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IN MACEDONIAN AND TURKISH

Marija Leontik
Faculty of Philology, Goce Delcev University, Stip
marija.leontik@ugd.edu.mk

Abstract

The speech act of apologizing is one of the most studied speech acts in intercultural and cross-
cultural pragmatics. The main function of an apology is to restore harmonious communication and
social balance after causing an offense, making a mistake, or committing a transgression. The aim
of this study is to examine the speech act of apologizing and the apology strategies used by native
speakers of Macedonian and Turkish. The comparative analysis also explores the relationship
between the speech act of apologizing, politeness, and cultural context.

Keywords: pragmatics, speech acts, apologizing, culture.

1. Introduction

In everyday communication, people use language to exchange thoughts, messages, or
information with their interlocutors. The communication process is bidirectional process
involving a sender who initiates the message and the receiver who processes it. The
sender encodes the message by selecting symbols to convey it and transmits it through
an appropriate channel. The recipient decodes the message by interpreting it or forming
a mental representation of it. Every communicative act occurs within a specific situation,
called the context of communication, which provides the necessary framework for the
recipient to accurately understand the sender’s message. Understanding the message
depends on many factors, especially the communicative competence of the participants,
that is, their ability to adapt to the conditions of communication. Communication is a
social interaction created through contact between people. It has developed and improved
through cooperative actions that have allowed progress in society and humanity.

What people say in communication depends on individual thoughts as well as
on the conventions established within the social, cultural, ethnic, or religious group to
which they belong. The success of communication depends on the degree to which the
speaker and the interlocutor understand each other’s cultural conventions. Pragmatics
studies speech communication and speech acts as its fundamental units in order to help
people communicate more effectively. Through a speech act, a communicative action
is expressed with a specific intention that the speaker expects the listener to recognize.
Successful recognition of the speaker’s intention results in effective communication. The
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ability to identify a speaker’s intention is called pragmatic competence. Knowledge of the
pragmatic rules of a language allows speakers to produce language that is appropriate for
a given context. As social beings, humans mainly live, learn, and work in groups, where
communication helps develop harmonious relationships. However, misunderstandings,
offenses, conflicts, and transgressions sometimes occur. Since most misunderstandings
and conflicts in families, educational institutions, and workplaces originate from people, it
is natural that the control and correction of communication errors also depend on people.
Recognizing an offense, mistake, or transgression, taking responsibility for harming one
or more people, and then apologizing; can provide a solution to the problem. Apologizing
is a valuable strategy for restoring disrupted relationships and achieving reconciliation.
Unresolved misunderstandings and conflicts, which violate socially accepted norms, can
undermine trust. This may disrupt harmonious relationships and distance family members,
classmates, or coworkers, potentially causing hostility and reducing organizational
productivity. In such cases, an apology by the person who caused the conflict helps
reduce negative effects and creates an environment for correcting mistakes. As a
speech act, apologizing involves asking forgiveness from the person or people harmed,
enabling forgiveness and reconciliation, and forms a major part of social interaction in
families, educational institutions, workplaces, and beyond. It helps maintain harmonious
relationships not only among individuals but also between people and society. Societies
that learn and practice the speech act of apologizing tend to function more peacefully and
harmoniously. This leads to fewer offenses, conflicts and mistakes, and raises the level of
politeness and civility in communication within that society.

Scientific research on apologizing as a speech act began within the fields of
pragmatics and speech act theory in the second half of the 20" century. Important studies
on the speech act of apologizing in Macedonia have been conducted by Mitkovska,
Kusevska, and Buzharovska (MutkoBcka, Kycescka, byxxaposcka, 2013), Smichkovska,
F., (CmuukoBcka, 2014), Todorovska, A., (Togoposcka, 2018), Donevska S., (JloHescka,
2018, 2021), Koceva, A., (Komesa, 2021), Stefan Trajchev and Biljana Ivanovska
(Tpajues, UBanoscka, 2021), Naumova, B., and Janusheva, V., (HaymoBa, Janymiega,
2025), among others.

In Turkey, significant research on apology strategies has been carried out by Fatma
Mizikagt (1991), N. G. Ercetin (1995), Ridvan Tungel (1999), A. Erden, 1. Ozyildirim
(2000), Y. Egit (2002), C. Hatipoglu (2003), Nilglin Karsan (2005), B. Balc1 (2009),
Is1l Ozyildirim (2010), C. Tiirkmen (2010), Ugur Recep Cetinavci (2012), Pelin Ozmen
(2016), Ece Halime Nazli (2018), Yasemin Yal¢in Cakmak (2023), and others. Despite
the growing number of studies, apology strategies in Macedonian and Turkish have not
yet been specifically examined comparatively in Macedonia and Turkey. This indicates
the need to intensify Macedonian-Turkish and Turkish-Macedonian pragmatic research
in the future, especially in the context of intercultural and cross-cultural pragmatics. The
aim of this study is to examine apologizing as a speech act in Macedonian and Turkish
among native speakers and to compare the apology strategies in both languages.
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2. Research Methodology

This study presents a synthetic review of the most commonly used apology
strategies and sub-strategies described in contemporary pragmatic literature. These
strategies and sub-strategies are illustrated with examples from everyday student life
among native speakers of Macedonian and Turkish. The aim is to show the functional and
pragmatic realization of these strategies in both languages through real-life examples.
These examples of apologizing in Macedonian and Turkish allow for a comparative
understanding of the similarities and differences in the use of apology strategies and sub-
strategies. They demonstrate how young people can repair communication and improve
disrupted relationships with their interlocutors. The analysis is based on a comparison
with the results of pragmatic studies by Blagitsa Naumova and Violeta Janusheva
(bmarnma HaymoBa, Buonera Janymesa, 2025), Ana Koceva (Ana Kouesa, 2021) in
North Macedonia; and Esin Ozge Esen (2021), Ozyildirim (2010), and Nihal Isbilen
(2024) in Turkey.

3. Defining the Concept of Apologizing in Macedonian and Turkish

In the “Explanatory Dictionary of the Macedonian Language” (ToskoBeH peuyHHK Ha
MaKeJIOHCKHUOT jasuk, 2005, I, p. 261), the word ‘uzBnHyBame/izvinuvanje’ (apologizing)
isdescribed as: “1. Forgiving someone, not taking someone’s action as wrong; 2. Releasing
someone from responsibility, providing justification”. The noun ‘u3BuHeHHe/izvinenie’
(excuse) is defined as: “That which is given as a reason for justification”, while the verb
‘ce u3BMHU/Se izvini’ (to apologize) means “To justify oneself and ask for forgiveness.”

In the Turkish Dictionary (Tiirk¢e S6zliik, 2011, p. 1872), the word ‘6ziir’ (apology)
is defined as: “Claiming that a fault or a crime was committed unintentionally, an excuse”,
while the verb ‘6ziir dilemek’ is described as: “1. Expressing regret to avoid doing
something, asking for forgiveness for an act; 2. Asking for forgiveness for a mistake one
has made.” Apologizing represents an expressive speech act in which the speaker uses
their communicative competence to effectively and appropriately employ language in
different social and cultural contexts. It involves creating and understanding messages
that are adapted to the situation and the interlocutor.

4. Theories Related to the Speech Act of Apologizing

There are many theories that analyze the motivation for apologizing from different
perspectives, and explain behavior during an apology. For the speech act of apologizing,
two theories are particularly important: The Speech Act Theory (mk Teopuja Ha roBOpHU
ynHOBH; tr S0z Eylemsel Kuram) and The Politeness Theory (mk Teopuja Ha yuruBocT;
tr Nezaket Kuramn).

