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Abstract

This study investigates refusals of requests afetottilised by speakers of Iragi Arabic
and British English, as well as by Iraqi learndr&nglish. It aims to identify the strategies
of refusal employed by these three groups of speake well as any differences between
them. 60 subjects participated in this study. 2fnilrArabic Speakers (lIAs), 20 Iraqi
Learners of English (ILEs), and 20 British EngliSpeakers (BEs). The elicitation method
adopted for the data collection consisted of aalisge completion test (DCT) and a series
of open-ended role plays. In both cases, the swesnamployed varied systematically
along the following parameters: social status, alodistance, rank of imposition and

gender.

The data obtained by both methods were categoiigeda number of strategies. An
attempt was made to provide a comprehensive déscripf the nature of refusal
strategies used by the subjects. The strategiegifidd were categorised following the
Beebe et al (1990) scheme of refusals. In additioey were classified according to the
(im)politeness superstrategies posited by Brownlawinson (1987) and Culpeper (1996).
The results indicate that the choice of refusaktegies reflects characteristics of Iraqi

versus British English culture. These results artoows:

1. Although both groups of subjects displayed sengjtio the social factors referred
to above, the relative influence of each factofed#d from one group to another.
Thus, Iraqgi Arabic Speakers (IAs) and Iragi LeasnafrEnglish (ILES) varied their
refusal strategies mainly according to status aisthice, while British English
Speakers (BEs) did so mainly according to statud gender. Besides, the

responses of the three groups were influencedéyeigree of imposition.

2. The application of refusals employed by the thnemigs differed according to the
eliciting method, namely, the DCT and the Role-Pl@&pnsequently, various
refusal strategies collected via the Role Playndilappear in the data collected by

the DCT and vice versa.

3. Certain strategies employed by Iraqi speakers afbitr were nonexistent in the

data of British English speakers and vice versa.
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4. The study of the interlanguage of Iragi learner€nglish as a foreign language
also confirmed the hypothesis that there is eviddic pragmatic transfer in the

order, the frequency and the content of semantmdae used.
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Chapter One

This chapter is composed of seven sections. Settibstates my motivation as well as the
rationale and statement of the problem for condgcthis study. Sections 1.2-3 introduce
the study aims and present the hypotheses on ihiglstudy is based. Section 1.4 briefly
describes the procedures and the data collectiahadg, followed by highlighting the

limitations and significance of the study in seesiadl.5-6. Finally, section 1.7 concludes

with an overview of the structure of the thesis.

1.1 Rationale and Statement of the Problem

Refusals are important because of their communiglgti central place in everyday
communication. In many cultures, how one says ‘lagrobably more important than the
answer itself. Therefore, sending and receiving essage of "no" is a task that needs
special skill (Abdul Sattar et. al, 2010:81). Tiierlocutor must know when to use the
appropriate form and its function depending on ¢bexmunity and its culturallinguistic
values (Al- Kahtani, 2005).

Beebe et al. (1990) explain that refusal is a cemppeech act to realise and it requires a
high level of pragmatic competence to be perforsertessfully. Refusals, by nature, tend
to be subtle. Speakers use different strategiesefasing without actually saying ‘No’. It

is, therefore, sometimes difficult to recognise ammnprehend refusals. Refusals, then,

prove to be a major cross-cultural problem for maog-native speakers.

During my one year of work in Iraq as a culturat dilingual advisor, | observed many

‘refusals’ amongst British and Iraqi native speakas they occurred in natural discourse.
In addition, | encountered situations when commaine broke down in refusing some

requests/offers due to inappropriate use of comeatioin skills or lack of cultural

awareness from the interlocutors.

Many studies have been conducted to investigate idewtify the cross-linguistic and
cross-cultural influences on the use of varioussheact realisation strategies in different

languages. Consequently, any research that identdross-linguistic and cross-cultural



16

influences on the use of various speech act réalisatrategies in Iragi Arabic language
can be beneficial for understanding the culturésogpeech community. As Rubin (1983)
has pointed out, speech acts reflect fundamentalrativalues that may be specific to a
speech community. Cultures have been shown to deagtically in their interactional
styles, leading to different preferences for modespeech act behaviours. As a result,
lack of knowledge of speech act realisation pastenmd strategies across cultures can lead
to breakdowns in intercultural and inter-ethnic commication. A similar view was
adopted by Nelson (2002) as he stated that onehefreéasons for studying Arabic

communication relates to the misunderstanding abArby many outside the Arab world.

Refusal is also sensitive to other sociolinguistariables such as the status of the
interlocutors relative to each other (e.g., refgsinrequest/offer from a friend versus a
supervisor at work), the social distance (e.g.usieiy a request/offer from a stranger
versus an intimate), rank of imposition (high, lomedium) and gender (male versus
female). Beebe et al. (1990) further explain tredtisals reflect ‘fundamental cultural
values’ and involve 'delicate interpersonal negimim that requires the speaker to 'build
rapport and help the listener avoid embarrassmgnt'68). It, therefore, warrants
investigation since the potential for offending theearer and the possibility of

communication breakdown are high.

1.2 Aims of the Study

The present study aims to investigate refusal esifes as realised by Iraqgi learners of
English as a foreign language (ILEs), native spesaké Iraqi Arabic (IAs), and native

speakers of British English (BEs). The focus of sihedy is to investigate how the three
groups of informants realise refusals and to exarttie types of semantic formulae used
in each refusal strategy, along with their frequeaicoccurrence and order of use. Another
goal here is to investigate the importance of foomtextual variables, viz, social status,
social distance, rank of imposition and genderadatounting for the variation in the

realisation of refusals in Iraqi Arabic and BritiEhglish. A further focus of the study is to
find evidence for pragmatic transfer that may ekisthe order, frequency and content of
semantic formulae used in the refusals of Iragrlees of English as a foreign language. In

addition, this study is one of a very small numbkstudies that used both the discourse
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completion test (DCH)and Role Plays in data collection. Thus, this tinvestigates
whether the subjects react differently or similasgen the refusal is written in the DCT

rather than spoken and subject to interactionabinegpn (in the Role Plays).

1.3 Hypotheses

The present study hypothesises that:

. The choice of one strategy rather than othersdiven situation is mainly determined by

three different variables: social status, socistatice, rank of imposition and gender.

. The frequency of the semantic formulae of refusadir content, order, situational context

and the linguistic forms available are culture-$jiec

Speakers of Iraqi Arabic and British English candigtinguished on the basis of their
refusal strategies.

Pragmatic transfer exists in the order, frequemay @ntent of semantic formulae used in

the refusals of Iragi learners of English as aigpréanguage.

1.4 Procedure and Data Collection

Two types of refusals were selected because thprgsent two distinct types of stimuli to
refusals, namely, requests and offers. Furthermtame elicitation methods were used to
collect the data; DCT and Role Play. Role Play method that may capture a dynamic
negotiation of meaning and may elicit multi-turneiractional data, allowing the analysis
of speech acts at the level of discourse. Thusiralatlata have been the source for setting
36 situations concerning refusals of request amer @ the DCT and 9 situations in the
Role Plays. In each case, a situation was descrigach situation was followed by a
request or offer and then a blank in which a rdfusauld fit. The subjects were asked to

write down what they would reply (see appendixSijnilarly, modified open-ended Role

1 A DCT was first developed by Blum-Kulka (1982)dansually consists of a written task in which
participants are required to write what they bei¢hrey would say in a particular situation (seeptéia3,
section 3.3.1 Discourse Completion Task/Test (DCT).
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Play scenarios were used to collect data orallghBRole Play situation is divided into two
parts: A and B. Informant B is the one who init&atke speech act (whether a request or an
offer), while informant A refuses (see appendix 3).

The subjects were divided into three groups aswal 20 Iraqi Arab speakers, 20 British
English speakers and 20 lIraqi learners of Enghsith the Iraqi learners of English
providing the foreign language data (chapter three)

The data were categorised according to the claaih scheme proposed by Beebe et al
(1990) (see chapter 2, section 2.6.2 for Beebe’aldtl990) coding scheme). Finally, the
results of the study are compared with previoudistuthat researched refusals such as Al-
Shalawi (1997), Al Issa (1998), Morkus (2009) ¢thapter two, section 2.6).

1.5 Limitation of the Study

This study investigates the refusal phenomenorragilArabic and British English. It
generally falls within sociopragmatics, which skslithe ways in which pragmatic
performance is subject to specific social varialdegonditions. The study is concerned
with the ways in which language is used to perfaefusals with four social and
situational variables that potentially affect these. However, due to time and space
limitation, the effect of some further linguistiaé situational factors such as age, and

occupation were not taken into account.

The data are utterances functioning as rejectiorabic and English as they are currently
used in Irag and Britain. Refusal includes rejetctd different types of speech acts. In this
study, however, for practical reasons, refusalspelech acts other than requests and offers

are not included.

It is commonly accepted that suprasegmental featofespeech such as intonation, stress
and rhythm are important components in speechaaten. However, due to the nature of
the written discourse completion test adoptedterdata collection in the DCT, these, are
not included in the collection of data or in thealysis of this study. Facial expressions,
such as raising the eyebrow, certain movementgpsfand nodding the head, which may
accompany the actual refusal act, are also omisiede the study is concerned only with

the actual linguistic realisation of refusal. Howevfeatures such as stress, loudness,
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rising/falling intonation, are considered in anatgsthe conversations extracted from Role

Play scenarios (appendix 8).

1.6 Significance of the Study

The present study can be of considerable valuethfose studying speech acts across
cultures. Since refusals may cause cross-cultuodl@ms, the study of the variation in the
realisation of refusals across cultures is usefulrfon-native speakers. It is commonly
recognised that the importance of cross-culturahroonication is constantly escalating
due to the increasingly cross cultural nature obneenic, political and personal
relationships worldwide. However, cross-cultural meounication, without an
understanding of different sociolinguistic ruledtea leads to pragmatic failure and
consequently to cross-cultural misunderstanding. differences between Iragi culture and
British culture may be reflected in the realisatairefusals in Arabic and English. If they
can be described in concrete ways, such differecoekl be more easily understood and
thus could improve cross-cultural communicatiouee misunderstandings and minimise

cultural clashes.

The study will assist English teachers in Irag taerstand the common features of the
English spoken by Iraqi learners of English as @igm language. It also provides the
predominant possible forms and strategies of réfiosalifferent occasions in Arabic and
English from which learners may benefit. Finallyjs worth stating that this is the first
study that investigates how refusals are realiseBritish English and Iraqgi Arabic. It is
also the first Arabic study that combines both D&Td Role Play methods to collate

refusal strategies.

1.7 Organisation of the thesis

The remainder of this thesis is structured as failo
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Chapter 2 first reviews the literature on pragnmlistics vs sociopragmatics, cross-
cultural pragmatics and the concept of ‘culturethén move on to discuss speech act
theories with an emphasis on refusals, requests,offiers, as well as theories of (im)

politeness. The last section pays particular atierib the refusal studies that informed the
design of this study.

Chapter 3 provides a detailed description of thia dallection and analysis methods that
were utilised in the present study, and a ratiof@léhe development of the DCT and Role
Play methods. The chapter concludes by a desaripfithe classification scheme used in
this study.

Chapter 4 provides a comprehensive descriptioh®f¢fusal strategies found in the data
of this study and discusses and orders these gitateas well as their number and
frequency, according to Beebe et al (1990) codeiese and the (im)politenesaper-
strategies posited by Brown and Levinson (1987)@ulpeper (1996).

Chapters 5-6 present the quantitative and quaigdindings of refusals of requests and
offers, respectively that were collected by the DTiie last section investigates pragmatic
transfer in ILEs data.

Chapter 7 follows a similar approach, but focusethe data extracted from the Role Plays

Finally, Chapter 8 provides a discussion of thelitateve and the quantitative findings. It
discusses the pedagogical implications of the tgesus well as the strengths and
weaknesses of the study. Finally, the chapter gesvsuggestions for future research.
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Chapter Two

Literature Review

This chapter provides the theoretical backgrourdtlie present study. | introduce the
notions of pragmalinguistics and sociopragmaticba@h types transfer; pragmalinguistic

and sociopragmatic, by ILEs from Iragi Arabic Wik observed in the present data.

As this study investigates refusal strategies feonross cultural perspective, it also sheds
some light on the important area of cross-cultpragmatics by elucidating its basic tenets.

The next section defines culture viewing it as beianstructed in interactions.

I will start by providing the concepts, ideas arigedries that form the theoretical
foundation for the empirical investigation of speeacts. | show how refusals, requests,

and offers are categorised according to Searl@89q)Lclassification of illocutionary acts.

Next, a discussion of the concept of politenegwravided and particular attention will be

paid to the (im) politeness theories of Brown amyihson's (1987) and Culpeper (1996)
as the data in this study will be processed acogrth their superstrategies. This chapter
moves on to present a review of some Arabic pa#srstudies. This review aims to show

the applicability of Brown and Levinson's (1987¢dhny as an analytical framework.

Finally, | take a look at Arabic refusal studiesvasl as other particularly relevant refusal
studies, since refusals are the focus of the ptedady. This is a particularly important
step as it will show, on the one hand, how prevstuslies informed the present study, and
on the other hand, to point out the gap in thedttee and show how the present study can

bridge this gap.

2.1 Pragmalinguistics vs sociopragmatics

Within general pragmatics, Leech (1983: 11) draws déastinction between

pragmalinguistics and sociopragmatics. The fornaer ke applied to the study of the more
linguistic area of pragmatics where we consider fiheticular resources which a given
language provides for conveying particular illoon(s). Barron (2002:7) states that

pragmalinguistics ‘refers to the range of resoufces which speakers of language have
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to choose when using that language’. These reseunctude pragmatic strategies (e.g.
directness and indirectness), pragmatic routines| modification devices (Ibid: 8).
Sociopragmatics is the sociological interface addgonatics which studies the ways in

which pragmatic performance and principles areestilip specific social conditions.

At the pragmalinguistic level in this study, thetalawill be examined to detect any
evidence of pragmatic transfer by ILEs at the lewél refusal strategies. At the

sociopragmatic level, an investigation will be @drout to demonstrate whether ILEs
varied their selection of refusal strategies altimg contextual parameters, namely: the

social status, social distance, degree of impesdind gender.

I will also investigate whether ILEs exhibit anyagmatic failure; pragmalinguistic and
sociopragmatic. Pragmatic failure is defined as‘itmebility to understand what is meant
by what is said’ (Thomas, 1983:91). A distinctiomae by Thomas (1983:99) between

pragmalinguistic failure and sociopragmatic failig@ very useful one:

a. Pragmalinguistic failure occurs when the pragmmiarce mapped by a speaker onto a
given utterance is systematically different frore fbrce most frequently assigned to it by
native speakers of the target language, or wheacspact strategies are inappropriately
transferred from first language (L1) to second leaygg (L2).

b. Sociopragmatic failure is a term Thomas (19§®)rapriated from Leech (1983:10-11),

which he used to refer to the social conditiongg@ibon language in use.

Moreover, Thomas (1983:99) argues that while prdigpaistic failure is basically a
linguistic problem, caused by differences in thegliistic encoding of pragmatic force,
sociopragmatic failure stems from cross-culturdifferent perceptions of what constitutes
appropriate linguistic behaviour.

As this study focuses on refusals from a crosssailtperspective, the following section

focuses on cross-cultural pragmatics.

2.2 Cross-Cultural Pragmatics

Cross-cultural pragmatics (henceforth, CCP) ishdfof study that has sprung up in

the 1980s of the last century as a reaction ag#uestinguistic universalism of Searle's
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typology of speech acts in the sense that suchieensal stance can be no longer
maintained (Huang, 2007:120). Its emergence isnglyoassociated with the names of
such world-known scholars as Wierzbicka 1985, 2a@#inen, 1981; and Schiffrin, 1984.
Wierzbicka remarks that the fundamental tenets GfPCare best delineated in the

following terms:

1. In different societies and communities, people kmbfierently.

2. These differences in ways of speaking are profamdisystematic.

3. They reflect different cultural values, or at ledsterent hierarchies of values.

4. Different ways of speaking, different communicatstgles can be explained and
made sense of in terms of independently establigliféztent cultural values and

cultural priorities.

These four tenets altogether embrace the basiarpillpon which this area of
pragmatics is built. In this respect, speech agsts@oliteness are assumed to be linguistic
universals, and when applying the notion of cultiméo pragmatics, cross-cultural
pragmaticians are able to find out how people frdifierent cultural and linguistic
backgrounds perform a stock of speech acts suekmessing gratitude, apology, request,
etc., and to what extent the notion of politenegsrésent, and in what way or ways people
from cross-cultures/languages keep responsive @optiliteness principle. As a result,
Wierzbicka (1985:175) concludes that cultural noren® reflected on speech act

realisations as evidenced by many crogkural studies.

Given the importance of culture in CCP and sinae ghesent study is concerned
with two sharply contrasted languages that are tgexily, linguistically, and culturally
diverse, the next section will attempt to clarifhetconcept of culture and show how the

‘old thinking’ about the concept culture have besetically deconstructed.

2.3 The Concept of Culture

No natural speech utterance is ever made in a wacugach is enriched and
empowered by the social and cultural loadings. Wihégractants encounter one another
without awareness of the cultural variability begoreach other's utterances,

miscommunication may take place. In explaining ¢biural variability, collectivism and
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individualism are widely adopted parameters (Nyd2006; Paulston 2014; Wierzbicka,
1985, 2003, 2006, among others). Jandt (2004:1@2}ssthat in individualistic cultures,
goals are set with minimal consideration givenrmugs other than perhaps nuclear family.
In collectivistic cultures, other groups are taketo account in a major way where goals
are set. Individualistic cultures are loosely imgggd while collectivistic ones are tightly

integrated.

However, simplistic generalisations of those refgrto collectivist and individualist
cultures are widely criticised and problematisedhiléf it is possible, broadly speaking, to
recognise tendencies towards collectivism or imtligiism in particular cultures, what is
striking about all cultural groups is that all steks display both collectivism and
individualism. Thus, whilst Arab cultures are ofteharacterised as tending towards
collectivist values (Hofstede, 1980), individualevertheless strive for their individual
rights and necessarily act as autonomous beingd. wmlst English culture is often
characterised as tending towards individualist eslyHofstede, 1980; Culpeper and
Demmen, 2011), individuals nevertheless recogriseimportance of their allegiance to
social groups such as the family and adjust thelrabiour and values to those groups
(Grainger et. al, 2016:25).

Jack et al. (2008: 875), on the other hand, skerelas heterogeneous; continuously
evolving as each individual makes their ‘route’digh social life, rather than being
‘rooted’ in any "homeland" (Clifford, 1997: 12). Hiday (1999) also argues for culture to
be conceptualised as a process of social consiruthiat explains cohesive behaviour
within small social groups. Furthermore, Schnegtal. (2014) consider culture as a set of
interacting spheres of influence, rather than stditnensions. They see national/regional
culture as just one sphere, with other spheregbdantified, such as industry (e.g. type of
business activity), professional (e.g. type of ediom and training undertaken by
individuals), functional (e.g. nature of the tasidartaken by individuals at work and the
time taken to complete it) and company (e.g. oggtional culture). This broader concept
does arguably omit other potential spheres sucfoasxample, age and gender. However,
Schneider et al. (2014) do not suggest people mgrammed by these spheres, but rather
move within and between them. Their concept theeefoovides for interaction between

spheres of culture, thus suggesting culture’s dyoaature.

This allegation underpins Holliday’'s (1999: 241)gament that a work group may

constitute one such form of social grouping. Hallidnakes a difference between ‘large
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culture’ and ‘small culture’, thus attempting "ibdrate ‘culture’ from notions of ethnicity
and nation” (ibid: 237). Holliday considers the cept of small culture to be particularly
appropriate given "that the world is becoming areasingly cosmopolitan, multicultural
place where cultures are less likely to appeaam@|coherent geographical entities” (ibid:
244). He (ibid: 248) notes "in the newly forming ainculture [...], each member will
bring small cultureesiduesirom other [...] collegial and peer experiences". éwtng to
him, small cultures are not subordinate to largikuces; rather they are permeable and
dynamic entities in which boundaries (between caklare not clear and where culture is
essentially performed, emerging in real time outsotial processes.Thus, culture is
enacted of face-to-face interaction and his attewsgms to avoid the pitfalls of treating
cultures as homogeneous and pre-existing entitias dre inherent in a large culture

approach (Grainger et al. 2016:16).

Piller (2011:70) also explains that we live in arld where people cross in and out of
cultural styles (Rampton 1995), engage in cultémalons (Pennycook 2007), are part of
third cultures (Tokuhama-Espinosa 2003), and whhydridity carries enormous
identifactory and analytic purchase (Maher 201@)such a world, a homogenous, nation-
focused intercultural communication device is nolystereotypical; it is also out of reach
(Piller, 2011:70).

Thus, the term ‘culture’ may be used to mean thiefise values and practices of any social
group that may be considered a community, notgasional, linguistic or ethnic groups
(Grainger et al. 2016:16). To the extent that ¢elis viewed as a practice, the widely used
notion of community of practice (Eckert and McColth@&net, 1998; Wenger, 1998) since
it refers to a group of people that is defined tiglto mutual engagement in a task or
activity and which has ‘a shared repertoire of tiedpte resources accumulated over time’
(Wenger, 1998: 76). For example, a white workirasslltalian-American woman does not
develop her ways of speaking directly from the éargategories working class, Italian-
American and female, but from her day-to-day exgrere as a person who combines those
three (and other) memberships. Her experiencebeilarticulated by her participation in
activities and communities of practice that ardipalar to her place in the social order. It
is in these communities of practice that she wdlielop an identity and the linguistic

practices to articulate this identity

In summary, as has already been argued abovereshould be treated as something that

people ‘do’, rather than something that they ‘have’ this way, a view of culture as
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monolithic, homogeneous and static, and which c¢de= directly with nationality or
ethnicity, may be avoided. Consequently, discustiegfindings of this study in terms of

the individualistic and collectivistic cultures Wie avoided.

