Jordanian Arabic. Through a close analysis of these ele-
ments, this research offers new insights into the communica-
tive strategies and cultural nuances underlying ostensible
invitations, potentially advancing theoretical models of high-

context communication.

2. Review of Related Literature

The topic of ostensible communication has been
studied across multiple cultural and linguistic back-

1,2,4.5,7-161 ' Much of this research examines the

grounds!
strategies used in making invitations with ostensible intent,
especially following the foundational work of Isaacs and
ClarkM. Additionally, some studies focus on evaluating how
these strategies affect the perception of ostensible invita-
tions (% 131,

The first detailed examination of ostensible invitations
in English is attributed to Wolfson!®), who categorizes invi-
tations into two types: unambiguous and ambiguous. She
argues that genuine invitations must specify both the time
and place of the event and request a response from the invitee.
Lacking these elements creates ambiguity. For example, “Do
you want to eat a burger next week?” contains a clear request
for a response, specified activity, and timeframe. Wolfson
highlights that ambiguous invitations often have an indefi-
nite time, do not require a response, and frequently include
modal verbs such as “must” or “should.” A statement like
“Let’s have lunch sometime” illustrates this type of ambigu-
ous invitation. Isaacs and Clark[!! further analyze ostensible
invitations as those where both the inviter and invitee under-
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stand that the invitation is not meant seriously. Analyzing
142 sincere and insincere invitations, they identify seven tac-
tics of ostensible invitations, including making the invitation
unrealistic, using uncertain language, avoiding insistence,
leaving arrangements vague, maintaining politeness with-
out genuine intent, using non-verbal cues, and issuing the
invitation only when prompted by the invitee.

Salmani-Nodoushan®! examines ostensible invitations
in both English and Farsi, applying Isaacs and Clark’s frame-
work to 1,350 invitations. He finds that ostensible invitations
vary by age, gender, and social status, with younger, male,
and higher-status individuals more likely to issue them. Link
and Kreuz!["! investigate the strategies of ostensible speech
acts through experiments, evaluating participants’ ability to
distinguish ostensible from genuine speech acts and their
inclination to interpret ostensible acts as pretense. Their
findings support Isaacs and Clark’s strategies. In Chinese,
ChaiSil'?] studies ostensible invitations in relation to social
distance, using data from 232 face-to-face interviews. His
findings suggest that the strategies depend on the relationship
between inviter and invitee, with implausibility commonly
used among familiar individuals, while other tactics apply
to acquaintances or strangers.

Research on Jordanian Arabic, such as Al-Khatib!'7],
Abdel Hady!®l, Abdelhady & Alkinj™, and Abdelhady!®],
explores how Jordanians extend and accept ostensible com-
municative acts, such as ostensible lies, ostensible refusals,
and ostensible invitations. While Al-Khatib’s study focuses
on genuine invitations, Abdel Hady examines ostensible in-
vitations, showing they serve various pragmatic functions,
including face-saving or face-threatening roles. However,
his study does not specify how Jordanians linguistically mark

invitations as ostensible.

3. Methodology

This section outlines the methodology applied in con-
ducting the research, including the problem and questions
that guide the study, along with a detailed description of data
collection and analytical methods.

3.1. Research Design

Ostensible invitations are a prevalent social practice

in Jordanian culture, often serving as a means of managing

social expectations and politeness. However, while Abdel
Hady’s!! study identifies pragmatic functions associated
with ostensible invitations, it does not explore the specific
strategies used by Jordanians to obscure their true intentions
when extending such invitations. Understanding these strate-
gies is essential, as it can reveal the underlying cultural norms
and values that influence how ostensible invitations are con-
structed within a society known for its hospitality. This study

seeks to address the following questions:

1. Are the tactics proposed by Isaacs and Clark (!, pp.
499-501) for staging ostensible invitations statistically
significant in Jordanian Arabic?

2. How do Jordanians structure and stage their ostensible

invitations?

3.2. Data Collection

The study’s data consists of 120 invitation instances,
split equally between genuine (60 instances) and ostensible
(60 instances) invitations. Data were collected through par-
ticipant observation and audio recordings within a variety of
social settings in which invitations are commonly extended,
including family gatherings, workplace events, and com-
munity meetings. By capturing real-life interactions, the
data reflects the naturalistic usage of invitations in line with
Jordanian social customs.

Each recorded invitation was transcribed, taking note
of verbal elements as well as paralinguistic cues, such as
pauses, intonation, and emphasis. This attention to nonver-
bal elements is critical for analyzing the nuanced pragmatic
functions that underpin ostensible invitations. Each invi-
tation instance was subsequently coded to capture features
associated with ostensible invitations, as outlined by Isaacs
and Clark!. These features include violations of preparatory
conditions (e.g., when the inviter is aware the invitee can-
not attend), solicitation of the invitation, insistence, vague

arrangements, and hedging.

3.3. Data Analysis

The analysis combines quantitative and qualitative ap-
proaches to provide a comprehensive understanding of os-
tensible invitation tactics.

In the quantitative analysis, the frequency of each coded
feature was calculated to identify patterns in how ostensible
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invitations are structured as compared to genuine invitations.
Statistical tests, specifically the Chi-Square goodness-of-fit
test and Correlation Analysis, were used to evaluate the sig-
nificance and relative weight of each tactic. These statistical
methods enabled the researcher to draw distinctions between
the structuring of genuine and ostensible invitations in Jor-
danian culture.

The qualitative analysis involved selecting illustrative
examples of invitation exchanges to highlight the pragmatic
dynamics of each feature in context. Each example was
transcribed, glossed, and translated to make the pragmatic
functions clear!'®]. Since multiple features might co-occur
in a single conversation, each feature was analyzed indepen-
dently to demonstrate its specific contribution to the overall
invitation structure. This approach enabled an in-depth ex-
ploration of the interplay between different features and their
collective role in shaping ostensible invitations.

The combined quantitative and qualitative analyses of-

fer insights into the pragmatic strategies Jordanians use in
extending ostensible invitations, contributing to a deeper
understanding of this culturally specific communicative act.

4. Finding and Discussion
4.1. The Implausibility Strategy

Based on their common ground, Jordanians can make
their invitations/offers implausible in two ways: (1) by ex-
tending invitations that they cannot provide due to their abil-
ity to host the invitee and/or (2) by extending invitations
beyond the ability of the invitee to accept. According to our
data, the implausibility strategy constituted 58.3% (70) of
all invitations. The majority of violations were in ostensible
invitations. In fact, 83.3% (50) of ostensible invitations vi-
olated one or more of the preparatory conditions, but these
conditions were violated in only 33.3% (20) of genuine ones.
See Table 1 below:

Table 1. The distribution of the implausibility strategy.

Strategy
Total
Implausible Plausible

. 50 10 60

o Ostensible (83.3%) (16.7%) (100%)
Type of Invitation

Genuine 20 40 60
(33.3%) (66.7%) (100%)

Total 70 50 120
(58.3%) (41.7%) (100%)

The Chi-square goodness of fit test compares the fre-
quency of the occurrence of the implausibility strategy (plau-
sible versus implausible) for genuine and ostensible invita-
tions. The analysis shows that the difference between osten-
sible and genuine invitations with regard to the employment
of the implausibility strategy is significant (X? (1) = 30.857
< 0.05), so the null hypothesis is rejected; a significant dif-
ference between the two types of invitations is found. Thus,
the implausibility can be predicted to be used as a moderate
indicator of ostensibility in this culture, with a positive corre-
lation between the two variables (r (120) = 0.507, p < 0.01).
Yet, how does the implausibility strategy work in Jordanian
ostensible invitations for the violation itself is not enough?
To answer this question, the researcher covered this strategy

under two criteria: one is related to the initiator, the one who

invites/offers the other party, and the other is related to the
receiver, the one to whom the invitation/offer is directed.
The following discussion clarifies how this strategy works
in this culture.

4.1.1. The Initiator Is Able to Host

Based on Isaacs and Clark ('], p. 499), when extending
an invitation, an inviter has to have the time and the place
for hosting the invitee. That is, the invitation should appeal
plausible for the invitee to really take place if accepted. How-
ever, in ostensible invitations, the inviter usually shows his
willingness to host the invitee after grounding the fact that
he is unable to host. This process of grounding is gradual
and is built through the advancement of the discourse. The
optimal result of it is that a preparatory condition is violated
— the inviter is able to host.
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Context: M' has guests at his house. He went to the supermarket to buy some coffee. M encounters S at the
supermarket.// Social and Psychological World: S knows that M is terribly sick for they are friends, neighbors,
and co-workers who meet occasionally; they live within the same area. M did not expect to meet S at the
supermarket.// Persons: M is about thirty years old male; S is around the same age. H is the shopkeeper; he is
an overhearer. //Time: the exchange takes place at eight o’clock P.M.