4.1. Politeness Theory and Apologizing

The concept of ‘yuruBoct/ucjtivost’ (politeness) in the “Explanatory Dictionary of
the Macedonian Language” (,,JoOJIKOBeH pEYHHUK Ha MaKeAOHCKUOT jasuk™, 2014, VI, p.
214), is defined as decent, kind, and appropriate behavior toward others, while the word
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‘yutu/ucjtiv’ (polite) refers to a person who behaves properly and shows a positive
attitude toward others. In the “Turkish Dictionary” (Tiirkge Sozlik, 2011, p. 1769),
‘nezaket’ (politeness) is defined as behavior that shows respect and tact toward others,
and ‘nezaketli’ (a polite person) is described as tactful and kind.

When viewed as behavior toward others, politeness represents the expression of
respect, kindness, and cordiality. From a linguistic perspective, however, politeness
expresses the speaker’s friendly, courteous, and pleasant attitude toward the interlocutor,
in accordance with social and cultural norms. The aim of every member of society is to
integrate successfully into all spheres of life through polite behavior and language use.
According to Richard J. Watts (2003, p. 9), because polite behavior is not innate, it must
be learned. Therefore, politeness constitutes a fundamental concept in pragmatics.

Politeness Theory (mk Teopuja Ha yutuBocrt; ¢t Nezaket Kurami) was established
by British scholars Penelope Brown and Stephen C. Levinson in 1978 and was later
revised in 1987. According to their theory, politeness is universal because all languages
contain linguistic means for expressing politeness. A central concept in Politeness
Theory is ‘face’, which involves two basic needs: the need to avoid imposition, and the
need to receive recognition. The concept of ‘face’ is realized through ‘positive face’
and ‘negative face’. According to this theory, a person with face — characterized by
rationality, honor, reputation, and respect — can communicate successfully. Positive face
leaves a favorable impression, because the individual strives to behave and speak in ways
that are acceptable and appreciated by other members of the community. Negative face,
on the other hand, requires that one’s actions are not impeded, referring to the individual’s
need to maintain freedom of action or non-action without external pressure that could
threaten their self-image. Brown and Levinson emphasize that politeness in interaction
between speakers and interlocutors across different social and cultural settings is shaped
by additional variables, including: social distance, power relations, degree of closeness,
frequency of interaction, cultural obligations, and related factors. Politeness therefore
represents the manner in which one individual behaves and expresses themselves
toward another, depending on social distance, power, age, closeness and similar factors.
Through such behavior, the speaker demonstrates awareness of the interlocutor’s face,
while simultaneously shaping the image of their own face. When the speaker considers
the interlocutor’s face during interaction, politeness can be realized and is perceived by
society as respect, recognition, formality, cordiality, closeness, friendship, or solidarity.
Apologizing represent a virtuous aspect of positive face. It reduces mistakes and rude
behavior while increasing polite behavior, thereby raising the overall level of decency in
social life.

By acknowledging their mistake and apologizing, the speaker enables the interlocutor
to reduce concerns regarding their own face. Geoffrey Leech (1983) emphasizes that the
purpose of apologizing is to restore balance between the speaker and the interlocutor
within the interaction. The functions of apologizing are an integral part of politeness,
and, as Mats Deutschmann (2003) points out, in everyday communication, apologizing
represent the most prominent manifestation of politeness. In daily interaction, speakers
employ a wide range of linguistic means to realize apologies.
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4.2. The Speech Act Theory and Apologizing

The Speech Act Theory (mk Teopuja Ha roBopHU unHOBH; 1 SGz Eylemsel Kuram)
is a branch of the philosophy of language, founded by the British philosopher of language
John L. Austin in his book “How to Do Things with Words” (1962), which occupies an
important place in linguistic thought. This book is based on his lectures delivered in
1955 at Harvard, and it was published in 1962, containing an analysis of apologizing. The
ideas of Austin were further developed by the American philosopher of language John
Searle, whose book “Speech Acts” (1969) made a significant contribution to the further
development of Speech Act Theory.

According to Austin, language is not only a tool for conveying thoughts, messages,
or information; but also, a means for performing actions. The theory aims to explain
how meaning and action are connected in language. According to this theory, when we
speak, we perform different types of acts, such as: making statements, asking questions,
giving orders, expressing emotions, thanking, promising, and apologizing, among
others. Austin calls these actions speech acts, and he explains their structure, function,
and effect on communication. He classifies speech acts into three types: the locutionary
act, the illocutionary act, and the perlocutionary act, thereby laying the foundation for
analyzing speech acts from different perspectives. Austin also emphasizes that for a
speech act to be successfully performed, context plays a crucial role in understanding its
meaning.

Searle (1969, 1985) expanded Austin’s ideas by incorporating speech acts into
linguistic theory, treating them as basic units of communication. In this way, speech acts
occupy a central position in studies of language, meaning, and communication. Searle
classifies speech acts into the following groups: 1. Representatives — speech acts that
convey beliefs about reality; 2. Directives — speech acts intended to get the listener to do
something; 3. Commissives — speech acts committing the speaker to a future action; 4.
Declarations — speech acts that change the status or condition of an object or situation;
5. Expressives — speech acts expressing the speaker’s psychological state regarding a
situation, such as greetings, thanking, congratulating, or apologizing.

The influence of Austin and Searle on the development of language studies through
Speech Act Theory is considerable. Following their work, many linguists continued to
research speech acts and made significant contributions. The American linguist Michael
L. Geis (1995) proposed the Dynamic Theory of Speech Acts, which defines speech
acts as multi-layered interactions, allowing the performance of various actions, such as
inviting, requesting, apologizing, and others.

Apologizing as a speech act typically occurs after a mistake has been made, during
an event that harms the interlocutor, or when a social norm has been violated. It serves
as a means to correct or compensate for the mistake. In the speech act of apologizing,
there are two parties: the speaker — the person who apologizes, and the interlocutor —
the person who accepts the apology. When the speaker notices that the interlocutor is
offended or upset by their words or actions, the speaker feels the need to respond. The
speaker takes responsibility for the mistake and strives to correct or compensate for
it. However, the apology alone is not enough to fully restore balance in interpersonal
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relations. Only after the interlocutor accepts the speaker’s apology can the correction or
compensation be considered successful, and the balance in the relationship be restored. To
perform the speech act of apologizing, a person must have developed cognitive maturity,
a sense of responsibility, and self-awareness. Research shows that children who are self-
aware care about what others think of them, pay attention to their actions, and, if they
make a mistake, take responsibility and apologize. In adolescence and adulthood, people
gradually improve their apologizing skills through more sophisticated strategies. This
process helps individuals develop communicative competence and politeness. Therefore,
many researchers analyze apologizing within Speech Act Theory from the perspective of
politeness.

Based on this theoretical foundation, the following sections will examine the speech
act of apologizing in Macedonian and Turkish, highlighting different strategies within
concrete communicative contexts.

5. Strategies for the Speech Act of Apologizing

Based on various definitions of the speech act of apologizing, different strategies
have been developed for its realization. These apology strategies share similar elements,
but also have differences. Each pragmatist builds upon the model of their predecessor,
while introducing new elements into the strategies for apologizing. All strategies are
illustrated with examples in Macedonian and Turkish to facilitate understanding.

One of'the first researchers to attempt a classification of apology strategies was the
American linguist Bruce Fraser in 1981. He divided apology strategies into nine groups,
which can be used independently or combined depending on the context, the relationship
between the speaker and the interlocutor, and the severity of the mistake. Fraser’s
classification of apology strategies serves as a foundation for further classifications
developed by numerous linguists.