2.4 Speech Act Theory

Current interest in speech act theory (hencef®#T) stems directly from the work of
Austin (1962). For Austin, language results fronsaaf speaking. His contention that ‘in
saying something, a speaker also does somethirgy’blean widely accepted by, and
inspired, many other scholars. First, Austin (1962fined sentences that cannot be

assigned a truth value. These are called ‘perfameiator example:

1. You are fired!

2. lwarn you!
These sentences do not describe a state of affairgre used to perform actions, namely:
firing and warning respectively. However, unlesgaia conditions are met, performatives
cannot be carried out successfully. These arectcdfie felicity conditions (FCs). Austin
pointed out that all utterances are affected byalfrphenomena related to sincerity,
commitment, and presupposition. At this point, Awsteconsidered the sense of
performing something in saying something. He claintbat three kinds of acts are
simultaneously performed in uttering any senteiitis. division of acts into locutionary
(which refers to producing a sentence with a centeference and sense, suclCas you
pass the saltZllocutionary (the act performed by uttering tisntence: in this case it is a

request), and perlocutionary (the effect of thecilitionary act on the addressee).

An important contribution to the speech act themgy be found in Searle (1969), who
proposes an influential version of this theory whican be seen as an elaboration of

Austin’s work.

Most importantly for my purposes, Searle (1979) pfoposes a classification of functions
of language usage by dividing illocutionary actggoia number of categories: Assertives
(in which the speaker commits themself to the taftihe expressed proposition, such as
describing, assessing, reporting, stating, etargctives (in whichthe speaker tries to

direct the hearer to do or not to do some futut®asuch as warning, giving permission,
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ordering, asking, pleading, advising, commandingiting, etc.), commissives (in which
the speaker attempts to commit themself to somardufction such as promising,
threatening, committing, swearing, vowing, etc.xpressives (in which the speaker
expresses their psychological state of mind, sula@ology) and declarations (which
require extralinguistic institutions to bring ab@authange in reality such as name, marry,

christen, define, declare, etc.).

The object of the present study consists of refusaresponse to requests and offers. In
terms of SAT, requests and offers belong to thesclaf ‘directives’ and ‘commissives’
(Searle, 1975b: 347). The former are attempts Bysipeaker to persuade the hearer to
carry out some future action; requesting and ingitare of this type. Ervin-Tripp (1981)
considers these acts as belonging to the largs db&ontrol moves which affect the
addressee’s actions’.

Commissives, on the other hand, are undertakingary out a future action, for example,
promising and offering. The speech act of Refushich is the focus of the present study,
falls into the category of commissives becaus®mmits the refuser to (not) performing
an action (Searle 1977). However, it could be edginat both directives and commissives
involve cooperation. Hancher (1979) points out theiting and offering are commissives
as well as being directives. He therefore prefersall them ‘commissive directives’, since
they commit the speaker to a certain course of \beha Offers, furthermore, are not
performed by the speaker with the sole intentioerm$uring that the listener understands
what is being offered. Rather they attempt to efrm the hearer particular responses, if
they are to be accomplished successfully. Comnasgirectives look towards completion

in some response by the hearer.

Furthermore, Searle (1975) identifies a basic dsmenwith respect to which different
kinds of speech vary from one another i.e., speeth direction of fit. It characterises the
way in which acts of that type are related to tlweldv A statement has a “word-to-world”
fit because it constitutes an attempt by the spe@kmake his words “match” the world in
a certain sense. In contrast, a promise has a smnbrd fit because it constitutes an
undertaking on the part of the speaker to makembrdd match his words. Searle (1975)
also recognised a “null” direction of fit for spéeacts, such as greetings and thanks that

match neither words to the world nor the world trds.
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Refusals normally function as second pair parta tmmber of eliciting speech acts, such
as invitations, suggestions, requests and offeesr forms and content vary according to,
among other factors, these eliciting speech adtsy Bre not initiating acts but responses
or reactive speech acts (Felix-Brasdefer, 2008)bigh the speaker ‘fails to engage in an
action proposed by the interlocutor’ (Chen, Ye affthng 1995 in Felix-Brasdefer,
2008:42).

The idea that refusals belong to the category ofirassives because they commit the
refuser to (not) performing an action (Searle 19i87)ejected by Ellis (2008: 186). He
(ibid) claims that ‘the speech acts of refusal dbensily fit into Searle’s classification of
speech acts. They occur in the form of responsesvariety of illocutionary acts such as

invitations, offers, requests and suggestions.

In order to capture the interactive nature of shessts, Edmondson (1981: 55) suggested
the examination of ‘a sequence of speech actserdkian having a closed pair of such
acts’. Following Sinclair and Coulthards’s (1975)oael of discourse, Edmondson
examined speech acts interactions in terms of sgigli@rganisation: uptake, head, and
appealer. Taking into account the complete speethnteraction, Edmondson observed
that some speech acts are the product not of desuttgrance, but of a negotiation, a

cooperative achievement, or a conversational outdo@tween two speakers.

Gibbs and Mueller (1988) explained that speech eaisbe analysed with respect to their
sequential structure across the interaction (mdewel) or according to the internal
structure of speech act sequence (micro levelth&tmacro level, speech act sequences
(e.g. an invitation-refusal sequence) are realisgdmeans of pre or post sequences.
Similarly, Blum-Kulka et al. (1989) explain thatetmegotiation of speech acts may be
realised by means of various sequences acrossntheagtion (e.g. invitation-refusal

sequence).

It seems reasonable to conclude that refusal dvieodcurs as a response to other acts is
not a reason to treat it as belonging to the cayegbthe speech act patterns. It might be

better to treat refusal as an interactional tuthenathan a speech act.

Refusals typically contain many semantic formulagluding apologies, thanks and
endorsement of the requested activity. Howevehiwiéach refusal formula, there is often
a particular act that could be used on its own iy riefuser in order to convey their

rejection of the soliciting act. This act is callieé Head (see section 2.6.2) or, in Turnbull
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and Saxson’s (1997) words, ‘the act of refusing pleance where a declination

component exists’ (see also Turnbull, 2001). Ors pair part of an adjacency pair such
as invitations, suggestions, requests, offers, éland questions, may trigger a number of
potential second pair parts, such as acceptancegragnt and denial. These second pair
parts are not all equally favoured. Indeed, them ianking of preference in the production
of these parts and there is always at least onierped and one dispreferred response.
Adjacency pairs are to be understood as conversdtgequences whereby the occurrence
of a first pair part makes the occurrence of theosd pair part ‘conditionally relevant’

(Edmondson, 1981: 46). An adjacency pair occurenaa certain turn projects a relevant
next action or range of actions to be performecibgther speaker in the next turn. These

pairs include:

Table 2.1: Adjancy pairs of offers as cited fromkiAson & Heritage, 1984: 6; Schegloff,
1984: 32; Houtkoop-Steenstra, 1987: 147; Mey, 1942; Beun, 1996: 7).

The First Pair The second pair
Question Answer
Offer Acceptance/Refusal
Request Grant/Deny
Greeting Greeting

Preference does not necessarily refer to what smlagcutor wants to do. Following an

offer of a cup of tea from an annoying neighbome aight wish to reject the offer.

However, in terms of preference structure, the grefl response is to accept and the
dispreferred second is to refuse the offer. Prefemesponses are typically produced
without delay and are usually simple in form. Defprred second pair parts (such as
refusals) are usually delayed, prefaced in some (oftgn with modifications that contain
a reason as to why the preferred response canngiver).The table below (taken from

Levinson, 1983:336) shows first pair parts andrttspreferred responses.
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Table 2.2: Adjacency Pairs and their (dis)prefesedond pair parts

First Request | Offer/Invite Assessment Blame Question
Part
Preferred | AcceptanceAcceptance Agreement Denial Expected
response
Second
Part | Dispreferred Refusal Refusal DisagreemenAdmission| Unexpected
response

Preference organisation, then, is related to ailtmorms rather than to personal wishes.
Preferred responses will (usually) enhance the tidcthe interlocutor and dispreferred
responses are likely to cause damage to the hedaee. It is for this reason that they are
deemed to be hedged (Heritage, 1984).

The act of refusal possesses a number of attrittiésnake it important. Firstly, refusals
are face threatening acts par excellence; theofiskfending one’s interlocutor is so much
a part of the speech act that sometimes people ifimtifficult to perform. Secondly,

refusals are sensitive to various cultural normg@ ealues and sociolinguistic variables,
such as the age and status of the interlocutordijhithey are a major cross-cultural
‘sticking point’ (Beebe and Cummings, 1985:5) foamyg nonnative speakers. For that
reason they are also important for second langadgeators and others involved in cross-

cultural communication.

The following is a brief account of the notion bétspeech acts of requesting and offering.
Some general points about requests and offers arth wonsidering. These points might
be fundamental to explaining the different realmzd of the refusals of requesting and

offering in Arabic and English in the present study

Requests ‘express the speaker’s intention that thtrance be taken as a reason for the
hearer to act’ (Bach and Harnish, 1979: 47). Leét@83: 106) prefers the term

‘impositive’ to ‘directive’ in respect of requestdowever, it seems that the latter is more
appropriate since requests do not always ‘imposdahe addressee. Eckert and McConell-
Ginet (2003:188) explain that although requests smwohe other speech acts, such as

commands, are classified as directives that asladaeessee to act in a way specified by
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the speaker, it is often considered more politessoe them indirectly. So one might say
could you pass the salt, pleas@?wouldyou mind passing the salt, pleada8tead of just
pass the salt

Both compliance and non-compliance with requeste iato consideration how far the
request is impositive, although they always ditbet addressee to perform the action. As
second pair parts, both compliance and non-comgdiaare expected. However, in
performing requests, speakers assume and prefgsliemce, or at least good will on the
part of the addressee, although sometimes thainrggtons may be wrong. Consequently,
non-complaint responses tend to vary in type amtharhtion depending, among other
factors, on whether the requester’'s assumptiongraeeor not, and on whether or not the

addressee is showing good will.

Generally, requests are classed as intrinsicattg-threatening activities, threatening the
addressee’s negative face (Brown and Levinson, ;188&-Wong, 19941iao, 1997),
since such requests could imply intrusion on thdreskee’s territory and limit their
freedom of action (Sifianou, 19929). However, it should be noted that negative
politeness and positive politeness do not commbhadame value in different cultures. In
the Anglo-Saxon culture, negative face is highlyued and observed, whereas in Iraqi
culture, positive face has more value than negédf«Sulaimaan, 1997: 23). This implies
that, under certain circumstances, there are cegese requests do not necessarily
threaten the hearer's negative face, but imply eglseness and intimacy. Nwoye
(1992:317), for example, gives a list of instanfrem different conversations in which he
explains that speakers in Igbo society do not deran the addressee'’s territory or threaten
their negative face while performing requests, ebeugh they are realised by the use of

imperative constructions:

3. My car has suddenly stopped. Come and help meipush
4. Can you help me push this car?
5. Give me a small quantity of salt. When | go toiterket and buy some | will

pay you back.

6. | want to work with your cutlass/hoe today.

The requests above are not imposing on the heaeer when they are performed in their

most direct way, as in example (3), rather peoptndeel glad to give some assistance in
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a system built on mutual sharing of goods and sesviike Igho society. Hearer in Igbo
society complies with such requests in order to @estrate that they are public-spirited
and to avoid being considered unsociable (Nwoy821918-19).

The speech act of offer, on the other hand, beldag$hose acts that express friendly
cooperative attitudes towards others. Individuaisress their willingness or intentions to
do things for each other, which may or may notdeepted by the recipient. An offer then
is a voluntary act on the part of the speaker aiaesatisfying the recipient's potential
needs.

In making an offer the speaker is voluntarily obted to bring about the state of affairs
expressed in the proposition (Fraser, 1975:193 ®pinion is shared by Hickey (1986:
70) who states that offering expresses commitmegérdless of the recipient’s reaction.
Additionally, Bach and Harnish (1979:42) acceptssification of illocutionary acts in
terms of types of expressed attitudes, namely thmfseommitment and obligation.
Accordingly, they state that:

Commissives are acts of obligation or of propostogobligate
oneself to do something specified in the propas#icontent, which
may also specify the condition under which the degd be done or
does not have to be done.

(Bach and Harnish, 1979:50)

Allan (1986:195) also argues that offers are coraivesand he highlights the fact that the
speaker places themself under a social obligatiaotsomething which is to the hearer’s
benefit. Vanderveken (1990:182) believes that geesh act offer is commissive (though
conditional) upon the hearer’'s acceptance: the kgveputs something forward for the
consideration of the hearer, who in turn eithereate or refuses. Bilbow (2002:292)
classifies commissive speech acts broadly as pesnaad offers on the basis of whether
they are initiated or uninitiated, respectivelyitirtied commissive speech acts are uttered
in response to some form of instigation in shofaeehcy pair relationships, whereas
uninitiated commissives are those that occur spemtasly and seemingly without

initiation, in free conversation.

For example, in a promise, a dialogue may proceetedow with 7.A promising 7.B,

although this is not unequivocally an adjacency:pai



33

7. A.You have to be here before 9. Don’t forget! Wiedapend on you.
B. Don’t worry! I'll be here on time. Counh me! (Al-Zubaidi, 2010:27)

In an offer, a guest is sitting with the host. Befstarting a conversation, the host may say,
Coffee or TeaMere the offer is expressed as a result of norappanitiation. However,

offers may be solicited, more or less, overtlyrathe following example:

8. A. |l am thirsty.
B. Would you like some orange juice?
A. Yes, please. (Al-Zubaid@010:31)

In the above instance, it is obvious that B andofstitutes an adjacency pair. Similarly,
Allan (1986:195) believes that commissives involeeats, invitations, promises and
offers. A promise means obligating oneself to dmeihing for the benefit of the hearer.
An offer, on the other hand, is a promise thatoisditional upon the hearer's acceptance.

The following example is relevant:

9. If you need paper, | can get what you want.

Here the offerer promises to give the hearer papecondition that the hearer actually

needs it. Offers, then, can be understood as ttepfart of adjacency pairs.

Hancher (1979:7) observes that commissives andtilies have some features in common.
They both involve cooperation; he considers offgtim be a commissive—directive act as it
requires two participants to act. Further, theyehtihe same direction of fit. In her study of
offers in Arabic and English, Al- Shabaan (1999)uas that in making an offer, the
speaker commits themself to an adgy | give you more drink?or commits the hearer to

A Have more drink!, or even both the speaker and hearer will be e in the
accomplishment of an adéet's have more drinkShe concludes that an offer is treated as a

commissive-directive act.

The present study investiages refusals of requasts offers from a cross cultural

perspective.
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2.5 The Concept of Politeness

Politeness analysis is a relatively new field mgliistics and it is only in recent years that
this concept has become a major issue in lingsisiNevertheless, politeness is much
discussed and linguistically analysed in studieshsas Lakoff (1973), Brown and

Levinson (1978, 1987), and Leech (1983). All ofithmodels and analyses have been
influenced by Grice’s (1975) Cooperative Princif@P) and Goffman’s (1967) notion of

‘face work'.

Politeness is usually defined as a norm of soc&tabiour which is adhered to in

communication and which affects linguistic choicedommunication. Mey (1993: 23)

defines it as a ‘pragmatic mechanism’, in which aiety of structures work together

according to the speaker’s intention of achievimgpsth communication.

The study of politeness touches on many fields [aglsemantics, pragmatics (micro-
linguistics), sociolinguistics and discourse andwarsational analysis (macro-linguistics).
This is clearly evident in the fact that verbalifgoiess relates to semantics and pragmatics
dealing, as it does, with notions such as presugposimplicature and speech acts, and
relates to sociolinguistics and discourse and cmat®nal analysis when dealing with

social factors and functions and the rules of appateness and acceptability of language.

The importance of politeness phenomenon in humearaation, and consequently in the
study of language in its social context, may jystife growing interest in, and continuing

development of, the theory of politeness.

Grice’s theory of implicature is an attempt to istrgate the underlying principles in
everyday interaction. He proposes a framework forglage use. He contends that
conversation is a cooperative effort of the int&aats, and it is governed by ‘a rough
general principle which participants will be expattto observe, namely: Make your
conversational contribution such as is requiredthat stage at which it occurs, by the
accepted purpose or direction of the talk exchangehich you are engaged’ (1975: 45).
According to Grice (1975) the speaker's contribatishould be true (Quality), as
informative as required (Quantity), relevant to tantent (Relevance), as well as clear

(Manner).
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Brown and Levinson (1978, 1987) establish theiotiieon the basis of the Griceah9({75)
maxims and Goffman’§1967)concept of ‘face’ which they connect with self-esteor self-
public image that is attacked or maintained inraxtdon.Brown and Levinson (1978, 1987)
subdivided face into two wants, labelled ‘negafsee’ and ‘positive. ‘Positive face’ refers
to the wants to be approved of by others and ‘megdace’ refers to the wants to be free

from any imposition (Brown and Levinson, 1987: 64).6

Brown and Levinson contend that certain acts intére¢hreaten the ‘face’ needs of one or
both participants. Negative face is the desire amtain one’s own autonomy. Members of
any culture wish to be shown proper deference asgeact and to not have their privacy
and space invaded, their resources spent or tleimna restricted without just cause.
(Wilson et al., 1991: 219). Examples of negativeefaroposed by the authors are: relate to
etiquette, avoidance of disturbing others, indimess in making requests or in imposing
obligations, acknowledgement of one's debt to atherowing deference (Marques-Reiter,
2000:15). Positive face encompasses the desire &xdepted and to have what one wants

approved by others.

Although participants are considerate of each &hiace wants, they may nonetheless
threaten each other’s negative face or positive.f#tds assumed that certain speech acts
may intrinsically threaten either participant’'s atge face or positive face. Hearer's
negative face is threatened by imposing on theloreamy, whereas the positive face is
threatened by acts that overlook the hearer’s rigslior wants or express disapproval
(Trees and Manusov, 1998: 566). Such acts areléabéhce threatening acts’ (FTAS). For
example, a request is a typically negative hearented FTA, entailing imposing on the
hearer to do something for the speaker; criticisnolves a negative evaluation of the
hearer (a threat to positive face). The magnitudinre@at in a given instance depends on
the speaker’s power, closeness, and on a cultutafiped understanding of the costs and
benefits occasioned by particular speech acts (Bramd Levinson, 1987: 74-81). For
example, a friend’s request for a personal faveless face threatening than one requested
by a subordinate. Based on constitutive rules, Brawd Levinson distinguish between
acts that threaten negative face and those theditdm positive face (1987: 65), as well as
‘between acts that primarily threaten hearer's farel those that threaten primarily
speaker’s face’ (1987: 67). To illustrate, a dinexis defined as indicating that the speaker
believes that the hearer ought to do some future an intrinsic threat to negative face.

Positive and negative face threats, however, atermaually exclusive, and some acts
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threaten both negative face and positive face ¢@nplaints, interruptions, threats, strong
expressions of emotion and requests for persorfatniration). It is also possible to
threaten one’s own face in the same speech adhttegitens the other’s face, as in the case
of expressing thanks and acceptance of offers. dwilst al., (1991) postulate that

particular types of compliance appeals contain iplelthreats.

The essence of Brown and Levinson’s theory of eoéts is that acts threatening
interactants’ face may be rendered less face #mew when speakers employ
communicative strategies in order to soften theatffStrategies employed to minimise
face threat when performing FTAs, are known as faoek (Brown and Levinson, 1987:
10). Should a speaker wish to perform an FTA degpbi¢ possible face loss to hearer, to
speaker or to both, linguistic means for minimisifage damage are available. For
example, the speaker may signal linguistically thal recognise the threat to the hearer’'s
negative or positive face, thereby satisfying sahéhe hearer’'s wants. The speaker can
select specific linguistic means appropriate to pleeceived level of face threat of the
verbal act. Brown and Levinson (1987) identify aliteoess continuum of five

superstrategies from which people choose when conwaiting an FTA.

Bald on record messages are performed "in the mostt, clear, unambiguous and
concise way possible" (Brown and Levinson 1987; 69pther words, in accordance with
Grice's Maxims (1975). No attempt is made to ackedge the hearer's face wants. This
strategy is typically used in emergency situati@g. shoutingyet outwhen a house is on
fire), when the face threat is very small (ecgme insaid in response to a knock at the
door), and when the speaker has great power ogdrdarer (e.gstop complainingaid by

a parent to a child) (Culpeper, 2011a: 8).