DM: fu: X kif-ak Prlju:m  Pm-faa-lla tamaam.
what X how-you today  if-want-God fine
‘X, how are you? I hope you are doing well.’

2) S: Pil-hamdu lil-laa  mimn ?alla br-xeir.
def-praise to-God from God in-fine
‘Thanks God! I am fine’

3)M: leif Pr-jum mee Phit  Sala P1f-fulul.
why the-today not come to  the-work
‘why did you not come for work today?’

4)S: w-alla  kun-it taSbcen fwai [pause] falwazih btSraf
by-God was-I tired little flue know.you
‘I was sick. I had flue’

5) M: Prmbajjm Sal-eik  w-allah ?ifttagtil-ak  ?Pil-ju:m
appears on-you by-God missed-you def-today
‘I can see that! I missed you today’

6) S: ?alla jixall-i:k [pause] w-alla law ma ymd-1  Pibju.f ?Pil-ju:m
God keep-you by-God if no there-I guests def-today
ma barlay min ?id-dar[pause]  dar Samm-1 Pidsu: Prljurm
not get.out from def-house house unlce-my came.3pl def-today
w  mafi. hada yeir-1  br-d-dar Ju: bidd-r  PaSmal [pause]
and no in body but-me in-def-house what will-I do.1sg
Pil-gahwih xcelsa [to the seller] b-alla X ki:lu gahwah
def-coffee empty by-God X kilo coffee
‘That’s kind of you. You know! If I did not have guests today, I
would not buy coffee by myself; I would stay at the house instead.
But my uncle and his family visited us unexpectedly. So, I had to
get some. X, could you give me one kilo of coffee, please?’

7) H: [give him the coffee]

8) S: Xbr-lla Sale-ik tids-1 w  tifrab  fundgan gahwih
X by-God on-you come-you and drink.2sg cup coffee
‘come and have some coffee with us.’

9) M: Ralla  j-1s§1d-ak marrah Banjrh
God prog-make.happy-you another second
‘That’s kind of you! Thanks! In another chance, I will.’

10)S: ja radsol gahwit X ma bittfawwap

"Participants whose roles are defined in context are referred to by capital letters. For example, participant 1 is referred to as M.
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hey man coffee X no compensate
‘Come on, X’s coffee is of a great taste.’

11) M: laa Yeir marra bas thkun  Pimgahsih
no excepttime when are healthy
‘No thanks. But when you get better, I’11.”

12) S: Sala raht-ak
on rest-your
‘As you like.’

The previously mentioned exchange grounds the fact
that the speaker, S, is unable to host yet invites his friend,
M, to his house. The exchange involves two domains. In
domain one, S is inviting M to come and visit him in his
house as indicated by the utterance X brlla (aleik tijr wtifrab
Sfundsan gahwih ‘come and have some coffee with us’. The
propositional content of the utterance indicates that the invi-
tation extended is a genuine one. On hearing the words billa
{aleik ‘by God’, tijr ‘come’ and f1frab ‘drink’, M should get
the idea that S is asserting an invitation for, according to the
principles of cognition, hearers of any linguistic form unin-
tentionally process the explicit content of what they hear. In
Jordanian culture, domain one is demanding; it requires the
speaker to perform his role and leave the hearer to infer his
intentions. Part of his performance, S insists on his proposal
using various strategies such as the extensive use of swear-
ing devices such as brlla (aleik ‘by God’ and extends his
invitation in line 8 beyond social courtesy by emphasizing
the idea that the coffee he bought is unforgettable.

However, speech acts should not be considered as thus
for speakers may use the explicit linguistic form of utter-
ances while they mean something else (cf.['”], p. 247). The
speech act of invitations is not an exception, while S uses
explicit forms to extend his invitation and M is expected to
process them firsthand as thus, this should only be applied
to domain one for domain two is different. To set the ground
for domain two, we clarify three facts: S’s goals and plans,
S’s ability to host M and S’s acceptance of M’s refusal. Let’s
begin tackling these points and their effect on processing
the utterance mentioned in line 8, X billa Saleik tijr wtifrab

fundsan gahwih ‘come and have some coffee with us.’

S’s goals and plans are clear from the co-text. To unravel
them, we should answer the following question: Why did S go
to the shop? It is clear that he did not do so for inviting M to
his house. In fact, S went to the shop to buy some coffee with-
out even thinking of M being there at the shop. In short, S’s
primary goal is to buy some coffee. The inviter has explained
that he is sick and that he already had guests, the reason that
made him go by himself to buy the coffee. These two reasons
have set the ground for anticipating that the speaker is not
going to host anyone, which makes the invitee’s existence at
the inviter’s house highly unlikely to occur.

Grounding such ideas — reasons to refuse the invita-
tion a long time before issuing and insisting on invitations —
through an exchange is what accounts for processing genuine-
like invitations beyond domain one. In short, the invitation
appeals as insincere. But since the violation is mutually
recognized (line 6), the invitee has a reason to count the
invitation as ostensible. This conclusion is generalized, as

reported in 16% (8) of the ostensible invitations observed.

4.1.2. Legitimate Position to Offer Hospitality

When the initiator is not qualified to extend an invi-
tation, the invitation is not taken seriously, but when it is
mutually recognized, it is considered as ostensible. The
example below illustrates the impact of this condition on
taking what is extended seriously. Obviously, the invitation
extended in line 19 could not be taken seriously for it is ex-
tended by a child and not confirmed by his father, yet it is
not a lie. However, since it is not mutually recognized, it
cannot be classified as ostensible for it is, as the researcher

argues, composed of one domain.

Context: M goes to S apartment to fix a door; M and S are neighbors who occasionally meet since they live

in the same building. M, S, and T are at the door as M is leaving after he drank coffee. // Psychological and
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Social World: S did not confirm his child’s invitation. // Persons: M is around 46, S is around 35 and T is

around 10.

13) M: haj heik ?Pil-bab dsahiz
this like the-door ready
‘the door is fixed.’

14) S: alla  jiSti-k  ?il-Safja  dsar [pause] Vallabt-ak
Allah give-you def-health neighbor bother-you
‘Thanks a lot.’

15) M: la wala jrhim-ak [pause] dajmrh [while drinking coffee]
no not worry-you everlasting
‘Come on! thanks for the coffee.’

16) S: sahhah
health
‘Welcome’

17) M: j-alla  bi-I-?10m
by-God in-the-permission
‘Excuse me. I ought to leave now.’

18) S: ma§ Pis-salamrh [at the door]
with def-safety
‘Goodbye’

19) T: Sammuh taSal Smmn-ah bukrah  ?Pifrab fay
uncle come to-us tomorrow drink tea
‘Come again and have some tea.’

20) M: ?m-fa-alla §ammuh [laughing]
if-will- God uncle
‘God willing.’

By analogy, the researcher claims that any invitation that they have been invited to without consulting the host.
that is extended by a third party, a person who is not the host, Strange as it is, yet under normal conditions, these invita-
could hint ostensibility except when the third party has a tions are rejected for the third-party inviter, as the researcher
direct message to deliver from the host. To restate, in Jorda- calls him, does not have the right to extend such invitations.

nian culture, people might extend invitations to invitations Consider the following two intervened exchanges.

Context: M calls S to invite her to drink a cup of tea at her house. However, S is already occupied as she has
been invited to breakfast by one of the neighbors three days before. The neighbor’s invitation is extended
after S’s invitation; S invited a group of women, her neighbors for breakfast to celebrate her daughter’s newly
born baby on Monday at eleven o’clock at her house. M was invited to this breakfast, and she fulfilled the
invitation. During the invitation, M met S’s neighbors for the first time. M, however, was not invited by S’s
neighbor to breakfast as S’s neighbor’s invitation has been extended one day after S invitation to breakfast
(the invitation to the neighbor’s breakfast was extended in the next day where M was not present) // Social
and Psychological World: S and M are acquaintances living in relatively distant places. Yet, S’s and M’s
neighbors are strangers. // Message-form: the exchange is transmitted via telephone. // Persons: M is a 30
years old female, and S is 47 years old. / Time: the second call is about 10:30 A.M.
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21) S: marhaba kif-ik  xaltu X
hi how-you aunt X
‘X, how are you?’

