
2902 
 

x to carry out self-correction of identified deficiencies;  
x to define the limits of his knowledge. 
All these skills are formed in the process of doing special training and correctional exercises. 

Under such system of assessment, students try to evaluate, first of all, themselves and their actions, 
which greatly contributes to the development of their self-assessment. 

The technology of criteria-based assessment is based on the psychological and pedagogical 
patterns of the formation of key competencies. Psychological - pedagogical bases of control is to 
point out shortcoming in students' work, to identify the patterns and causes in order to address 
shortcomings. 

Using criteria-based assessment allows students: 
x to use a variety of learning styles, types of thinking and abilities to confirm learning 

outcomes; 
x to know and understand criteria for assessing to predict their own learning outcomes; 
x to participate in reflexion, assessing oneself and peers; 
x to use knowledge to solve real problems, express different points of view, think 

critically. 
Individualization of educational activities of monitoring and assessment is a prerequisite for 

the development of full-fledged educational activities of students. The technology of criteria-based 
assessment allows to create more focused feedback from the teacher and also allow to develop self-
evaluatıon skills among students. 

Undoubtedly, the creation of criteria-based assessment as rubrics requires from the teacher a 
certain amount of time and effort. However, the global network offers free Web 2.0 services for 
compiling electronic rubrıc assessment models: Teachnology, Rubistar4teachers, Annenberg 
Learner, etc. 

To conclude, comprehensive study of the psychological and pedagogical consequences of 
the introduction of criteria-based assessment in the educational process is focused on solving a 
number of relevant tasks: development of self-regulation and self-organization of students, which 
ultimately should lead to the formation of a successful experience of self-education. The criteria-
based assessment corresponds to the subject learning objectives and does not depend on the mood 
of the teacher. It provides clearly defined levels of achievement, shows the level of knowledge, 
understanding and use of skills as well as promotes the development of self-assessment skills. 
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Introduction 
Pragmatics is the study of the relationships between linguistic forms and the users of those 

forms. In this three-part distinction, only pragmatics allows human into the analysis. The ad-
vantages of studying language via pragmatics is that one can talk about people intended meaning, 
their assumptions, their purposes or goals, and the kinds of actions that they are performing when 
they speak [1]. 

According to Thomas model of pragmatic failure cross cultural communication refers to the 
message transmitted between two or more interlocutors who do or do not share a common culture or 
linguistic background. In other words, pragmatics goes beyond the meaning of syntactic form and 
semantic or as cited by Grice '' the overt meaning differs from the implied [2]''. 

Different scholars define apologies in different ways: Olshtain and Cohen (1983) perceived 
apology as a social event and they believed that it will be performed when social norms are violat-
ed. Brown and Levinson (1987) considered apology as a face threatening act which damages, to 
some degree, the speaker's positive face, since in doing it, the speaker admits that he or she has 
done a transgression [3]. 

It aims to obtain a better understanding on the type of apology speech act strategies which 
Kazakh EFL learners at different proficiency levels use in their L2 productions and to discover 
whether there are any significant differences between the participants' apology strategies with re-
spect to their proficiency levels. Furthermore, it is intended to compare the learners' apology strate-
gies they use far their L1 and L2 based on apology frameworks in Kazakh and English to see 
whether they are similar or different. 

The research questions: What type of apology speech act strategies do Kazakh EFL learners 
at different proficiency levels use in their L2 productions? How L1 apology speech act patterns 
used by EFL learners are different from their L2 productions? 

The participants in this study are 11 (4 males and 7 females) Kazakh students at Eurasian 
National University. They are 4 year students who are studying 2 Forign Languages: English and 
Chinese/German/French. The participants' age is 18-22 year old students. English is regarded as a 
foreign language for all of them. In this study the gender of the participants was not taken into con-
sideration as there were an unequal number of male and female participants, but the proficiency 
level was the variable, the role of which was to be examined. 

The data collection methods which are used in the present study are the quick placement test 
to determine the proficiency level of the participants and 8 questions in English and Kazakh that 
English one was a modified version of ''Discourse Completion Test'' and its Kazakh translation. 
With the help of Survey Monkey we collected our data. Then we sent it via What's App. English 
version was sent firstly and a week later we sent Kazakh version to our participants. 