Table 1: Apology Strategies According to Fraser
Fraser’s apology strategies (1981) / mk Ctpareruure 3a H3BUHYBam-€
cnopen ®pejsep / tr Fraser’in Oziir Stratejileri

1. Ilocutionary force indicating device (IFID)' / mk [la ce u3pa3uiu aeka ce
m3punysam / tr Oziir dileme ediminin agikga ifade edilmesi

e.g., mk Ce U3BUHYBaM IITO TO CKpIIUB NieHKanoTo. / ¢ Tikkenmez kalemi
kirdigim i¢in 6ziir dilerim. / I’m sorry that I broke the ballpoint pen.

! Within the theoretical frameworks of Fraser (1981) and Blum-Kulka and Olshtain (1984), the Illocutionary

Force Indicating Device (IFID) constitutes the core of the speech act of apology.
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2.Acknowledgement of responsibility / mk /la ce npu3Hae 0ir0OBOPHOCT 32 /1€jCTBOTO
/ tr Eylem i¢in sorumlulugun kabul edilmesi

e.g., mk Jac cyM BHHOBEH INITO TO CKPIIUB IeHKanoTo. / tr Tlikenmez kalemi
kirmanin sorumlusu benim. / It’s my fault that I broke the ballpoint pen.
3. Explanation or account/ mk [{a ce nane o6jacuyBame uau npuduna / tr Agiklama
veya gerekce sunulmasi

e.g., mk bp3ajku ce, cirydajHo ro ckpims nieHkanoro. / tr Acele ederken tilkenmez
kalemi tesadiifen kirdim. / In my haste, I accidentally broke the ballpoint pen.
4. Expression of regret / mk [la ce u3pa3u kaeme / #r Pigsmanlik ifade edilmesi

e.g., mk Xan mu e mro To ckpmuB neHkanoTo. / ¢t Tikenmez kalemi kirdigima
lizglinim. / I’m sorry I broke the ballpoint pen.
5. Offer of repair or compensation / mk /la ce monyiu HajoMecT WM MONpaBka / #r
Telafi veya onarim onerilmesi

e.g., mk Kako HamoMmecT, ke KymaMm HOBO meHkano. / t» Tazminat olarak yeni
tilkenmez kalemi alacagim. / As compensation, [ will buy a new ballpoint pen.
6. Promise of forbearance / mk O0Bp3yBame Aeka CIMYHM JejcTBAa HeMa J1a ce
noBTopyBaar / tr Benzer eylemlerin tekrarlanmayacagina dair s6z verme

e.g., mk Ke BHMMaBaM 11a He CKpIIIaM TICHKAJIO MOBTOPHO. / ¢ Bir daha tiilkenmez
kalem kirmamaya dikkat edecegim. / I will be careful not to break a ballpoint pen again.
7. Request for forgiveness / mk bapame npouka / tr Affedilme talebinde bulunulmasi

e.g., mk Be monam, mpocTeTe MU 3a MojaTa rpemrka. / ¢ Liitfen hatami bagislayin.
/ Please forgive me for my mistake.
8. Self-deprecation or humility / mk /la ce xopucTu caMmooMajioBa:KyBame WJIH
ckpomuocT / tr Kendini kiiciimseme veya alcakgoniilliiliik gosterme

e.g., mk HaBucTuHa ce 4yBCTBYyBaM HECMAacEH IITO ce Ciay4u oBa. / tr Bu olay
yiiziinden gercekten kendimi beceriksiz hissediyorum. / I really feel clumsy about what
happened.
9. Explanation of mitigating circumstances / mk Jla ce o0jacHaT oJieCHUTeJHHU
okosnoctu / tr Hafifletici kosullarin agiklanmasi

e.g., mk He 3HaeB Jieka EHKAIOTO € KPILIMBO, MHAKy ke BHUMaBas. / fr Tlikenmez
kalemin kirilgan oldugunu bilmiyordum; yoksa dikkat ederdim. / I didn’t know the
ballpoint pen was fragile; otherwise, I would have been careful.

Inspired by previous classifications, including Fraser’s, the American linguist
Andrew D. Cohen and the Israeli linguist Elite Olshtain (1983) developed their own
classification of apology strategies. Cohen and Olshtain examine apology strategies from
the perspective of intercultural and cross-cultural pragmatics, emphasizing that the same
apology strategy may be effective to different degrees in different cultures and contexts.
This competence must be learned, as people are not born with pragmatic competence.
Cohen and Olshtain were the first to show how apology strategies are acquired when
learning a second language.
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Table 2: Apology Strategies According to Cohen and Olshtain

Cohen & Olshtain’s apology strategies (1983) / mk Ctparerunre 3a
m3BuHyBame cnopen Koen m Ommraju / tr Cohen ve Olshtain’in Oziir Stratejileri

I. An expression of an apology (Illocutionary force indicating device - IFID) / mk
H3paszyBame usBunyBame - IFID / tr Oziir ifadesi - IFID

e.g., mk Xan Mu e, He MOXKEB Jia TH TIOMOTHaM Jla C€ MOJTOTBUII 32 UCIIHT. / {7
Uzgiiniim, smava hazirlanman igin sana yardim edemedim. / I’'m sorry, I couldn’t help
you prepare for the exam.

II. Acknowledgement of responsibility / mk IlpusnaBame Ha 0ArOBOPHOCT / #r
Sorumlulugun kabul edilmesi
1. Accepting the blame / mk llpudakame BuHa / tr Sucu iistlenme
e.g., mk Moja BiHa € IITO HE MOXKEB J]a T IOMOTHAM J1a C€ OATOTBUII 32 UCIIUTOT.
/ tr Sinava hazirlanirken sana yardim edememem benim hatamdi. / It’s my fault that I
couldn’t help you prepare for the exam.
2. Expressing self-deficiency / mk N3pasyBame quuna HenoBoJHocT / fr Kendini
yetersiz gosterme
e.g., mk He cym nobap Bo 0BOj MpeaMeT, Ia HE MOXKEB Ja TH IOMOTHAaM Jia ce
moAroTBHIN 3a WcruTOT. / ¢ Bu derste yeterince iyi degilim, bu yilizden sinava
hazirlanirken sana yardim edemedim. / I’m not good at this subject, so I couldn’t help
you prepare for the exam.
3. Recognizing the hearer as entitled to an apology / mk IlpusHaBame aeka
COrOBOPHHUKOT MMa MPaBoO Ha W3BHHYBame / fr Dinleyicinin 6zrii hak ettigini kabul
etme
e.g., mk OudexyBalle IOMOII O MEHE I0JeKa Ce MOATOTBYBAILE 32 UCIIUTOT, U XKall
MU € IITO He MOXKEB J1a TH MOMOTHaM. / 7 Sinava hazirlanirken yardimimi bekliyordun;
yardim edemedigim i¢in 6ziir dilerim. / You expected my help while preparing for the
exam, and [’'m sorry I couldn’t help you.
4. Expressing lack of intent / mk U3pa3yBame HeHamepHocT / #r Kasit olmadigin
belirtme
e.g., mk HemaB Hamepa 1a Te pazoyapam J0jeKa e MOAr0TBYBAIIIE 38 UCIIUTOT. / {
Sinavi hazirlarken seni hayal kirikligina ugratmak istemedim. / I didn’t mean to let you
down while you were preparing for the exam.

