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Abstract
The present study investigates sympathy and empathy speech acts among Iraqi Arabs. It aims to identify the
types and strategies employed to express these two speech acts in Iraqi Arabic dialect. The instrument employed
to collect the data was an open-ended Discourse Completion Task comprising six situations, equally divided to
elicit sympathy and empathy towards a close equal-status interlocutor. This study follows a quantitative
descriptive approach, supplemented by statistical analysis to analyze the data. The participants' responses were
coded into active and passive sympathy based on McDougall's (2003) classification, while empathy was coded
according Goleman's (1996) categorization into cognitive, emotional, compassionate. Additionally, the strategies

were analyzed as semantic formulas following Blum-Kulka and Olshtain's (1984) taxonomy. This study showed
that sympathy and empathy were seen as a face-saving act by Iraqi Arabs employed to protect the positive face
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of the hearer. However, the overall results revealed that Iraqi Arabs preferred to use more types and strategies
to show empathy towards a close equal- status interlocutors more than that for sympathy. Moreover, the findings
showed that they favored active sympathy compared to passive. On the other hand, compassionate empathy was
the most dominant followed by emotional, and cognitive. Regarding the specific types of strategies, the findings
indicated that the participants vary their tendencies towards a specific use of strategies according to the context
of the situations. That is, they prioritize the frequent use of minimizing in Situation 1, encouraging in Situation
2, while in Situation 3, praying was the dominant. Similarly, participants followed various preferences in
expressing empathy. Sharing feeling was the most prominent strategy in Situation 4, whereas, commissive was
the most prevalent strategy in Situation 5, and validation emerged as the most frequent in Situation 6.
Importantly, participants employed some new strategies of sympathy that were not used in the reviewed literature
involving minimizing, reassurance, praying, condoling, encouraging, lamenting, fatalistic blaming, and
deploring, Also, new strategies of empathy such as emotional mirroring, sharing feeling, somatic sharing,
commisive, validation, gallantry, and loyalty were only appeared in the present study.

Key Words: Face-Saving Mechanisms, Sympathy and Empathy, Iraqi Arabic

1. Introduction

Language is a dynamic means of human communication that enables individuals to convey emotions, express
thoughts, and strengthen social relations. The various structures and forms of language are functionally
categorized depending on their communicative purpose. According to Jakobson (1960), language has six key
functions involving metalingual, phatic, poetic, conative, referential, and expressive. The expressive function is
particularly, important because it allows the speaker to convey their emotional attitudes, feelings, and state
through language (Tannen, 1990). The expressive function highlights the role of language as a tool for emotional
expression, through which the speakers convey the psychological attitudes and emotions to others. This function
is highly powerful among societies in which communal values, where linguistic choices reflect expectations and
deep-seated social norms, are prioritized. However, the meanings of emotional utterances are derived not only
from their linguistic forms, but also from the surrounding contexts in which they are performed. The emotional
expressions are not used only as descriptive statements, but they are powerful speech acts which perform specific
social functions in interactions. In other words, these speech acts are not just used to say things but to do actions
(Austin, 1962). For instance, the utterance "I'm so sorry for your loss" as an example of sympathy when uttered
by a speaker doesn’t indicate an expression of sadnesses, but it demonstrates the action of offering condolences.
The speaker doesn’t describe his feelings for the hearer, but they participate in a socially recognized ritual to
acknowledge their grief and comfort the bereaved (Schiffrin, 1994). Similarly, the speech act of empathy is not
just feeling, but it indicates a communicative act (Tracy & Robles, 2013). For example, the utterance "I can only
imagine how difficult that must be for you" reflects a deeper connection between the speaker and the hearer as
the speaker didn’t only observe another person's pain but they participate in it. That is, language is not only used
as a means of communication but it performs actions. Therefore, emotional expressions like sympathy and
empathy are not used to describe the internal feeling of the speakers, instead, sympathy is used to participate in
a social ritual or offer comfort, while empathy used to build a connection and maintain solidarity by showing
trust, understanding, and shared experience. Based on Searle's (1969) taxonomy, speech acts are categorized into
five types according to their functions in communication comprising expressives. commissives, directives,
assertives, and declarations. The present study focuses on investigating sympathy and empathy speech acts which
are classified under expressive category. Expressive speech acts defined as those that convey the attitudes or
feelings of the speaker considering a certain state of affairs. While both sympathy and empathy function to
convey a psychological state (e.g., shared pain, sorrow), they represent different kinds of expressive acts. As a
speech act, sympathy is an act of commiseration employed to express sadness for another's misfortune, mainly
through formal language and the established phrases (McDougall, 2003). Conversely, empathy is viewed as a
more complex speech act that involves imaginative or personal reflection by the speaker to understand the
emotional state of the hearer creating a sense of shared experience (Goleman, 1996). Despite the universal
underlying functions of speech acts, their realization is linguistically and culturally specific. For this reason, the
present study aims to investigate the pragmatic strategies and types of sympathy and empathy in Iraqi Arabic
dialect. Moreover, this study seeks to highlight the pragmatic difference between feeling sorrow with someone
(empathy) versus feeling sorrow for someone (sympathy) in the Iraqi Arabic context.