Positive politeness involves communicating closemeshared group membership. Brown
and Levinson (1987: 103) outline three broad sfjiatefor conveying positive politeness:
claiming common ground, conveying that the inteaatd are cooperators, and fulfilling
the hearer's wants. The three strategies are nzedein terms of 15 more specific
mechanisms. For instance, common ground can benethiby using in-group identity
markers; one can cooperate by making offers, affdlifig the hearer's wants can be

achieved by bestowing gifts

2 Positive politeness is also called solidarity sliéss when the emphasis is on the common grounds of

the participants’ relationship, while the essentaeagative politeness is deference, which emphssise
the distance between the participants (ScollonSoadlon, 1983: 167f).
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Negative politeness, in contrast with positive f@oless, addresses negative face threat.
This is the performance of the threatening act evisimultaneously attending to the
negative face (i.e., the desire to be unimpededhefhearer (Holtgraves, 1997: 224).
Negative politeness can be conveyed by a numberegébtive politeness strategies, the

most common of which is to be conventionally indire

For example, requests can be realised throughge lelass of conventionally indirect
forms which are based on the felicity conditionglenying the performance of the act
(Searle, 1975). These include questioning the mitipaal content e.gWill you open the

door? or preparatory conditions e.an you open the door@r asserting the sincerity

condition e.gl'd like you to open the door

These forms attend to the negative face of theeai by providing them with a means of
escape. In addition to such indirect forms, Browa &evinson (1987: 187) outline a
number of additional negatively polite strategisach as apologising, minimising the

imposition and so on.

Off record politeness is an instance of the indispeech act. The face threatening act here
is performed in such a way as to allow for morentbae interpretation of the remark. The
speaker leaves themself an ‘out’ since they cahadteld to have committed themself to
just one particular interpretation of the act (Broand Levinson, 1987: 211). In this way,
the speaker can deny that a face threatening astpeeormed. Off record politeness
strategies are related to Grice’s maxims; eachliegfyacan be seen as violating a specific
Gricean conversational maxim. For example, viotathre relevance maxim with a hint can
serve as an off-record request dtgs cold in hereas a request to shut the window (cf.
Holtgraves, 1994). Also, one can violate the gugmiaxim to criticise others’ behaviour,
as with an overly brief replit's Okay, in response to a request to comment on another’s

new possessions.

A final strategy, which averts face threat but a& part of politeness communication, is

avoidance of the FTA altogether (Brown and Levinsi887: 69).

The choice of strategy depends on the speakerisnagin of risk of face loss.
Weightiness of the imposition is assessed on tles lud three factors: the relative power

relationship between the speaker and the heargth@¥ocial distance between them (D),
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and the individual ranking of the particular imgasi in the social context in which it is

used (R) (Brown and Levinson, 1978: 81). AccordiogBrown and Levinson’s schema,
weightiness of an FTA will determine the choicestifategy, with the higher-numbered
strategies reserved for higher-weighted FTAs. Hfl@ence of those three social factors in

addition to gender will be investigated in the prasstudy.

Despite some limitations of Brown and Levenson@8{) theory, research on pragmatics
in the past decade demonstrates substantial rel@am¢heir model (Bella et. al., 2015: 23).
This framework is "common and has inspired a vkeadtresearch, in particular in cross-
cultural and interlanguage pragmatics e.g. Blumkiét al., 1989" (Ogiermann, 2015:1).
Thus, Refusal strategies in the present study bélldiscussed in forms of Brown and
Levenson's (1987) five superstrategies of politené$owever, some strategies that appear
in the course of my data analysis do not fit anBrdwn and Levinson's (1987) politeness
strategies as they imply deliberate face damagey Thn be categorised according to the

impoliteness theory of Culpeper (1996).

Culpeper (1996) investigated impoliteness strategieconversation, and established a
framework for the impoliteness strategies that wiarkarallel with Brown and Levinson’s
model of politeness, but the aim of his framewaskopposite to that of Brown and
Levinson’s. In other words, Brown and Levinson’sdebof politeness shows the different
strategies of politeness used by the interlocutmisave and redress face, but positive and
negative impoliteness strategies in Culpeper’s é&ork of impoliteness aim at attacking
the interlocutors’ face. Moreover, Culpeper (199ferentiates between two types of
impoliteness; the first one is inherent impolites)aghich agrees with Leech’s definition of
absolute politeness, which refers to “the politeressociated acts independent of context.”
In this regard Leech argues that there are someuiionary acts such as orders that are
always impolite, and in a parallel vein there avens illocutionary acts that are always
polite such as offers. Clearly this is not alwalge tase. For example, orders, deemed
impolite by Leech, might not be so in a classrodatmasion in which teachers order their
students to do something (Marques-Reiter, 20001)0-According to Culpeper (1996:
351), inherent impoliteness holds to a minorityaots, irrespective of their contexts. For
example, the illocutions that relate to the facttthe target is engaged in anti-social
activity e.g.picking nose or earsSuch acts can be mitigated or redressed by pebte

work as inwould you mind not picking your nos&? do you think you could possibly not

% The shortcomings of Brown and Levinson’s (1987)tpakss theory will be discussed later in this olap
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pick your nosedut the face damage incurred in drawing attenttoan anti-social habit
cannot.

The second type of impoliteness according to Cuwdpeép mock impoliteness, or banter
which has been described as the “impoliteness rdragins on the surface, since it is
understood that it is not intended to cause offénddis kind of impoliteness is
represented in Leech’s Banter Principle (1983: 1##)prder to show solidarity with the
hearer (H), say something which is (i) obviouslyrue, and (ii) obviously impolite to H”
[and this will give rise to an interpretation sublat] “what S says is impolite to H and is
clearly untrue. Therefore what speaker (S) realgans is polite to H and true. So,
according to Leech (1983), banter fosters intimagyarticipants’ relations (i.e. participant
will use equal terms of address reflecting on tlese social distance and the equal power
they have). After introducing the two types of inimess, Culpeper (1996) tries to
explain in what cases and situations interlocutt#some impolite. He argues that the
motivation for politeness in conversation is to ntain face as claimed by Brown and
Levinson (1987), and thus participants cooperased@n mutual vulnerability of face. In
other words, “normally everyone’s face depends wrywne else’s being maintained and

since people can be expected to defend their fhtegatened”

Culpeper (1996) builds up a framework for impoléss super-strategies. Each of the
impoliteness super-strategies in his frameworkitsaspposite politeness super strategy in
Brown and Levinson’s (1987) model of politenesseyare opposite in the sense that their
orientation to face is different. Instead of enhagcor supporting face, impoliteness

superstrategies are a means of attacking faceetestegies are:

1. Bald on record impoliteness - the FTA is perforniedh direct, clear, unambiguous
and concise way in circumstances where face igmb¢vant or minimised.

2. Positive impoliteness - the use of strategies desigto damage the addressee’s
positive face wants.

3. Negative impoliteness - the use of strategies desigto damage the addressee’s
negative face wants.

4. Sarcasm or mock politeness - the FTA is performeth whe use of politeness
strategies that are obviously insincere, and thosain surface realisations.

5. Withhold politeness - the absence of politenessavltavould be expected.
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Brown and Levinson (1987: 5) touch on the face-agimg implications of withholding
politeness work: “... Politeness has to be commnaiat, and the absence of communicated
politeness may be taken as the absence of a pdfitiede.” For example, failing to thank

somebody for a present may be taken as delibergueliteness.

It is also worth mentioning that Brown and Levinsodormula for assessing the
weightiness of an FTA i.e. the use of the sameosogitural variables of (P)ower, social
(D)istance, and the absolute (R)ank of imposititdhagpply for assessing the weight of the
FTA when using impoliteness strategies as well. tBe, greater the rank of imposition,

power, and social distance the speaker has, the face-damaging the act is likely to be.

With regards to output strategies of negatand positive impoliteness, Culpeper
(1996) suggests a provisional list of some of thetegies in his framework. This list is not

exhaustive and the strategies depend upon an agieopontext to be impolite.
Positive impoliteness output strategies:

1. Ignore, snub the other - fail to acknowledge theos presence.
Exclude the other from an activity.

3. Disassociate from the other - for example, deny@aton or common ground
with the other; avoid sitting together.

4. Be disinterested, unconcerned, unsympathetic.
Use inappropriate identity markers - for examplge title and surname when a
close relationship pertains, or a nickname wheistak relationship pertains.

6. Use obscure or secretive language - for examplstifpythe other with jargon, or
use a code known to others in the group, but retalget.

7. Seek disagreement - select a sensitive topic.

8. Make the other feel uncomfortable - for examplendbavoid silence, joke, or use
small talk.

9. Use taboo words - swear, or use abusive or prdéargpiage.

10. Call the other names - use derogatory nominatietes,

Negative impoliteness output strategies:

1. Frighten - instil a belief that action detriment@althe other will occur.
2. Condescend, scorn or ridicule - emphasize youtivelpower. Be contemptuous.

3. Do not treat the other seriously. Belittle the otfeeg. use diminutives).
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4. Invade the other’s space - literally (e.g. posityonirself closer to the other than the
relationship permits) or metaphorically (e.g. ask ér speak about information
which is too intimate given the relationship).

5. Explicitly associate the other with a negative aspgersonalize, use the pronouns
‘" and ‘you’.

6. Put the other’s indebtedness on record.

In another study Culpeper (2005) revised his 19@8néwork of impoliteness. In the
modified framework, he states that he refrains froatiing his model of impoliteness a
theory of impoliteness, and it still requires fuathdevelopment. He claims that
impoliteness is not inherent in particular lingisind non-linguistic signals. Yet, he does
not refute the idea that some linguistic expressiare heavily oriented towards impolite
interpretation. He gives as an example of this ekpressionyou fucking cuntlt is

extremely difficult to imagine that such an expressis not counted as impolite. This
means that impoliteness is a result of the intevadietween linguistic and non-linguistic
signals and thus it is very important to considentext as a factor when accounting for

impoliteness.

Furthermore, Culpeper (2011b:3) indicates that litggeess research is ‘'a
multidisciplinary field of study' and that, althdugt has so far been fundamentally
grounded in sociopragmatics, it must also take &uwount other disciplines such as social
psychology, sociology, and conflict studies. Hadjlstates that impoliteness occurs when
speaker’'s words conflict with hearer’'s social ndrased expectations of how speaker
should be addressing Hearer. Culpeper criticiseswBrand Levinson’s category of
'negative politeness' (speaker’'s attempt to notosepon hearer) as too simplistic and
individualistic and prefers to use Spencer-Oat¢3G05) rapport management categories,
as well as a couple of his own, to put labels on bgactly impolite speech causes offence
(e.g., by using a taboo word, by classifying Hea®ibelonging to a stigmatised group or
not belonging to the in-group, etc.).

Culpeper distinguishes three structural types galite implicatures. The first type, form-
driven impoliteness, is typical of mocking mimicand operates based on lexical cues,
prosodic cues, and co-text that all point to thet fhat speaker is trying to offend hearer,
typically by flouting one of Grice’s Maxims. The cd structural type of impolite

implicature is convention-driven (e.g., sarcasrasiteg). This should not be confused with
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the conventional impoliteness formulae; rathers ttérm designates the mismatch of
conventional politeness expressions with a co-texprosodic context in which a polite
interpretation is unsustainable. Such mismatchesh sas| think you're amazing
amazingly dreadfulThe final structural type, context-driven impeiiess, is not defined or
exemplified as clearly as the other two, but se¢meonsist of the marked absence of

polite behavior on the part of Speaker where stisngly expected by hearer.

Finally, after presenting the basic tenets of thife@nt main theories of politeness, and
Culpeper’'s framework of impoliteness, it is impottaao emphasise that Brown and
Levinson’s theory of politeness and Culpeper’s ®amrk of impoliteness (1996) are

appropriate for the purpose of this study.

Regarding the issue of universality of politendgwn and Levinson (1987: 260) claim
that the concept of face, being the motivation paliteness, will most probably be
universal, but its exact content will be culturadipecific. They, furthermore, argue that
even the strategies of face redress are univefbay contend that there are universal
principles of politeness, but the different langemgelect the strategies and forms most
appropriate to their needs. However, this view hasn challenged. House and Kasper
(1981: 157) query the assumption that politeness usiversal phenomenon. Matsumoto
(1988) and Gu (1990) observe that the two companatttibuted to ‘face’ by the theory
cannot be universal because neither the positivenegative aspects of it can account
satisfactorily for politeness phenomenon in bothad@se and Chinese cultures. Gu (1990:
241-242) emphasises the normative nature of pelggnn Chinese culture, noting that
Brown & Levinson's failure to go beyond the instemtal function and to recognise the
normative function of politeness in interactiomp®bably due to the construction of their

theory around the notion of two rational and faagrg model persons.

Despite these criticisms, however, Brown and Lewir's theory remains a very useful
analytical framework for understanding politenesserppmena cross-culturally, and
especially within the framework of speech act resdealn fact, the majority of cross-
cultural speech act studies conducted over the astears have used this theory as a
framework for understanding how speech acts arterdiftially realised in different
cultures. Many of the components of this theorgt thill be explained below, have proved
to be useful tools for comparing and contrasting tbalisation strategies of speech acts
cross-culturally. Despite its limitations, this ¢mg remains the most powerful framework

available today in this field.
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The notion of face plays an important role in thea#ic culture in regulating people’s

speech behaviour (Al-Issa, 1998; Nuredeen, 2008)sga (1998) outlines some factors
that may cause Arabs to take face into consideratianteraction. These factors include
honour, pride, power, religious beliefs, and emmioattachment to self-image and the
image of others. For example, in refusals, Arabd ft difficult to refuse a request or an

invitation directly by sayingno or | can't. Instead, they feel obliged to produce a
convincing explanation of the refusal in order &ves their own and the other’s face. Such
elaborate responses may be interpreted by Amespaakers (who are more direct) as
exaggeration and insincerity.

The universality claim is supported by El-Shafe®9Q), where he compares politeness
strategies in Spoken Egyptian Arabic and SpoketisBrEnglish. Results show that both
British English and Egyptian speakers use indifechs in similar situations, although the
British use more of them than the Egyptians. Usmog-conventionalised strategies to
respond to an offence (e.g., Britishank yoy Arabic shukranthanks) is sometimes
regarded as a more polite strategy than conforméngonventions of using a certain
politeness strategy to attempt threatening theehnsaface in response to the performed
FTA. (p. 347).

Joking is another strategy that both cultures adotit intimate relations. The realisation
of politeness strategies by using address termshmwv deference is more widely
recognised in Egyptian Arabic than in British Espli However, El-Shafey (1990)
analyses some strategies that cannot be describeithar positive or negative politeness,
such as seeking disagreement when beneficial toatdressee, thus highlighting a
shortcoming of Brown and Levinson’s model. Thissisilar to saying in English

disagree with youn response to the statemei fit for nothing

In comparing politeness substrategies used by enafpeakers of Palestinian Arabic and
English, Atawneh (1991), and Atawneh and Sridh&98) have conducted a study to
describe the politeness strategies in realisingsgreech act of requesting in Arabic and
contrasted them with those in English. Their stadibso aim to test the politeness theory
of Brown and Levinson (1987) with Arabic-EnglisHilguals and Arabic monolinguals,

and to explore the cultural determination of pragenaorms in language. The data have
been collected through role-playing situations. @halysis of the results strongly supports
the politeness theory. Atawneh and Sridhar (19@3)tghat native speakers of Arabic use

the substrategies of politeness differently fromitlEnglish counterparts. Arabic would
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seem to allow for more positive politeness straggihereas English allows more negative
politeness because the modal system in Englishifsemgher mitigation by hedging and
the use of indirect requests. Arabic, on the otterd, has a limited modal system that
does not have past forms, but allows a range dfitonal verbal modals which could be
used at various levels of politeness for mitigatihg request aglha mumkin X " if it is
possible X' Address titles of deference are frequently usedddressing strangers in
Arabic (Atawneh, 1991; Atawneh & Sridhar, 1993).

In order to test the applicability of Brown and ireson’s (1987) framework in Tunisian
Arabic, Elarbi (1997) examined the concepts of tpakkss and face in Modern and
Traditional Tunisian Arabic. His data was obtairdemim fifty-four Tunisians of different
social backgrounds (traditional and modern). Tiseilte support the universality of Brown
and Levinson’s model particularly regarding notiafsface and politeness in Tunisian
Arabic. In Traditional Tunisian, politeness is exgged through beliefs in notions of
honour and shame, as well as through deferenaedoessive acts such as those related to
the evil eye in close relationships. In Modern Biem, on the other hand, positive face is
maintained through in-group identity with sociabgps of different degrees of closeness,

and the use of ‘superposed’ prestigious dialectiwvis not gender related.

Using Brown and Levinson’s (1987) classification pfliteness strategies, Davies and
Bentahila (2012: 237) suggest that Arab cultureofas positive politeness while British
culture tends to support negative politeness. imdhse, ‘considerable attention is paid in
Arab society to making the other party feel godémgry, 2000:206). The contention of
Davies and Bentahila (2012) is confirmed by Nurexid€2008), regarding Sudanese
Arabic. This study investigated the type and extehtuse of apology strategies in
Sudanese Arabic to shed light on the sociocultatt#udes and values of the community.
The corpus was 1082 responses to a Discourse Coompleest (DCT) that consisted of 10
different social situations of varying severityasfence, strength of social relationship and
power between hypothetical speakers and hearersdien asserts that the results support
the claim of the universality of speech act stri@®ghowever, the selection of apology
strategies reinforces the culture-specific aspéctanguage use. Her results reveal an
orientation among the Sudanese toward positiveagmass. The informants attempted to
preserve their positive face by avoiding use of lego strategies (e.g., taking
responsibility, intensification and promise of fedvance) which are most damaging to

speaker’'s face. In order to reduce the threat dftrang apology, informants used
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unthreatening — or face saving — strategies (hupmoimimisation, denial, and opting out).
The study also illustrates the use of religious dgorand phrases in everyday
communication with varied illocutionary forces, pimy as fillers, hedges, or devices to

soften the threat of an act.

The application of Brown and Levinson’s ([1978] I98nodel to speech acts in Arabic is
not uncommon, and proves the applicability of thiegory in Arabic language. Thus, | will
categorise refusal strategies following the Beebeale(1990) framework of refusal
strategies; Direct strategies, Indirect stratega@s, Adjunct to Refusals. In addition, | will
discuss them in forms of the (im)politeness supategies of Brown and Levinson (1987)
and Culpeper (1996) (see chapter four and chajgét, esection 8.1). Furthermore, the
present study is an attempt to add other viewpfi@ability, using different speech acts

that are rarely discussed in the literature suatefasal strategies after requests and offers.

2.6 Refusals across Cultures

2.6.1 Arabic Refusal Studies

Cross-cultural studies on refusals confirm thatfedént cultures perform refusals
differently. Their sensitivity to social variabletheir degree of directness, and their

performance in terms of the content of stratedissaini, 2010:220) may be diverse.

A number of studies investigating refusal in Aralliave been conducted. Studies
concerning refusal conducted by Stevens (1993)is#ad (1998), Al Shalawi (1997), Al

Eryani (2007) and Morkus (2009) are reviewed. &lithese studies are cross-cultural,
investigating refusal in Arabic and English. Otbkardies also looked at how this refusal is
realised by Arab EFL learners. Almost all of thesadies used a DCT for collecting the
data (except Morkus, 2009 who used Role Playsks Bhdne of the methods used for data
collection in the present study. Furthermore, a&spghesent study investigates refusal in
Iraqgi dialect, these above-mentioned studies cpord to the present study in that they
investigated refusal in different Arabic dialeateluding Egyptian, Jordanian, Saudi, and
Yemeni. These studies are being reviewed herenrestetail because they have informed

the present study with regard to design and daddysis method. They are also reviewed
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in order to demonstrate how the present study irgg®n previous research and bridges

some of the gaps in the literature.

With regard to findings from these studies, thell & compared with findings from the

present study later on in this thesis (chapter,4,% and 8). In addition, in this section
other relevant, non-Arabic, refusal studies will ®viewed. These studies are also
important in informing the present study for threeasons. Firstly, they elicited

interactional data from participants using the mhy method which is the second method
used for data collection in the present study. Belgo all of these studies adopted a
classification scheme for analysing refusal stiagedghat has been widely used in the
literature (Beebe, Takahashi & Uliss-Weltz, 199Dhis classification scheme, which is

reviewed in detail later in this section, will belopted in the present study. This is
important because it allows for comparing thesdéedsht studies. Thirdly, since these
studies are in part similar to the present studi wagard to the data collection method and
their analytical framework, it will be important teview their findings to see how they

compare with findings from the present study.

Stevens (1993) conducted the first refusal studyAaabic. His study investigated the
realisation of refusal by native speakers of Anari€nglish, native speakers of Egyptian

Arabic, and Egyptian learners of English as a fpreind second language.

Stevens’ study is particularly important, not otgcause it is the first refusal study on
Arabic, but also because of its classification soheof refusals and its findings. For
example, some of the refusal strategies that Ssefmd were not previously reported in
other Arabic refusal studies and these includegi@mple, Chiding e.gCome on, hide
your money and do not be sjllwhite Lie e.g.,The doctor told me not to eat fish for a
week Accept a Little e.g.Looks and smells great, but | only want a ljttlerank
Explanation e.g.Oh, you know, | hate dogand Non-Committal Strategy e.g\Ve’'ll see
what happensf | have time, I'll help youOne of the limitations of this study, however, is
that the researcher used Egyptian and non-Egyp#iab participants, so the results should
be interpreted with this in mind. This is importamtnote, since it is possible that the same
speech act can be differentially realised in défer Arabic dialects. As Nelson (2002)
stated, however, one of the reasons for studyirepi&rcommunication is related to the
misunderstanding of Arabs by many outside the Aralold. Of the limited number of
studies on Arabic communication style, many catiegoall Arabic-speaking countries

together. Consequently, there has been no singlmpt to investigate the features of Iraqi
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Arabic speech acts, more specifically refusal tuests and offers. Thus, understanding of,
and familiarisation with, Iraqgi culture and the whgqis refuse are required in order to
improve communication with Iragis. There are maiffetcences between the Iraqi culture
and other Arabic countries. For example, El Lougfl04:126) thinks that one should
refuse the first offer of refreshment and await@eremphatic second one. Such behaviour,
however, might be considered unacceptable in lna&jtuations where the guest rejects the
first cup of tea or coffee offered by the host. [2aw Bentahila (2012:236) proffer some
advice on how Americans interact with Arabs andnséwe US police not to refuse offers
of food or drink, as this may be offensive. Thitusal to drink the tea or coffee might be
interpreted as suspicion of the hospitality of tlost, or in certain situations may infer that
the guest has a demand that requires fulfilmenthieyhost. The latter situation is very
common in the Iraqi tribal system, thus the hostlargtands that the guest(s) have a
request, for example to sort out a tribal conftictto ask for a woman's hand, etc. If the
host complies with the visitor(s) request, therythecept the offer of a drink, but if not
this might give an impression that the host dodsrespect and appreciate the visitors as

people or their tribes in general.