III. Explanation or account / mk OO0jacHyBame WJIH ompasBayBame / tr
Aciklama veya gerekce sunma

e.g., mk He MOXeB J1a TH TOMOTHaM Jia C€ TIOATOTBUIII 32 UCITUTOT, OUICJKH yTpe
uMam Jpyr ucnut. / tr Yarm bagka bir sinavim oldugundan dolay: sinava hazirlanman
i¢in sana yardim edemedim. / I couldn’t help you prepare for the exam, because I have
another exam tomorrow.
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IV. Offer of repair / mk Ilonyna 3a monpaBka win Hagomect / #r Telafi veya
onarim onerme

e.g., mk JleHec He MOXEB J1a TH IIOMOTHAM, HO BO HEZIeIa MOYKaM J1a TH IOMOTHaM
Jla ce MOATOTBHII 3a MCIUTOT. / ¢t Buglin yardim edemem, ama pazar giinii sinava
hazirlanman i¢in yardim edebilirim. / I couldn’t help you today, but I can help you
prepare for the exam on Sunday.

V. Promise of forbearance / mk BeryBamwe Jaexa [1ejcTBOTO HeMa Ja ce
noBTopu / tr Tekrar etmeme sozii verme

e.g., mk BeryBaM jexa CIeTHHOT TaT HeMa Ja OIOWjaM Ja TH TOMOTHaM Jia
ce moxroTBuil 3a ucrut. / tr Bir dahaki sefere sinava hazirlanirken yardim etmeyi
reddetmeyecegime s6z veriyorum. / I promise I won’t refuse to help you prepare for
exams next time.

The apology strategies of the Israeli linguists Shoshana Blum-Kulka and Elite
Olshtain were developed within the framework of the international project CCSARP
(Cross-Cultural Speech Act Realization Project). Through this project, they brought
pragmatics out of purely theoretical research, placed it in different cultural contexts, made
it interculturally comparable, and gave apology strategies a clearly defined intercultural
character. By the late 1970s, Austin and Searle had developed the Speech Act Theory,
Herbert Paul Grice had formulated the Cooperative Principle and conversational
maxims (between 1967 and 1975), and Brown and Levinson (between 1978 and 1987)
had developed The Politeness Theory; creating a strong theoretical foundation for the
development of pragmatics. However, in the 1980s, a turning point occurred as pragmatics
began to develop empirically and interculturally, focusing on how speech acts are realized
in different languages and cultures. In this context, Blum-Kulka and Olshtain, within
the CCSARP project, investigated the speech act of apology and developed apology
strategies based on the theoretical and empirical findings of their predecessors.

Table 3: Apology Strategies According to Blum-Kulka and Olshtain
Blum-Kulka and Olshtain’s apology strategies (1984) /
mk Ctparerumre 3a u3BUHYyBame cnopel baym-Kynka u Onamraju /
tr Blum-Kulka ve Olshtain’in Oziir Stratejileri

I. An illocutionary force indicating device (IFID) / mk Wnaukatop Ha
wiokytuBHara cuia (IFID) / tr Edimsel giicii belirten gosterge (IFID)
1. Expression of regret / mk WspasyBame xaeme / tr Uziintii bildirme

e.g., mk XKan mu e 3a ckpieHnoT MoouieH Tenedos. / ¢ Kirilan cep telefonu igin
lizglinlim. / I’m sorry about the broken phone.
2. Offer of apology / mk Ynarysame uspunyBame / tr Oziir dileme

e.g., mk Ce n3BuHyBaM 1TO TO cKpiuB TesnedoHort. / ¢ Telefonu kirdigim igin
oziir dilerim. / I apologize for breaking the phone.
3. Request for forgiveness / mk bapame npomka / #r Affetme talebi

e.g., mk Te MonaM, MPOCTH MH ILITO ro CKpIIUB TesedoHoT. / #r Telefonu kirdigim
icin beni affet. / Please forgive me for breaking the phone.
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I1. Taking on responsibility / mk IIpesemame Ha ogroBopHocT / tr Sorumlulugu
iistlenme
1. Explicit self-blame / mk ExcniinnnTHo npu3HaBame Ha BUHATa / tr Agikca sucu
kabul etme

e.g., mk Moja BuHa e mro ce ckpu tenedonort. / ¢ Telefonun kirilmasi benim
hatamdi. / It was my fault that the phone broke.
2. Expression of lack of intent / mk W3pa3yBame HenamepHocT / #r Kasit olmadigini
ifade etme

e.g., mk HemaB Hamepa 1a ro ckpuram tenegoHnor. / ¢+ Telefonu kirmak istemedim.
/ 1 didn’t mean to break the phone.
3. Expression of embarrassment / mk U3pa3yBame cpaM WM HeNPHjaTHOCT / tr
Utanc¢ veya mahcubiyet ifade etme

e.g., mk MHOTy MU € HENpHjaTHO IMTO T0 cKpiwmB TeiedoHot. / ¢r Telefonu
kirdigim i¢in gok mahcubum. / I feel really embarrassed about breaking the phone.
4. Expression of self-deficiency / mk U3pa3yBame JquueH HegocraTok / tr Kisisel
yetersizligi ifade etme

e.g., mk beB MHOTy HecrnpeTHa U 1o cKpmuB TenedoHoT. / tr Cok sakardim ve
telefonu kirdim. / I was very clumsy and broke the phone.
5. Justification (minimizing responsibility) / mk OnpaBayBame (HamMadyBame Ha
onrosopnocta) / tr Gerekgelendirme (sorumlulugu azaltma)

e.g., mk TenegoHOT ce ckpum, Ouaejku kiynara oeme npenoina. / tr Telefon
kirildi ¢iinkii sira dopdoluydu. / The phone broke because the desk was overcrowded.

III. An explanation or account of the situation / mk OGjacnyBamwe win
o0pa3jioikyBame Ha cutyanujara / tr Durumun agiklanmasi veya gerekcelendirilmesi

e.g., mk I'o ckpimuB TexeOHOT KoTa CIy4yajHO yApuB Bo Macara. / tr Yanliglikla
siraya ¢arptigim i¢in telefonu kirdim. / I broke the phone when I accidentally bumped
into the desk.

IV. Offer of repair / mk Ilonyna 3a nonpaBka uim Hagomect / #r Telafi veya
onarim teklifi

e.g., mk Uckpuiennor tenedon ke ro 3amenam co HOB. / tr Kirilan telefonu
yenisiyle degistirecegim. / I will replace the broken phone with a new one.

V. Promise of forbearance / mk BeryBame 3a HenoBropyBamwe / fr Tekrar
etmeme sozii

e.g., mk Cregauor mar ke Oumam moBHuMarenHa. / tr Bir dahaki sefere daha
dikkatli olacagim. / I’ll be more careful next time.

In 1990, Janet Holmes, a linguist from New Zealand, expanded and refined the
taxonomy of apologies developed by Cohen and Olshtain. Holmes analyzed apology
empirically as a multi-strategy, context-sensitive, and socially conditioned process. She
emphasized the interaction between language and the social context, viewing apology
as a dynamic and polite negotiation act that adapts to the specific situation and the
interlocutor’s reaction, while simultaneously enabling the maintenance and restoration
of social relationships.
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Table 4: Apology Strategies According to Holmes
Holmes’ apology strategies (1990) / mk Ctpareruure 3a H\3BMHYBambe
cnopen Xoamc / tr Holmes’in Oziir Stratejileri

I. An explicit apology (IFID — Illocutionary force indicating device) / mk
ExcrnummuutHo uzBunyBame (IFID — nnnukaTop nHa niokyruBHara cuia) / tr Acgik
oziir (IFID — Edimsel giicli belirten gosterge)

e.g., mk Xan mu e mTo ro u3ryous TBojoT peunuk./ tr SozIiglini kaybettigim i¢in
oziir dilerim. / I’'m sorry that I lost your dictionary.

II. An explanation or account of the situation / mk O0jacHyBame uin
ompaBayBame Ha cuTyanmjara / tr Durumun acgiklanmasi veya gerekgelendirilmesi

e.g., mk o m3ryOuB TBOjOT pEeYHHK, OMAEjKH To 3a0OpaBUB BO aBTOOYyC. / tr
Sozligiinii otobiiste unuttugum icin kaybettim./ I lost your dictionary because I left it
on the bus.