2. Problem Statement
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Sympathy and empathy as expressive speech acts serve function of maintaining and building social relations.
However, the pragmatic rules of performing sympathy and empathy are not universal but are culturally specific,
thereby misunderstandings are likely to occur in cross cultural interaction. What is regarded as appropriate
expressions of empathy or sympathy in one culture, or language might be perceived as insufficient or rude in
another (Wierzbicka, 2003). For instance, direct emotional expressions that are valued in one society might be
seen as intrusive or impolite in another culture that prefer emotional reserve. Accordingly, this cultural difference
can lead to the pragmatic failure to perform a speech act successfully and appropriately; consequently, breaking
social relations, rather than strengthening them (Brown & Levinson, 1987). Therefore, investigating speech acts
cross-culturally is important to avoid misinterpretation and to fully understand the complex relationship between
culture, language, and social interaction (Gumperz, 1982). The theoretical framework of sympathy and empathy
that extensively developed in pragmatics, primarily based on Western languages. That is, there is a significant
gap regarding their specific linguistic realization in Iraqi Arabic context. Consequently, there is a lack of a
comprehensive understanding of how a community with communal and strong tribal values like Iraqi Arabic
employs the linguistic strategies to handle moments of emotional distress. Although the speech acts of sympathy
(feeling for someone) and empathy (feeling with someone) are universal (Ekman & Davidson, 1994), the specific
pragmatic strategies employed by Iraqi Arabs to express their empathy and sympathy are still largely
unexamined.Moreover, the pragmatic meaning of these two speech acts is context-dependent (Horn, 2004), and
they vary significantly across cultures. The social and cultural values and norms of Iraqi Arabic society, in which
the emphasis particularly on communal and tribal ties, considerably affect how emotional expressions are
performed. Thus, it important to conduct a study to investigate how these cultural factors shape the linguistic
choices of Iraqi Arabs when expressing their emotional solidarity, shared pain, or sorrow. This study aims
investigates the pragmatic strategies employed by Iraqi Arabs when expressing their emotions through sympathy
and empathy in the Iraqi Arabic dialect. By classifying and identifying these distinct pragmatic strategies of these
two expressive speech acts, this study will offer a crucial contribution to the fields of pragmatics, and speech act
theory in particular focusing on the complex relationship between emotional solidarity, language, and culture in
Iraq. Therefore, investigating speech acts cross-culturally is important to avoid misinterpretation and to fully
understand the complex relationship between culture, language, and social interaction (Gumperz, 1982).
Therefore, this study aims to answer the following the following two research questions:

1.What are types of sympathy and empathy employed by Iraqi Arabs as equal-status interlocutors to express their
sympathy and empathy towards an individual with close social distance.

2. What are the pragmatic strategies employed by Iraqi Arabs when they show their sympathy and empathy
towards a close, equal-status interlocutor.

3.The Pragmatics of Sympathy and Empathy

Sympathy and empathy are expressive speech acts that communicate feelings or attitudes of a speaker towards
a specific situation (Austin, 1962; Searle, 1969). They are not only used to state facts; but to show the emotional
state of the speaker. While both fall under expressive category, they perform different purposes and goals. That
1s, their perlocutionary effects and illocutionary forces are significantly different. Sympathy functions as a verbal
act of commiseration through which the speaker intended to express an external feeling of sorrow or pity for
another person's unfortunate circumstances. (Svenaeus, 2015). The primary illocutionary force of sympathy is
to acknowledge the interlocutor's pain from an objective point of view and to create a shared emotional
understanding or offer consolation (McDougall, 2003). For example, the utterance "What a shame, my heart
aches for you" performs the speech act of sympathy by conveying sadness without explicitly claiming to share
the exact same feeling, but showing concern from a safe, emotional distance. According to Bennett (1979),
sympathy entails ‘the imaginative placing of ourselves in another person’s position (p. 411)”. According
McDougall's (2003), sympathy is divided into two types: active and passive. Actives sympathy is defined as the
urge to support, defend, console someone, and share feelings with others, while passive sympathy is referred to
as "an expression of having feelings for other people without intending to assist them " (Puspitasari and Ariatmi
, 2024, p. 312)On the other hand, empathy is considered as a more complex speech act whose perlocutionary
goal is to show understanding or create a shared emotional state between the speaker and the hearer (Ioannidou
& Konstantikaki, 2008). Its illocutionary force is to demonstrate the speaker's empathetic competence by
revealing the ability of the speaker to intellectually understand the feelings of other individual as well as to
personally relate to and share in their emotional state. For instance, "I know exactly what you feel; I went through
the same thing myself," is a clear example empathizing act as the speaker uses their imagination to mentally
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inhabit other's viewpoint, adopting a "second-person" perspective (Darwall, 1998). Bennett (1979) states that
empathy entails "the imaginative intellectual and emotional participation in another person’s experience" (p.
418). Empathy is classified into compassionate, emotional, and cognitive by Goleman (1996). Cognitive
empathy, or what is known as perspective-taking, comprises the ability to understand the point of view of the
hearers, i.e., knowing how the hearers feel and what they might think representing a mental mapping of their
interior world. Whereas, emotional empathy includes feeling what the hearers feel creating an emotional and
physical rapport. However, compassionate empathy is considered as the most effective, functional, and dynamic
form of empathy, and it requires a transitional shift from internal resonance to externalized action towards the
hearer (Goleman,1996)Socially, feelings of empathy and sympathy are essential part of social support and an
important part of human life. Emotional support such as reassurance of affection esteem and worth is more
influential than instrumental support such as material assistance (Bersheid & Reis, 1998). Importantly, both
empathy and sympathy are used to express emotions, accordingly they have pragmatic significance in shaping
social relation. However, the choice between expressing empathy or sympathy is considerably determined by
the social relationship between interlocutors and context (Dey, 2023). By using sympathy, the speaker aims to
offer consolation from a distance, while by expressing empathy, they tend to validate the emotion by creating a
shared experience. While empathy seeks to create a shared emotional feeling; sympathy offers a hand of pity
marinating a clear emotional distance. Thus, to bridge the gap in the literature on how Iraqi Arabs show their
sympathy or empathy, the present study is essential to investigate the pragmatic strategies they employed
highlighting how these speech acts are influenced by social distance, social status, and situational context.