Steven's study also used a written DCT (in forAvalbic) for eliciting the data, which is,
as will be explained in the next sections, probléenm Arabic because of its diglossic

situation.

Another important Arabic study of refusals is tb&iAl-Issa (1998) in which he examined
the realisation of refusals by Jordanian EFL leenas well as native speakers of
Jordanian Arabic and native speakers of Americagli&im The researcher was specifically
investigating whether there was evidence of pragm@ansfer from Arabic, and the

factors causing this transfer.

This study is significant in many ways. Firstly,-Kkka (1998) designed his own DCT
situations based on naturally occurring refusah daflected through observation and field
work. In addition, he made his DCT open-ended Ioyaing the rejoinder that follows the
description of the scenario and makes the dialagec@mplete. By removing the rejoinder
the situation is followed by a space so that theigpants are not limited to providing a

certain speech act (see chapter three, sectiah).3.3.

Al-Issa’s study, therefore, is particularly impartabecause of the rigor the researcher
exercised in designing the study. It is also aiigant study because of its important
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findings regarding pragmatic transfer and Arabitsel strategies. In the present study a
similar level of rigor was applied. In this thediadings from Al-Issa’s study will be
compared with findings from the present study.

Al-Issa’s study, however, suffered from a numberliofitations. The first and most
obvious is that data were collected only in writimgd not orally. The present study has
overcome this limitation by eliciting sequencesimteractions produced orally by the
informants in addition to writing formulae. Moresysome researchers collecting written
DCT data in Arabic sometimes write their promptghe dialect (Nureddeen, 2008). Al-
Issa, however, used prompts written in Modern SteshdArabic (MSA), which is the
formal and official variety of Arabic. This probgbéncouraged his participants to answer
in MSA, instead of using the dialect. In contrdsiqi dialect was used in the situations of
my study to encourage the informants respond igi ldéalect (see chapter three, section
3.8 for Iragi Arabic vs. Modern standard Arabickedpite these limitations, Al-Issa’s study

made important contributions to the study of refsiga Arabic, as explained above.

Another Arabic refusal study was conducted by A&l8wi (1997) who investigated the
refusal strategies used by Saudis and Americansugdd a written, open-ended DCT to
elicit refusals of requests, invitations, offersdauggestions from 50 American males and
50 Saudi males. He then analysed the data withradegathe semantic formulae used
following Beebe and Cummings’ (1985) classificatischeme of refusal strategies, and
also adding new categories e.g., sarclgmy don’t you teach the class instead o nozl
didn’t think that you were a genias account for his data. He calculated frequeraynts

of all formulae, and ran a t-test to determinehiére were any statistically significant
differences between the two groups, and he analygesdituations on two variables: status

and social distance.

Al-Shalawi's study is particularly significant seat attempted to interpret the results
within the framework of cultural differences betwede two speech communities. It also
reports many important findings that provide impattinsights into Arab culture and

communication style. However, it analysed the situs only on two variables: social

status and social distance, while the present sindyyses them on four variables: social
status, social distance, degree of imposition aamtgr. Another difference between my
study and Al-Shalawi’s is that the latter's pap#nits were all males, while equal numbers

of males and females have taken part in my stédyain and as with previous researchers,
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Al-Shalawi elicited his data depending on writt@pen-ended DCT, neglecting the oral

data which is considered more naturalistic.

Another refusal study was conducted by Al-Eryafi0(2) researching the refusal strategies
of Yemeni EFL learners compared with those of maspeakers of Yemeni Arabic and

native speakers of American English. All the papaots in his study were males. The
researcher used a written DCT which consisted dfitéations in which participants

refused offers, requests, invitations, and suggestifrom someone higher, lower, and
equal in status. Data analysis was based on tl@rshised by Beebe et al. (1990) which
will be discussed in the next section. Outcomemftbe study indicate that native speakers
of Yemeni Arabic tended to be less direct in theifusals when compared with their

American counterparts. The order of the semantiméitae was also different between the
two groups. The EFL learners showed similaritiehwiative speakers of English in three

areas: order of semantic formulae, their frequeany, their content.

Al-Eryani’s study is significant in many ways. Rlys it is one of only three Arabic studies
that examined refusal as realised by the langusamér, particularly by Arab learners of
English as a foreign language. Findings from thisly are similar to findings from other
studies (Al-lsaa, 1998; Al-Shalawi, 1997) with redydo Arabic preference for indirect
refusal strategies. It also indicates that theres Wmited pragmatic transfer in the
realisation of refusals by advanced EFL learnelss $tudy is also significant because it
investigates refusal in an Arabic dialect thataiely examined in speech act research. It is
particularly relevant to the present study becatideoks at pragmatic transfer and it
investigates many of the areas that the presedy still examine, such as the frequency,
type, and order of the semantic formulae. One Sfilibitations, however, is that, as with
Al-Shalaw's study, no females have participatedaddition, only 6 situations have been
used by Al-Eryani, while in my study 36 situationere implemented in the DCT and 9

scenarios in Role play covering a wide varietyitfations where refusals take place.

Finally, Morkus (2009) researched how refusal eggegs are perceived in Egyptian Arabic
by some American learners of Arabic as a foreignyuege. Further, the study attempts to
discover if there are any similarities or differenacin the latter group’s responses in
comparison with that of Egyptian native speakersAodbic and native speakers of
American English. Another objective is to examihe telationship between the learners’
language proficiency and their pragmatic competeRaethermore, it investigates if there

is a pragmatic transfer from the source languag® \&hether there is a relationship
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between the degree of pragmatic transfer and tle & L2 proficiency. His research also

explored how refusals are utilised and arrangeti@rsequences of interactions.

Arguably, Morkus’s (2009) study supports findingsorh the literature that Arabic
communication style tends towards verbosity (Alaj]s4998, and Al Shalawi, 1997).
Moreover, some of the participants’ excuses wengilfaoriented, and this might reflect
the role of family in Egyptian culture as was ttese with Saudis’ cultures according to
Al-Shalawi (1997). Another point that corresponds that of Al Shalawi (2007) is
Invoking the name of God, commonly used by the Egwyg. This strategy was used more
frequently by the advanced students than the irgdiate students due to their linguistic
knowledge which allowed them to be more aware ahsexpressions and the way in
which they are used in everyday communication iabda. Morkus suggests that the use of
this strategy, which literally mearsswear to God may not be as straightforward as it

Seems.

This study is important for the improvements theesmrcher made with regard to data
collection and data analysis. Firstly, Morkus odiézl his data orally using a method
similar to the one used in the present study, ngra@l enhanced open ended role play (for
more details about Role Plays see chapter thregpse3.3.2). Secondly, for analysing his
data, he adopted the Beebe et al (1990) classifitatheme. As with the present study, he

elicited refusals of offers and requests.

Morkus’s study, however, has some limitations. thirshe collected the data only orally
via the role plays and did not exploit the benetifsDCT, such as surveying a large
number of participants, controlling the differentltaral variables and allowing a cross-
cultural comparison. | have employed both methodsrder to increase the validity of the

study, since refusals are performed not only orallyaqi Arabic, but also in writing.

Furthermore, Morkus investigated only one contaikt@ariable between his interlocutors
which is the social status, whereas | investigate Variables (social status, social distance,
degree of imposition, and gender) in accounting tfa variation in the realisation of

refusals in Iragi Arabic and British English.

The studies reviewed above (with the exception ofkds, 2009) used a data collection
instrument that elicited single-turn responses, elgna written DCT. Also all of these

studies used DCT scenarios that are similar to aisesl in the literature, especially by
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Beebe et al. (1990). In addition, these studiesl ustusal classification schemes that are
based on the schemes proposed by Beebe et al))(B9@0Beebe and Cummings (1985).

For the most part these studies are consisteheinfindings. For example, Morkus (2009)
and Al-Eryani (2007) observed that while Arabs akdericans used similar semantic
formulae, they ordered them differently when reéatjgefusal. Al-Shalawi (1997), Al-Issa
(1998), and Morkus (2009), all revealed that Arabiplanations and excuses tended to be
lengthy and more elaborate when compared with theerican ones. Both Al-Shalawi
(1997) and Al-Issa ascertained that Arabic explianatand excuses were less specific than
the American ones. Al-Shalawi and Morkus (2009)epbsd that the Arabic excuses were
family-related whereas the American ones were attmuspeaker’s personal life. Both Al-
Shalawi (1997) and Al-Issa (1998) observed the litgquency of religious reference in
the Arabic data whereas the American data did mdtde such reference. Morkus (2009)
noted that Egyptians, except for Christians whosaer it inappropriate, also invoke the

name of God to mitigate the illocutionary forcetloé speech act of refusal.

However, while Al-Issa (1997) and Al Eryani (2003iscerned that Arabs tended to use
more indirect strategies in their refusals, Mork2809) did not find such a difference in
his data. It is important to note that these diffexes may be the result of differences in
data collection methods (e.g., written DCT, rolayg)), and can also be due to the different
dialects investigated. With regard to studies itigating the language learner (Al-Eryani,
2007; Al-Issa, 1998; Stevens, 1993; Morkus, 2008y all reported evidence of negative

pragmatic transfer from L1.

2.6.2 Other Relevant Refusal Studies

The first work to be reviewed in this section is thfluential study by Beebe et al. (1990)
who researched pragmatic transfer in the realisapibrefusal by Japanese learners of
English. The researchers used a written DCT thasisted of 12 refusal situations for
collecting the data. Each situation was followedablylank where participants wrote their
answers and the blank was followed by a rejointiat tmade it clear that a refusal was
required. The DCT situations elicited four typegefusal: refusals of requests, invitations,

suggestions, and offers. The situations were vanethe status relationship between the
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interlocutors from refusing someone of a highetustao someone of a lower status to

someone of equal status.

Data was analysed in terms of the frequency andrastithe semantic formulae used in
each situation. Also investigated was the contérstomme semantic formulae, such as the
type of excuses and explanations proffered wheosief. The researchers utilised a
classification scheme of semantic formulae thatssig of three broad categories: Direct
Refusals, Indirect Refusals and Adjuncts to Refudairect Refusals refers to phrases such
asNo or | can't or | refuse Indirect Refusals signifies statements of Regeeuses,
Alternatives, Conditional Acceptance, etc. sasH have a headach@djuncts to Refusals
denote preliminary remarks that cannot stand alné function as refusals, such as
Expressions of Gratitude or Positive Opinion of ititerlocutor such aghat’'s a good idea
(see appendix9). Furthermore, according to Beelad. €1990), refusals can be seen as a
series of pre-refusal strategies (to prepare ttezlatutor for the upcoming refusal), head
acts (to express the main refusal), and post refsisategies (to justify, emphasise,

mitigate, or conclude the refusal response).

Beebe et al's (1990) study is certainly significantd relevant to the present study for a
number of reasons. The main contribution of thiguential study is the classification

scheme of refusal strategies that it proposed. €hrmmprehensive coding scheme was
adopted by most studies of refusal strategiesfttiatved, including those using a DCT, as
well as those utilising the role play method, adimed above. It will also be used in the

present study.

Another notable contribution of this study was #oenarios designed to elicit refusals of
offers, suggestions, requests, and invitations.r @we past 15 years these scenarios have
been widely adapted by researchers investigatiugae Many were also used in studies
using the role play method, including the stud@msawed in this section. Some were used
in the present study. The fact that these scenaaoe been extensively used is relevant

since this will allow for comparing the findings thiese studies.

Beebe et al's study was also the first refusalystoddraw attention to the importance of
examining the content of explanations and excugeakers advance when refusing since
they can reveal important cultural differences.evikse, the present study examines this

content.
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VonCanon (2006) examined the realisation of refysequests by American learners of
Spanish, native speakers of Spanish, and nativakspeof American English in equal and
unequal status situations. She also investigateeéffiect of a semester-long study in Spain

on the learners’ ability to realise refusal.

An important finding of the study is that individusative speakers and learners can vary
significantly in their selection of which strategito use in performing refusal. She also
observed that learners sometimes abandon refusdlsanply with their interlocutors, a

finding also observed in Garcia’s (1992) study.sTimding is also observed in the present

study (see chapter eight, section 7.4.2).

VonCanon'’s (2006) research is relevant to the ptesteidy in a number of ways. Firstly,
she collected her data using the open role playhadetwhich was used in the present
study. For coding her refusal data, she used Hssification scheme proposed by Beebe et
al. (1990). In addition, as with my study, she agted refusals to requests and offers,
although her analysis was limited to refusals afuessts. Thus, it will be important to
compare findings from the present study with figdirirom VonCanon'’s research, and so

VonCanon'’s study was deemed worthy of inclusiothia section.

Another influential study was conducted by FelibaBdefer (2002) who investigated
refusal as realised by native speakers of MexigaaniSh, native speakers of American
English, and advanced American learners of Spamisfresearcher used 6 enhanced open
role plays to elicit refusals (two invitations, twequests, and two suggestions) in equal
and higher status situations. An enhanced role giifgrs from a regular role play in the
amount of the contextualised background informatidncludes (e.g., gender, age, social
distance, power status, length of acquaintancegséhsituations were based on two
independent variables: power and social distamcaddition to the refusal situations, there
were four additional role play situations that sehas distracters. It is essential to note that
the researcher controlled the following variablathwegard to the American learners of
Spanish: gender, age, L2 proficiency, L2 Spanigiedt, and experience abroad. He also

conducted retrospective verbal interviews withhadicipants.

For data analysis, the researcher used a codirgechf semantic formulae similar to the
one used by Beebe et al. (1990), classifying timeas¢ic formulae into three categories:

Direct Refusals such dso, | can't, | refuse Indirect Refusals e.gWhy don't you ask



54

someone elfand Adjuncts to Refusals e.g.,sounds like a good idea, but | won't be

home tomorrow.

Outcomes from Felix-Brasdefer's (2002) study intkca negative pragmatic transfer in

the frequency, content and social perception afsafstrategies.

Using open role plays for eliciting data, Gass &wdick (1999) examined the realisation
of refusal by Japanese learners of English. Thiécgants completed 8 role plays with a
native speaker of American English. The role plagssisted of refusals of invitations,
requests, offers, and suggestions. Two situatieqsiring refusal were created for each

refusal type. All the interactions were videotaped.

Gass and Houck’s (1999) study is certainly sigaificand relevant to the present study in
many ways. To begin with, it employed the role plagthod for the eliciting of the refusal
data. It is a unique study since it analysed th& dssing new qualitative analytic
techniques designed for understanding how refusadsstructured and recycled over a
stretch of discourse. The qualitative analysis ofeRPlays data in my study will also focus
on the content and organisation of the interactiwsh&h can lead to better understanding

of the structure of refusals at the level of disseu

Overall, as we have noted in the previous studiksf the researchers collected their data
by either DCTs or Role Plays and there is no sipg&vious research that combines them
both. The present study, however, makes use of imefthods in the collection of data.
Besides, it is worth stating that all of the abowventioned studies investigated refusals in
American English and none has been conducted dislBEnglish. The present study will
fill this gap by investigating refusals in BritifEinglish and Iraqgi Arabic. One should stress
that this study adopts the view that one shouldtreatt all Arabic speaking countries as if
they were identical. Arabic in Iraq, like Arabid alver the Arab world, is of a diglossic
nature. There are two varieties in use: a ‘formatiety’ (Fusha) which is similar to
classical Arabic and a colloquial variety (Ammiyyayhich is used in everyday
communication (orally and in writing) (see chaptenee, section 3.8). Various dialects of
Arabic relate to districts in that they reflect thecial norms that are specific to those
speech communities. Thus, refusals to requestsoffieds in Iragi Arabic may reflect
fundamental cultural values that may be specifiandragi speech community. No single
study has been undertaken on the performance qf Aeabic, as far as refusals are

concerned. This study will consider the strategised in a dialect language, i.e. Iraqi
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Arabic. In most previous studies, attention focdssm the analysis of refusals to
suggestion, invitation. Thus, the present study éentinuation of this line of research as it

investigates the linguistic means used by Iragietose requests and offers.
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Chapter Three
Methodology

This chapter describes the research design andodwtyical steps and procedures

adopted to conduct this study.

First, the participants in the study are descriwitti regard to their number, age, gender,
native language, foreign language proficiency, addcational background. As the main
instruments utilised to gain the present study tjtedive data, the next sections provide a
detailed description of the DCT and Role Playsemis of their nature, the rationale for
employing them in this study, development of thds® instruments, and methods
administration in addition to the role of the reséar in collecting the data will also be
delineated. Then, the choice of the contextualbfacare reflected on and justified. Some
light will also be shed on the differences betwserdern standard Arabic (MSA) and Iraqi
Arabic (IA) as the latter was used by the partinigan their answers to the DCT and Role
Plays in this study as instructed, illustrating thi#ferences between the two varieties at
different linguistic levels. Information concernimgpw the pilot study was used to refine
this instrument will be provided. This will be foled by a description of the participants’
interview. Besides, the procedures of translatihg situations, audio recording and
transcribing the Role Play data are provided. Bingthe data qualitative and quantitative

analysis and coding scheme of this study will lsewsed and exemplified in detail.

1.1Participants

The patrticipants in the present study were diviohtd three groups as follows: 20 native
speakers of British English, 20 native speaker$raxi Arabic, and 20 Iraqgi learners of
English as a foreign language. Each group was mpd# 10 females and 10 males with

an age range of 18 to 30.
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3.1.1 British English Speakers (BEs)

This group of participants consisted of 20 Britistudents from the University of
Manchester and the University of Salford. In ortkeavoid the risk of reverse pragmatic
transfer from Arabic into English, participants wezthosen who had no familiarity with
Arabic language or culture. They were students itferént disciplines, but none had
specialised in social sciences, humanities, Englislinguistics. All were native speakers

of English, as were their parents.

3.1.2 Iragi Arabic Speakers (IAs)

This group comprised 20 native speakers of Iragibhr, studying History at the School of
Education, University of Misan, Iraq, who had livedIraq all their lives (see appendix
two). These students were basic users of the Enlglilguage according to the ‘Common
European Framework of Reference for Languages’ jG&#e appendix 7). This document
was translated into Arabic and used to facilitatelent self-assessment. Working with this
framework, thirteen of the IAs evaluated their Esiglproficiency level as Al, while the

rest (7 students) judged theirs to be A2.

3.1.3 Iragi Learners of English (ILES)

The third group of participants was made up ofr2@ik studying English Language at the
Department of English, School of Education, Uniitgrof Misan, Irag. All of these
students were at tertiary level in the school, @edording to the (CEF), their level was B2.
All had majored in English from the first stage sithool. They were chosen for this
research because they were at an advanced stageadnalready dealt with this topic
(refusals) in their textbooks and in everyday-lfieuations. Fourth year students were

unavailable to take part.

IA and ILE, participants were natives of the prmé of Misan, Iraq, and so shared the

same regional Misani Iragi dialect.
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In the DCTSs subjects were asked to provide thed; ggnder, educational level, nationality,
English proficiency level and native language, with disclosing their identities. They
were informed that they were participating in atcastive socio-linguistic study, but were
not furnished with the details or informed of thiejext of the research lest this should

affect the spontaneity of their responses.

3.2 Participants’ Learning History

My experience as a lecturer suggests that in pecteaching of English in Iraq from
primary level to university level has been gramueslly-oriented and has offered only
limited opportunity for communicative activities ithe classroom. More recently, attempts
have been made to have a more communicativelytedetiassroom so that a task-based

approach is becoming more commonplace in schoalsiaiversities.

Iragi students might be expected to have some ladye of the linguistic forms of
refusals and the contexts in which the forms caruged. This is because refusals are
among the acts listed in the functional and comeatiie EFL syllabi used in Irag. Within
the syllabi used in schools across the countrysad$ of different initiating acts such as
requests, offers and suggestions are a subjeaaching and presented in the forms of
conventional expressions. For instanogpossible I'm sorry but.. orl like to, but | have
to work late are presented as expressions for refusals int&&books widely used in the
country. The most commonly used textbooks are HagdBoars and Soars, 1996) for the
British curriculum and Interchange (Richards et 4897) for the American curriculum.
Learners at higher levels, especially universitydsnts, are introduced to the skills of
participating in arguments and debates which, toesextent, are conceptually related to
refusals. However, activities to interact in thassroom for most Iraqi EFL learners are

limited.

With regard to their learning history, some of haticipants claim to have studied in a
communicatively-oriented class at some point inrtleeucation background. All of the
participants report that they have more than onanmeof accessing English such as
English radio programmes, cable TV which shows Ehegipeaking films or computer

games, and they use these regularly.
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Thus, the participants seem to have had exposuEndgtish (both American and British
English) and on how to perform refusals in Engli$his study, then, investigates the
aspects of language use that the learners are adstarknow within their writing and

expressive capacity.