III.An acknowledgement of responsibility / mk Ilpu3naBame Ha 0ATOBOPHOCTA
/ tr Sorumlulugun kabul edilmesi
1. Accepting the blame / mk Ilpudakame na BuHara / #r Sucu kabul etme

e.g., mk Jac cyM BHHOBHA ITO TO HM3TYOHWB TBOJOT peuHHUK. / tr SOzligini
kaybetmem benim hatamdir. / It was my fault that I lost your dictionary.

2. Expressing self-deficiency / mk UcraknyBamwe JudeH Henoctartok / fr Kisisel
yetersizligi ifade etme

e.g., mk beB MHOTY paceaHa, i TO U3TyOUB TBOjOT peuHuK. / tr Cok dalgindim ve
sozIigiinii kaybettim. / I was very distracted and lost your dictionary.

3. Recognizing the hearer as deserving an apology / mk IlpusnaBame aeka
COrOBOPHHUKOT 3acJy:KyBa U3BMHYBame / tr Dinleyicinin 6zrii hak ettigini kabul etme

e.g., mk Co mpaBo CH JIyTa INTO TO W3TyOWB TBOJOT peyHHUK. / trr SOzIUgini
kaybettigim i¢in kizmakta haklisin. / You are right to be upset that I lost your dictionary.
4. Expressing lack of intent / mk U3pa3zyBame neHamepHocT / #r Kasit olmadigini
ifade etme

e.g., mk He cakaB ma ro m3rybam TBOjOT pewHmK. / tr SOzliginii kaybetmek
istemedim. / I didn’t mean to lose your dictionary.

IV. An offer of repair / mk Ilonyna 3a nonpaska uiau Hagomect / tr Telafi veya
onarim Onerisi

e.g., mk Ke T KymaM MCT TakoB HOB pedyHHK. / ¢ Sana ayni sozliigiin yenisini
satin alacagim. / I’ll buy you a new copy of the same dictionary.

V. A promise of forbearance / mk BeryBame 3a BO3AP:KaHOCT (HEMOBTOPYBam€
Ha npekpmokoT) / tr Kaginma vaadi (tekrar etmeme sozii)

e.g., mk OBa Hema na ce moBTopH. / tr Bir daha boyle bir sey olmayacak. / It won’t
happen again.

In 1995, the Danish linguist Anna Trosborg expanded the model developed by
Olshtain and Cohen; she divided apology strategies into sub-levels and emphasizing that
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an apology is a complex speech act composed of multiple strategies that are combined
according to the speaker’s needs. According to her, an apology is a dynamic and culturally
conditioned speech act. Particularly important is her concept of taking responsibility
as a continuum. Trosborg employs interlanguage and contrastive pragmatic analysis;
thereby making speech act theory empirically applicable and contributing significantly to
contemporary research on the speech act of apology.

Table 5: Apology Strategies According to Trosborg
Trosborg’s apology strategies (1995) / mk Ctparernure 3a Hi3BHHYBaH-€
cnopen Tpoc6opr (1995) / tr Trosborg’un Oziir Stratejileri

I. Explicit apology / mk Excnuimuurno u3BunyBame / tr Agik 0ziir dileme
1. Expression of regret / mk UspasyBame xaeme / tr Uziintii bildirme

e.g., mk Xan mu e 3a rpemikara BO Mojata ceMHHapcka paborta./ ¢r Seminer
6devimdeki hata i¢in lizglinim. / I’m sorry for the mistake in my seminar paper.
2. Offer of apology / mk Ionyna 3a mssunyBame / tr Oziir dileme teklifi

e.g., mk Ce u3BMHYyBaM 3a 3a0yHara NpeJu3BUKaHA OJ MOjara CEMHHapCKa
pabota. / tr Seminer 6devimin yarattig1 karisiklik i¢in 6ziir dilerim. / I apologize for the
confusion caused by my seminar paper.
3. Request for forgiveness / mk bapame npomka / #r Af dileme

e.g., mk Be Monam mpocTeTe MU 3a HECOOJBETHUTE U3BOPH ILTO T KOPUCTEB BO
cemuHapckara padota. / tr Seminer 6devimde kullandigim uygun olmayan kaynaklar
icin beni affedin. / Please forgive me for the inappropriate sources used in the seminar
paper.

II. Explanation or account / mk O0jacHyBame WM ompaBiyBame / tr
Aciklama veya gerekce
1. Explanation of the situation / mk OGjacnyBame Ha cuTyanujara / tr Durumun
agiklanmasi

e.g., mk bubnmuotekara Oemie 3aTBOpeHa J0ACKa ja TIOATOTBYBAaB CEMHHApPCKATa
pabora. / tr Seminer 6devimi hazirladigim sirada kiitliphane kapaliydi. / The library was
closed while I was preparing my seminar paper.
2. Justification or excuse / mk OnpaBayBame uiu u3ropop / tr Gerekce veya bahane

e.g., mk He moOWB jacHE WHCTPYKIIMH 32 TIOJTOTBYBamkbE HAa CEMHHAPCKa padora. /
tr Seminer 6devinin hazirlanmastyla ilgili net talimatlar almadim. / I didn’t receive clear
instructions for preparing the seminar paper.

III. Taking on responsibility (Acknowledgement of responsibility) / mk
IIpu3naBame, npeseMame Ha oaropopuoct / tr Sorumlulugu kabul etme, iistlenme
1. Accepting the blame / mk LlenocHo npudakame na BuHata / tr Sucu kabul etme

e.g., mk Hemocnennocture Bo oOpaboTkara Ha MpoOJIEMOT BO CeMHHapcKara
paboTa ce IEeIOCHO Moja OAroBOpHOCT. / tr Seminer ¢alismasinda problemin ele
alimisindaki tutarsizliklar tamamen benim sorumlulugumdur. / The inconsistencies in
the treatment of the problem in the seminar paper are entirely my responsibility.
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2. Expressing self-deficiency / mk HcraknyBame concTBeHAa HeJOBOJIHOCT / fr
Kisisel yetersizligi ifade etme

e.g., mk He rv mpoBepuB Aeranurte JOBOJIHO BHUMATENHO. / f Detaylar1 yeterince
dikkatli kontrol etmedim. / I didn’t check the details carefully enough.
3. Recognizing the hearer’s right to complaint / mk Ilpu3naBame Ha MpaBoTO Ha
COTOBOPHHMKOT J1a ce :kaJju / #r Dinleyicinin sikayet hakkini kabul etme

e.g., mk Bo mpaBo cTe mTo o4eKyBaTe 100po CTPYKTyHpaHa CEMHHApcKa padoTa. /
tr Diizglin yapilandirilmis bir seminer ddevi beklemekte haklisiniz. / You are right to
expect a properly structured seminar paper.
4. Expressing lack of intent / mk UcraknyBame 1exka HeMaso Hamepa / tr Niyetin
olmadigimi ifade etme

e.g., mk HemaB Hamepa Jja mogHecaMm HelelIoCHa ceMuHapcka pabota. / ¢ Eksik bir

seminer ¢aligmasi teslim etmeyi istemedim./ I did not intend to submit an incomplete

seminar paper.
5.Refusal to acknowledge responsibility / mk OnouBame 1a ce npe3emMe 0OATOBOPHOCT
/ tr Sorumlulugu reddetme

e.g., mk HenocracyBaukure pedepeHIy ce pe3ysitaT Ha cucTeMcka rpemika. / tr Eksik
kaynaklar sistem hatasindan kaynaklandi. / The missing references were due to a system
erTor.