Coding scheme 
In this study the apology strategies were coded according scheme developed by Cross-

Cultural Speech Act Realization Patterns (CCSARP) 
Speech act of apologizing 
1. Illocutionary Force Indicating Device 
1.1. I'm sorry 
1.2. I apologize 
1.3. Forgive me 
1.4. Excuse me 
1.5. Pardon me for... 
1.6. I'm afraid... 
1.7. I regret that... 
2. Acknowledgement of Responsibility 
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2.1. Explicit self-blame 
2.2. Lack of intent 
2.3. Justifying hearer 
2.4. Expression of self-deficiency 
2.5. Concern for the hearer 
2.6. Statement of offence 
2.7. Refusal to acknowledge guilt 
2.8. Expression of embarrassment 
3. Explanation or Account 
4. Offer of Repair 
5. Promise of Forbearance 
6. Intensifiers 
6.1. Intensifying adverbials 
6.2. Emotional expressions 
6.3. Expressions marked for register 
6.4. Double intensifier/repetition 
6.5. The use of the word 'please' 
6.6. Hope for forgiveness 
6.7. Swearing 
6.8. Stressing exceptionality 
7. Downgrading the offence 
7.1. Query precondition 
7.2. Act innocently 
7.3. Future task-oriented remark 
7.4. Humor/ Phatic communion 
7.5. Appeaser 
8. Alerters 
8.1. Title/ role 
8.2. Surname 
8.3. First name 
8.4. Nickname 
8.5. Endearment Term 
8.6. Offensive term 
 
In this study, the quick placement test by http://www.stgeorges.co.uk/online-english/online-

english-test was used as a widely recognized reliable and valid test to determine proficiency levels 
of university participants. The quick placement test had 40 questions are mostly examination of 
English grammar issues, but also their knowledge of vocabulary, some phrasal verbs and idioms are 
put to the test. Every question is a multiple-choice format with 4 possible answers; there is only one 
correct solution on each occasion. 

The DCT used in this study included a brief description of the situation. The questionnaire 
included 4 fixed discourse situations, which a university student was likely to encounter in his/her 
daily language interactions. Each situation consisted of a brief description of the addressee's charac-
teristics, namely, social distance (degree of familiarity between the interlocutors), social dominance 
(the relative degree of the social power of the interlocutors over each other), and finally the offence 
being committed. Then, the students reading each situation were then supposed to identify them-
selves with the people committing the offenses in the situations and write down their normal lan-
guage reaction in such situations [4]. 

Two main social factors included in these situations were not considered as they did not 
serve the purpose of the present study, and the only valued variable of this study was the proficien-
cy levels of participants. In addition to a questionnaire in English, the participants were given a 
questionnaire in Kazakh one week later. This questionnaire was a translated version of the previous 
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one into Kazakh which was used to compare the apology strategies the participants used for their L1 
and L2 to see whether they are similar or different, and also to examine the extent to which Kazakh 
learners of English at different proficiency levels transfer their L1 apology speech act patterns in 
their L2 production. 

To reach the objectives of the present study, the learners took the proficiency test. The stu-
dents were placed in three groups of intermediate (N=3), upper intermediate (N=6), and advanced 
(N=2) regarding the scores which were obtained. To determine the proficiency levels of partici-
pants, Online English Test was conducted. 

The first question was to investigate whether the apology strategies are used by EFL learners 
at three levels of proficiency were the same or different. 

Table 1. The comparison of English Apology Head Act Formulas Used by participants at 3 
levels of Proficiency. 

 
Level IFID EXPL RESP REPR FORB Total 
Intermediate 10 

41% 
2 
8.3% 

9 
37.5% 

2 
8.3% 

1 
4.1% 

24 
100% 

Upper- in-
termediate 

19 
54.2% 

7 
20% 

3 
8.5% 

6 
17.1% 

- 
- 

35 
100% 

Advanced 8 
50% 

3 
18.75% 

3 
18.75% 

2 
12.5% 

- 
- 

16 
100% 

 
As it was indicated in Table 1, among five apology head-act formulas, IFID was the most 

frequent apology formula used in English productions by intermediate level participants. Out of 24 
answers provided by intermediate level participants, 10 or 41% included the use of an IFID expres-
sion. This was 37.5% for second main apology head act formula, namely, RESP. Intermediate level 
participants also used EXPL and REPR with a same frequency of 8.3% as the least frequent apolo-
gy head act formula. 