4. Literature Review

Sympathy and empathy are considered universal speech acts that perform a significant function in building and
maintaining social relations. However, the realizations of these two speech acts vary across cultures and
languages. To have a systematic overview, six studies were reviewed to explore the pragmatic strategies
employed when performing and realizing sympathy and empathy across various contexts. These six studies are
categorized into three distinct domains depending on methodological approaches and their research
environments. The first domain focuses on the multimodal and digital realizations of sympathy and empathy
within cinematic scripts and Instagram discourse. The second domain investigates empathy and sympathy cross-
culturally, and the last domain explores how these two speech acts by non-native speaker of English. This
overview aimed to examine how sympathy and empathy speech acts are perceived and performed highlighting
the similarities and differences in different contexts and cultures.Puspitasari and Ariatmi (2024) analyzed
empathy and sympathy expressions employed by Instagram users who commented on a video posted by a
Palestinian journalist showing the condition of children in Gaza. This study followed a qualitative descriptive
analysis. The data was collected by using documentation and observation of written expressions of empathy and
sympathy from the comment sections on this video. All comments expressing sympathy and empathy on the
video were collected. The results showed that the most dominant type of expressions was passive sympathy
compared to active sympathy which was less frequently suggesting that most users tended to express feelings of
sympathy without an intention to help. Moreover, the study indicated that Instagram users employed three types
of empathy including compassionate, emotional, and cognitive empathy. The most prominent type was emotional
empathy compared to compassionate and cognitive empathy which were used the least frequently. The study also
demonstrated that 13 types strategies were used involving lamenting, criticizing, wishing, requesting, condoling,
regretting, begging, praising, apologizing, blaming, thanking, proposing, and vowing. Lamenting was the most
frequently used strategy while proposing and vowing were the least ones. These results demonstrated that most
Instagram users preferred to lament their deep sadness regarding the loss of Palestinian children.The second
study by Mohammed and Kadhim (2023) investigated expressing sympathy in the American Movie "The Help"
focusing on both verbal and nonverbal acts employed by the characters in their dialogue in this Movie. This
study followed a descriptive qualitative method to analyze the data. The collected data were classified according
to Searle's (1969) taxonomy of speech acts as a primary model for analysis involving commissives, declaratives,
expressive, directives, and representatives. Paralinguistic acts and social variables such social class, ethnicity,
position, gender, and age were considered in analyzing the data of this study. The main findings showed that
the writers of American movie preferred to use expressive and commissive speech acts to create effective
sympathy situations. Additionally, sympathy speech act can be expressed by both nonverbally and verbally acts.
The results demonstrated that combining paralinguistic acts like tone, facial expressions, eye contact, proxemics,
and gestures with verbal acts can produce more distinctive sympathy situations. Finally, this study concluded
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that the effectiveness of these acts is significantly affected by the social variables like ethnicity, age, social class,
and gender. The third study conducted by Sugiharto (2008) shed light on sympathy and empathy speech acts by
describing the intention behind using these two speech acts as well as clarifying the reason of employing them
in movie manuscript. The researcher adopted "Documentation Method" to analyze the data collected from printed
movie manuscript. The findings showed three utterances for empathy and twelve sympathy utterances, mainly
through declarative sentences comprising varied structures (compound, complex, and simple). The main finding
indicated that sympathy is utilized for condoling, encouragement, and concern motivated by grief and distress.
On other hand, empathy is used to show understanding and encouragement by means of consideration and advice.
The fourt study by Lychuk, et al. (2023) examined the communicative strategy of sympathy. This study focused
on linguistic means of expressing sympathy and the problems of translation from English to Ukrainian. The data
were collected from English and Ukrainian literary texts. The study employed a descriptive qualitative approach
to analyze the linguistic means of expressing sympathy. It also followed component analysis to specify different
and similar features of the strategy during translation as well as comparative analysis to describe language
constructions with the semantics of sympathy and lexical items. The results indicated that the communicative
strategy of sympathy is an addressee-oriented, purposeful and intentional act. It is used to express empathy and
pity in order to affect the interlocutor's psycho-emotional state. The study showed a key difference in the
expression of sympathy between Ukrainian and English. "I'm sorry" as an apology was the most common way
to express sympathy in English language, while it was quite rare in Ukrainian. The results also demonstrated that
emotions in Ukrainian language are expressed more intensely and strongly than that in English. Therefore, to
achieve the same emotional impact on a reader, translators often need to increase the emotionality of lexical units
or add more emphasis. The study also showed that changes in gestures, tone, and voice dynamics as non-verbal
means significantly influence the expression of sympathy in both languages. Another cross-cultural study was
conducted by Elasri (2018) to examine empathy, sympathy, compassion, and pity in English and Moroccan
Arabic. It is a comparative corpus-based study. The "Natural Semantic Metalanguage" was employed to analyze
the data. The findings showed a prominent cross-cultural difference, mainly related to various models of
emotional expression and social interaction. While the degree of familiarity was often ignored in English
concepts, these emotions were lexicalized in Moroccan Arabic depending on the closeness between the target
person and the experiencer. For example, "shafaqa" were related to distant individuals, whereas "mhenna" was
reserved for close relations. Importantly, the findings indicated that empathy in Moroccan Arabic was often
expressed through the phrase 'ha:sbi:k', and it lacks a direct lexical equivalent. Finally, the study revealed that
social and cultural values shape the social processing and linguistic expression towards others' misfortunes.The
last study by House, Kéadar, and Cang (2025) explored expressions of sympathy among advanced "Chinese
learners of English" and "English-speaking learners of Chinese". This study aimed to highlight the differences
in sympathizing behavior between English and Chinese. It employed a descriptive qualitative approach to
analyze the collected data. First, initial interviews were used to determine which situations caused the
participants feel a sense of "puzzlement" when expressing sympathy. Then, "Discourse Completion Tests" were
used to specify conventions of sympathizing. This study combined speech acts and interaction rituals providing
an analysis of how different speech acts like sympathize, suggest, and opine are used in various contexts. The
results indicated significant differences between the two languages. "Ritualized Suggest" and "Opine" speech
acts were the most frequently used by Chinese participants, and they often offer philosophical help or advice.
Rather than simply consoling, they tended to provide solutions or philosophical suggestions and put the
responsibility on the victim. In contrast, the speech act of sympathy, often with the phrase "I'm sorry", was the
most favored among English participants. However, Chinese expatriates sometimes perceive the utterance "I'm
sorry" as " cold" and "robotic " since the same utterance employed for trivial apologies. Importantly, this study
revealed that "intercultural puzzlement" are often occurred because of the pragmatic and cultural differences in
expressing sympathy. The reviewed literature showed that sympathy and empathy are performed and realized
differently across various contexts and cultures. Moreover, these two speech acts are referred to as a complex
speech act, and distinguishing between them represent a significant challenge, particularly for English EFL
learners because their meanings often overlap. They are often considered as a continuous emotional response
rather than two separate acts (House et al., 2025). Despite the cross-cultural studies conducted to examine
sympathy and empathy, there is a lack in examining these two speech acts among Iraqi Arabs. Therefore, the
present study aims to investigate the types of sympathy and empathy and the pragmatic strategies employed by
Iraqi Arabs in different contexts.
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5. Methodology