IV. Offer of repair or compensation / mk Ilonyna 3a nonpaska / tr Telafi
onerisi
1. Material compensation / mk Marepujanna komnen3zanuja / tr Maddi telafi
e.g., mk Ke nmoasecaM peBnanpana Bep3nja Ha cCeMHUHapcKkata padora. / fr Seminer
caligmasinin diizeltilmis bir versiyonunu teslim edecegim. / I will submit a revised
version of the seminar paper.
2. Non-material repair / mk Hemarepujaina nonpaska / tr Maddi olmayan telafi
e.g., mk BHUMaTeHO Ke ja peBUIMpaM CTPYKTypara Ha ceMHHapckara pabora. / tr
Projenin yapisini dikkatlice gdzden gegirecegim. / I will carefully revise the structure
of the seminar paper.
V. Promise of forbearance / mk BeryBame 3a BO3Ip:KaHOCT (HEMOBTOPyBame Ha
HaBpenara) / tr Tekrar etmeme sozii
e.g., mk Bo uoHHHA TIOBHUMATEIHO KE T'M CJIEJaM YIaTCTBATa 3a MOJTOTBYBAHbE
cemMuHapcka padota. / tr Bundan sonra seminer ¢aligmasini hazirlarken talimatlar1 daha
dikkatli takip edecegim. / In the future, I will follow the instructions for preparing the
seminar paper more carefully.

In 1996, Swedish linguist Karin Aijmer built upon the models of Olshtain and Cohen
(1983) and Blum-Kulka and Olshtain (1984). Her approach is based on corpus analysis
of authentic speech data, providing insight into the real use of language in interaction.
Aijmer focuses on the actual use of apology strategies in speech, their frequency and their
pragmatic function in interaction. She treats apology as a conversational routine that is a
routinized interactive practice realized through conventionalized linguistic formulas. She
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views apology strategies as dynamic and contextually conditioned pragmatic choices in
discourse.

Table 6: Apology Strategies According to Aijmer

Aijmer’s apology strategies (1996) / mk Crparernure 3a H3BHHYBam€
cnopen Ajmep / tr Aijmer’in Oziir Stratejileri

I. Explicit-emotional apology / mk ExcnjMIIUTHO eMOIIMOHAJIHO H3BUHYBaH€
/ tr Agik duygusal 6ziir dileme
1. Explicitly apologizing / mk Excniimuutno nzBunyBame / fr Acikca 6ziir dileme
e.g., mk Ce M3BHHYBaM IITO TO UCIYIITHB TBOJOT MOBHK. / t Senin aramant
kagirdigim i¢in 6ziir dilerim. / [ apologize for missing your call.
2. Expressing regret / mk WizpasyBame xkajeme / tr Uziintii ifade etme
e.g., mk HaBucTrHa MU € *aJl ITO He MOXKEB Jia ce jaBaM ropano. / ¢t Daha dnce
cevap veremedigim i¢in gergekten lizgliniim. / I’m really sorry I couldn’t answer earlier.
II. Explicit non-emotional apology / mk ExcniunuTHO HeeMONMOHAJHO
u3BuHYyBame / tr Acik duygusal olmayan 6ziir dileme
1. Offering one’s apologies / mk Ynarysame na n3punyBame / tr Ozriinii sunma
e.g., mk Be Monam npucgarere ro MOETO H3BUHYBAHE LITO CE jaByBaM TOJIKY JOIIHA.
/ myp. Bu kadar ge¢ aradigim i¢in 6zriimii kabul edin. / Please accept my apologies for
the late call.
2.Acknowledging a debt of apology / mk IlpnzHaBame Ha TOJTKHOCT 32 H3BHHYBAaH€
/ tr Oziir borcunu kabul etme
e.g., mk Ty nomkam M3BHHYBaIbE ILITO HE TH OJITOBOPUB Ha opakute. / i Mesajlarina
cevap vermedigim i¢in sana bir 6ziir bor¢luyum. / I owe you an apology for not replying
to your messages.
3. Demanding forgiveness / mk bapame npomka co nucucrupame / tr Af dileme
e.g., mk Mopa a MU IPOCTHII LITO 3200paBUB /1a ce jaBaM, He Oelle HaMepHoO. / 1
Aramay1 unuttugum icin beni affetmelisin, bilerek yapmadim. / You have to forgive me
for forgetting to call; it wasn’t intentional.
4. Explicitly requesting forgiveness / mk Excnuinnintao 6apame npomka / tr Agikca
af dileme
e.g., mk Te Monam mpocTH MU LITO HE TU c€ jaBUB mopano. / ¢ Daha Once
arayamadigim i¢in liitfen beni affet. / anr. Please forgive me for not calling back sooner.
III. TImplicit-emotional apology / mk HWMIUIMIUTHO €eMOLMOHAJIHO
u3BuHyBame / tr Dolayli duygusal 6ziir dileme
1. Giving an explanation or account / mk O0jacHyBame WM onpasBiyBamwe / tr
Aciklama yapma veya gerekce
e.g., mk Mu ce ucnpaszan Oarepujara Ha Tene(oHOT, 3aT0a HE OJTOBOPHB. / {7
Telefonumun sarj1 bitmisti, o ylizden cevap veremedim. / My phone battery died, so I
didn’t answer.
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2. Expressing emotion / mk WU3pa3yBame emouuja / tr Duygu ifade etme
e.g., mk HaBuctuHa ce 4yBCTBYBaMm JIOIIO IITO TO MCIYIITHB TBOjOT MOBHK. / {7
Aramani kagirdigim i¢in kendimi gergekten kotii hissediyorum. / I feel really bad about
missing your call.
IV. Implicit non-emotional apology / mk UMNIMIUTHO HeeMOLMOHAJHO
u3BuHyBame / fr Dolayli duygusal olmayan 6ziir dileme
1. Self-denigration / mk Camoo0BunyBame / fr Kendini su¢clama
e.g., mk beB MHOTY HEBHUMATEJICH IITO HE TO HAOJHUB TenedoHoT. / t7 Telefonu
sarj etmedigim i¢in ¢ok dikkatsizdim. / [ was careless not to charge my phone.
2. Minimizing responsibility / mk HamanyBame Ha oaroBopsocta / tr Sorumlulugu
azaltma
e.g., mk Curnanor Geue MHOTY cnab. / tr Sinyal ¢ok kotiiydl. / The signal was
really bad.
3. Acknowledging responsibility / mk IlpusnaBame ogroBopoct / tr Sorumlulugu
kabul etme
e.g., mk Moja BuHa e, Tpebarie a1a Tu ce jaBam. / ¢ Benim hatam, seni aramalrydim.
/ It’s my fault; I should have called you.
4. Promising forbearance / mk BeryBame 3a BO3Ip:KaHOCT (HENMOBTOpPyBame) / tr
Tekrar etmeme sozii
e.g., mk Hema noBropHo aa ce ciryuu, Ke To Ipkam TenedoHoT BriryueH. / ¢ Bir daha
olmayacak, telefonumu agik tutacagim. / It won’t happen again; I’ll keep my phone on.

In 2003, the Swedish linguist Mats Deutschmann expanded the apology strategies
of Holmes, Blum-Kulka, and Olshtain, refining them in terms of context and intensity,
and giving them a distinct discourse perspective. He analyzed apology strategies in real
speech situations, showing how they function and combine in actual communication. This
approach presents apology as a dynamic speech act that develops gradually according to
the needs of the participants in communication. As a novelty, Deutschmann introduced
the analysis of apology intensity, demonstrating that speakers can adjust the level of
apology depending on the relationship between interlocutors and the seriousness of the
offense. His analyses also show that the choice and combination of apology strategies
depend on institutional, social, and cultural contexts.