22) M: Pahlein habibt-r  kif-ik mtrw Sam-1 abu X [her husband]
welcome love-my how-you you and uncle-my Abu X
‘Hi, how are you and your family?’

23) S:21l-hamdu  li-lla  br-xeir xaltu burkah  $as-sa$ah Pthdaf Pip-puhur
def-thanks  to-Allah in-fine aunt tomorrow def-clock eleven def-noon
Pana Sazmih ?il-jaraat {ind-1 br-d-dar Cala li-fTur faSafan  tihsib-r  Prhsab-ik - w
I invite def-neighbors to-me in-the-house to  to-breakfast so because make-you plan-your and
tiji
come
‘I’'m fine. Thanks. Aunt, tomorrow, I invited my neighbors to breakfast. I
called you to tell you that you are invited, too.’

24) [Omitted for brevity]
25) [Omitted for brevity]

26) M: xaltu ?kid rah Pads-1 ?iza Palla  Pahjan-ah
ok  sure will come.lsgif Allah make.alive-3sg
‘Ok! God willing I will come for sure.’

[Three days later, M calls S]

27) M: Palluu kif-tk  xaltu ?’m X
Hello how-you aunt mother X
‘Hello, how are you?’

28) S: Pahlein X kif-ak  Pmtrw  kif banat-ik
welcome X how-you you and how daughters-your
‘Hi, how are YOU, and how is your daughter?’

29) M: Pil-hamdu lil-lah [pause] xaltu 2ult lahali Piza Pinn-ik  fapijah balki  Pidsit-1
the thanks for-Allah aunt said myselfif  that-you available possibly come-3sg
tifrab-1  {ind-1 kasit fay min tihit Pidak-1 mitil 2l 2iSmiltihum  jum  Pids-dsum§ah
drink-3sg here-1sg glass tea from your hands-your like those make-you day  the-Friday
‘Thanks God I am fine. If you are available, why don’t you come to my
house and have some tea with me like the tea we had at your house on
Friday’

30)S:ji ja xaltu w-alla  Pid-jum  Sazmit-nah ?2m X Sala
oh hey aunt  by-Allah def-today invited-us mother X on
Iifrur  Piriftii-ha sah
breakfast knew-her right
‘Oh, sorry, Um X invited us to breakfast at her house. You know her, don’t you?’

31) M: Pah 2iSrift-ha  sallamit {leiha  jum Prjit $mdd-ik
yes know-her shake  her  day came to-you

“Yes, I know her. I met her the day I came to your house.’
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32) S: xaltu ?itfapal-
aunt

ruh-1

2l kanu $imd-1 ma$zumat
that were to-me invited

ma$-ay mafi hadah Yarib kul dsarat-r
come-you.acc go-you.acc with-me no one

strange all neighbors-my

‘Since you know all those who are invited to breakfast, why don’t you come and

have breakfast with us’

33)M: uslam-1 xaltu
thank-you aunt
‘That’s kind of you. In another chance, I’1l’

34)S: taSal-r  fu  fiwarak-r
come-you what in behind-you
‘If you are not busy, come.’

marra tanyth ?in-faa-llah
time another if-will-God.

35) M: ?il-marra Pil-dgay ?Pm-faa-llah bahsib Prhsabi w  badsr [Omitted for brevity]
the-time the-next if-wil-God make plan and come
‘God willing, next time, I will make sure not to be busy and come.’

36) S: 7in-faa-llah xaltu
if-will-God aunt
‘God willing.’

[Goodbye Exchanges]

In the second part of this exchange, one of the felic-
ity conditions is violated - the inviter is not in a legitimate
position to offer hospitality. In fact, in line 32, S issues an
invitation to a breakfast that she has been invited to by one of
her neighbors. S extends the invitation beyond social cour-
tesy as it is indicated by the utterance mafi hadah Yarib kul
dsaratr P1lr kanu Sindr ma$zumat ‘since you know all those
who are invited to breakfast, why don’t you come and have
breakfast with us’, and even she insists upon the invitation
in line 34. However, the fact that S is inviting M to an invita-
tion that she does not have a full mastery of reveals that S is
only pretending to extend a sincere invitation by employing
two strategies that are typically associated with genuineness.
This conclusion, in fact, supports Isaacs and Clark’s ([, p.
497) view in that S “would have wanted [M] to accept the
invitation if the situation had been different.”

To clarify this point, let’s underpin the reason that made
M accept the invitation given in line 23. The simple answer
goes like this: ‘the situation is different’. Even though the
time, place, and type of invitation extended do not differ

much from that in line 32, M accepts the invitation since M
is invited directly from the host; S is in a legitimate position
to offer hospitality. This rationalizes M’s acceptance of the
invitation. In fact, in Jordanian culture, it is not age as a soci-
olinguistic factor that affects the genuineness of invitations
(in contrast with Naim[?%)), but the violation of the prepara-
tory condition - the inviter is in a legitimate position to offer
hospitality. The researcher generalizes this conclusion to

other cultures, as well.

4.1.3. The Offer Is Practically Feasible

The ostensibility of invitations is not limited to con-
ditions that are associated with the conversants, but it can
be extended to conditions that are associated with the offer
itself. These kinds of posts trigger other people to comment
on them. Through their comments, people may solicit invita-
tions directly. This, in fact, may force the inviter to extend
offers that “couldn’t practically be provided” (I, p. 499).
In fact, the inviter may extend invitations on things that are

already consumed. Consider the following example:

Context: M is hanging with his friends .M is hungry, yet he has money just enough to buy one sandwich, 60

piasters. M, T, and S are standing in front of a restaurant. // Psychological and Social World: S and T are M’s

close friends who study with each other at a secondary school. // Persons: All the interactants are around
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eighteen years old males.

49) S: w-alla fabab dsuSan bidd-i  Paftar-i
by-God guys hungry want-1sg buy-1sg

sandwifth  gaddeif hagha
sandwich.sg how

much

‘I am so hungry. I would like to buy a sandwich. How much does it cost?’

50) T: sittin
sixty
‘Sixty piasters’

51) S: Pah Ptkwayyis heik bigiru
yes good like become sixty
“Thanks God, I’ve barley got sixty piasters’

52) S: [hiding to the restaurant] Padsibil-ku
bring-3pl
‘Do you want to get you some sandwiches?’

53) T and M: la tislam
no safe.you eat you
‘No thanks, don’t worry about us’

mar-i
with-me guys

sitin [counting the money |

Jabceb [on his expense]

kul Pmtahw ma Salei-k
and no upon-you.sg

54) S: [he went back and opened the sandwich] tukl-u
eat-you.pl

‘Do you want to eat?’

55) T and M: sahah
health
‘No, thanks’

Line 51 shows that S is practically unable to provide
the offer presented in lines 52 and 54. In fact, as the context
reveals, S has only sixty piasters, the price of one sandwich.
Still, he offers to bring his friends sandwiches if they accept
the offer or to eat his own sandwich as the utterance fuklu
‘do you want to eat?’ indicates. Of course, this does not
make sense for one more sandwich, for instance, means an-
other sixty piasters which the inviter cannot practically afford.
This violates the preparatory condition — the offer is practi-
cally feasible. The violation is mutually recognized as can
be inferred from lines 51 and 53. The mutually recognized
violation leans the invitation towards ostensibility.

However, sometimes the recognition of the violation
of this preparatory condition in Jordanian culture is not as
easy as it might seem for it depends heavily on the notion
of common ground. In Jordanian culture, the feasibility of
the offer depends on the item itself. That is to say, based on

their communal common ground, Jordanians are expected
to reject an offer of a can of Pepsi that a person has bought
for himself, yet it is also expected that they might accept
the offer presented of a bottle of water. This puzzle can be
accounted for as follows: if the object can be shared with
others without giving the feeling of depreciation, the offer
is feasible. Otherwise, it is not and should be counted as

ostensible in normal situations.