The most frequent apology formula used in English productions by upper-intermediate level 
participants was an IFID formula. Out of 35 answers provided by upper-intermediate level partici-
pants 19 or 54.2% of them was an IFID formula. This was 20% for EXPL as the second main apol-
ogy head act formula. None of upper-intermediate participants used FORB as the main apology 
head act formula. 

High level participants used IFID formula as the most frequent apology head-act formula. 
Out of 16 answers provided by high level participants, 8 or 50% of them was an IFID formula. This 
was 18.75% for the second main apology head act formula, namely, EXPL and RESP. RESP 12.5% 
was the least frequent apology head act formula at this level. FORB was not used by advanced level 
participants as the main apology head act formula. 

The second question was to investigate whether participants' L1 productions were different 
from their L2 productions or not. Participants were asked to complete the second questionnaire, too. 
This questionnaire was a translated version of the previous one into Kazakh which was used to 
compare the apology strategies the participants used for their L1 to see whether they were similar or 
different. 

Table2. Shows the frequencies and percentages of five apology head act formulas produced 
by intermediate, upper-intermediate, advanced levels participants in their Kazakh productions. 

 
Level IFID EXPL RESP REPR FORB Total 
Intermediate 8 

36.36% 
4 
18.18% 

3 
13.63% 

6 
27.27% 

1 
4.5% 

22 
100% 

Upper-
Intermediate 

18 
58% 

2 
6.4% 

2 
6.4% 

8 
25.8% 

1 
3.2% 

31 
100% 

Advanced 7 
53.8% 

1 
7.69% 

1 
7.69% 

3 
23% 

1 
7.69% 

13 
100% 
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Among five apology head-act formulas, IFID was the most frequent apology formula used 

in Kazakh productions by intermediate level participants. Out of 22 answers provided by low level 
participants, 8 or 36.36% included the use of an IFID expression. This was 27.27% for second main 
apology head act formula, namely, REPR. Low level participants also used RESP and EXPL with a 
little difference 13.63% and 18.18%, respectively. For example, Кɟшіɪші (I am sorry) or Мɟɧ 
ɛɚɣқɚɭɫызɞɚ зɚɬɬɚɪɞы ɬүɫіɪіɩ ɚɥɞыɦ (I accidentally took things off) were examples of IFID and 
EXPL formulas in Kazakh. Бұɥ ɦɟɧің ɤіɧәɦ (It is my fault) and Кɟшіɤɩɟɭɝɟ ɬыɪыɫɚɫыɧ ( I prom-
ise not to be late) were reasons of RESP and FORB. 

The most frequent apology formula used in Kazakh productions by upper-intermediate level 
participants was an IFID formula. Out if 31 answers provided by upper-intermediate participants 18 
or 58% of them was an IFID formula. This was 25.8% for RESP as the second main apology head 
act formula. Upper-intermediate level participants also used RESP and EXPL with a same frequen-
cy of 6.4% as less frequent apology act formula. As the least frequent apology act formula among 
upper-intermediate level participants was FORB 3.2%. 

Advanced level participants used IFID formula as the most frequent apology head-act for-
mula. Out of 13 answers provided by high level participants, 7 or 53.8% of them was an IFID for-
mula. This was 7.69% for the second main apology head act formula, namely, EXPL, RESP and 
FORB. REPR 2.3% was the least frequent apology head act formula among advanced level partici-
pants. 

Conclusion 
This study intended to analyze apology strategies which were used by EFL students at three 

levels of proficiency and also to contrast apology strategies between their L1 and L2 productions. 
The analyses of the data demonstrated that IFID was the most used formula in participants' produc-
tions in three levels of proficiency. Kazakh EFL learners used IFID formula with some added strat-
egies in some situations they used intensifiers. Most participants in three levels of proficiency used 
the similar and repetitive use of English apology as I'm sorry. 

This study also found that regarding the main apology head act formulas, all participants at 
three levels of proficiency used moderately similar apology formulas in their L1 and L2 produc-
tions. The use of IFID as the first and second most frequently used head act formula in both English 
and Kazakh indicated that given the same offence in the same context of Kazakh and English, EFL 
learners apologize more or less the same way. The emergence of EXPL was less frequently used 
formula by intermediate and upped-intermediate learners for both fist and second languages among 
five main apology head act formulas. This is an advanced level participants used FORB formula as 
the least apology formulas in their L1 and L2 productions.  
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