3.3 Data Collection instruments

In recent years there have been many studies ethpcts, using different data collection
methods, including observation of natural intex@tsi (ethnographic observation), corpus
linguistics, questionnaires, discourse completestis (DCTs), and Role-Plays. There are
many arguments for and against the different meatlogies used although the main
consensus among researchers is that the prefegtubdhis to collect natural data or real-
life conversations (Blum-Kulka et al., 1989; Riht& Mitchell, 1989; Kasper & Dahl,
1991; Cohen & Olshtain, 1994; Beebe & Cummings,5)99

In the following sections, the advantages and #tions of the two methods used for data
collection in the present study will be discusdszhring in mind the cautionary advice that
‘There is no single best method of collecting infiation on the patterns of language use
within a speech community’(Saville-Troike, 1989:11Rose (2001) emphasises that there
are weaknesses associated with every data cohiestethod, including the collection of
authentic or natural data (p.319). Natural datkédy to be difficult or labour-intensive to
collect especially when the target form does natuodrequently in natural settings. As a
result, the amount of natural data that can beimédain a study may be relatively small,
which could possibly render cross-contextual anslysipossible or at least limiting
(Ishihara, 2006:20). Furthermore, the method oflectihg data ethnographically has
limitations that make it impractical for a reseamtoject and it would probably not be
suitable for the objectives of the investigatiomr Fexample, it would be necessary to
obtain permission from companies and individualeetmord long stretches of conversation,
only to find that the data might not be suitable might not contain appropriate data in

sufficient quantities. As Rintell and Mitchell @9: 250) point out:

Another drawback to the ethnographic method of dadlection is that the
researcher must either rely on memory to accuraietprd the data, or on the
taping of long stretches of talk in the hope that particular speech act in question
emerges in the course of the exchange.
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Additionally, the ethnographic method cannot pradutany instances of the same speech
act in the same situation and the researcher cegr mentrol the contextual variables to

ensure that the same context will be repeated enea (ibid: 250).

The reason for the use of both the Role-Play aadi@Ts in this research is that they will
complement each other in the following ways: (Bytlwill satisfy the needs of the study in
collecting data of certain refusal strategies ithdanguages. In other words, a speech act
might not necessarily occur in the Role-Play bughmioccur in DCTs, and vice versa; (2)
they will provide not only data from the elicitatiomethods, but also the personal
backgrounds of the participants. (3) A common cttarsstic of these two elicitation
instruments concerns the fact that different vaesbsuch as age, gender and proficiency
level can be controlled (Felix-Brasdefere, 2010hisTstudy will compare the data
produced by the same subjects using the two diffareethods in the two languages, and
will also compare the results with those from ottesearchers such as Al-Salawi (1997),
Stevens (1993), Felix-Brasdefer (2002) and others.

For this reason, researchers usually prefer tocosebinations of methods in order to
minimise researcher bias and to increase the talafi collected data (see Olshtain &
Blum-Kulka, 1985; Aijmer, 1996:5). There is an amh to research that uses a
combination of more than one research method inglesinvestigation (see Hongyin 1996;
Li, 2008 ; Sabri, 2012). According to Kasper @&mahl (1991), discourse completion tests
(DCTs) and Role-Play (written or spoken) are thdnndata collection instruments in

interlanguage pragmatics. Thus, this study utilreettiple data sources, namely, DCT and

Role-Play.

3.3.1 Discourse Completion Task/Test (DCT)

Over the past thirty years the DCT has been thet mogular elicitation instrument in
cross-cultural speech act research. It was firseldped by Blum-Kulka (1982) and
usually consists of a written task in which pagaoits are required to write what they
believe they would say in a particular situatiomeTscenarios in a DCT typically vary
according to the status of the interlocutors reéatio each other and the social distance

between them, as well as the weight of the impwsifl hese variables have been identified
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to be particularly important in cross cultural sgieact research. The original format of the
DCT usually included a rejoinder after the desasiptof a scenario, and in this way it
looked like an incomplete dialogue that the respomdvas requested to complete. In this
closed format, originally used by Blum-Kulka (198#)d in the CCSARP (cross cultural
speech act realisation project), the discourse stagtured to provide a space for the

speech act followed by a rejoinder. The followis@n example of this:

(a) At the college teacher’s office

A student has borrowed a book from her teacherchvishe promised to return today.

When meeting her teacher, however, she realiséshieaorgot to bring it along.

Teacher: Miriam. | hope you brought the book | lgod.

Miriam

Teacher: Ok, but please remember it next week.nfBfwlka et al., 1989:14)

In an open-ended DCT, the situation is followedabgpace for the participant to write a

speech act without being followed by a rejoindsrirathe following:

(b) A birthday present

It's your birthday, and you are having a few frisraler for dinner. A friend brings you a

present. You unwrap it and find a blue sweater.

You say:

(Eisenstein & Bodman, 1993, as cited in Kasper028&))
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As illustrated above, some DCT'’s include a follopr#esponse or rejoinder while others
do not. If there is no rejoinder a DCT is callecofended (Blum-Kulka, House & Kasper,
1989), as is the case with the DCT used in theeptestudy (see appendix 1). Sometimes a
DCT provides the respondent with a number of péssisponses to choose from (Rose,
1992), or a ranking of possible answers (Hill, Itajta, Kawasaki & Ogino, 1986). A
DCT can also be used to elicit data orally (Cohe®l&htain, 1981), and in this case is

referred to as an oral DCT in order to distinguidhom the more traditional written DCT.

Golato (2003:92) discusses some administrative radgas of DCTs. For example, the
DCT is probably the most efficient method of cdlleg data cross-culturally since it
allows for cross-cultural comparison. In additidgris easy and efficient to administer to a
large number of respondents at once. Furthermaréeunaturalistic data collection, it

affords the researcher complete control over tierént contextual variables. Chaudrons
(2003:773) also explains that this method allowsedieitation of ‘an extensive range of
potentially natural, unmonitored learner performerappropriate to a given genre of
speech behaviour or style’. Unlike collection oftrentic data and use of Role-Plays,
DCTs do not require cumbersome and error-pronecrgtion (Rintell & Mitchell, 1989).

Finally, they allow easy statistical analysis ofeda

However, a number of disadvantages of the DCT hage been highlighted in the
literature. One of the more common criticisms iattthe DCT does not provide an
opportunity to the participants to opt out of resgiog (Olshtain & Blum-Kulka, 1985).
This is important since in some cultures, due tbage contextual factors such as the age,
gender, or status of the interlocutor, speakers agide to opt out of performing a
particular speech act in a given situation. Themfausing a DCT may prevent the
researcher from capturing this important cultuiffiecence. It should be noted that DCTs
do not demonstrate what participants would ‘actuahtly, but what they think might be
appropriate to say. In other words, they providermation about the metapragmatics of
the speech act in question, rather than aboutatgnpatics as such. Neither does the DCT
allow multiple turns, which is characteristic ofgatiation in natural speech interaction.
Another drawback is that it is mostly used in itstien, rather than oral format, and this
can be problematic since speech acts in dialogeenarmally realised orally. This
restriction can be even more misleading in digssfuations, which is the case with
Arabic, where the spoken, informal language, useddalising speech acts, is different

from the written, formal language. To counterads,tithe subjects in the current study
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were asked to use the Iragi dialect in their answas this is the language used in their
daily life communication both verbally and in weitt informal contexts (see section 3.8).
Another disadvantage of the DCT is that the respdimme is almost unlimited, which
allows respondents to carefully consider their oasps and even make corrections to them,
which, of course, does not reflect real-life intgians. Finally, the format of the DCT may
encourage respondents to write more than they woaoitchally say in a real-life situation
(Beebe & Cummings, 1996). To overcome the last $iwortcomings, the informants in
this study were asked to complete the questiomnéaiely quickly (the time limit will be

explained in section 3.9).

3.3.2 Role-Plays

In studying speech acts, the use of Role-Playscsgnised as a valid and effective method
of collecting data. Tran (2006:3) defines Role-Blag simulation of social interactions
where participants assume and enact describedwitleis specified situations. Two types
of Role-Plays method have been identified in therdiure: open and closed. A closed
Role-Play is similar to the oral version of the D@fere the respondent is allowed to give
a one-turn oral response to a prompt. This meatgshiere is no interaction or negotiation

involved in the realisation of the speech actnabé following scenario:

You are applying for a very good part-time job m Aamerican company. You are at the
job interview with the office manager (a male) agés to fill in a form. You do not have a

pen, and need to borrow a pen from the manager.

You: (Sasaki, 1998:480)

In an open Role-Plays, on the other hand, the relspu is asked to act out the Role-Plays
with the researcher or some other participant &nd/olves negotiation over a number of
turns in a way that is similar to real-life intetiaos (see appendix 3 for Role-Plays
scenarios used in this study). Open Role-Playsifyptbe situation, interlocutor roles, and

the communicative goals of the interaction, while butcome is not predetermined, but
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rather left to evolve based on the course of tkeraction. The following is an example of

an open Role-Play:

Informant A:

You ask a neighbour you do not know very well ttphgu move some things out of your
flat with his/her car since you have not got aaaad you have not got anyone else to ask
since everyone you know appears to be on holidayyan have no money either to hire
someone who can help or to arrange transport. ¥ewseur neighbour on the street. What

would you say to him/her?

Informant B:

You are on the street. A neighbour you do not knevy well comes to talk to you.
Respond to him/her. (Marguez-Reit2000:187)

The freedom permitted by open Role-Plays allowsnthie be rich sources of data and
‘allow examination of speech act behaviour in itdl fdiscourse context’ (Kasper &
Dahl,1991:19). More specifically, Role-Plays:

represent oral production, full operation of thentteking mechanism, impromptu
planning decisions contingent on interlocutor in@utd hence negotiation of global
and local goals, including negotiation of meaninghien required (Kasper &
Dahl,1991:19).

Hence, the lack of interactiveness of DCTs is nptablem for Role-Plays because open
Role-Plays allow the participants to modify theifusal strategies in response to initiating

acts and to carry out the conversation to its lmiggnd (Kasemisin, 2006:45).

Kasper and Dahl (1991) and Gass and Houck (199@ieahat one of the main advantages
of this method is that data are elicited orally anda way that is similar to real-life

interactions, so resulting in more natural speech.
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That is why they consider data elicited with anrop&ole-Play to be closest to natural
speech. Moreover, Role-Plays afford researchers apportunity to record and/or
videotape them for further careful analysis (Abdo&pour and Eslami-Rasekh, 2012).

Olshtain and Blum-Kulka (1985) actually refer op@nle-Play as a semi-ethnographic
method. It has also been argued that this methqgdairiscularly appropriate for eliciting
certain speech acts, such as refusals, which ammatly realised over an extended
negotiation between interlocutors instead of ovex or two utterances (Edmondson, 1981).
The researchers emphasise the importance of studgfusals over a conversational
sequence. This last recommendation is particukdwgificant, and the current study is, in
fact, the first study in Iragi Arabic to examinesthpeech act of refusal over multiple turns

of interactions.

However, a number of disadvantages of this metlaae lbeen highlighted in the literature.
For example, it has been pointed out that it iatretly more difficult to administer than
the DCT, and also that the elicited data are diffito analyse, involving, as they do,
negotiation over a number of turns (Gass & Houd99). The written DCT data, on the
other hand, are easier to collect and analyse sheeinvolve only a one-turn response.
Such responses are easy to analyse in terms afefney counts of the refusal strategies,
and do not involve any discourse-level analysigtharmore, according to Jung (2004),
Role-Plays can result in unnatural behaviour aesimn addition, as Chang (2006: 7)
points out, ‘Subjects may exaggerate the pragniatigcaction in performing Role-Plays,
producing a speech behaviour which would not haa@uwed in a real-life situation ...".
The most evident drawback is the probability thateRPlays could generate redundant
conversation. Sasaki (1998) and Turnbull (2001)reskkd the methodological issues in
refusals by comparing data gathered from DCTs amid-Rlays and found that Role-Play
refusals were unnaturally lengthy as compared wetd life conversations. In addition,
interlocutors might not be sufficiently careful tavoid FTA’'s towards the other
participants, simply because they know that theyaating out scenarios which are not real.
All of these limitations, however, are shared wither methods with the exception of the
ethnographic.

Another drawback is the possibility that open RBlays, placing, as they do, the
participants in hypothetical situations, may impapen them some excessive imaginative
challenges, thus possibly undermining their perfomoe (Kasper and Rose, 2002). To

counteract this disadvantage, five out of nine ades in this study allowed the
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participants to act as themselves and in familtartexts with situational and visual clues,

while in four situations the participants were riegd to assume other identities.

Yi (2001), on the other hand, contends that natsp®ech, if recorded properly, can
provide the most accurate picture of everyday cmat®n. Golato (2003: 111) also

supports the idea that a preferred method of daltaction would involve the audio and

video-taping of spontaneous, naturally occurringpad&louck and Gass (1996) and Gass
and Houck (1999), for example, found that somehefrtJapanese ESL participants opted
for silence or repeated the previous turn suchhase¢quest, invitation, or offer made by
the interlocutor. According to those researchelsnse and repetitions of what was said is
considered as a type of indirect refusal or avaidastrategy. The nature of Role-Plays
allows the respondents to use other strategiegrilgitt be considered as indirect refusals
in some cultures. Furthermore, in their study, RRleys also revealed interactive features
such as negotiation for an alternative, when ongéypdid not wish to comply with the

request, and recycling of requests and refusalboth studies, refusals came in multiple
turns spreading throughout the Role-Play interactalowing the researchers to observe
how the learners adjusted their refusal strategiesesponse to the native speaker

interlocutor's reaction.

Overall, a single data collection method, regasilasthe advantages it may offer, is often
inadequate and may even adversely affect the dadab#é&s the findings. Therefore,
multiple data collection methods (such as the D@mlgined with Role-Plays) are utilised
in the current study to investigate the variouseatpof the construct in question, to avoid
potential pitfalls, and to obtain findings that anere reliable and valid. Since the aim of
this study is to investigate both spoken and writnguage, the written DCT has been

utilised together with oral Role-Plays.

3.4 Description of the DCT and the Role-Plays

This study researches the refusal phenomenon @i Aeabic and British English, and
generally falls within the field of sociopragmaticshich studies the ways in which
pragmatic performance is subject to specific soeslables or conditions. The study is
concerned with the ways in which language is usguetform the act of refusing with four
social and situational variables that potentiaffga their use. However, due to time and
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space limitation, the effect of some further lirgdid and situational factors will not be
considered.

Two types of refusal were selected because thagsept two distinct types of stimuli to
refusal, namely, requests and offers. Traditionaligfusals of offers, suggestions,
invitations, and requests have been investigatesp@ech act research. It is believed that
suggestions and invitations may be construed asstgp offer; hence they can be included
under the category of offers (Morkus, 2009:101)glssts, on the other hand, represent a
different category of stimuli to refusals: In a wegt, an interlocutor puts themself in a
position where they are in need of some help oist@sxe from the speaker, which is
inherently different from a situation where theye anaking an offer to the speaker.
Therefore, it was considered to be more consistefiicus on these two types of distinct

stimuli to refusal: requests and offers.

As the collection of data is most important in titaprovides the needed materials for
analysis, 36 situations concerning refusals of estgiand offers were set. On the basis of
these situations, a modified open-ended discouosepletion test was constructed for
written elicitation, consisting of 18 situationsr feliciting refusals of requests and 18
situations for eliciting refusals of offers. In éacase, a situation was described, followed
by a request or offer and then a blank in whickfagal would fit. The subjects were asked

to write down what they would reply in their respen (see appendix 1).

In the Role-Plays there were 9 situations. Inforteaand B were provided with separate
instructions explaining the social status and theiad distance of the other interlocutor.
The choice was left open for informant B to mak#hesi a request or an offer, while
informant A was the one who should refuse it (segeadix 3). It was explained to the
participants that the Role-Plays would be condudatetheir dialect, and that they were
required to refuse any offer or request advancethéiyy partner. Written instructions were
provided for the participants and they were giviea opportunity to ask questions. The
Role-Plays were then enacted, audio-recorded dvgkguently listened to for the purpose
of data analysis. All the scenarios in the Role/Plare also to be found in the DCT
situations in order to enable investigation intoetfter the informants react differently
when refusing verbally as compared with their wnttrefusals, and to make a direct

comparison of their behaviour in both situations.
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The aim throughout is to determine how the inforteareact to three social factors,
namely: social status (high, low, equal), sociatatice (high, low, medium), and gender

(male, female) (for more details about those véembee section 3.7).

In other words, the goal is to investigate the ontgnce of those contextual variables in
accounting for the variation in the realisation refusals in Iragi Arabic and British

English. The underlying hypothesis is that the cbaif one refusal strategy rather than
others in a given situation is mainly determinedtbgse three variables, and that the

relative role of these variables differs from ondure to another.

Besides, the influence of the degree of imposifioigh, low, medium) on the refusers’
responses will also be investigated. This studysiclars imposition on the speaker (refuser)
as the one who is being imposed upon. Degree obsitipn is commonly referred to as
‘the act of putting a burden on’ (Goldschmidt, 1998}) or the burden placed on the
addressee by the addresser (Bargiela-Chiappini &i$12006). This will vary depending
on the type of speech act in question (Brown, Z80A4).

The degree of imposition in the situations of #tisdy can be determined by the amount of
time or efforts that need to be spent on the belad¢facts, value of objects, the obligation
and right to perform the beneficial act. For examplrefusals to requests in the DCT, the
rank of imposition is high in situation 9 where ttespondent is refusing a request from
their teacher to attend on their day off (time eongg), while low rank of imposition is
implied in situation 2 (taking a photo), situatidn(passing the salt), and situation 5
(showing the way) (less time consuming). HoweMeg, ttme spent on (copying a paper) in
situation 3 is neither very high nor very low. Thiiss classified as a medium imposition
situation®. The distribution of the contextual variablesD&T and RPs are presented in

below in tables 3.1 and 3.2.

4 The influence of the rank of imposition on théoimants’ responses will be discussed in more Hietai
chapter five (section 5.4), chapter six (secti@),@and chapter seven (section 7.3).



Table 3.1: Variables in DCT situatiohs

Sit. Social Social Gender Imposition| Imposition
No. status distance | (requester/offerer) (requests)| (offers)
1 S,H/ low Female high low
Equal
2 S,H/ high Female low low
Equal
3 S,H/Equall acquaintance Female medium low
4 S,H/ low Male low low
Equal
5 S,H/ High Male low low
Equal
6 S,H/ acquaintance Male medium medium
Equal
7 H/High Low Female high high
8 H/High high Female low high
9 H/High | acquaintancge Female high low
10 H/High low Male high high
11 H/High high Male medium low
12 H/High | acquaintance Male high medium
13 H/Low low Female medium medium|
14 H/Low high Female medium low
15 H/Low | acquaintancge Female low high
16 H/Low low Male high medium
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®. The refuser's gender, in addition to the same/neimeter dyads will also be investigated in this stindy
chapter 5, 6, and 7.



17 H/Low high Male high low
18 H/Low | acquaintanc Male medium medium
Table 3.2: Variables in Role-Play situatidns
Role Play Social Status Social Distance Degree of
No. imposition
1 S/low, H/high High High
2 S/low, H/high Medium High
3 S/low, H/high Low medium
4 (S,H) equal High medium
5 (S,H) equal Medium Low
6 (S,H) equal Low High
7 S/high, H/low High Low
8 S/high, H/low Medium medium
9 S/high, H/low Low Low

3.5 Development of the DCT and the Role-Plays

Previously designed questionnaires and Role-Plaptsons (e.g., Beebe et al., 1990, Al-
Shalawi, 1997, and Morkus, 2009) were utilised teeatain extent in designing the

situations. Linguists were also consulted to reeeilieir comments, suggestions and

feedback. Then, the English draft of the methods tnanslated into Iraqi Arabic.
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® The participants match in the Role Plays as sairafender. This will be discussed in Role Playslysia
chapter (chapter 7, section 7.2).
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3.6 Methods Administration

The study involving Iraqi subjects (both native agers of Iragi Arabic and Iraqi learners
of English) was administered in Misan provincegli April 2014, and the research with
British students was carried out in Manchester Qi in March and April 2014.

| collected BES' data first. This was fulfilled wisome of my friends' and colleagues' help
at the University of Manchester and Salford UniitgrsThese friends/colleagues have
requested from the British informants individuatty take part in the study. Once they
accepted, | intervened to explain the nature aedukes of participation. Firstly, consent
forms were prepared and were signed by the paatitgpprior to their involvement in the
research. The consent form described the projetttitanprocedures, and explained that
participation in the study was voluntary and tlet participants had the right to withdraw
(see appendix 5). It was important to reassure ttiamnall the data would be confidential

and that no personal information was required.

The second step is to answer DCTs. The DCTs cadaoffers and requests (but no
choice of options for responses) and the partitgoarere asked to read the questionnaire

and respond naturally.

Next, the informants acted out two situations ie Role Play. They were limited to only
two situations in order to avoid repetition of redilistrategies which might be employed by
participants should they come to understand thentpoif the investigation, and
consequently their answers might be less naturdlspontaneous. The Role-Play sheets
were given individually and the roles were swappethe two situations, one Role-Play
after another. That is, student A in the first RBlay would act as B in the second task so
that each student had one turn at requesting/nffeand one at refusing. Both genders

(same and mixedhave acted out the Role Play interactions in lineet groups.