4.1.4. The Receiver Is Able to Accept?

‘The receiver is able to accept’ is another preparatory
condition if defective indicates that the invitation is insin-
cere. According to Isaacs and Clark (', p. 499), when “A
knew B either had other plans B would unlikely to break
or didn’t have the means to get to the event, [or when] A
knew B would have little interest in coming”, the invitations

are counted as ostensible. Besides Isaacs and Clark’s[!] sit-

2 The word ‘receiver’ in this study refers to the one to whom the invitation or offer is extended.
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uations, the researcher argues that Jordanians might extend
ostensible invitations when they knew (based on their per-
sonal diaries) that the ones to whom the invitation is extended
cannot accept the invitation due to health, religious or cul-
tural constraints. Thus, ostensible invitations are more likely

to take place when S knew that M goes to work at a certain
time in the morning and yet invites him to come in, S knew
that M suffers from a certain disease such as diabetes and
still invites him to drink/eat something sweet and so on and
so forth. Consider the following exchange:

Context: M goes to his job at half-past seven. S knows that M is a teacher at UNRWA schools and leaves at
this time. While M is leaving, S happened to be standing in front of his house. //Psychological and Social

World: M and S are neighbors who occasionally meet since they live in the same building. S does not have

a prior intention to invite M to his house. // Persons: S is a thirty-two-year old male. M is in his thirties.

Message-form: the exchange is done through face-to-face interaction.

56) M: Zis-salam Salay-kum kif hall-ak  dsar [while walking]

the-peace upon-you

how state-you neighbor

‘Peace be upon you. How are you, neighbor?’

57)S: ?Zil-hamdu-li-lah Pitfapal dsar
the-thank-to-God come.in neighbor
‘I’'m fine thank you. Come in’

58) M: tislam
be.ok
‘Thanks’

The situation in which neighbors have invited each
other using expressions such as ?rtfabpal ‘come in’, espe-
cially when met by chance, has become fairly extensive in
the Jordanian society. The invitation inevitably is an osten-
sible one. However, what contributes to this conclusion: Is
it because the invitation is not insisted upon or because the
invitation violates the preparatory condition: the guest is
able to accept?

The researcher gives primacy to the second option as
insisting on this kind of invitation is highly unnatural. In fact,
it is mutually known that these invitations are not to be taken
seriously. Thus, if S insists on his invitation, the invitation
will be interpreted as ironic for the moment is not appropri-
ate for the invitee to accept the invitation. This conclusion
does not contradict that of Isaacs and Clark (!, p. 502) in

which they claim that the “features aren’t independent of

each other”. Yet, it finalizes their claim in that the violation
of the preparatory condition (as in our case where the guest
is unable to accept) might block the use of other features that
are associated with genuineness — insisting on invitations,
for example; insisting, in certain cases, might make pretense

below sincerity level.

4.1.5. The Receiver Is Not Interested

The receiver is not always unable to accept the invi-
tation. Yet, he may not have an interest in accepting the
invitation/offer presented for certain reasons that might be
associated with the presence of a third party that the invitee
has no interest in being with. If the inviter knows such issues
(based on his previous knowledge and beliefs) and extends
invitations against the receivers’ interests, the receiver should
have a reason to suspect the genuineness of the invitation.
Consider the following exchange:

Context: S and M have prearranged on the phone to go with each other to Al-Jam’ah Street in Irbid at six

o’clock. S drives to M’s house to pick him up. When reaching M’s house, S finds M standing with another

person, T, whom S is familiar with.// Social and Psychological World: S hates being with T as he considers T

a tedious person for all T’s topics and discussions are dull. S got surprised and annoyed when he saw M with
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T. T mutually recognizes S’s view of him and he also does not like being with S. S and M are intimates. T is a

friend of M but acquainted with S.//Persons: S, M and T are around twenty nine year old males.

59) S: y-alla X bidna Pmruh
By-Allah X want go
X, let’s go.’

60) M: ?rrla$’ ma$na [talking to T]
come with.us
‘Come with us.’

61) S: [remains silent]

62) T: la Pana biddi
no | want.1sg leave
‘No, I want to leave.’

63) S: tafal maSna
come with.us
‘Come with us.’

64) T: la biddi  Paruh mista$dsil
no want.1sg go  hurry
‘No thanks. I am in a hurry. I have to leave.’

65) S: rayyrb xalin-ah Pmfuf-ak
ok let-us  see-you
‘Ok! let’s see you sometime.’

66) T: ?n-fa-alla ?mn-fa-alla [T leaves]
if-will-God if-will-God
‘God willing (twice)’

67) S: law Pmnu A1dsa fu
if happened came what was want make

kunit biddi Pasawwi fi-k

Paruh [he was about to leave]

ja X [talking to M]
in-you oh X

‘I can’t imagine what [ would do with you if he came with us’

68) M: y-alla hagsal xeir
by-God happened good

‘I know, but thanks God that he did not take it seriously’

In this exchange, three ostensible invitations are ex-
tended: M’s invitation to T in line 60 and S’s invitations
to T in lines 63 and 65. M is an intimate friend with S; he
shows a great amount of extensive personal common ground,
including private information about S. He knows that S does
not like T and that is apparent in his utterance: yalla hasal
xeir ‘1 know, but thanks God that he did not take it seriously’
(line 68). Yet, he was obliged to invite T to spend time with
them. Based on the physical and psychological context, it
becomes clear that S’s invitations in lines 63 and 65 are not

intended to be taken seriously. S extends his invitations when
he realized that T is giving excuses for not going with M as
indicated in line 62 instead of extending it firsthand when
he called M for leaving in line 59. Still, S also reveals his
intentions to M explicitly that he was afraid that T takes M’s
invitations as genuine since they are friends. As a matter of
fact, in such situations the violation is not associated with
inability but rather with the lack of interest.

To round up, the researcher claims that the implausi-

bility strategy finds its way in Jordanian culture in the form
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of two branches; one is associated with the initiator, and the
other is related to the receiver of such invitations. While the
former branch includes aspects related to the initiator and
the feasibility of the offer itself, the latter consistent with
Isaacs and Clark 'l involves two twigs: one is related to the
ability of the receiver, and the other is manifested in the lack
of interest toward fulfilling the invitation offered. All of
these branches and twigs work as connected with one trunk
that supplies them with information obtained through roots
anchored to the common ground of the interlocutors.

4.2. The Indefiniteness Strategy

Based on the violation of the preparatory conditions,
Isaacs and Clark ([, p. 501) set another strategy that has
to do with the “logistics” of the extended invitations. They
claim that to guarantee the fulfillment of an invitation, an
inviter has to specify the time and place of the invitation,
especially when undetermined by the “situation”. Isaacs and
Clark!" argue that invitations should be clearly defined, or
else they might be defective (cf.[1>® 21y,
“Sometime” clearly is not sufficient to ensure

that two people will be at the same place at the

same time. If A offers no other arrangements,

B has some reason to believe the invitation is
ostensible.
(M4, p. 501)

According to our corpus, arrangements were made for
61 invitations: 35 (58.3%) ostensible and 26 (43.3%) for
genuine ones. The reason for this deviation from the to-
tal number 120 is that offers (offers for objects) were not
counted for they do not need to include arrangements. The
arrangements for 71.4% of ostensible invitations were vague;
they are only reported as “invitations that are yet to come”
(cf.l1, p. 501), utilizing expressions such as 21 bga mur
‘come to visit sometime’ and xallina ?mfufak ‘let’s see you
sometime’S.

Such invitations were heavily reported in telephone
conversations and in the computer-mediated social network,
Facebook. As explained before, these expressions can indi-
cate ostensibility for they are not sufficient to ensure that the
two people will be at the same place at the same time. Only a
sparse number of vague ostensible invitations were reported
in face-to-face conversations; they were reported as a way
to ask the inviter for what Jordanians call Zilwan ‘something
sweet offered in happy occasions’ and others. Consider the
following table (Table 2) for clarification of the distribution

of the indefiniteness strategy:

Table 2. The distribution of the indefiniteness strategy.

Strategy
Total
Vague Arrangements Specific Arrangements

. 25 10 35

o Ostensible (71.4%) (28.6%) (100%)
Type of Invitation

Genuine 6 20 26
(23.1%) (76.9%) (100%)

Total 31 30 61
(50.8%) (49.2%) (100%)

To test whether this difference is significant or not in
Jordanian Arabic, A Chi-square goodness of fit test was also
calculated comparing the frequency of occurrence of the
indefiniteness strategy (specific arrangements versus unde-
termined ones) for genuine and ostensible invitations. The
test shows that the difference between ostensible and genuine

invitations with regard to the employment of this strategy is

significant, (X? (1) = 13.954 < 0.05), so the null hypothesis
with regard to the arrangements is rejected. Thus, indefi-
niteness can be used as a moderate indicator of ostensibility
in this culture. In fact, it is found that there is a positive
moderate correlation between specifying arrangements and
ostensibility, (» (61) = 0.478, p <0.01).