This study investigated the speech acts of sympathy and empathy among Iraqi Arabs. It followed a quantitative
descriptive approach, supplemented by statistical analysis to analyze the data. The data collected by employing
"Written Discourse Completion Task" (WDCT). Six situations employed in this study to express sympathy and
empathy towards interlocutors of equal status and close social distance. To increase the validity and reliability
of findings of this study, two assistant professors holding Ph.D. in Arabic Linguistics as Arabic native speakers,
and two professors holding Ph.D. in English linguistics and speaking Arabic as their native language, were
consulted in designing the situations to ensure the appropriateness of the situations of sympathy and empathy to
the Iraqi Arabic contexts. The description of the six situations is summarized in Table 1.
Table 1: Situations of Sympathy and Empathy: Description of WDCT

Situations of Sympathy Status of Distance of
Interlocutors Interlocutors

S.1 Expressing sympathy to your friend who

called you stating that he was late due to the Equal Close

traffic congestion, and he likely to miss work

today.

S.2 Expressing sympathy to your brother who

nearly with same age when informing you that Equal Close

he started a new business, and he lost all his

money.

S.3 Expressing sympathy to your close friend at

work who has fallen ill, and that will prevent him Equal Close

from travelling with you on the agreed date.

Situations of Empathy

S.4 Expressing empathy to your friend who lost

his father recently, and he is suffering from deep Equal Close
SOITOW.

S.5 Expressing empathy to your close colleague

who suffered from some problems feeling unable Equal Close

to continue at his work.

S.6 Expressing empathy to your friend who
experienced propound disappointment and loss Equal Close
of trust from former close friend.

This study conducted in April during the second academic semester of 2025 at Karbala University/ College of
Education for the Humanities. 50 male students participated in this study, and they were fourth year students
(aged 22 to 23) who studying English as a foreign language in the English department. To avoid any gender
differences which might affect employing sympathy and empathy strategies, this study was restricted to male
participants enhancing the reliability of the findings. Accordingly, the findings of this study can be
generalizable to male participants only. Importantly, the participants' consent was taken to increase the ethical
integrity. After taking the permission of the instructors inside the classroom, the participants were provided
with full description of the six situations of sympathy and empathy in relations to the equal social status and
close social distance. The participants were asked to give their responses at the time of 12 minutes expressing
their sympathy and empathy as if they were engaged in real- life situations. Based on McDougall's (2003)
classification, the collected data from the first three situations (S.1, S.2, and S.3) was classified into active and
passive sympathy. While the data conducted from the last three situations (S. 4, S.5, and S.6) was classified as
compassionate, emotional, and cognitive empathy following Goleman's (1996) categorization. Further, to
analyze the types of strategies of sympathy and empathy employed by Iraqi Arabs in expressing sympathy and
empathy across the six situations, the collected data were coded into semantic formulas proposed Blum-Kulka
and Olshtain (1984). Semantic formulas could be a word, a phrase, or a sentence (Fraser, 1981) (See Appendix
1). For example, the following utterance employed by the participants when expressing their sympathy towards
their close friend who started a new business, and he lost all his money is codded as in Table 2.
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"May Allah avert what could have been worse; I was truly distressed by the news, and I never wished for your
hard work and money to be lost like this."
Table 2: Coding of Sympathy: Types and Strategies

Utterances Srl;l)l;?;: t(;lfy Strategies
Malac| OIS Lo dll ada" Active Divine invocation
"May Allah avert what could
have been worse
"oal e " Passive Lamenting
"I was truly distressed/voted
by the news"
liaty  juar ma Cuiad Ly" | Passive Deploring
é“}hju
"I never wished for your
effort and money to be lost in
this way"

Similarly, the following utterance employed by the participants to show their empathy for a close friend who
experienced propound disappointment and loss of trust from a former close friend is coded in Table 3.

Dl 138 ey ara Gl e (VAR g Canpe b 4l Y QLIS AR (gl ey dll 5 Sl ula BSH) Cliag L JeS Y
el s S
"Say no more; I get it. I feel for you, I truly do, and I can sense that burning pain in your heart because I’ve
been through a similar letdown by a close friend myself. I know exactly how much it crushes one's spirit."

Table 3: Coding of Empathy: Types and Strategies

Utterances Types of Empathy Strategies

"3Sal il y | JaSs Y Cognitive Understanding
"Say no more; I get it."

& all sla aie s dll 5 ely s | Emotional Sharing feeling
nd_.dg\_] éj\

I feel for you, I truly do, and
I can sense that burning pain
in your heart"

"OYAA g S e LT O Compassionate Sharing experience
"Because I’ve been through
a similar betrayal by a close
friend myself"

M) gl ey 2K Ca e " Compassionate Validation
"I know exactly how much
it crushes one's spirit."