Table 7: Apology Strategies According to Deutschmann

Deutschmann’s apology strategies (2003) / mk CTparerunre 3a
u3BuHyBame cnopen Jdojuman / tr Deutschmann’n Oziir Stratejileri

I. IFID — Illocutionary force indicating device (Explicit apology) / mk
NuankaTop Ha WIOKYTHBHATa cwia (eKCIVIMIMTHO u3BMHYBamwe) / #r IFID —
Edimsel giicii belirten gosterge (acik 6ziir dileme)

1. Expression of regret / mk W3pasyBame xkajeme / tr Uziintii bildirme

e.g., mk YKan mu e mto 3anonauB Ha yac./ r Derse ge¢ kaldigim i¢in lizgiiniim. /

I’m sorry for being late to class.
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2. Offer of apology / mk Ynarysame uspunyBame / tr Oziir dileme

e.g., mk Ce u3zBunyBam 1ito 3anounuB. / tr Geg kaldigim i¢in 6zir dilerim. / |

apologize for being late.
3. Request for forgiveness / mk bapame npomka / tr Affetme talebi

e.g., mk Te MoyaM, IPOCTH MU IITO 3aJ0IHUB Ha 4ac. / tr Derse ge¢ kaldigim igin
beni affedin. / Please forgive me for being late to class.

II. Taking on responsibility (Acknowledgement of responsibility) / mk
IIpe3emame, npu3HaBame HA OAroBOpHOCT / tr Sorumlulugu tistlenme, kabul etme
1. Explicit self-blame / mk ExcnanuunTHO Mpu3HaBame Ha BUHATA / fr Sucgu acgikca
kabul etme

e.g., mk Moja BuHa e mTo 3a01HuB Ha 4ac. / tr Derse ge¢ kalmam benim hatamdi.
/ 1t was my fault that [ was late.
2. Expression of lack of intent / mk U3pa3yBame HeHamepHocT / #r Kasit olmadigin
ifade etme

e.g., mk HemaB Hamepa na 3agornHam. / ¢ Niyetim ge¢ kalmak degildi. / I didn’t
mean to be late.
3.Expression ofembarrassmentor shame/mk 3pa3yBame cpaM WIN HENPUjATHOCT
/ tr Utan¢ veya mahcubiyet ifade etme

e.g., mk MHuory mu e HenpujaTHO mTo 3amonHuB./ tr Geg kaldigim i¢in ¢ok
mahcubum. / I feel very embarrassed about being late.
4. Expression of self-deficiency / mk UctaknyBame auuyen HexocTatok / tr Kisisel
yetersizligi ifade etme

e.g., mk beB HeopraHmsmpaHa, ¥ 3aToa HE TPrHAB HA yUWJIHINTE HA Bpeme./ {7
Diizensizdim, bu ylizden okula zamaninda ¢ikamadim. / I was disorganized, so [ didn’t
leave for school on time.

III. Explanation or account of the situation / mk OO0jacuyBame wuin
00pa3JiokyBame Ha cutyanujara / tr Durumun agiklanmasi veya gerekcelendirilmesi

e.g., mk 3ajonHuB, Ouzejku aBroOycor noiHeie. / i Otobiis geciktigi igin derse
gec kaldim. / I was late because the bus was delayed.

IV. Offer of repair or compensation / mk Ilonyna 3a monpaBka uin HagoMecT
/ tr Telafi veya onarim teklifi

e.g., mk Ke ro HajoMecTaM IpoInymTeHoTo ox yacor. / ¢ Derste kagirdiklarimi
telafi edecegim. / I will make up for what [ missed in class.

V. A promise of forbearance (promise not to repeat the offence) / mk
BeryBame 3a BO31p:KaHOCT (HEMOBTOpPYBalbe Ha MPeKPIIOKOT) / #r Kaginma vaadi
(tekrar etmeme sozli)

e.g., mk Cnenauor nar ke Tpraam nopano. / tr Bir dahaki sefere daha erken
cikacagim. / Next time, I’ll leave earlier.

One of Deutschmann’s key contributions is the insight that an apology is rarely
realized through a single strategy; instead, it most often consists of a cluster of strategies.
In other words, the IFID (Illocutionary Force Indicating Device) is frequently combined
with explanations, acknowledgements of responsibility, and offers for repair. For example:
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Table 8: A Combination of Apology Strategies
A cluster of strategies (a combination of apology strategies) / mk Kiactep
o/ cTpaTerny (KOMGHMHANHMja 01 cTpaTerny 3a m3BunyBame) / tr Oziir Stratejileri
Kiimesi (Oziir Stratejilerinin Birlesimi)

e.g., mk 1. Xan mu e mro 3agonauB Ha 9acot. / I’'m sorry that I was late for class.
(IFID — explicit apology); 2. Moja BuHa e. / It was my fault. (Explicit self-blame); 3. bes
Heopranusupana. / | was disorganized. (Expressing self-deficiency); 4. A u aBroOycot
nounente. / And the bus was late as well. (Explanation of the situation); 5. Ke ro
HajzioMecTaM nponymreHoTo ox yacot. / I’ll make up for what [ missed in class. (Offer
of compensation or repair); 6. OBa Hema Jia ce IOBTOPH — yTpe Ke Tpruam nopaso. / It
won’t happen again — I’ll leave earlier tomorrow. (A promise of forbearance).

e.g., tr 1. Derse ge¢ kaldigim igin 6ziir dilerim. / I’'m sorry that I was late for
class. (IFID — explicit apology); 2. Benim hatam. / It was my fault. (Explicit self-
blame); 3. Diizensizdim. / I was disorganized. (Expressing self-deficiency); 4. Ayrica
otobiis de gecikti. / And the bus was late as well. (Explanation of the situation); 5.
Derste kagirdiklarimi telafi edecegim. / I’ll make up for what I missed in class. (Offer
of compensation or repair); 6. Bu tekrarlanmayacak — yarin daha erken ¢ikacagim. / It
won’t happen again — I’ll leave earlier tomorrow. (A promise of forbearance).

The apology strategies of Fraser (1981), Cohen and Olshtain (1983), Blum-Kulka
and Olshtain (1984), Holmes (1990), Trosborg (1995), Aijmer (1996) and Deutschmann
(2003) are widely used in research on the speech act of apology in pragmatic studies
in North Macedonia and Turkey. Researchers apply these strategies according to their
preferences, or they combine and adapt them to their language.

In this study, we specifically demonstrate the apology strategies of Fraser, Cohen and
Olshtain, Blum-Kulka and Olshtain, Holmes, Deutschmann, Trosborg and Aijmer through
typical apologies in Macedonian and Turkish in common university student situations.
These situations include: apologizing for breaking a ballpoint pen; being unable to help a
classmate prepare for an exam; breaking a mobile phone; losing a dictionary; being late
to class; making a mistake in a seminar paper; and missing a phone call.

6. Discussion

The study of the speech act of apology in Macedonian and Turkish, based on
the strategies of Fraser (1981), Cohen and Olshtain (1983), Blum-Kulka and Olshtain
(1984), Holmes (1990), Trosborg (1995), Aijmer (1996), and Deutschmann (2003),
showed that all these models are applicable to university students in both languages. The
linguistic realization of these strategies and sub-strategies was illustrated with examples
in Macedonian and Turkish. This analysis revealed linguistic equivalents and confirmed
the universal character of the speech act of apology. In every society, culture, family,
and educational institution, young people are taught to apologize, just as they learn the
rules of chess, dominoes, backgammon, or various sports. The apology strategies used
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by university students in Macedonia and Turkey do not show significant differences,
as students in both countries employ the same or similar strategies under the same
circumstances.