After BEs' data were collected, | travelled to ngnte country, Iraq, to collect ILEs' and

IAs' data. | began with ILEs at the third yeartst Department of English. The third class
consists of about 36-40 students from both gendeesked the students in the class
whether they were willing to participate in thedstul also explained that the participation

was voluntary and that | needed 10 males and 1@lésnfrom them to take part in the

" The gender dyads in each group are divided aswell5 Female-Female, 5 Male-Male, 5 Female-Male,
and 5 Male-Female.
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study. Having agreed on participation, the inforteamere handed the consent form to fill
out. The instructions were also explained orallyntake sure that everyone understood
them. The same procedures were followed when |A& dvere collected from History
Department in Misan University. All subjects wersked to complete an open-ended
discourse completion task (DCT) and to act out FRi&y situations in their native

languages (Iraqi Arabic).

Consequently, 60 exchanges of refusals were reddrdm the three groups of informants
by the Role Plays (see appendix 13 for Role Plagmstripts) and 2160 tokens were
extracted from the three groups by the DCT.

In this study the researcher did not participattherRole-Play scenarios for the following
reasons: to avoid the possibility of English speskenodifying their language to
accommodate a non-native speaker; to avoid digaminfluencing the spontaneity and
neutrality of the interactions; because the elictaof the British English data aimed to
find out how native speakers of English realisédsal when interacting with other native

speakers of English and not with non-native speaker

It was imperative that certain principles shouldapplied in setting up the study. Firstly,
there should be an equal number of groups of stsbjeetween Iraqgis and English (20
informants for each group) and an equal number aiesmand females (10 males and 10
females). Secondly, in terms of Role-Play situatjan order to elicit more natural and
spontaneous refusal data the subjects must netftwkenied in advance of what was going
to be refused in terms of speech acts (requestffens). The required speech acts should
be performed naturally. Thirdly, informants must he allowed to interact with those who
had already acted the Role-Plays. In terms of tlestipnnaire, while students answered it
as a group, they were kept apart from each otbethat they could not discuss it amongst

themselves.

3.7 The Social Factors

The norms for directness/indirectness are appligérently from culture to culture,
leading to differences in cross-cultural realisadi@f speech acts. There are a number of

factors which appear to govern directness in agleges. In their theory of politeness,
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Brown and Levinson (1987:78) suggest some circumisdafactors which influence the
choice of speech act strategy used. They arguespleatikers calculate the sum of all these
factors in choosing how to produce the speechracuestion. They emphasise that the
factors of distance (D), Power (P), and rank ofasipon (R), are believed to be mutually
assumed in realising speech acts. Similarly, Thorfi®95:124) suggests the same
universal axes that govern directness. She sthtdsthie axes governing directness are
universal in the sense that they capture the tygfesonsideration likely to govern
pragmatic choices in any language, but the way #reyapplied varies considerably from
culture to culture. And, the degree of indirectne@gseases according to the degree of
social distance, social status, and size of imjwsitFurthermore, gender and speech
behaviour are interwoven and interrelated to eatttero(Boxer, 1993; Holmes, 1995;
Lakoff, 1975; Tannen, 1990).

Consequently, the present study will focus on hyighiluential factors that govern the way
people undertake the act of refusing in their daibnversations. These include social
distance (low, high, acquaintance); social stataw,(high, equal); rank of imposition

(high, low, medium), and gender (male, female).

3.8 Iragi Arabic vs. Modern Standard Arabic

In the Arabic versions of the DCT and the Role Playmy study, | used prompts in Iraqi
Arabic, which is the variety used in oral interaog and in informal written contexts in
Iraq (Abu-Haidar, 1989: 477). This encouraged mtipi@ants to answer in Iraqi dialect
instead of the MSA because 'using MSA consistewthyld be a source of ridicule and
unpleasant outcome' (Abed el Jawad, 1987:360).iifoemants use IA in their written
completions of the DCTs as instructed and did mbiket differences in register from the
Role Play data. For example, they us@ao, X' L | can't (mz ‘gdar) in the written DTC
and produced them orally in Role Plays. The Iragjedt, however, is different from other
dialects in the Arabic world. For example, the NedaAbility | can't (mz ‘gdar) ,X L in
Iragi Arabic is different from Egyptian Arabic:té is | can't (mu$ adir) (Morkus,
2009:129). | provide no further examples from otembic refusal studies because
researchers in the literature either investigdieseds in MSA as in Al-Issa (1993), or they
do not give examples in Arabic as in Al-ShalawiqT® and Al-Eryani (2007) (see 2.6.1).
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MSA and Iraqi dialect are phonologically, grammali, and lexically distinct (Abu-
Haidar, 1992:91). The present section aims totiie the differences between the two

varieties at different linguistic levels: Phonologyorphology, lexicon, and syntax.

3.8.1 Phonological differences

As regards phonology, ‘the L system will often agp& be the more basic]...[there is
quite a difference between Classical Arabic and abkoquial varieties (Wardhaugh,
2006: 91).

Some phonological differences between the MSA analré:

a. Consonant Change

The phonemes /g/ and /k/ are pronounced in the badect of Arabic as /g/ andfl/

respectively, due to Turkish influence (Ameri arelghami, 2007:5). Some examples are:

MSA IA Meaning
I/ il
(1) /sikki:n/ I9ifi:n/ knife
(2) /kalb/ talib / dog
(3) /samak/ [sirfia fish
/qf g/
(4) [/sug/ /syl market
(5) fMamar/ gamar/ moon

The consonant’// tends ® change to /j/ in IA:

8 One variety, called High, is used only under foramed public circumstances, while the other onferred
to as Low is used in normal daily-life events (Gasr1959).
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I Il
(6) /mar’/ /ma:/ water
(7 I/mica/ /mjjal hundred

(Jabbari, 2013:142)
b. Vowel Change
The vowels /u/ and /a/ in MSA often change torifA. Some examples are as follows:
u/ 1l

The present verb prefix vowel /u/ in MSA changefi/tm IA:

(8) funtadz(u)/  /intids/ is produced
9) fukallif(u)/  /jikallif/ it costs
la/ lil

The present verb prefix vowel /a/ changes to /IAn

(10) Rftagil(u)/  fjiftagil/ it works
(11) /ahta:dz(u)/ /rihta:ds/ we need
MSA 1A Meaning

The vowel /a/ in MSA definite articles changegitan IA:
(12) Tal-kita:b/ ‘fl-kita:b/ the book
(23) Jad-dars/ id-dars/ the lesson

(ibid: 145)
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3.8.2 Morphological Differences

Palmer (2007:120) asserts that "L has fewer gramaiginorphological) categories and a
reduced system of inflection; H has a greater gratiwal (morphological) complexity".
This implies that the two varieties do not necabsé&ollow the same set of grammatical

rules.

a. Suffix Deletion

A good example of the said reduced system of itileds the tendency of /u (n)/, /a (n)/,
/i (n)/ deletion word finally in 1A. This deletioralso mentioned as a phonological process,
is of morphological importance too. As a matterfait, the said deleted items are verb

suffices or case markers.

MSA 1A Meaning
(14) /arid-u ma dzu:n-a’asna:nin/ | want a tooth paste.
I- want-suff. paste- ACC teeth-GEN
"arid-g@ madsu:n-g° asna:Ad/
I- want paste-ACC teeth-GEN
b. Dual and plural final Deletion

In MSA, the regular dual and masculine plural meskend in /n/, e.g. /mallim-an/,
/muallim-ajn/ (two [masculine] teachers), / rnallim-at-an/, /muallim-at-ap/(two
[feminine] teachers), mallim-u:n/ and / muallim-i:n/ ([three or more masculine] teachers.
In 1A, ‘when the first noun of a genitive noun pbeareferred to as the /duuf/, is dual or
masculine regular plural, the final /n/ is delet@dahyar, 1994:159). Some examples are

follows:
MSA 1A

(15) / muallim-a:n/+ /madrisatu-na/~ (16) / muallim-a:@ madrisatu-na/
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teacher-dualNOM school-of ours
The two teachers of our stho
(17) /muslim-i:n/ +fri:qizja:/ — (18) /muslim-i:@'ifri:qi:ja:/

muslim-pl.ACC/GEN Africa
Muslims of Africa

In 1A this rule is sometimes violated.

(19) /mi:lja:rajd mitr mulaeb/ — /mi:lja:rajn mitir mukéab/

Two milliard cuahineters.

3.8.3 Lexical Differences

a. Lexical Distribution

In a diglossic situation, ‘There may be distindijferent pairs of words, i.e., doublets, in
the H and L varieties to refer to very common otgeand concepts. Since the domain of
the two varieties do not intersect, there will lmeLaword for use in L situations and an H
word for use in H situations with no possibility g&nsferring the one to the other”

(Wardhaugh, 2006: 91). In other words, the H arigalee, in the main, a complementary
lexicon. It is a particular characteristic of th@ldssic situation that pairs are used
situation-specifically with the same meaning in Bhevariety and the L variety" (Dittmar,

2000:120). Lexical Distribution includes all paofsspeech. Some examples are:

MSA A Meaning
Adjectives
(20) /qali:l/ Juwajja / little
(21) /ba:sil/ fudza:’/ brave
Adverbs

(22) ‘iBan/ Nad/ then, so
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(23) gadan/ Jlut: o) tomorrow
Prepositions

(24) Ifi:/ Ibil in

(25) /min/ Jimni/ from, of
Verbs

(26) "ddhabu/ "aru:h/ I go
(27) /baga/ /wala/ He reached

3.8.4 Syntactic Differences

MSA and IA are also different at the levels largjigsn a lexicon. These differences are

classified under syntactic differences.

a. Different Word Order

There are several phrases and sentences withedifferord orders, in the two varieties.

Examples are:
MSA 1A Meing
(28) /saadakalla:h/ Alla:h jusatad-ak/ May God help you
God help-2S.M
(29) /hafda-k-allah/ "allah’ij-hifd-ak/ May God help you
God protect-2S.M

From the abovementioned explanations, it seems ttiaa lA differs from MSA on many

linguistic levels. Thus, it would be unrealistic ask 1A participants to act out or write
down their responses in formal MSA which they do mse in real life. Instead, they are
requested to respond to refusal situations in ldiject that is actually used in everyday

interaction. Thus, the situations and the instauniare written in IA for this purpose.
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3.9 Pilot study

A pilot study was conducted before administering guestionnaire and the Role-Plays to
the selected subjects. This was done in order togeyathe subjects’ reaction and

participation to the questionnaire and the Role/ks well as to calculate the time needed
to complete them. It also allowed me to evaluatetiwar there would be any problems or
confusion regarding the clarity of the items and thnguage of the two methods. Eight

students, four Iraqis and four British, were choasma sample for this experiment.

This pilot study proved beneficial and provided adeand information not previously
apparent. More specifically, direct feedback waseneed from the eight students in the
pilot study that led to important improvements aimdicated the need for some
modifications in the early version of the questiaine. Some respondents requested more
explanations for some situations and this was adsur the final version. For instance,
situation 9 of request refusals involves a teaels&ng if she can see her student on their
day off, Sunday. This caused confusion for BE imfants for whom this day is part of the
weekend, while it is a working day for Iragis. Fugtmore, | was able to determine that the
time needed to complete the questionnaire ranged t5 to 20 minutes. The role plays
took from approximately three to five minutes td aat two Role-Plays for each pair of
the participants. Thus, it became evident thatttme permitted for completion of the
guestionnaire and the Role-Plays should be redtecetdsure that informants in the main
study would be encouraged to respond quickly withim time limit. A time delay could
affect the data by allowing the subject extra timeeflect upon their answers that would
not be possible in spontaneous oral and written ngomication. Several other minor

changes were made to the DCT and Role-Play situstio

3.10 Participants’ interview

The research also involved interviewing a few @& garticipants. The principal value of
this practice for the present study is that, adogrdo Kraikosol (2004), it provides

additional related information on causal factors ¢ertain patterns of behaviour. Four
participants were interviewed after performing Rele Plays; one BEs, one IAs, and 2

ILEs. The post-interviews were used to reinforce tbsponses elicited by the DCTs and
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the Role-Plays, and to focus more on the differefitsal strategies used by the Iragis and
the British. The aim was to elicit socio-pragmatiformation about the social norms of the
linguistic behaviour of refusals in both Iraqi ar@itish cultures. The questions
investigated the appropriateness in the participaniture of the use of some strategies of
making refusals. While being interviewed, the satgewere given the opportunity to
explain the reasons for their responses, justigirthnguistic choices, and discuss their
ability to empathise and perform ‘in-role’ and withithe time frame. Generally speaking,
participants considered the Role-Play scenariostHDd@ situations to be realistic, felt that

a refusal was possible in each situation and teatitne allowance was reasonable.

The IA and one ILE informant were interviewed besmthey accept or partially accept the
offer/request as opposite to the instructions giteethem. For example, in RP3 where a
supervisor asks their employee to work two extrarboan IA informant finally agreed to
stay for one hour instead of two. Also, in RP5 lal agreed to taste the dessert at the end.
Interestingly, a BE subject in RP8 agreed to fixtie requester's computer but after the
party (see chapter 7, section 7.4 for more detgilsut these situations). As with the
findings of Robinson (1992:56), those informantported that they face difficulty in
refusing due to their family training and/or socgnstraints, which required a comply
with requests/offers so as to maintain social haym&urthermore, the interviews revealed
that the three Iraqi participants experienced dliffy in their decision-making as they
found it necessary to preserve social ties. Therse¢LE was interviewed to explain the
reason he employed a culturally inappropriate idibenexpression (tell it to the bear) to
refuse his supervisor's request to work two extiar$ (see 7.4.1.2 in chapter 7).

3.11 Translating the Role-Plays and the DCTs

The situations for both Role-Plays and the DCT vimsslated into Iragi Arabic (See both
the English and the Arabic versions of the methodsppendices 2 and 4), and the
translated version given to the native speakeisagfi Arabic. Minor modifications were

made to the Arabic version in order to render tingasons more culturally appropriate.
For example, in Role-Play 1, the British cities d@hd British company were replaced by

Iragi ones.
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3.12 Audio-recording

A smartphone recorder, Samsung Galaxy S3, wasfasdite recordings, and the resultant
guality was very good. On listening to the recogdi in detail, they were deemed to be
appropriate to the purpose of the experiment. Toezethe results of the recorded data
were collated in written form to render the dataieato transcribe. Then the researcher,
with the assistance of a Linguistics/PHD studergppred the English transcriptions. The
researcher (a native Iraqgi Arabic speaker) alscerindk the Arabic transcription, thus

ensuring that the accuracy and quality of the tapsons would be guaranteed.

3.13 Transcribing Role-Play Data

The transcription symbols used in this study arepéatl from Nofsinger's system (1991
167-169) which is based on the original schemesgelvby Jefferson (2004) and explained
in more detail in Atkinson and Heritage (1984) (sgpendix 8). All Role-Plays were
transcribed using simplified conversation analysascription conventions (Nofsinger,
1991). ‘Simplified transcription’ indicates that tdied reproduction of prosody or
intonation was not taken into consideration. A gieesmark only was used to capture
rising intonation as featured in yes/no questiond anderstanding and confirmation
checks. Contractions were used in the transcrigiitnwvere not granted the full reflection
of connected speech. Furthermore, Arabic instaneege transliterated and glossed in this

study following Versteegh's (2014) framework ofshteration (see appendix 10).

3.14 Data Analysis

Quantitative and qualitative analysis were carr@md in this study. The quantitative

analysis in the present study consists of frequeneyts of the refusal strategies used by
the participants. These were calculated for eaohpgreach refusal type, as well as with
regard to the rank of semantic formulae. In addijtibe length of responses (the number of

semantic formulae) is identified.
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Descriptive statistics were used to present a ldetaiescription of the results in terms of
percentages. This approach was followed by mangiegun the literature (for example
Stevens (1993), Al- Issa (1998), Al-Shboul et &012), Al-Shboul et al. (2016), Al
Kahtani, (2005), Turnbull and Saxton (1997), andrdds (2009)). However, inferential
statistics were not used for two reasons. Firgttgre were only a small number of
participants in the present study. As such, tleeaignferential statistical techniques may

not have been the best means for understandirdptae

The second reason is that the present study dfifems the majority of speech act studies
in the literature in that it is not limited to (gylanalysing the data quantitatively in terms
of frequency counts of semantic formulae. It algterds the examination of refusals to
include qualitative analysis of interactions. Thmlifative analysis in this study was more
informative than any type of inferential statistiaaalysis.

As regards to the qualitative analysis, the cont@nthe semantic formulae used is
investigated. More specifically, the reasons antus&s given by the participants for their
refusals are examined. Moreover, the choice ofsefmade by the informants in the DCT
and Role Plays are discussed. In addition, sangbléee interactions from both the native-
speaker and the learner data in the Role Playsj@abtatively analysed and compared.
The focus of the analysis is on the content andrasgtion of the interactions. This can
lead to a better understanding of the structurefoisals at the level of discourse as well as

the kind of negotiation involved in realising redils

3.15 Classification Scheme of Refusal Strategies

To reiterate, the primary purpose of this studipigentify the semantic formulae used by
both Iragis and British speakers in performing sefa. In order to achieve that goal,
refusals collected in the Role-Plays and the DCTevemalysed by adopting Beebe et al.’s
(1990: 72) classification method for coding theadahd this was found to be effective in
encompassing most of the strategies found in the @@e appendix 9). Use is also made
of the framework of Brown and Levinson's (1987) aBdlpeper's (1996) theory of
(im)politeness (see chapter 4 and 8). Beebe et(H¥80) coding scheme was slightly
adapted; for example, Adjuncts to refusals are @autienl for separately in the present study
and not together with Direct and Indirect refusedsnith Beebe et al. This is because it can
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be contended that Adjuncts suchthanksand This is so kind of yoaannot, when used
alone, express refusal, but must be accompanie®itsct and/or Indirect refusals. It
should be stated that some of Beebe et al's (1988)egies have been modified to
coincide with the present study and the data cmltecFor example, 'Statement of
Impeding Events' is used in this study to combingide range of strategies that include
some indirect refusals such as 'reasons, excus&fjcation, and previous obligation'.
Furthermore, 'Invoking the name of God' is a styatesed in this study but not in Beebe et
al's, due to the fact that IAs, for religious reasaend to use it frequently (a classification
of refusals and Adjuncts used in this study isespnted in detail with examples in tables
4.1 and 4.2 in the next chapter).

In addition, some categories from the coding sciseat®pted for some Arabic and other
refusal studies, especially those that use the-Rlalgs and/or DCT methods for data
collection (Stevens, 1993, Morkus, 2009 Felix-Bfasel 2002; Gass & Houck, 1999)
were also utilised here. Refusal tactics in thislgtwill be compared with others found in
the literature. Furthermore, a new strategy tha ma@t previously reported in the literature,
‘It is my Treat’, was discovered, and for this ameategory was created. (This will be

explained in section 4.2.2 in the next chapter).
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Chapter Four
Refusal Strategies

In the following paragraphs, the refusal stratedmsd in the data (3 direct, 14 indirect
and 6 adjuncts) will be described and comparedti@roones found in the literature.
Examples of each strategy will be provided from tfsga. This chapter includes both
refusals to offers and requests due to the fadtrtieny refusal strategies are mutually
utilised by the three groups of informants as raspe to those two stimuli to refusals;

requests and offers.

For both the DCT and Role Plays, frequencies andepéages have been performed to
examine the similarities and differences within theee groups in their performance of
refusals. As with Beebe et al. (1990), Stevens L98I Kahtani (2005) and others, the
percentages of the strategies in this study arledéd on the basis of the total number of
strategies in each group

Refusal strategies are classified according Beeba). (1990) coding scheme of Direct
Refusals, Indirect Refusals and Adjuncts to Refusald judged within the framework of
(im)politeness super-strategies posited by Browd &evinson (1987) and Culpeper
(1996). Finally, the summary of the chapter is pied.

This section starts with tables 4.1 and 4.2 thett iéfusal strategies and adjuncts with
examples. These strategies in tables 4.1 and 4l.2hendiscussion in this chapter are also
ordered according to the superstrategies they septe Negative Politeness, Positive
Politeness, Off-Record Politeness, and Bald-on-Rebkopoliteness.

Table 4.1: A list of direct and indirect refusalgh examples from the data.

No. | (Im)politeness Direct Examples (Im)politeness Indirect Examples

superstrategies| Refusals superstrategies Refusals

° For example, to calculate the percentage of DiNezin IA, the number of occurrences of Direct NG (8
instances) is calculated as a percentage of tlka noimber of Direct and Indirect refusals (494 e
yielding 16.8% of the total. See tables 5.10, @8 &.1 in chapters five, six, and seven respegtifel
representation of the number of occurrences anpliémecies of these strategies.
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Negative Negated | can't; Let Off the It's
Politeness Ability impossible; Hook nothing at
all.
| am not able _
Negative
to. _
Politeness
Bald on Direct NO No Itismy Treat | Itisonm
Record (Im) this time.
Politeness
Performative | refuse, I'm not
Refusals _ N interested
| decline Positive Indicate o
_ in this
Politeness
Unwilling-ness|  °ffer:
St. of | have to
) work.
Impeding
Events
If | wasn't
busy,
Counter-
maybe.
factual
Conditionals
Off Record We all
Politeness make
General ]
o mistakes.
Principle
Alternative Ask Dr.
Ahmed
| do not
) know
Avoidance
what to
say
I need to
consult

Putting the
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blame my family
on a Third
Party
10 Request for Is it
Information/ necessary
o to do it?
Clarification
11 I hope that
you
Request for
) ) understand
Consideration o
. my
Understanding.| . .
situation.
12 | don't
_ wanna
Negative )
give you
Consequenceg the wrong
to Requester | informatio
n.
13 | wish |
_ was able
Wish
to.
14 You do
o not even
Bald on Chiding/ )
o attend in
Record (Im) Criticism
class.