6. Results and Discussion

The section is organized in four subsections. The first and the second subsections present the overall results of
the types and strategies of sympathy and empathy employed by Iraqi Arabs. Then, the third and fourth
subsections focused on how Iraqi Arabs express their sympathy and empathy according to the context of the
situations.

6.1 Overall Distribution of Sympathy: Types and Strategies

The overall results of types and strategies employed by Iraqi Arabs when expressing sympathy across three
situations are presented in Table 4.

Table 4: Overall Results of Sympathy: Types and Strategies
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ls.y’ll“lzfl[))aetsh(;f Types of Strategies Situations (1, 2, & 3)
No %

Active Sympathy 186 65.26
Minimizing 34 11.93

Reassurance 30 10.53

Wishing 8 2.81

Praying 48 16.84

Condoling 11 3.86

Self-Sacrifice 22 7.72

Encouraging 33 11.58

Passive Sympathy 99 34.74
Lamenting 19 6.67

Pitying 32 11.22

Fatalistic blaming 24 8.42

Deploring 24 8.42

Total 285 100

The overall results in Table 4 showed that Iraqi Arabs employed 285 strategies to express sympathy towards a
close equal-status interlocutor across the three various situations. The results indicated that Iraqi Arabs
employed two types of sympathy: active and passive. The number of the types of strategies was 11, distributed
into 7 types to express active sympathy, and 4 to express passive sympathy. However, active sympathy was the
most prominent type accounted for 65.26% compared to passive sympathy which was employed at the
percentage of 34.74 %. This suggests that sympathy among Iraqi Arabs is a social action that is employed to
save the hearer's positive face mostly through the active sympathy via various linguistics strategies as staying
silence or using passive sympathy may be interpreted as a neglect or pragmatic failure which threaten the
positive face of the hearer. That is, Iraqi Arabs preferred active sympathy to show solidarity and support to the
face of the hearer (Spencer-Oatey, 2008). In other words, Iraqi Arabs being belong to collectivist high-context
culture tended to maintain social relationships as a pragmatic necessity determined by mutual obligation and
positive face (Hofstede, 2011). Therefore, using sufficient verbal solidarity and explicit support through
linguistic tools (i.e. strategies of active sympathy) are regraded mandatory among Iraqi Arabs to ensure the
group cohesion and to prevent the disintegration of social bonds. Regarding the specific types of strategies of
sympathy, praying was the most dominant strategy accounted for 16.84%, followed by minimizing at 11.93%,
encouraging at ) V.58%, pitying at 11.22%, and reassurance at 10.53%. Iraq Arabs utilized these strategies as "
Face-saving acts", and they are considered as face positive politeness mechanisms that reinforce communal
solidarity and uphold the social value of the hearer (Reiter, 2000; Scollon & Scollon, 2001). Strategies such as
fatalistic blaming, deploring, self-sacrifice, lamenting, condoling, and wishing were used at the parentage of
8.42% and less.

6.2 Overall Distribution of Empathy: Types and Strategies

The overall results of types and strategies used by Iraqi Arabs when expressing empathy across three situations
are organized in Table 5.

Table 5: Overall Results of Empathy: Types and Strategies

Types of Empathy Types of Strategies Situations (4, 5, & 6)
No %
Cognitive Empathy 88 18.00
Criticizing 14 2.86
Evaluating 26 5.31
Requesting 30 6.13
Sharing experience 18 3.68
Emotional Empathy 185 37.83
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Praising 28 5.72
Begging 10 2.04
Apologizing 20 4.08
Emotional mirroring 39 7.97
Sharing feeling 50 10.22
Somatic sharing 38 7.77

Compassionate

Empathy 216 44.17
Commisive 41 8.38
Validation 41 8.38
Gallantry 43 8.79
Vowing 25 5.11
Loyalty 20 4.08
Proposing 28 5.72
Thanking 18 3.68

Total 489 100

Table 5 revealed that Iraqi Arabs employed 489 strategies to show empathy towards an individual of close
distance and equal status. 17 types of strategies were employed, and they were distributed across three types of
empathy as follows: 4 for cognitive, 6 for emotional, and 7 for compassionate. The findings indicated that Iraqi
Arabs prioritized compassionate empathy as the most preferred type at the percentage of 44.17%, followed by
emotional empathy at 37.83%, and cognitive empathy at 18.00%. This suggests that in the Iraqi context the
hierarchy of empathy is driven by "Pragmatic Obligation". That is, Iraqi Arabs preferred compassionate
empathy since it functions as an "Illocutionary Act" used actively to satisfy or save the positive face of hearer.
Moreover, Iraqi Arabs favored emotional empathy over cognitive empathy reinforcing sincerity and in-group
solidarity that are regarded as essential socio-pragmatic factors in high-context cultures including Iraqi Arabic
(Sharifian, 2017). They ranked cognitive empathy last, and this suggests that this type of empathy lacks the
"Performative Power" in saving the positive face of the hearer (i.e., being desired, appreciated, and liked by
speaker) by creating unnecessary social distance that stands in contrast with the expectations of Iraqi Arabs
being belong to collectivist, high-context society. With reference to the most favored strategies among Iraqi
Arabs across the three situations of empathy, the findings indicated that sharing feeling was the most prominent
strategy that used at 10.22%, followed by gallantry at 8.79%, and commissive and validation at an identical
percentage of 8.38%. Other strategies such as requesting, emotional mirroring, somatic sharing, proposing,
vowing, praising, evaluating loyalty, apologizing, begging, sharing experience, thanking, criticizing were
employed at 7.97% and less.

6.3. Expressing Sympathy Towards a Close Equal-Status Interlocutor: Types and Strategies

Table 6 presents the types and the strategies utilized by the participants when expressing sympathy towards a
close higher-status individual according to three different contexts.