7. Conclusion

In the university edicational process, where cooperation and teamwork are
important; offenses, mistakes, and transgressions can affect: the efficiency of teaching,
students’ satisfaction with their university experience, and the overall functioning of the
group during studies. Resolving and overcoming these conflict situations is essential
for creating a healthy and productive learning environment. To restore harmonious
relationships, cooperation and teamwork, the speech act of apology plays a fundamental
role in overcoming conflict and can lead to reconciliation. Students understand that
personal and educational development involves learning from mistakes and taking
responsibility for their actions, contributing to continuous growth. In this way, apology
lays the foundation for mutual understanding, respect for different perspectives, and the
maintenance of harmonious relationships among students.

The role of individual characteristics, empathy, maturity, and ethical awareness
directly influences students’ readiness to apologize. At the same time, tradition and
religious upbringing within the family significantly affect this readiness. In both Christian
and Muslim belief systems, apology, repentance, and forgiveness hold an important place.
For example, in Orthodox Christianity, the holiday Prochka (mk Ilpouka) is observed,
during which people forgive each other before the beginning of Lent, a tradition of great
importance in Macedonia. On this day, everyone says to one another, younger to older
and older to younger: “Forgive me”, and the response is: “You are forgiven by me and by
God.” Repentance and forgiveness should be sincere, reflected in the heart and soul, and
expressed through thoughts, words, and actions, enabling harmonious relationships filled
with respect and love. When this happens, we have truly forgiven or we have truly been
forgiven. Repentance and forgiveness involve changing one’s thoughts and actions and
committing not to repeat the mistake.

Nihal Isbilen (2024) investigates the relationship between apology strategies and
religiosity in Turkey and concludes: “Individuals with higher levels of religiosity more
frequently apply the strategy of directness in the apology process, expressing a more
open and responsible attitude. In the Islamic ethical tradition, concepts such as the right
of the other (# kul hakki) and repentance (¢ tovbe) are emphasized as important moral
and spiritual principles that encourage the individual to perform the act of apology within
vertical (God-human) and horizontal (human-human) relations. The belief that behavior
violating the rights of others cannot be rectified solely through apology, but also requires
forgiveness from the harmed party, strengthens the moral responsibility of individuals to
compensate and correct the wrong committed (p. 367)".

Students in North Macedonia and Turkey demonstrate similar systems of politeness in
the speech act of apology. These similarities in the way Macedonian and Turkish speakers
apologize stem from the similar and shared cultural values in Macedonian and Turkish
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culture, as well as from the education and upbringing in both countries. The Macedonian
and Turkish framework of apology assumes that apology should be applied and regarded
as a virtuous act, not a sign of weakness. In both cultures, failing to acknowledge an
offense, guilt, or mistake is considered disrespectful toward the interlocutor. For the
restoration of harmonious relationships, in addition to apology, compensation for the
harm caused is also offered. As a result of these shared attitudes toward apology, students
in both cultures have developed similar or identical means and strategies for apologizing.
Research findings from North Macedonia and Turkey show similar tendencies. According
to Blagitsa Naumova and Violeta Janusjeva (b. Haymosa, B. Janymesa, 2025): “Research
results show that young Macedonian speakers use direct strategies more often than
indirect strategies in apologizing” (p. 259). Similar findings were observed by Koceva
(2021) in a comparative study: “Results showed that, quantitatively, direct apologies and
explanations prevail in both Macedonian and American English, most often accompanied
by additional strategies to repair the offense” (pp. 14-15). A similar conclusion is drawn
by Esin Ozge Esen (2021) in comparative studies of Turkish and Korean: “Overall, the
findings show that native speakers of Turkish have a tendency to use explicit expression
of apology strategy in all situations, no matter how close the participants are or what
kind of hierarchical relationship they have” (p. 116). Futhermore, Esen (2021) notes:
“When the speakers apologize to an acquaintance, native speakers of Turkish tend to
use explicit (direct) expressions of apology and repair in their apologies” (p. 117). In
their studies, Ozyildirrm (2010) and Nihal Isbilen (2024) conclude that the use of direct
apology strategies by native Turkish speakers increases with higher levels of education.

In Macedonia, students most frequently realize direct apology strategies through
several conventional linguistic forms. These include explicit performative forms (mk Ce
nzBunyBam/I apologise; Cakam na ce usBunam/I would like to apologise; bu cakan/a na
ce u3BuHamM/l would like to apologise; [Tapmnon/Pardon me), conventionalized short forms
(mk V3Bunu/Sorry; M3Bunu me/Excuse me), expressions of regret (mk XKan mu e/I’'m
sorry; XKamam/I regret it), expressions of explicit guilt or remorse (mk Kpuso mu e/l feel
bad about it; Muory mu e kpuBo/I feel really bad; XKan mu e 3a Toa mro ro Hanpasus/I’'m
sorry for what I did; 3uam neka 3rpemms/l know I was wrong; 3rpemus/l was wrong),
and expressions requesting forgiveness (mk Ilpoctu mu/Forgive me). In Turkish, students
most frequently realize direct apology strategies through explicit performative forms (tr
Oziir dilerim/I apologize, I'm sorry; Oziir dilemek istiyorum/I would like to apologize;
Pardon/Pardon me), conventionalized short forms (tr Affedersin/Sorry; Kusura bakma/
Excuse me), expressions of regret (tr Uzgiiniim/I'm sorry; Pismanimm/I regret it;
Uziildiim/I regret it; Keske olmasaydy/I wish it hadn’t happened), expressions of explicit
guilt or remorse (tr Mahcubum/I feel embarrassed; Sucluyum/I feel guilty; Kendimi
suglu hissediyorum/I feel guilty; Benim hatam/It is my fault; Yanlig yaptim/I was wrong;
Yanlis yaptigimi biliyorum/I know I was wrong; Yaptigim i¢in iizgliinim/I’m sorry for
what I did), and expressions requesting forgiveness (tr Beni affet/Forgive me; Bagisla/
Forgive me).
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Direct apology strategies in both Macedonian and Turkish can be modified and
intensified. In both languages, there is a tendency for direct apologies to be internally
modified, resulting in an intensification of the apology. Intensification is a linguistic and
pragmatic device through which the speaker strengthens their expression of apology to
emphasize sincerity, show greater empathy and responsibility, or increase support for the
affected listener. This can be achieved through the use of adverbs (e.g., mk naBuctuna/
tr gergekten/really; mk muory/tr ¢ok/very) and politeness marker (e.g., mk Te momam/
tr lutfen/please), which strengthen the message and influence the listener’s perception.
Examples: mk Muory ce uzBunyBam/tr Cok 6ziir dilerim/I’m very sorry; mk MHory ce
kaam/tr Cok pismanim/I’m very sorry; mk Muory mu e xain/tr Cok tizgiinim/I’m very
sorry; mk HaBuctina mu e xan/tr Gergekten lizgiiniim/I’m really sorry; mk HaBuctuna
MHory ce u3BuHyBam/tr Gergekten ¢ok oziir diliyorum/I’m really very sorry; mk Te monam
npudaru ro MoeTo u3BuHyBame./tr Liitfen 6zriimii kabul et/Please accept my apologies;
mk Te monam, mpoctu mu/¢r Liitfen beni affet/Please, forgive me.

Consequently, in both Macedonian and Turkish cultures, the person who apologizes
establishes good relationships and gains trust, while the one who does not apologize
creates the impression of arrogance and inability to build good relationships with others.
Therefore, in social interaction, apology is valued as a virtuous behavior and represents
one of the most studied topics in intercultural and cross-cultural studies worldwide,
including Turkey and North Macedonia.
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