Politeness
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Table 4.2: A list of Adjuncts to Refusals with exales

No. (Im)politeness superstrategie | Adjuncts to Refusals Examples
1 Negative Politeness Statement of Sorry; apologise.
Regret/Apology
2 Invoking the Name of| By God; | swear to
God God.
3 Positive Politeness Statement of Positive | love to help; | like
Opinion, Feeling or to;
agreement You are a good
student.
4 Gratitude/Appreciatior Thank you; |
appreciate.
5 Statement of Do not be upset.
Empathy/Concern.
6 Off Record Politeness Getting Interlocutor’s Listen; look.
Attention.

4.1 Direct Refusals

A direct refusal may consist of expressions thatuide the performative verbs such as
‘refuse’, or ‘decline’. Direct refusals, howeverayalso be recognised without speech act
verbs as in ‘Direct No’ or as long as they indictitte refusers’ unwillingness to oblige or

inability.

In the data collected by both the DCT and Role-®l&s and ILEs employed more direct
refusals than BEs. In the DCT ( refusals of reqg)e$fs employed 164 instances of direct
refusals (41.5%), ILEs utilised 151 direct refuséd8.6%), while 115 (27.7%) direct
tokens appeared in BEs’ data. In refusals to offdirect refusals constitute 43.7% of I1As’
data, 36.4% in ILEs, and 29.8% in BEs. In Role-BJalirect refusals were also employed
more frequently by IAs (30.4%) and ILEs (32.5%)rthBEs (20.7%) (See tables 5.10, 6.9

and 7.1. The following are the three types cédlirefusals, with examples:
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4.1.1 Negated Ability (NA)

This strategy signals a refusal by asserting thealggr’s inability to comply with the
request/offer. The refuser may refer to their ienérinability, which could be either
physical or mental, or to external inhibiting cinestances such as time or place. In the
examples below, the number sign (#) and the s#a) i{nhdicate that the examples are
elicited from the DCT as refusals to requests dferorespectively to differentiate them
from other examples collected by the Role-Plays #na referred to as (R). Further, the
number after signs (#), anék( or after the letter (R) refers to the situatiamtber in the
DCT and the Role Play. Besides, M/F refer to thedge of the refuser.

1. #3. )X L o iedl s

‘a-rju I-madira na -’agdar
1SG-beg DEF-pardon NEG-able.1SG
‘Sorry | can't’. (F4, 1A)

2. #11.1am sorry | can't do that. (F4, ILE)
% #9. Itis going to be impossible. (M6, BE)

References pertaining to external circumstancespresent real obstacles to compliances.
Thus, a request for money can be easily refusetieifdemanded sum is beyond the
requestee’s financial capacities. This strategyusarally be accompanied by the Statement
of Impeding Event (henceforth SIE) (see 4.2.4) Wwhfarther specifies the external

circumstances or the inherent inability:

4. #7.0509 S L

ma -’agdar lian teban
NEG-able.1SG because tired.1SG.M
‘| can’t, because | am tired’. (M6, 1A)

5. # 11 won't be able to make it. That is bad timerite. (F2, BE)

0 For more instances found in the data, see appdrdix
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Beebe et al. (1990) refer to this strategy as 'aieg Ability’. This type of refusal of
requests in the DCT accounted for one of the langegportions of all refusal strategies in
this study. 26% (103 instances) for I1As, 19.3% {@6Stances) for ILEs and 22.4% (93
instances) for BEs. In IA data, all instances a$ ttype of refusal contained a Negated
Ability verb:_=s/L (magdar)| can’t. Thus, in accordance with the definition of thipe

of refusal, all instances contained Negated Abiggpressions. Except for 3 cases, all
instances of this type in ILE data contained thgdted Ability modal verlcan'te.g, | am
sorry | can’t do thatThe other 3 cases contained the negatidheofible to’e.g.,| am not
able to do thatAs for BE data, on the other hand, 56 cases twuahe negation of ‘can’
e.g.,| can’t make it then29 the negation of ‘be able to’ e.fwon’t be able to gand the
negation of ‘be possible’ occurred in 8 cases é€gday is not possibleThis type of a
refusal strategy accounts for the largest propoyt6.8% (133 instances) of all refusals of
offer in 1A data. However, a lower percentage @ strategy was used by BEs 16.9% (80
instances), and the frequency of NA used by ILEs tha lowest among the groups: 16%

(78 instances). Here are some examples of thiegyran use:

6. %18 JS ISzl i stiel Lo

ma-’a‘tiqid ‘agdar m rah  Cakil kul haa
NEG-think.1SG able.1SG NEG-will eat.1SGl athis
‘| do not think | can. | won't be able to eat dlltois’. (F7, IA)

7. % 16. Itis not going to be possible. I've got agemt meeting. (F3, ILE)
8. *17.1do notthink | can. Itis a little bright fone there. (F9, BE)

Refusals of this type containing Negated Abilityrb& in context encode necessity,
conveying that the speaker is obliged to refuseoraply. Other refusals of this type may
contain a combination of an epistemic expressiod &\ or probability/possibility

expression and NA:

9. #1.4us) XL Gla

xaf ma-agdar "a-jiba
afraid.1SG NEG-able.1SG 1SG-fetch

‘I'm afraid | can’t fetch it’. (M3,1A)
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10.#1. | do not think | can. (M7, ILE)

11.#12. | do not think it is going to be possible. (BE)
These statements do not express strong conviclf@isthey indicate that the speakers are
not certain whether or not unspecified natural @odial forces preclude them, but
nevertheless there are forces that necessitate tbkisal. Thus, they convey their
reluctance to refuse to comply, and their lack ledice in so doing. The speakers in the
above examples are also involved in facework. Adiog to Brown and Levinson's (1987)

politeness theory, this is a negative on—recoatessy .

Modifying Negated Ability with an expression of sfmic necessity conveys that in
addition to the natural forces, which could be ptglsones, there are rational laws of

reasoning that compel the speaker to refuse andnbaefusal is thereby warranted:

12.#2. S L, as)

"akid ma-agdar
certainly NEG-able-1SG
‘Certainly, | can't’. (F1, IA)

13.#17. Definitely | can’t. (F2, BE)

By expressing a strong belief in the rightnessheirtutterance, the speaker protects their

own face, while damaging the requester’s/offeffecs.

In the course of conversation analysis of the FRi#s, it has emerged that 17.1% of IAs
data (18 instances) was NA, while for ILEs and Bies percentage was lower; 11.2% (10

instances) and 4.5% (5 instances) respectively.

14.R4_5 L (F4, 1A)

ma-’aqchr
NEG-able.1SG
‘I can't’

15.R4. | do not think | can. (M9, ILE)
16.R9. It is not going to be possible. (F3, BE)
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4.1.2 Direct ‘No’

This strategy, exemplified in Arabic by the pasi¥l(Iz) no and its equivalents such as
'kala'no, ' ("abadanhnever is rarely used alone to convey refusal. The negatarticle
¥/ (1) nois usually used in writing, examinations and caatiph of forms. It could also
possibly be used within the family domain and ie fithool by parents to children and by
teachers to students. Besid&¢la) nois also used in daily oral interactions of Iragople.

In refusals to requests, almost 15.4% (61 instgnuiethe IAs’ refusals were of this type,
whereas 'no' (only the Englisio is used by ILES) occurred 84 times (24.2%) in ILEs
refusals and there were 22 instances (5.3%paind its variants in BE data.

However, on none of these occasions was it usedhoutit modification or the
accompaniment of other refusal strategies. Thegesgly was more common in refusals to
offers; in ILES' data it is accounted for 20.4% (@Qtances) although it occurred less
frequently in BE and IA data. It constituted 12.864 tokens) of BE data and 16.8% (83
Direct No strategies) of IA data (see table 6.&lmapter six for the total numbers and
percentages of refusal formulae of offers). Indhaéa elicited by the Role-Play situations,
IAs used 12 instances (11.4%) of this strategyevhiEs used 15 tokens (16.8%) of Direct
No.

BEs, on the other hand, used a slightly higher ramalb instances (18 instances) (16.2%)
(See table 7.1 in chapter seven for the numbers pamdentages of all the semantic

formulae elicited from the Role Plays).

#1440 se A Y

la binayt-i i hassa
NEG daughter-1SG.F NEG now
‘No, not now, daughter’. (F8, 1A)

18.# 14 No, today | can't. (F9, ILE)
19.# 18 No, | have some work. (M6, BE)

Although using a polite addressing forgd (binayti) daughterand expressing regret
modify and soften the formality of the literal me@amof the Direct No and its equivalents,
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‘No’ explicitly marks the utterance as a refusdhisTrefusal has been used by a 30 years
old 1A speaker to reject a request from a youngjest(year student) to explain a subject
for her. Idioms such assix~ (habibti) sweety =~ (hubi) my love & ("bnayti) my
daughterand so on, can be addressed to younger people thrensame sex in Iraqg to
establish a good rapport with the interlocutor arehte a friendly atmosphere saving the

requester’s face.

A bare direct refusal strategy may be challengdti@sddressee may agkhy?Therefore,
speakers tend to include other strategies suclassn®nts of the Impeding Event, Putting

the Blame on a third party, Negative Consequenies'e

20.# 17y Sisiun Y

B hastaw-ni wisal-it
NEG now-1SG arrive-1SG
‘No, I've just arrived’. (M4,1A)

The simple ‘no’ or the negative partidh&(la) can readily be perceived as a refusal even to
consider the request, as in Situation No. 14, irckvia first year female student asks the
addressee to explain a subject for her. If theestis construed literallyask you whether
you know about this subject®, may elicit responses sudko, | do not'But if it is
construed as an indirect requdstequest you to explain this subject to,rteelicits two
distinct classes of refusals; simple ones sudhwaesjust arrived or two part refusals as in
example No. 4No, I've just arrivedthe first part of whichiNo, answers the literal question,
and the second part,'ve just arrived explains the answer to the question. Direct No

strategy is a bald on—record refu@hlit appears on its own with no mitigation).

It indicates that the refuser’s desire to satibfytequester's/offerer's face is inconsiderable,
since the refuser does not fear that non-cooperat@y arouse retaliation in the

requester/offerer.

However, this same bald on-record strategy may ds&l by a speaker without being
considered impolite in cases of refusing an intetsatequest/offer, since no risk of face is
involved i.e., politeness is irrelevant. Howevers inot the case in all cultures that

politeness is irrelevant among intimates. For edamg@hinese and Koreans are not

' These refusal tactics will be explained latethiis thapter.
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necessarily less direct to their superiors or nalimect to their close friends than they are to

acquaintances (Rue and Zhang, 2008:12).

On the other hand, it may be that the speaker wglays such a bald on-record refusal
may simply not care about maintaining the requestdferer's face, and is being

deliberately offensive.

4.1.3 Performative refusal

Another method of refusal to comply with an offequest is accomplished by using a verb
of refusal rather than the word ‘No’. In Role-Plattsis strategy was applied twice (1.9%)
by 1As, 4 times (4.4%) by ILEs, but not at all bfE& This strategy belongs to the bald-on-

record category. Some examples of its use areusédtedow:

1. Rl.zlb =d)lul
‘ana ‘a-rfad talab-&

I 1SG-refuse request-2SG.F
‘| refuse your request’. (M3, IA)

22.R4. | decline. (F1, ILE)

4.2 Indirect Refusals

Indirect refusals refer to strategies advancedpeykers to soften the illocutionary force of
their refusals and so minimise the offence to tmeriocutor's positive face (Brown&

Levinson, 1987). These indirect strategies have faend to be used more frequently than
the direct ones (Stevens, 1993; Al-Issa, 1998; dwelarson, Al Batal & El Bakary,

2002). In the current study also indirect refusakre employed more frequently than
direct strategies by each of the three groups, randt notably by the BEs. These are
explained in detail below and examples from thendaie provided. In refusals of requests,
almost 58.4% (231 instances) of IA DCT data washef type, 56.3% (195 instances) of



94

ILEs and 72.2% (300 instances) of BEs. In refusdilsffers, BEs also used this tactic
more commonly (70.1%; 232 instances) than ILESS%3.308 instances) and IAs (56.2%;
278 instances) Similarly, in Role-Plays BEs emptbyedirect strategies more frequently
than the other two groups (79.2%; 88 instanceshpewed with (69.5%; 73 instances) and
(67.4% ;60 instances) by IAs and ILEs respectifsbe tables 5.10, 6.9 and 7.1 for more
details).

4.2.1 Let off the Hook

A polite way to signal the refusal to accept areofivhile at the same time expressing
gratitude is to use expressions that let the affeféthe hook’ while acknowledging that

the offer is at a cost to the offerer. It is import to indicate that this strategy is only
applied to offers in this study and it seems tditdeed to a particular refusal situation that
Beebe et al. (1990) utilised in their DCT (the clieg lady situation), where part of the

speech act is actually an apology. This strategytsfound in refusal studies that did not
use this situation or a similar one, (Felix-Bragdef002; VonCanon, 2006). However it
does feature in this current study since a sitnagimilar to the one used by Beebe et al
(1990) is utilised (Role-Play 7 and situation15efusals to offers ) in which a cleaner has

accidently knocked down and broken a statuettesabdequently offers to pay its value.

23.R7. g A<ie Sk

maku muskila 3-t-ihtam
NEG problem NEG-2SG.M-care
‘No problem, never mind’. (F9, IA)

24.R7. It's nothing at all. (M3, ILE)
25.R7. No worry about it at all. (M8, BE)

It also appears as a refusal to offers in manysdos in the DCT:

26. % 6cluiize 1Y

la-tizij nfsak
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NEG-botherlSG.M REFL.2SG.M
‘Don’t bother yourself'. (F7, 1A)

27.%12. No, it will cost you a lot. (M7, ILE)
28. % 6. No, it is out of your way. I'll just walk (F2,B

This strategy is typically a way to decline offarsd invitations while minimising the cost
to the offerer or inviter. Such expressions areallguused by lower status speakers
addressing either people of higher status or eqlidis and IA low status interlocutors
used 62.5% of this strategy, while BEs used 48.8%e (appendix 14, table 6). Such
expressions can be conventionalised so they aralwalys seen as serious refusals. The
offerer often considers them to be polite osteersibfusals (to ‘oil the wheels’ of sociality).
They convey that the refuser believes that thdirsad is necessary because they observe
certain causal social laws for not accepting thierofAs the offerer also knows and
observes these social laws, the refusal is teetatind subject to change. Thus, the refuser
responds to the eliciting act by conveying recagnit that the offerer wishes an act be

done, and that the refuser is in fact willing ttieg act be done.

This strategy an on-record, negative polite refssategy. The speaker seems to interfere
with the addressee’s freedom of action (e.g. toipdlge restaurant), but redresses the FTA
of refusal by explicitly disclaiming any indebtedseof the addressee so ‘letting off the

hook’. This strategy is intended to give deferetocéhe addressee indicating that they are
respected and esteemed and regarded as supetieriiehspeaker manages to satisfy the

addressee’s negative face even though they daliibttieir desires.

Although this strategy was more common in BE d&a @3 instances), it was used
equally by both IAs and ILEs, (8 instances, 1.6%h¢aln Role-Plays, it was applied more
commonly by the IA groups (9 tokens), but it wasdisess by ILEs and BEs, (7 and 9

instances respectively).
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4.2.2 1tis My Treat

Another tactic for rejecting offers is to refuse $gying something like, ‘It is my treat’ as

in:

29. %12, a5 o 3Y L

ma-lazim tidfe
NEG -have to pay.1SG.M
‘You do not have to pay’.(F5,lA)

30. *15. No, never, this is my treat. (M2, ILE)
31. % 15. It is on me this time. (F6, BE)

This strategy accounted for rather a small proport{(1.4 %; 7 instances) in IA and ILE
data. It could be said that the small proportiorthi$ strategy is because it is a situation-
specific tactic and it is only appropriate in tipay for snack situation’. It is My Treat, as a
form of refusal, was less frequent in BE data, ogeg twice only (0.4%). As with the
previous strategy, 'lt is my Treat' is used inphesent study as a refusal strategy to offers

only.

This strategy is less offensive than showing arageiin Chiding (see 4.2.14). Stevens
(1993:98) explains that showing anger could be twoed as offensive if directed at

English speakers. This type of structure was maisslyd in refusals accomplished by the
speakers when identifying states that were notrebdeby the offerer. The refuser tries to
suggest that their refusal is necessitated by heaeial constraints. Pragmatically, they
imply that they are obliged to refuse. They alsowvay the notion that they have

recognised that the offerer wishes for an act lee@bed, that the offerer’s utterance counts

as an offer, but that they are not willing for that be performed by the offerer.

This is an on-record, negative polite refusal stggt As with ‘let off the hook’, the offerer
interferes with the offeree's freedom of actionthia case of ‘It is my treat’, the speaker
redresses the FTA of refusal by explicitly acknaigieg their indebtedness to the

addressee.
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As a remedial act, the refuser may add another saft more effective tactic, namely the
‘Next- time’ strategy. Such strategy helps to potemd to the interlocutors' arguments
about who pays this time, and clarifies that naretit will be the offerer's turn. Examples

of this include:

32. %15, clle 4lall s 5al) Claall adal U e 5 a) gla Y

la fai  ‘almara ‘alay 'ana 'adfa  thsab [-mara laja ‘aliok
NEG this time on.REFL.1SG | ypa DEF-bill DEF-time DEF-next on.2S
‘No, this time on me, | pay. Next time will be ooy. (M7, 1A)

33.%12. No, | will pay the ticket this time. (M5, ILE)

Stevens (1993:98) describes it as a safer and effaetive tactic that students of English

might use more frequently. In this study, it was gineferred strategy of the British groups:

34.%12. Put it away ! you pay next time. (M4, BE)
35. *4. Next time. (F3, BE)

4.2.3 Indicate Unwillingness

Refusers may simply state that they are not wiltmgor interested in, accepting the offer.
Approximately 11.3% (56 instances) of refusals féémwin 1A data are of this category, as
are 6.8% (33 instances) for ILEs and 20.5% (97amsts) for BEs. This strategy is not
cited in Beebe et al's (1990) study, but it canféwend in Turnbull and Saxton (1997).

Further, it did not feature in refusals of requestsé Role-Plays in the current study. Each

of the following examples contains epistemic expi@ss.

36. %11, ) 138 ol e 8 jas
t-‘ruf ma ‘ahib Hda il-§

2S.M-know NEG 1S-like this  DEF-thing

‘you know, | am not really into that’. (F10, IA)
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37. % 11008 gl &) aicl L

ma-"a‘tigid ‘ird "déhin jigarah
NEG-think.1SG want.1SG smoke.1SG cigarett
‘| really do not think | want to smoke a cigarétid17, IA)

38. % 10. No, | do not think. I'm not interested instioiffer. (M8, ILE)
39. % 17. | do not think I'd be interested in sometHikg that. (M3, BE)

The exclusive use of epistemic expressions is sachkeristic of ‘Indicate Unwillingness’.
The refuser semantically encodes their belief thatlaws of rationality do not preclude
the truth of the proposition of refusal. Howevencs the refuser expresses only a weak
belief in the truth of the proposition, they convilye possibility that the offer may be
accepted, that refusal of compliance is tentatind aubject to change over time. The
refuser also conveys that they are reluctant taseef that they feel discomfort at not
satisfying the wishes of the offerer, even thaytaee open to certain aspects of the offer.
They convey an understanding that the propositionatent of the utterance counts as an
offer, that they have recognised that the offeratterance expresses a wish that an act be
accomplished, but that the offerer's assumption tha recipient is willing to comply is
mistaken.

This strategy is a positive-on-record refusal, Wwhisually contains face-saving elements
that mitigate the illocutionary force of the reflssdt functions not only to indicate non-
compliance but also threatens the offerer’s pasitace by implying that their wishes are
not desirable. Although, the refuser indicates thair refusal is necessitated by forces,
these forces are not external but internal. Here tbe refuser’s want to satisfy the

offerer’s positive face is very slight.

4.2.4 Statement of the Impeding Event (SIE)

This strategy has a role in all types of refusatl was one of the most commonly adopted
by the three groups of subjects studied. In refusdl requests, almost 37.2% (147
instances) by IAs, 63.8% (265 instances) by BEs4hd% (148 instances) by ILEs were
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of this type. These numbers and percentages dexaude instances that also contain
strategies other than SIE. In a response that iosni@th SIE and Negated Ability, Direct
No, or Wish, each one is counted separately untslspecific category. This strategy is not
applied in Beebe et al.’s (1990) classificationt buis found in Turnbull and Saxton,

(1997).