Back to our point, when the arrangements cannot be

®According to Isaacs and Clark (I, p. 498), the overlap between ambiguous invitation and ostensible invitations is dependent solely
on the addressee. Thus, in this strategy, ostensible and ambiguous invitations are “ambiguous to the analyst” (I'!, p. 498).
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figured out through personal common ground when needed,

the invitation must be an ostensible one; this case is only re-

ported among strangers. To illustrate this violation, consider

the following interaction.

Context: S goes to the Housing Bank for Trade and Finance to receive his subsidy. In the bank there

were rows of people waiting to receive their subsidies. M is a custodian working at the bank. // Social and

Psychological World: M sympathized with S after his request to overstep these people. M does not know S

before and he will never meet him again. Yet, S looks like a person from a rural area. // Persons: S is fifty-six

years old male. M is in his thirties.

69) S: maffin-i dabbir-ha w-alla  mista$dsil
walk-me manage-it by-Allah hurry
‘I am in a hurry. Could you be hurry a bit?’

70) M: hat hawit-ak
give  ID-your
‘Give me your ID’

71) S: [takes his ID]

72) M: xalliin-ah bi-yuum niksab-ak (-al-Vadah [takes his ID and the money]

let-us in-a.day gain-you
‘Let’s have lunch with each other sometime’

73) S: Pahlan  w  sahlan
welcome and easy
‘Welcome’

Even though the time of the invitation can be inferred
from the semantic content of the word Vadah ‘lunch’, this
time is not enough for meeting as M hangs his invitation on
an indefinite lunch time; biyum ‘in a day’ implies an indef-
inite day from the days of the year. The fact that M does
not know S before suggests that the location of the dinner is
not mutually recognized. Hypothetically speaking, if S took
his mind to fulfill the invitation, he should first figure out
when and where he has to go. This is what accounts for pro-
cessing the invitation as ostensible. The table above shows
that 28.6% (10) of ostensible invitations were made specific.
These invitations were made specific by the context. Thus,
there was no need for specifying arrangements for them.

However, it is also observed that arrangements were
left vague for 23.1% (6) of genuine invitations. The re-
searcher claims that the indefiniteness of these invitations is
of a different function; the inviter may intentionally leave
arrangements vague to avoid impediment over the invitee.
Thus, when the invitee asks for a definite time for meeting,

the inviter might respond using expressions such as mafi

on-the-lunch

waray ?iffi mata ma biddak mur mif fargah ma$i Pana ‘I am
free all day long. Whenever you would like to come, you are
welcome’. Thus, even though in such expressions the time
is left undetermined, still, it provides the inviter a chance to
avoid imposing an exact time on the invitee; it might be left
as thus for politeness sake.

To sum up this part, the violation of preparatory con-
ditions (the implausibility strategy and the indefiniteness
strategy) can cancel the effect of strategies that are normally
used in genuine invitations or block their use for its real-
ization depends on context, unlike the other strategies (the
forthcoming argument clarifies this assumption). In Jorda-
nian culture, the use of the previously mentioned strategies:
insisting, motivating, etc. along with the implausibility strat-
egy, for example, is expected as long as the initiator aims
to make pretense at sincerity level obvious. Based on the
absence of the relative ranking of the tactics used in the invi-
tation discourse, Isaacs and Clark’s[! classification cannot
fully account for this conclusion for it is not obvious which
tactic is more effective than the other to leaning invitations to-
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ward ostensibility. This supports our claim that the violation
of the preparatory conditions ‘out ranks’ the other strategies.
By and large, the strength of this strategy, as the researcher
claims, pours out from its association with context.

Due to the fact that ostensible invitations are extended
yet with the intention not to be taken seriously, speakers
might choose to indicate the difference between the extended
invitation and their real intentions through showing lack of
commitment to the invitation extended. Based on Isaacs and
Clark ", four strategies might be employed for this purpose:
lack of motivations, lack of insisting, the presence of hedging
devices and the presence of inappropriate cues. These strate-
gies were tested. Yet, the researcher widened their scope to

capture Jordanian ostensible invitations.

4.3. The Motivation Strategy

As noticed by Isaacs and Clark), inviters should give
reasons why the invitee should accept the invitation through
using expressions that make the invitation more attractive. In
the Jordanian culture, expressions such as ?rriila mif hrlwah
min dunak ‘it is not going to be a good trip without you’,
?10a ma brrrla$ maSana binily1 2iTTalSah kulha ‘if you did

not go with us, we would cancel the whole arrangements’,

2nta wahad min ?ilSalth wma bidak {azumih ‘you are one of
us’ and expressions showing reprimands such as fu 2iina mif
gad Primagaam ya$ni ‘do we not meet your expectations?’,
bazSal mimnak ?10a ma bitiji (indr SalSazumih ‘1 will take it
as a negative point on our relation’, ?itdkkarha bas wammjuf
min rah Pirul maSak ‘we will see who is going to fulfill
your invitations in the future’ and the like, are extensively
used to motivate invitations beyond social courtesy in this
way. However, in Jordanian culture, two factors might affect
the motivation strategy: the lack of use of attractive expres-
sions and the use of expressions that make invitations less
attractive. Thus, it is in this section where we evaluated the
impact of both types of expressions in Jordanian ostensible
invitations under the rubric of the motivation strategy.
Accordingly, only 48.3% (58) of invitations were not
motivated beyond social courtesy. The lack of motivation
was found in only 70.0 % of ostensible invitations com-
pared with 33.3% of genuine ones (See Table 3 below). Yet,
not all of these invitations lacked motivation beyond social
courtesy; compared with genuine invitations, five ostensible
invitations were also minimized. This difference calls atten-
tion for none of the genuine invitations were reported to be

minimized.

Table 3. The distribution of the motivation strategy.

Strategy
Total
Does Not Motivate Motivates

. 42 18 60

- Ostensible (70.0%) (30.0%) (100.0%)
Type of Invitation

Genuine 20 40 60
(33.3%) (66.7%) (100.0%)

Total 52 68 120
(43.3%) (56.7%) (100.0%)

The Chi-square goodness of fit test comparing the fre-
quency of the occurrence of the motivation strategy (moti-

vated invitations versus not motivated invitations) for gen-
uine and ostensible invitations shows that the difference is
significant, (X2 (1) = 16.151 < 0.05). However, it is weak
predicator for ostensibility, (r (120) = 0.367, p <0.01). This
could be attributed to the fact that that motivating invitations
beyond social courtesy in Jordanian culture is part and par-
cel of making pretense at its sincerity level. Yet, in certain
cases, ostensible invitations ought not to be motivated since
doing so, as the researcher argues, might turn invitations into

ironies and sarcasm.

In Jordanian culture, it is noticed that when the invitee
does not collude or pretend not to recognize the pretense
behind the invitation, the inviter may explicitly minimize his
invitation through deploying expressions related to his lack
of awareness of what is going to be served for the invitee.
These expressions include: i/l bikun maudsud bmukil min-
nuh ‘you are invited to eat whatever we have’, iawapir ‘fast
food and others. To clarify how Jordanians minimize their

ostensible invitations, consider the following interaction.
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Context: M and his co-workers are in S’s car. S is the driver of the car. S and the others are passengers whom

M delivers from and to their houses. S reaches his house and is about to leave. // Social and Psychological

World: S knows that M has to deliver the other three passengers to their houses. M knows that S is a stingy

person. S and M are acquaintances even though they teach at the same school. // Persons: S is about thirty-five

year old Arabic teacher. M is a twenty-nine old computer teacher.

74) S: rayyib hassa Pitfapal-u
ok  now come.in-you on-our
‘Come and have lunch with us’

75)M: leif fu  rabxin
why what cooked
‘What have you cooked for lunch?’

{a-leina $-al-Yadah
on-the-lunch

76) S: ma baSraf ?illr bikun maudsud bimukil mmnuh

not know that be exist eat.3pl

form.it

‘I do not know! you are invited to eat whatever we have’

77)M: la habib-i
no love-my not itcounted on-us
2ifit - mihriz Pahsan
thing valuable better

ma hi mahsubih Pa-leinah w-amahsubrh xalli-ha $ala
and-counted

let-it on

‘No thanks, I’d rather prefer to be invited on a determined lunch, so

let it be to some other time’

78) S: Yala raht-ak
on rest-your
As you like’

In this exchange, the inviter does not only evade using
motivating expressions that would make the invitation attrac-
tive for the invitee, but he minimizes the offer he presents
in line 76 as indicated by the utterance?rllr brkun maudsud
bmukil mmnuh ‘you are invited to eat whatever we have’.
This utterance does not inform M directly that he should
decline the invitation. Yet, it tells him indirectly that the invi-
tation is an ostensible one and should be rejected. It should
be noticed that this kind of invitations is restricted in use for
acquaintances who do like to highlight the stinginess of each

other.