Table 6: Expressing sympathy Towards a Close Equal Status Interlocutor

1. Types of Types of .
Synf;l))athy StZzll)tegies Iraqi Arabs
S.1 S.2 S.3
NO % NO % NO %
Active Sympathy 43 | 67.19 58 |63.04 | 85 65.89

Minimizing 14 | 21.87 7 7.60 13 10.07
Reassurance 11 17.18 7 7.60 12 9.30
Wishing 0 2 2.17 6 4.65
Praying 12 | 18.75 16 |17.39] 20 15.50
Condoling 0 4 4.34 7 542
Self- 3 4.68 5 5.43 14 10.85
Sacrifice
Encouraging 3 4.68 17 11847 13 10.07
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Passive Sympathy 21 | 32.81 34 3696 | 44 34.11
Lamenting 4 6.25 7 7.60 8 6.20
Pitying 7 10.93 9 9.78 16 12.40
Fatalistic 3 3.68 10 | 10.86 | 11 8.52
Blaming
Deploring 7 10.94 8 8.69 9 6.97
Total 64 100 92 100 | 129 100

The results in Table 6 revealed that Iraqi Arabs varied the use of the number of strategies according to the context
of the situations as the highest number was in the third situation (i.e., 129 strategies) when they express their
sympathy towards a close friend who was fallen ill. The second situation was ranked second as participants used
92 strategies when participants showed sympathy towards the hearer as their brother who lose all his money in
his new business, while the first situation was ranked third when only 64 strategies were used in expressing
sympathy towards their friends who was late because of the traffic congestion. This finding indicated that Iraqi
Arabs increased the number of strategies based on "Severity of the Event". That is, the pragmatic obligation is
increased in high-stakes situations such as sickness and loss; consequently, the speaker increases the number of
strategies to provide intensive support to the face of the hearer to maintain social rapport compared to situation
of being late that trigger less pragmatic obligation or require minimal illocutionary effort. Participants showed
strong tendencies towards active sympathy across the three situations accounted for 67.19%, 63.04%, and
65.89% receptively, compared to passive sympathy that was used less frequently at 32.81%, 36.96, 34.11%
sequentially. With reference to type of strategies in Situation 1, Table 6 revealed that minimizing was the most
dominant at 21.87%, followed by praying at 18.75%, and reassurance at 17.18%. Other strategies including
pitying, deploring, lamenting, encouraging, fatalistic blaming, self-sacrifice were used at 10.93% and less. In
Situation 2, encouraging was the most preferred strategy among participants as they used it at the percentage of
18.47%. Importantly, as in the first situation, they maintained their preference of praying as the second prominent
strategy at the percentage of 17.39%. The third favored strategy was fatalistic blaming at 10.86%, followed by
pitying at 9.78%, and deploring at 8.69%. Reassurance, lamenting minimizing, self-sacrifice, condoling, and
wishing were used less frequently at, 7.60% and less. In the third situation, Iraqi Arabs ranked praying first at
the percentage of 15.50%, followed by pitying 12.40%, minimizing, self-sacrifice, and encouraging at an
identical percentage of 10.07%. Strategies such as reassurance, fatalistic blaming, lamenting, deploring,
condoling, and wishing were employed at the percentage of 9.30% and less.

6.4. Expressing Empathy Towards Close Equal -Status Interlocutor: Types and Strategies

Table 7 displays the types and the strategies employed by the participants to convey their empathy towards an
interlocutor of close social distance and equal status across three different contexts.

Table 7: Expressing Empathy Towards Close Equal Status Interlocutor

Types of Empathy Srl;l)*lel)tisg?efs Iraqi Arabs
S4 S5 S6
NO | % NO | % NO | %
Cognitive Empathy 18 | 938 | 42 | 2897 | 28 |18.42
Criticizing 0 0 9 6.20 5 3.28
Evaluating 4 [ 2.08 | 13 | 8.96 9 5.92
Requesting 9 | 468 | 11 | 7.58 10 | 6.57
Sharing 5 | 2.60 9 6.20 4 2.63
experience
Emotional Empathy 92 14791 | 28 |1931| 65 |42.76
Praising 8 | 4.16 9 6.20 11 7.23
Begging 3 | 1.56 3 2.06 4 2.63
Apologizing 9 | 4.68 4 2.75 7 4.60
Emotional 21 | 1093 | 6 4.13 12 7.89
Mirroring
Sharing feeling | 27 | 14.06 | 6 4.13 17 | 11.18
Somatic sharing | 24 | 12.5 0 0 14 9.21
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Compassionate 82 (4271 | 75 |51.72| 59 | 38.82

Empathy
Commisive 16 | 833 | 18 [12.41 7 4.60
Validation 11 | 5.72 9 6.20 21 | 13.81
Gallantry 18 | 937 | 16 |[11.03 9 5.92
Vowing 12 | 6.25 7 4.82 6 3.94
loyalty 9 | 4.68 8 5.51 3 1.97
Proposing 9 | 468 | 12 | 8.27 7 4.60
Thanking 7 | 3.64 5 3.44 6 3.94

Total 192 | 100 | 145 | 100 152 100

Table 7 revealed that Iraqi Arabs also vary the number of the strategies of empathy towards a close equal-status
interlocutor according to the context of the situations. They employed the highest number in Situation 4 when
expressing empathy towards their friend who is suffering sorrow because of his father's death using 192
strategies. While in Situations 5, the number of strategies significantly reduced as they employed 145 strategies.
Then, they slightly increase the number of strategies in Situation 6 utilizing 152 in expressing empathy towards
a friend who has been disappointed, and lost trust with his former close friend. A close look at the distribution
of the types and strategies of empathy speech act in Situation 4 showed that Iraqi Arabs preferred emotional
empathy at the percentage of 47.91%, followed by compassionate empathy with slight difference at the
percentage at 42.71%, and with significant reduction to cognitive empathy which was used at 9.38%.
Concerning the types of strategies, sharing feeling was the most prominent strategy employed by participants
at 14.06% followed by somatic sharing at 12.5%, emotional mirroring at 10.93%, and gallantry at 9.37%. Other
strategies were employed less frequently involving commissive, vowing, validation, requesting, loyalty,
proposing, apologizing, praising, thanking, evaluation, sharing experience, and begging at the percentage of
8.33% and less. Regarding the fifth situation, compassionate empathy was the most preferred type among Iraqi
Arabs accounting for 51.72%, followed by cognitive empathy at the percentage of 28.97%, and emotional
empathy which was the least at percentage of 19.31%. Notably, participants ranked commissive first as the most
favored strategy at the percentage of 12.41%, followed by gallantry at 11.03%, evaluation at 8.96%, and
proposing at 8.27%. Some strategies such as requesting, criticizing, sharing experience, praising, validation,
loyalty, emotional mirroring, vowing, thanking, sharing feeling, begging, apologizing were utilized at 7.58 %
and less.In Situation 6, Iraqi Arabs preferred emotional empathy at the percentage of 42.76%, followed by
compassionate empathy with slight difference at the percentage of 38.82%. Whereas, cognitive empathy was
the least preferred strategy accounting for 18.42%. With regard to the types of strategies, validation was the
most frequent strategy at 13.81%. In addition, sharing feeling accounted for 11.18% as the second dominant
strategy. The third favored strategy was somatic sharing at 9.21%, followed by emotional mirroring at 7.89%,
and praising at 7.23%. Some strategies were less frequently used in this situation involving requesting,
evaluation, gallantry, apologizing, commissive, proposing, criticizing, thanking, vowing, sharing experience,
begging, and loyalty at 6.57%, and less.

7. Conclusion

The overall results revealed Iraqi Arabs perceive the speech act of sympathy and empathy as face-saving acts
employed to protect the positive face of the hearer (of being appreciated liked, and desired by the speaker). This
fact is supported by the high degree of productivity, where a sample of 50 participants employed an extensive
array of 774 strategies distributed across 28 distinctive types of strategies. This is in accordance with Bennett 's
(1979) claim that strategies of empathy and sympathy serve as vital face-saving mechanism employed to
maintain the social relation and to enhance the positive face of the hearer. However, this finding contrasts with
Brown and Levinson's (1987) views that these two acts are considered as face threatening act that threat the
hearer's positive face (by highlighting failure or vulnerability) and negative face (their desire for autonomy and
privacy).The overall results showed that Iraqi Arabs have the tendency to employ more strategies and types
when expressing their empathy towards a close equal-status interlocutor compared to express sympathy across
different contexts. They used 489 strategies in expressing sympathy, while 285 were used to show sympathy.
This indicates that Iraqi Arabs (being belong to high-context and collectivist culture), prioritized feeling with
over than feeling for. Therefore, they tended to use a wide range of politeness strategies to reduce the emotional
social distance between the speaker and the hearer to maintain the social solidarity. The overall results also
showed that Iraqi Arabs employed two types of sympathy: active and passive. However, they showed strong
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preference for active sympathy rather than passive sympathy. This in contrast with the finding included in
Puspitasari and Ariatmi's (2024) study in which the preference was for passive sympathy rather than for active.
On the other hand, three types of empathy were used by Iraqi Arabs comprising emotional, compassionate, and
cognitive. Compassionate empathy was the most prominent strategy followed by emotional, and cognitive. This
is also contrasted the finding conducted by Puspitasari and Ariatmi (2024), when emotional empathy was the
most favored compared to compassionate and cognitive empathy. By employing compassionate empathy, the
speaker is not only feeling or understanding the distress of the hearer, but he moves to perform an action to help
the hearer. This suggests that compassionate empathy among Iraqi Arabs is seen as the most sufficient social
repair mechanism to save the face of the hearer compared to emotional and cognitive. The overall results
revealed that praying was the most dominant strategy in expressing sympathy, followed by minimizing,
encouraging, pitying, and reassurance successively. While in expressing empathy sharing feeling was the most
prominent strategy followed by gallantry, commissive, and validation sequentially.A close look at the findings
of the three situations of sympathy revealed that Iraqi Arabs varied their preferences according to the context
of the situations. They used the highest number of strategies in Situation 3, which significantly reduced in
Situation 2, and the least was in Situation 1. Active sympathy was the most dominant type across the three
situations of sympathy compared to passive sympathy. Moreover, minimizing was the most frequent strategy in
the first situation of sympathy followed by praying, and reassurance. In Situation 2, encouraging was the most
frequently used strategy followed by praying, fatalistic blaming, and pitying. While in Situation 3, praying was
the most preferred strategy followed by pitying, minimizing, self-sacrifice, and encouraging. Regarding
empathy, Iraqi Arabs used the highest number of strategies in Situations 4 when expressing empathy towards a
close friend who suffered from his father's death. However, the findings showed a slight variation in the
frequency of strategies employed in Situation 5 and Situation 6. With respect to the type of empathy, Iraqi
Arabs' preferences were also modified according to the context of the situations as they used emotional empathy
as the most prominent in Situation 4, followed by companionate, and cognitive. In Situation 5, compassionate
was the dominant followed by cognitive, and emotional. While in Situation 6, emotional empathy was the
highest in use followed by compassionate, and cognitive. Iraqi Arabs also showed different tendencies in their
employment of strategies. They preferred the frequent use of sharing feeling followed by somatic sharing,
emotional mirroring, and gallantry in Situation 4. In Situation 5, commissive was the dominant followed by
gallantry, evaluation, and proposing. While in Situation 6, validation was the prominent strategy followed by
sharing feeling, somatic sharing, emotional mirroring, and praising. Importantly, this study revealed that some
strategies of sympathy employed by Iraq Arabs involving minimizing, reassurance, praying, condoling,
encouraging, lamenting, fatalistic blaming, and deploring were not used at the reviewed literature. Similarly,
emotional mirroring, sharing feeling, somatic sharing, commisive, validation, gallantry, and loyalty were new
types of strategies of empathy that only used in the present study.