4.4. The Persistence Strategy

The persistence strategy has been proved to be a
good indicator of ostensibility in many low context cultures
(cf.!>131) and high context ones (cf.['% 1) It is only Es-
lami['') who shows that persistence could not be a strong
indicator of ostensibility, albeit a significant one. In Jor-

danian culture, persistence takes place in two ways: using
swearing devices and extending the invitational discourse
beyond single structures. Therefore, it was of a great need to
measure not only the invitational discourse of ostensible invi-
tations as done by Isaacs and Clark[!! but also the number of
swearing devices the initiator uses to reinforce his invitation.
Likewise, the statistical analysis below shows that the
persistence strategy emerges as a major factor influencing
the genuineness of invitations in Jordanian Arabic when they
are rejected. Table 4 shows a difference in the use of this
strategy between ostensible and genuine invitations. Out of
36 rejected genuine invitations, speakers persist upon 69.4%
of the time; whereas in rejected ostensible invitation, speak-
ers persist upon 18.2%. The difference of persisting between
the two types of invitations is 51.2%. However, with re-
gard to the lack of persistence, ostensible invitations lacked
persistence in 81.8% whereas 30.6% of genuine invitations
did. This means that there is a tendency toward avoiding
persistence in ostensible invitations in this community.
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Table 4. The distribution of the persistence strategy.

Strate
&y Total
Does Not Persist Persist

. 45 10 55

o Ostensible (81.8%) (18.2%) (100%)

Type of Invitation

Genuin 11 25 36

uimne (30.6%) (69.4%) (100%)
Total 56 35 91

(61.5%) (38.5%) (100.0%)

The difference between ostensible and genuine invi-
tations with regard to the employment of the persistence
strategy was found significant, (X2 (1) = 24.158 < 0.05), so
the null hypothesis with regard to the persistence strategy
is rejected. This means that the lack of persistence can be
used as a moderate indicator of ostensibility in this culture,
(r (91)=0.515, p <0.01).

In Jordanian culture, issuing invitations is a complex
process that passes through procedures, the first of which
is that the invitee appeals to suspect the sincerity of the in-
vitation extended for he considers it as a compliment (22,
p- 231). Thus, it is expected that invitations, by and large,
to be declined at first hand. If the inviter is serious in his
proposal, he should reinforce his invitation/offer using many
strategies such as repetition (consistent with['> 1% and others)
and swearing.

The fact that genuine invitations should be realized
as the discourse topic- either through the repetitive instan-
tiations or through being themselves the main topic of the
discourse (cf.[>’]) makes Jordanians refrain from insisting
upon their ostensible invitations beyond bipartite structures.
Thus, in the example provided in the previous strategy, the
invitation goes as follows: S invites; M asks for more details;
S minimizes the offer; M refuses; S accepts his refusal. After
M’s refusal, S accepts his excuse using the word {ala rah-
tak ‘As you like’; this single structure invitation blocks the
way for any potential acceptance. The researcher argues that
extensive insisting might turn what they meant to be taken
firsthand as ostensible into genuine and thus make the risk
of acceptance higher.

Moreover, invitations in Jordanian culture could in-
volve an extensive use of empty swearing and insisting de-

vices that have lost their pragmatic force during the dis-

course. According to our sample, speakers, more often than
not, swear upon invitations that clearly violate a preparatory
condition that is mutually recognized between the speakers,
or they might use less committing swearing devices such
as Pamaanih * ‘Lit. trustworthiness’. Thus, in the exam-
ple provided under the Implausibility Strategy Section, the
researcher managed to prove how speakers initially over-
look the force of the utterance billa {aleik ‘By Allah’ and
instead focus on the violation of the preparatory condition
—the initiator is unable to host - for considering the invita-
tion as ostensible rather than genuine. Hence, in genuine
invitations speakers would re-highlight the force of the ut-
terance through using expressions as Aalafit ‘1 have sworn’
or reminding the hearer of the consequences of not fulfilling
their Qasam (fasting three consecutive days).

However, based on his data, the researcher believes
that persistence on ostensible invitations is not random. He
believes that speakers would persist on their ostensible invi-
tations in their attempt to maintain equity — “maximize their
outcomes: their benefits minus their costs” (21, p. 290) -
provided that there is a violation in one or more of the prepara-
tory conditions mentioned in the previous section. That is, if
a speaker felt that the cost is higher than his benefit, he would
insist on his invitation so that he would psychologically feel
that the cost is reduced at the benefit level as in the case of
expressing thanking and gratitude when partings. Otherwise,

persistence is not observed nor reported to occur.
4.5. Using Equivocal and Hedged Utterances

Equivocal ostensible invitations commonly use lan-
guage that can be interpreted in multiple ways 4261, This
fact is clearly demonstrated when extending ostensible in-
vitations/offers in Jordanian culture. Contradictions, for ex-

4 Amaanih entails honoring and fulfilling commitments in promises and trusts on the part of the initiator. The researcher argues that
Jordanians resort to this form of weak insisting in their ostensible invitations for it only entails commitment.
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ample, highlight the fact that the speaker is not fully com-
mitted to what he is offering yet without stating that directly.
This kind of speech is not deceptive, nor uncooperative, be-
cause the addressees’ wishes are not revealed. As noticed
by Brown and Levinson (1?71, p. 221), a contradictory state-
ment encourages the hearer to make inferences to conceal the

contradictory propositions. These inferences fulfill the pur-
pose of ostensible invitations in rather a short way through
making “the off-record purpose [of the invitation] mutually
understood” and showing the fact that “pretense is intended
to be recognized” (1, p. 498). Our data reveals the use of

the following and similar expressions:

1) bid-na  nirla$ bithib tijr -~ walla ?rtpall-ak hun
want-we go  like come or  stay-you here
‘We are going to hang around. Do you like to come? Or do you prefer to stay here?’

2) baSd-ak bidd-ak ?Pil-masari walla barralit
still-you want-you the-money or  change.mind

‘do you still want your money? Or do you prefer not to have them now?’

3) bidd-ak tijt  walla dirast-ak  2awla
want-you come or  study-your better
‘do you like to come? or do you prefer to stay here for study?

Such contradictions call the hearer to think about the
unstated message - the speaker is issuing the invitation/offer
only ostensibly. More often than not, the hearer colludes
with the pretense and takes the intended option.

To equivocate their invitations, speakers should modify
the illocutionary force of their invitations. In fact, invitations
illocutionary force is modified as suspended by hedging the
utterance. Suspending the illocutionary force of invitations
aims to show the hearer that the invitation is extended at the
sincerity level. Still, it coats the invitation with lack of com-
mitment at the same time. The analysis given for our data has

a) 71da bithib tijr

if like come comebutl say if

focused on hedges that are used to “change the relationship
between propositional content and the speaker by implicating
a level of uncertainty with respect to speaker’s commitment”
(81, p. 19). Based on our data, different forms of hedges are
often used in ostensible invitations. These are the possibility
marker ?ida ‘if” when used along with an adverbial-clause
hedge, the particles rayyib ‘well” and bithib ‘like’, and the
dubitative particles iitrmal ‘probably’ bidsuz “ maybe’, ma
b{raf ‘1 am not sure’ and others. The following are some

illustrative examples:

taSal bas Pana bagul law ?rtpall-ak {md X Pahsan
stay-you with X better

‘If you want to come, I don’t mind but I think if you stay with X it might be better’

b) 71da ?is-sjara mif* ful Prrla§ ma$-na
if  the-car not full come with-us
‘If the car is not full, come with us’

¢) 7ida bidd-ak
if  like-you

taSal bas bidsuz ?Prtpal-ak

ga$id lahal-ak
come but might remain-you setting alone-you

Caadi
ok

‘If you want to come, I never mind but it might happen that you would stay alone’

e) rayjib ?itfapal fut
well come enter
‘Well, come in’

f) bidd-ak  tiji

taSal bas ma baSraf Pritrmal yijr

X maSa-na

like-you come come but not know probably come X with-us
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‘If you want to come, it is ok, but X might come too’

Out of 120 invitations, 65 (54.2%) invitations were
hedged or equivocated. The statistical analysis shows that
the use of hedged utterances in ostensible invitations ex-
ceeds that of genuine ones. 68.3% of ostensible invitations
included one or more of hedging devices, whereas 40% of
genuine invitations did with a 28.3% difference. The fact

that hedges can fulfill other functions as well, they can be
used for reasons related to ‘face’ (cf.[?], p. 146;[% 11 15]),
highlights the reason behind using these devices in genuine
invitations. This seemingly contradictory view shows the
usefulness of this strategy in ostensible invitations; it helps

presenting the ostensibility in rather a very polite way.