8. Limitations, Suggestions, and Pedagogical Implications

This study has significant limitations. First, it is limited to examining the speech acts of sympathy and empathy
among Iraqi Arabs in Iraqi Arabic dialect. However, the realizations of these two speech acts vary across
cultures, societies, and languages. Second, this study focused on the equal status and close distance, while other
levels of social status (i.e., higher and lower) and social distance (i.e., familiar and distant) have not been
included. Moreover, some variables have not been investigated in this study involving formality, region, age,
level of education, and gender as it was limited to one university, male students at the fourth year of their study,
and aged 22 to 23. The realization of sympathy and empathy in cross-cultural interaction is significantly
affected by these social variables. Therefore, future researches should focus on such effective and important
variables. Third, the instrument used for collecting data in this study was limited to WDCT. Consequently,
triangulation of instruments in collecting data by employing real-life situations or role plays could provide
valuable insights on how sympathy and empathy are realized in real life contexts. Finally, it is anticipated that
the findings of this study will contribute in avoiding and minimizing misunderstandings in cross cultural
interaction between Iraqi Arabs and learners of Arabic as a foreign language. Consequntly, pragmatic awareness
will be enhanced achieving more effective intercultural and international communication.
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Appendix 1

Categorization of types of sympathy proposed McDougall's (2003) classification, types of empathy by

Goleman's (1996), and semantic formulas conducted by Blum-Kulka and Olshtain (1984).

1.Types of Types ?f Examples. (Iraqi English Translation
sympathy Strategies Arabic)
Active SympathyH ‘ ‘
oy & aiosi" ||t is not worth the heartache;
Minimizing ||l &lll 5 508 consider the money a sacrifice for
your sake."
Al g Aoy aigi V" "Do not worry; it is a minor matter,
Reassurance ||"<8 sl )5 e Jail and everything will be resolved
with."
B IS e il "I truly wish from the bottom of my
Wishing JB ol 4a j¥la alds (heart that this crisis ends today
" ab rather than tomorrow."
Pravin @5 & el e 1" |May God ease your path and let this
ymg sl ordeal pass over"
Aadla g eliban ¢ &AI" - |"May your life be long, and may this
Condoling RIS BN be the end of your sorrows, God
willing."
Yyia sl <y W Il wish the pain were mine rather
Self-Sacrifice ||"<ls 5l 5528 «cly than yours; consider it a sacrifice for
your soul's sake."
&\—?\j‘j ‘MJS} cu.u &ui
Encouraging [|&lluis Gl L 1)
"4_"‘5:"_.‘
Passive
Sympathy
5 58 e W"  ||"Oh dear, this news has truly
Lamenting |4y sobedd) oS ¢ dllgyldistressed me; I wish this loss were
S ¥y mine rather than yours."
i ol 5 &le o 563 W || cannot bear to see you in this
Pitying dis 88 sl Jer |[situation; your news has truly
"l e distressed me
Fatalistic e cclpas 1a" "It is your predestined lot; ordained
Blaming " 5iSas and written by fate."
Deplorin oz Gl 1 L Y" |"Oh, dear God! Why has this
ploring "ol happened to you."
2. Types of
Empathy
Cognitive
Empathy
T O Q8L @laaiul 1"You were too quick to trust; you
Criticizing |, . . . S
BRENPSYY ought to have been more cautious
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1.Types of Types of Examples (Iraqi . .
sympathy Strategies Arabic) English Translation
. "elle M cysucul |"You have done your utmost; you
Evaluating Gyl Loy, cannot be faulted in the least."
Requestin il a ¢ A" "Give me some heartening news;
1 & ||rectisla how are you faring at present."
Sharing Ol Cu ya it LI "I, too, have endured similar
experience ||"<lld ela; )l circumstances before you."
Emotional
Empathy
caba d e Jsb"  |"You have always been a man of
Praisin Glidea SO «ad 5e  |Isteadfast principles; your noble
g o_wi L «Jual s cub  |Inature is authentic and remains
"yladl) unchanged by adversity."
. ssmi Y s laal (LA ("For my sake, please be calm; do
Begging . . "
zab clady not do this to yourself.
g S celia yXie | X X
. . Il ? "I offer my sincere apologies; I truly
Apologizing : wished to have been by your side"
"‘ﬂLU U}S\ y y
Emotional  [¢lise «lu s W "] truly feel for you; your eyes
mirroring "elaa st betray the depth of your sorrow."
Sharing K5 s s i |"Your sorrow is my own; my heart
feeling "y s truly feels for you."
i Cuan Gedll " "] swear, I was utterly devastated
Somatic Credail Al g3ds  lupon hearing the news of your
sharing "dle sy 2Ky |lfather’s passing; I felt a profound
ache in my heart for your loss."
Compassionate
Empathy
Lo asd éli e La ¢ 38 50 |"] take full responsibility; I shall not
Commisive |"_=lis leave your side until this is
resolved."
Cl " A el gl cdl 5 Slia " Y ou are quite right; the situation is
Validation " i "
Cra profoundly difficult.
@sal Ul de @l il |"Rest assured of my unwavering
Gallantry Sl g support; I am your brother and your
pillar of strength."
13 edll a5l e ,3 1" solemnly vow, for the sake of
Vowin g Y ecliand sl God, that should your ordeal be
8 el aall Cliaa " resolved, I shall distribute alms to
the needy."
Sl dlyy "™ am with you until the end; no
Loyalty "elhgel Lo juarh matter what happens, I will never
leave you."
‘Proposing H ‘
. (g el @l il [T am grateful for the trust you have
Thanking " s " placed in me by sharing this."
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