Table 5. The distribution of hedged and equivocated utterances.

Strategy
Total
Does Not Hedge or Equivocate Hedges or Equivocates

. 19 41 60

o Ostensible (31.7%) (68.3%) (100%)
Type of Invitation

Genuine 36 24 60
(60%) (40%) (100%)

Total 55 65 120
(45.8%) (54.2%) (100%)

The Chi Square goodness of fit test shows that the dif-
ference is significant and could predict ostensibility, (X2 (1)
=9.701 <0.05) in this culture. The null hypothesis is rejected
for a significant difference between ostensible and genuine
invitations with regard to the employment of hedging devices
throughout the discourse is yet found with a weak positive

correlation between the two variables, ( (120) = 0.284, p <

0.01).
To get a full view of how hedging transforms invitations

into ostensible ones, we should clarify how it suspends the

felicity conditions of these invitations. In fact, any suspend-
ing of the presumption of the addressee’s ability to fulfill the
invitation/offer presented paves the way for the speaker to
extend his invitation ostensibly on secure ground. Yet, the
question remains how the inviter is able to do that; as the
speaker might extend his intentions clearly that he does not
really want the invitee to accept the offer presented, he also
can withdraw easily as he is not fully committed to what he

says. Consider the following exchange for clarification:

Context: S is invited to his friend’s wedding party; S is used to taking his young brother, M, with him as he

wants to make his brother more sociable. However, his friend’s party is taking place late at night. Thus, he

does not want his brother this time to go with him as his friend’s house is in another city, yet he can’t tell him

so for this would subjugate him.// Social and Psychological World: S treats his brother in a very sensitive

way for his brother is an introvert. M has heard S telling his father that he is not going to take him this time.

// Persons: S is twenty-three years male; M is about ten years and N is their father who knows S’s intentions.

The relationship of S and M is very intimate.// Message-form: the exchange is done through face-to-face

interaction.

79) S: y-alla ?ana rayrh [ at the door]
by-AllahT  go
‘Ok, I am leaving now’

80) M: wein rayih
where going
‘Where are you going?’

669



Forum for Linguistic Studies | Volume 07 | Issue 01 | January 2025

81) S: (ind sahib i
to friend mine

‘To see a friend of mine’

82) M: biddr Paruh ma$-ak
I go with-you
‘I want to go with you’

83) S: %daa bidd-ak tij1 maSay taSal bas Pritrmal ma ?1tlagr
if  need- come with-me come but probably no find
wlad gadd-ak tilfab maS-hum wit-pall-ak gaSid lahal-ak

boys

84) N: xalas ja X xall-ik

ok oh X remain-you here no bored there

hun balaf tizhag hunak

age-yours play with-them and stay sitting alone
‘If you want to come, it is ok. But you might find nobody to play with so you would stay alone

2

‘See! You might feel bored there. It is better to stay here’

85) M: mayfi xalas ruli Pmtah
ok as.you.like go you
‘0k, go by yourself’

In this exchange, S uses two hedging devices: the use
of the possibility marker ?:da ‘if” and the dubitative parti-
cle 2iatimal ‘probably. In doing so, S suspends the felicity
condition on assertion and gives M a reason to believe that
S does not really want him to attend the event. Still, S’s
utterance in line 83 does not preclude to M’s feeling that S
likes or approves his presence. Yet, S’s commitment to what
he is offering is reduced in a very polite way. Hypothetically
speaking, if M happens to confront S with the fact that he
does not want M to go with him, S can easily dodge as his
utterance implies his uncertainty of the reason given- M will
find no one of his age to play with him there; this, in fact,
only suspends the felicity condition which can be retained
when needed - S’s utterance provides him with a chance
to elude his real intentions as he can simply claim that he
did not say/mean so. In fact, hedging the utterance, in this
way, is veneering. It decreases commitment to the level that
both the speaker and the hearer realize the intended message.
Still, it keeps the sincerity level of the utterance at its level

of genuineness.

4.6. The Soliciting Strategy

Even though the soliciting strategy is part and parcel
of the signaling view mentioned in the previous section, its
method of signaling is different. That is, while initiators

can utilize contextual signals to show lack of commitment,
they also can utilize linguistic signals that happen to occur
through their conversations (cf. Clark?!!, p. 188). This
strategy takes place when S signals to M linguistically that
S should extend an invitation to M by requesting the invi-
tation either directly or indirectly. As thus, following the
framework of Isaacs and Clark([!), the researcher discusses
this strategy in a separate section.

Across cultures, the soliciting strategy has been proved

L1011, 15] 1t §g only Es-

to be a good indicator of ostensibility[
lami "] who showed that this strategy could not be a reliable
indicator of ostensibility, albeit a significant one. Accord-
ingly, the researcher tested the impact of this strategy on
Jordanian ostensible invitations. Both ostensible and gen-
uine invitations are noticed to be solicited. In fact, 43.3%
of ostensible invitations were requested directly using ex-
pressions such as 3iznaah fiiha (can 1 take it), wlvhina ma
7ilna gahwrh “What about us? Where is our coffee?’, etc.,
or indirectly by anticipating what S should have done as
a kind of a mild reprimand leif ?imYallib halak ‘why did
you bother yourself?’. Yet, these expressions, as explained
before, were mutually recognized not to be taken seriously at
a very high level. However, only 15% of genuine invitations
were requested. Yet, requests in both kinds of invitations
were observed among intimates only.
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Table 6. The distribution of the soliciting strategy.

Strategy
Total
Does Not Solicit Solicited

. 34 26 60

- Ostensible 56.7% 433% 100.0%
Type of Invitation

Genuine h o 60
85.0% 15.0% 100.0%

85 35 120

Total

ota 70.8% 29.2% 100.0%

The Chi goodness of fit test indicates that the difference
is statistically significant (X2 (1) = 11.657 < 0.05). And, it
is a weak one ( (120) = 0.312, p < 0.01). This means that
when invitations are extended after being solicited, they have
a good chance to be ostensible ones.

Requesting an invitation is face-threatening in Jorda-
nian culture and is considered an impediment. Yet, as he
demonstrated before, intentions are assumed to be mutually
recognized among intimates. Mutually recognized intentions
make intimates free of such obligations and thus request in-

vitations directly.

5. Conclusions

This study examined the application of Isaacs and
Clark’s!!) seven tactics for ostensible invitations within Jor-
danian culture, finding that these strategies do operate with
distinct variations in strength. Specifically, the Implausi-
bility Strategy shows a strong correlation with ostensibility,
while other tactics, such as Using Equivocal and Hedged
Utterances, exhibit weaker correlations. The study high-
lights that linguistic features are most pronounced when the
strategy relies heavily on context, but when dependent on
explicit linguistic elements, the correlation with ostensibil-
ity diminishes. Statistical analysis confirms that ostensible
and genuine invitations in Jordanian culture display distinct
distribution patterns. However, Jordanians may incorporate
features typical of genuine invitations, such as insistence or
swearing, to add complexity to ostensible invitations, blur-
ring the distinction between the two types.

Future studies could expand on these findings by ex-
amining a larger and more diverse sample to strengthen the
representativeness of the data. Moreover, comparative stud-
ies between high- and low-context cultures could provide
further insight into the adaptation of ostensibility strategies

across different cultural contexts. It would also be beneficial

to develop frameworks that account for cultural specificity
within high-context cultures, which may allow for a deeper
understanding of the subtleties and unique markers of osten-
sible invitations in Jordanian Arabic and similar linguistic

communities.
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Appendix A

Sheet of Data Analysis

Invitation Index

Conversation Number:

Sincerity of the Invitation (__):® Genuine - Ostensible
Function of the Invitation:

Other:

Speakers’ Profile

Gender:

Age:

Degree of Acquaintedness:
Relation:

Other:

Characteristic Features of the Invitation (Isaacs and Clark 1990)

1- Making the Invitation Implausible Yes No®
2- Soliciting the Invitation Yes No
3- Motivating the Invitation Yes No
4- Persisting upon the Invitation Yes No
5- Clear Arrangements Yes No
6- Hedging the Invitation: Yes No

Other Suggested Indicators for JA Ostensible Invitations
1- Invitation Distribution within Discourse (Discourse Topic)
2- Minimizing the Offer

3- Equivocal Statements

4- Contextual Signals

5- Swearing Devices

Appendix B

Yes No
Yes No
Yes No
Yes No

Yes No

Number of Occurrence of the Characteristic Features in Ostensible and Genuine Invitations

in Jordanian Arabic

Feature/Invitation Totals Percentages
Ostensible Genuine Ostensible Genuine
1 Implausibility Strategy 50 20 83.3% 33.4%
A ACan’t Provide 33 0 66% %0
* The Inviter is Able to Host 8 0 16% %0
* Legitimate Position to Offer Hospitality 10 0 20% %0
* The Offer is Practically Feasible 15 0 30% %0

“Based on the defining properties and the six-point likert-scale

*No =0, Yes = 1 (the actual sheets are done using Excel 2013, so they might differ slightly, but not much, from the one presented

here).
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B B Can’t Come 17 20 34% 100%
* B is Able to Accept 3 12 6% 60%
* B Doesn’t Have Interest 14 8 28% 40%
The Invitation is Plausible 10 40 16.6% 66.6%
2 Making Arrangements 39 32 65% 53.3%
A Leaves Arrangement Vague 25 3 41.6% 5%
A Makes Arrangement Specific 14 29 23.3% 48.3%
3 B Solicits Invitation/Offer 26 9 43.3% 15%
A By Context 1 7 1.6% 11.7%
B Indirectly 5 2 8.3% 3.3%
C  Directly 20 0 33.3% 0%
B Doesn’t Solicit Invitation 34 51 56.6% 85%
4 The Motivating Strategy 42 20 70% 33.3%
A A Doesn’t Motivate Invitation 37 20 61.7% 33.3%
B A Minimize the Offer Presented 5 0 8.3% 0%
A Motivates Invitation 18 40 30% 66.7%
5 A Hedges/Equivocates Invitation 41 36 68.3% 60%
A Doesn’t Hedge Invitation 19 24 31.7% 40%
7 B Hesitates or Refuses 55 36 91.6% 60%
A Doesn’t Persist 45 11 81.8% 30.5%
A Does Persist 10 25 18.1% 69.4%
8 Invitation is the Discourse Topic 15 40 25% 66.6%
Invitation is a Marginal Subtopic 45 20 75% 33.4%
References
[1] Isaacs, E., Clark, H., 1990. Ostensible Invitations. Lan- host ERIC database.

(2]

(3]

(6]

(7]
(8]

(9]

guage in Society. 19(4), 493-509.

Link, K., 2001. The Comprehension and Use of Osten-
sible Speech Acts [Doctoral Dissertation]. Memphis,
Tennessee: University of Memphis.

Kim, D., Pan, Y., Park, H.S., 1998. High-Versus
Low-Context Culture: A Comparison of Chinese, Ko-
rean, and American Cultures. Psychology & Marketing.
15(6), 507-521.

Abdelhady, S., Alkinj, M., 2023. A Pragmatic Analysis
of Ostensible Lies in High-Context Cultures. Cogent
Arts & Humanities. 10(1), 2241275.

Abdelhady, S., 2024. Ostensible Refusals in the Jor-
danian Culture. Cogent Arts & Humanities. 11(1),
2331279.

Abdel Hady, S., 2015. The Pragmatic Functions of the
Ostensible Communicative Act of Invitation in Jorda-
nian Arabic. Sky Journal of Linguistics. 7-34.
Beeman, W.O., 1986. Language, Status, and Power in
Iran. Indiana University Press: Indiana, US.

Wolfson, N., 1989. Perspectives: Sociolinguistics and
TESOL. Newbury House Publishers New York, US.
Salmani-Nodoushan, M.A., 2005. A Sociopragmatic
Comparative Study of Ostensible Invitations in English
and Farsi. Online Submission. Available from EBSCO-

[13]

[14]

[15]

[17]

673

Salmani-Nodoushan, M.A., 2006. A Comparative So-
ciopragmatic Study of Ostensible Invitations in English
and Farsi. Speech Communication. 48(8), 903-912.
Eslami, Z.R., 2005. Invitations in Persian and English:
Ostensible or Genuine? Intercultural Pragmatics. 2(4),
453-480.

ChaiSi, L., 2009. Co-Relations Between Ostensible
Invitation Strategies and Social Distance in Chinese
[Master’s Thesis]. China: Northeast Normal Univer-
sity.

Rakowicz, A., 2009. Ambiguous Invitations: The In-
terlanguage Pragmatics of Polish English Language
Learners [Doctoral Dissertation]. New York University
Press: New York, USA.

Izadi, A., Atasheneh, N., Zilaie, F., 2012. Refusing Os-
tensible Offers and Invitations in Persian. Advances in
Asian Social Science. 1(1), 77-78.

Link, K., Kreuz, R.J., 2005. The Comprehension of Os-
tensible Speech Acts. Journal of Language and Social
Psychology. 24(3), 227-251.

Ali, F., 2024. The Realization of the Speech Act of
Refusals in an Intercultural Setting: Ostensible or
Genuine? [Doctoral Dissertation]. Manchester, UK:
Manchester Metropolitan University.

Al-Khatib, M.A., 2006. The Pragmatics of Invitation



Forum for Linguistic Studies | Volume 07 | Issue 01 | January 2025

(18]

[19]

[20]

(21]

(22]

(23]

Making and Acceptance in Jordanian Society. Journal
of Language and Linguistics. 5(2), 272-294.

Uludag, K., 2024. Exploring the Association Between
Textual Parameters and Psychological and Cognitive
Factors. Psychology Research and Behavior Manage-
ment. 17, 1139-1150.

Sperber, D., Wilson, D., 1995. Relevance: Communi-
cation and Cognition. Blackwell: Oxford, UK.

Naim, S., 2011. The Speech Acts in Moroccan Ara-
bic: An Intercultural Approach [Doctoral Dissertation].
Universitate de Valencia Press: Valéncia, Spain.
Clark, H., 1996. Using Language. University Press
Cambridge: Cambridge, UK.

Abdel-Jawad, H.R.S., 2000. A Linguistic and Socio-
pragmatic and Cultural Study of Swearing in Arabic.
Language Culture and Curriculum. 13(2), 217-240.
Van Dijk, T.A., 1977. Sentence Topic and Discourse
Topic. Papers in Slavic Philology. 1, 49-61.

[24]

[27]

(28]

674

Bavelas, J.B., Black, A., Chovil, N. et al., 1990. Truths,
Lies, and Equivocations: The Effects of Conflicting
Goals on Discourse. Journal of Language and Social
Psychology. 9(1-2), 135-161.

Hamilton, M.A, Mineo, P.J., 1998. A framework for
understanding equivocation. Journal of Language and
Social Psychology. 17(1), 3-35.

Bello, R., Edwards, R., 2005. Interpretations of Mes-
sages: The Influence of Various Forms of Equivocation,
Face Concerns, and Sex Differences. Journal of Lan-
guage and Social Psychology. 24(2), 160—181.
Brown, P., Levinson, S.C., 1987. Politeness: Some
Universals in Language Usage. Cambridge University
Press: Cambridge, UK.

Fraser, B., 2010. Pragmatic Competence: The Case of
Hedging. In: Kaltenbock, G., Mihatsch, W., Schneider,
S. (eds.). New Approaches to Hedging, Vol. 9. Emerald
Group Publishing: Bingley, UK. pp. 15-34.



	Introduction
	Review of Related Literature
	Methodology
	Research Design
	Data Collection
	Data Analysis

	Finding and Discussion
	The Implausibility Strategy
	The Initiator Is Able to Host
	Legitimate Position to Offer Hospitality
	The Offer Is Practically Feasible
	The Receiver Is Able to Accept footnoteThe Word ‘Receiver’ in This Study Refers to the One to Whom the Invitation or Offer Is Extended.
	The Receiver Is Not Interested

	The Indefiniteness Strategy
	The Motivation Strategy
	The Persistence Strategy 
	Using Equivocal and Hedged Utterances 
	The Soliciting Strategy

	Conclusions