The aim of this strategy is to provide reasonsusgs or justifications, other than lack of
ability on the part of the speaker, for a refu3&le impeding event may be clear or vague,
and may even be a ‘white lie’. The impeding evenisually expected to be known only to
the speaker and is, as a consequence, difficdombest. When speakers use an impeding
event, they indicate that they are obligated togsefdue to factors external to them. The

following instances are typical:

A0 47 il gaie i) S L

ma-’aqdar ‘a-tsawaq ‘aind-i imthan
NEG-able 1SG-do shopping  have-1SGanex
‘I can’t do the shopping. | have an examinatioM3( |1A)

41.#7. 1 can't, | have no time. (F7, ILE)
42 .#7. | have to work. (M2, BE)

The three instances of refusal above contain Sligher, the three instances employ one
strategy; expressing necessity. The use of suchessipns indicates that the speaker
judges that the event of refusing to comply is geitated by both social and natural forces
i.e., the refusal naturally occurs in all possivierlds because of social or natural laws. At
the pragmatic level, the speakers convey that #ineyobliged to work and, therefore, they
have no choice but to refuse this request and #mgr sequest for that time period; they

are not responsible for the act they are committing

At the interpersonal level, the speaker is perfagniacework: their refusal protects the
face of both interactants, since neither is respimsfor the potential threat to the
addressee’s face. 15 instances expressing necesseyfound in IA data, 22 in BE and 12

in ILE. However, not all SIEs cite necessity, astle following:

A3 HT . o5 AL 5oy
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ayjuz ‘a-txar b-lI-dawam
might 1SG-stay late at-DEF-work

‘I might stay late at work’. (F6, 1A)

The speaker in the example above has used a whfferent strategy. They modify the
refusal by an expression of possibility indicatitigat neither social nor natural laws
preclude them from working at the time of the rexjed/offered activity, i.e., preclude
them from refusing to comply. Modifying the act refusal with a possibility expression
may damage the refuser’s face and increase theggatoaequester’s/offerer's face. 16 1A

informants, 17 BEs and 34 ILEs proffered their sails through 'expressing possibility'.

It is worthwhile to consider another case of Statine Impeding Event which embodies

rather a different strategy and implications:

A4 #1. <5 sxie Loy Jsindia Ul (4 e (5 G

bas int-i iurf-in  "ana  magil w ma ‘ind-i wagqit
but you-2SG.F know-2S.F | busy aMHG have-1SG time

‘But you already know I'm busy and have no tim@19, 1A)

The speaker above uses an epistemic expressiomyingwvhat, in addition to the natural
and social forces, there is a rational law thatlmdes them from complying with the
request/offer. They are expressing a very strotigfba the truth of the proposition. They
attempt to convey that rational laws compel themetase, that any rational being would
also refuse. Further, the speaker claims to betianed person and implies that, as a
rational being, the requester/offerer should havenn better than to ask or even that the
requester/offerer is irrational and that the retfofier should never have been made.
Consequently, they protect their own face and danthg requester’s/offerer's face. This
strategy was not commonly employed; it occurs dwige in 1A, 9 times in BE, and not at
all in ILE data.

Statement of the Impeding Event as a refusal mkg the form of arhonest or frank

explanation, an excuse, a reason or a ‘white @éthese, a frank explanation is somewhat



101

disfavoured because of the potential for givingenéfe to a close friend or to the addressee
in general. Totally frank refusals of this type appto be socially unacceptable as they
damage the face of both interlocutors. Such a atfoscurs only once, in IA data, when
refusing a request to explain from a lower statigjest to a first-year female student

whom the requestee does not like.

45.#14. Jas sa )
hada i 3gli

this NEG business-1SG

‘I am not responsible for this work’. (F4, I1A)

The data from the three groups abound with otreestents which can be recognised as
‘white lies’. Although less frank, they seem todmially more acceptabife The majority
of examples of this strategy consist of statemeoftsprevious obligations, thereby

conveying that the refusal is a natural consequence
46.#9. Jaial gaie by

badir ‘andi imthan

tomorrow have-1SG exam

‘I've an examination tomorrow’. (M5, 1A)

47.# 5 | can’t. | have to catch the bus. (F3, ILE)

48.# 9 I'm busy, | have an exam next week that | anisieg for. (F8, BE)

These examples are statements of refusal whichtefgevious obligations. These appear
to be socially acceptable and highly effectivetstgges which cannot easily be challenged
by the addressee, who may in turn acknowledge ecepathe impeding event. Statements

of general reasons or excuses also come undeedtbriy of this strategy.

49.# 2 Jus a5 gie

12 Clark (1979: 430) argues that listeners have tp oaltheir perception of the situation in judginbether

the literal meaning was intended seriously or asgpma.
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‘and-i Swiah  gul
have-1SG some work
‘I have some work to do’. (M1, 1A)

50.# 2 | have no time. (M5, ILE)
51.# 2 I'm rather busy. (F3, BE)

Although these expressions are frequently used, ahe less powerful and less polite than
those cited earlier since the speaker does noteprsiifficient explanation or reasons for

his refusal.

The strategy of SIE may be used alone to indicatactance to comply with the
request/offer or may accompany other strategiegavliecan be seen either as refusal to
comply with request/offer modified by other straésy or where it functions as
modification for other refusal strategies, repajriace-damage by conveying reluctance

and obligation. There are some examples below:

52.#1. AS &y gaie Lo g p3S) ol Ad)

‘a-tmana lo "a-qdar bas maindi wakit  kafi
1SG-wish if 1SG-able but NE®&-1SG time enough
‘I wish | could, but I do not have enough tim@3, |1A)

53.# 9. I wish, but | have an examination. (M7, ILE)
54.# 9. Oh yes, but | am working on the students’ makthe moment, sorry. (M8,
BE)

In these examples, the SIE are modified by statésnanthe refuser’s willingness, which

function as adjunct to refusal (for more detailswbbWish’, see 4.2.13)

Approximately 27.1% (134 tokens) of refusals ofeo$f employed by IAs, 33.6% (163
tokens) by ILEs and 40.1% (190 tokens) by BEs warehis type. In different offer
situations, this strategy could be considered@udisince it requires inferences on the part

of the addressee, as in the following example:
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55, K 1. o 563 (plad iy 55 4t

hassa Sarab-it finjom- gahwa
now drank-1SG cup-DUL  coffee

‘| have just had two cups of coffee’. (M8, IA)

Most statements refer to previous obligations, ghgrindicating that the refusal is a
natural consequence. The events could also be m@wtwith present states or past events,
as illustrated below:

56. % 15, cuasi 4

hassa gtiiot
now take lunch.1SG
‘| have just taken my lunch’. (M6, IA)

57.#16. Sorry, | do not have time. (F3, BE)

The last example (ex.57) is a refusal from a Brifismale to a request from her relative
ten-year-old son to give him a lift to school.

In Role-Play scenarios, this strategy was more comim BEs and |As data than in ILEs
data. It amounted to 30.6% (34 instances) in B& datd 18% (19 instances) in 1As data.
However, only 17 instances (19.1%) of SIE were UsetLEs. There are some examples

below:

58.R1. (luupe ddadlaay Jaidy L (a5 55l 2l

"a-gsid in zawji hia  y-Stigul b-muafadt misan
1SG-mean that husband-3SG here 3S@M- with-province Misan
‘I mean, my husband works here in Misan Provin(d7, 1A)

59.R3. | have an appointment after work directly. (FBE)
60.R8. | am not skilled in computers, that is why. (NBE)
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Reasons advanced may be detailed or generaliséslisTparticularly important since in

some cultures, such as Japanese (Beebe et al), d@®@rabic (Al-Issa, 1998; Al-Shalawi,
1997), speakers tend to give vague reasons andgsexamhen refusing, whereas in the
American culture speakers are usually more specHimilar to these findings, the data
collected through both DCT and Role-Plays in thespnt study reveal that Iragis give
general reasons/excuses while British informants rapre specific and provide more

details.

An example of this is the following dialogue betwe®Es in which a manager requests an

employee to work two extra hours in a factory:

61.R3.
1. A. er, helen we are really busy at the minutg@s know er but it means that we got
some more hours for you to work if you if you wolike it (.) but what | am looking for

really is that you work other couple of hours toelay and <we'll pay a bit more maybe?<

2. B. i can't sorry today i've got a guide grougttivrun afterwards i've gonna get back for
that®

3. A. are you are you sure that you can't {do it?}

4. B. {ican't}(.) i'll be letting down thiytlittle girls i
can't do that sorry

5. A. mmm ok never mind. maybe maybe some othet flas week you could work?
6. B. well if you let me know the days outside airwbut probably not to be fair(.)

i do quite a lot of stuff outside work. (BE, F6)

As can be seen in the exchange above, which waaced via the Role-Plays, if the
requester does not give up, then the refuser neestate the reason for rejection. Adding
reason(s) after a direct refusal (2B and 4 B) alsftens their utterance and makes it less

straightforward.

13 The arrow(s) indicates where in the extended ex¢hepstructure | am interested in occurs.
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Following Brown and Levinson's classification, SEEan off-record refusal strategy. A
speaker who claims to be compelled to refuse toptpimecause of forces external to the
self conveys that they have no choice in the maitel, therefore, cannot be personally
responsible for the threat to the addressee’s feues, the addressee’s face is protected by

giving reasons why the request/offer must be regbct

4.2.5 Counter-factual Conditionals

In this strategy the speaker sets conditions foepitng the request/offer, and implies that
the speaker would be willing to comply if the stioa were different. This strategy

distracts the interlocutor from the impact of tkéusal and serves to minimise the threat to
the interlocutor’s face. Beebe et al. (1990) defirie strategy as 'set conditions for future
or past acceptance'. Below are some examples frerdata collected by the questionnaire

in the present study:

62.# 8.0 da , Ji alinha 4l
lo miatnia-ha gabil ¢an d&t-ha

if give.1SG-2SG.F before was.1SG sEBG-2SG.F
‘If you had given it to me before, | would havens#’. (M7, 1A)

63.# 9. If it was yesterday that would have been [ss{M2, ILE)
64.#17. If I wasn’t busy, maybe (F7, BE)

There were no instances of this strategy in ILEbakdata, while 2 tokens (1.9%) of this
strategy were found in 1As and 4 instances (3.6%8ks data. The following examples are

taken from the Role-Plays situations:

65.R8 &lll dialia (i Janine Lol

lo-ma mistgjil ¢an salat-ah i-lak
if-NEG 1SG.M.hurrying was repair-3SG {a

‘If I were not in a hurry, | would fix it for you'(F2, I1A)
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66.R5. If I'd known earlier, | would have eaten itsfir (F4, BE)

Furthermore, in this strategy the speaker may imgplypromise to accept a similar
request/offer at some point in the future, thustesofhg the illocutionary force of the
refusal and minimising the impact on the interlocist positive face. However, promising
for future acceptance does not seem to be very amrimthe literature. For example, it
was not found in two of the refusal studies thatdushe Role-Play method for data
collection (Felix-Brasdefer, 2002; VonCanon, 20Q8)hough it did feature in two of the
Arabic refusal studies that used DCTs for dataectibn (Al-Issa, 1998; Nelson et al.
2002).

This is an Off-record refusal strategy, and, simpyyvirtue of its meaning, it could be
contended that the ‘if-clause’ functions pragmdiycas a hedge on the force of the speech
act. Thus, the combination of the ‘if clause’ wéldirect or indirect request is one of the

standard ways of requesting politely:

67.533) ‘;\;\L.i\ DJIS.A Slac \J}

‘ida ‘andak jigara ‘anin-i wid-a
if  have-2SG.M cigarette IMR@2SG-1SG  one-1SG.F

‘If you have a cigarette, give me one’.

This is a direct request hedged with an if-clausgclv suspends that very presupposition
(that the addressee does have a cigarette). Tdiause softens the direct force of the bald
on record request turning it into a polite request,it gives the addressee an option to

refuse.

This strategy amounted to 1.5% (6 instances) ofréifiesal of request strategies used by
IAs and 1.7% (6 instances) in ILEs. It was lessgjdient in BE; it occurred four times only
(0.9%) in BEs group.

It should be stated that this strategy is commaisigd by people of high status addressing
lower status requesters and also among intimatel\ Hata it accounted for 4 (out of 6)

strategies used by high status refusers, whileub @ 6) counter-factual strategies were
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used by high status ILEs and 4 (out of 4) by BERo®le-Plays, 2 instances (out of 2) were
used by high status refusers in 1As, and 3 (odf)oh BEs (see table 1, appendix 14).

4.2.6 General principles

This strategy was reported in other refusal stugietix-Brasdefer, 2002) and it was found
to be used more frequently in Mexican Spanish ihaAmerican English. In the present
study it was also found to be used by some of @pants. This is considered a positive

(solidarity) politeness strategy.

Beebe et al. (1990) indicate that statements dbgbphy e.g.pne cannot be too careful

are commonly used to refuse requests and offeEnglish. This same strategy was also
found in 1A data (in refusals of requests), althmutgaccounted for only 1% (4 instances),
whereas it was 0.5% (2 instances) in ILE and 2.194r(stances) in BE data. Below are

some examples:

68.#15.Uady Lo I ailasn
sibhana it i jht’

almighty-1SG  who NEG 3.SG.M-commite migtak
‘It is only God who does not commit mistakes’ (MA&)

69.#15. It happens. (F2, ILE)
70.#15. We all make mistakes. (M10, BE)

The examples above occur in the situation wheranihg lady breaks a Chinese statuette
and wanted to pay for it. These are obvious waysefifsal and considered acceptable.
They indicate that the speaker judges that the teskmefusing is demanded by social
forces. However, it is hard to convince the regerstferer that, because of social laws,
the event of refusal occurs in all possible worldevertheless, the refuser wants to convey
that they are obliged to observe the principle thelyeve in and, therefore, have no choice,

but to refuse.
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In Iragi Arabic, and probably in any other societyluenced by the Islamic religion,
speakers often quote verses from the Glorious Qudral tradition (Hadith) of the Prophet
Mohammed (May the blessing and peace of Allah benupim). For example, in the
following instance from situation 13, tradition (¢Hth) was observed in refusing an offer

to carry some heavy bags:

71. %13, lebeas 15l dalall calia

sahib lhaja ‘awla bhamliha

owner DEF-object should with-carry

‘The owner of an object should carry it'. (M5, IA)
(Often uttered by people to refuse offers of help).

General Principles (proverbs-like statements) dister all languages, yet they are not
always used to refuse people in all languages. [(1&84: 123) points out that they are
frequently used by Chinese people, though rarelefsals. The reason is that they think

that proverbs are not good excuses to refuse peopld is too face threatening.

Furthermore, according to the Role-Play data, str&stegy was not applied at all by ILEs,
while it constitutes 2.8% (3 instances) in IAs’pesses and 2.7% (3 instances) in BES’

data.
72.R7. A s
‘ankisar [-Sar
broke.3SG DEF-evil

‘The evil broke down’. (F3, IA)

73.R2. 4 s ya
hér-ha bsér-ha

good-3SG with-another-3SG
‘next time it will be even better’. (M5, IA)

74.R7. Things break eventually. (M1, BE)
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Example 72 above was used in this study by a ahetutive officer (CEO) of a large
company to refuse an offer of money from a cleamieo accidently dropped a statuette
and broke it. Iragis utter this ‘proverb’ when sdheg drops and breaks in order to
modulate the impact of the panic caused by the db#éne accidentNext time it will be
even bettein example 73 is another common Iraqgi saying usaéfuse a request/offer. It
expresses hope that the action might be perforregtitime at the refuser’s convenience.
This strategy was employed by IAs to refuse a regjfitem their lecturer to attend a party

in the students’ union the next day.

This is an off- record refusal strategy. By statihg refusal as a general rule or principle
the speaker conveys that they do not intend taatbrethe addressee’s positive face, but
they are merely forced by certain social rules abligations. The speaker thus draws to
the addressee’s attention that they are awareeofiegative face wants, but they are also
observing some particular social norms which acuées which they are obliged to follow,

and which do not allow them to comply with the resju

As such, the use of this strategy is highly resddo certain situations in this study, being
used only when the requester/offerer is not omf#tig terms with the refuser and when the

latter is of a higher social status.

4.2.7 Alternative

A refuser proposes an alternative when they cammatp not want to, do the requested
task but they have another idea to solve the pnolff&uzuki, 1997:75). It indicates the
speaker’'s non-compliance with the request but sféer alternative. The following are

typical examples of alternatives as refusals:

75.#3. Sl @l seay aal A
hal-i amad ayawir-l-i¢ I-bhit

let-2SG.M ahmed copy.3SG.M-for-2SG.F DElpgra
‘Let Ahmed copy this paper for you'. (M4, 1A)

76.# 8. Why don’t you ask Ismail to fix it for you? ZFILE).
77.# 1 Fetch it. 'm busy (M9, BE)
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Response 75 and 77 are positive imperative uttesambich directly offer an alternative.
Response 76 is a negative question used as a $oggess illustrated in the examples
above, this strategy can be used alone (examplés 78 but is sometimes modified by
other strategies or adjuncts. Example &/ 5/ (inti jibth) fetch itis a refusal with /&

Jsxie /(ana magal) | am busy(stating the impeding event) to mitigate its force

This strategy accounted for a relatively small prbpn of Refusals of requests, 15
instances (3.7%) in IA data. Of these, 7 were wede and 8 were used as modification
or as head of refusal to comgfgr more detail about head of refusal, see chatter

section 2.4). In ILE data, Alternative accounted4@% (15 instances) of the refusals, and

was less frequent in BE data where it occurredewialy (0.2%).

A speaker who does not want to state their altemma&ixplicitly may resort to hinting at an

alternative.

78#3C\-U3~4Y\ k—L\SAX C)ﬁ C‘J .JA;\
‘’hmad  &h ‘ay-rih - |-maktab Istinséd

ahmed will 3SG.M-go REL-shop DEbpy

‘Ahmed is going to the photocopying shop’. (FR)

According to Grice's (1975) 'Relevance Maxim', katiag a future action by a third party
in example 78, the requestee is presumed to beemtve and, therefore, their utterance
must be relevant to the request of copying a paNenetheless, the requester could

conclude that they do not wish to comply with thguest.

Below are some examples from the 3 groups of tleeafisthe Alternative strategy by
employees when their boss has offered a promotignaapay rise on condition that they

relocate to a distant city:

79. %10. 38 5 e —abge Shicagd

M

Saf blki muaf gior-i ywafiq

see.2SG.M possibly employee.SG.M anetls agree.3SG.M



111

‘You can see if another employee is integtehis offer’ (M2, 1A)

80. % 10. Maybe you could try another one. (M3, ILE)

Alternative strategy constituted 5.2% of refusal difers strategies used by IAs (26
instances). The frequency of its use by ILEs wakédi, being 13.6% (66 instances), but it
was not employed at all by BEs.

Further, it was also used in Role-Play situatiovisere it accounted for 3.6% (4 instances)
in BEs data, while it was more frequent in IAs dbfls data at 5.6% (6 instances) and 6.7%

(6 instances) respectively. Below are some exanipes the Role-Plays data:

81.R3. %5 s Al i g Jaidl )

‘agdar ‘a-Stigul - wagit  Cdafi b-ger yom
1SG.able 1SG-work  time extnaith-another day
‘Can | work extra hours another day?’ (F2, I1A)

82.R3. Isn't there someone else that can work extasRoM5, ILE)

83.R6. This weekend | can lend you my computer. (MB) B

This strategy does not indicate whether there ayes&ident external forces or whether the
speaker has previous commitments which might cortipeh to refuse. Interpersonally,

the speaker shows hesitance or reluctance abolarpéng a face-threatening act. Thus,
they may protect both their face and the other'séng very indirect (off record).

4.2.8 Avoidance

Another common refusal strategy is simply to avaidirect reply, although when a
speaker performs an action that solicits a respottie may or may not succeed.
Recipients may not hear the talk or understanthéy may ignore it and continue to be

involved elsewhere or even initiate other actions.
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Beebe et al. (1990) refer to avoidance as refaisedugh a number of strategies such as
topic switch, hesitation, silence, joke, repetitipnstponement or hedgiffgA direct non-
compliance with a request can be avoided by meérs lmimorous retort. Adults may
refuse a loan by sayingd/ <5/ (‘buk'ana)Am | your daddy?although this is offensive

unless articulated by very close friends and sofatone.

The above example is an off- record politenessegjya because it may simply show that
the speaker knows the joke and does not mean Wwhgtsay, and the addressee may also

interpret it thus.

Such a joke puts the addressee ‘at ease’ (BrowrLawithson; 1987: 124), but usually it

softens the gap only between friends.

In other words 'Avoidance' leaves room for negmtigtas it allows the speaker time to
rehearse the refusal, while it prepares the intettw for the upcoming refusal. The

following examples were found in the data:

84.# 1.d554 ) L
ma-"adri Sgl
NEG-know.1SG what-say.1SG

‘| do not know what to say’. (F5, IA)

85.#10. This will be tough. (M8, ILE)
86.# 6 | don’t know. (M5, BE)

These expressions do not mean that the speakes lacwledge. They are rather

conventional replies to avoid a negative response.

This is an off-record refusal strategy becauserdoggiester can infer that these strategies
are refusals. Utterances of this type violate astiéwo of Grice’s submaxims: quantity and
relevance. As such, they invite the addressee rta foferences regarding the speaker’s

intention.

* Hedges are cautious expressions speakers use katfmaathey may be in danger of not fully adheriag

the cooperative principles (for more details, sedeY1996: 38).
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In refusals of requests, the strategy of avoidammo®unted for 7.5% (30 instances) of I1As
refusal, 4.6% (16 instances) of ILEs, and 2.8%i(k2ances) of BEs. In Role-Plays, this
strategy was utilised less commonly by the threeigs, accounting for 11.4% (12 tokens)
for 1As, while its use was less frequent in theeottwo groups, being 11.2% (10 instances)
in ILEs data and 9% (10 instances) in BEs data.

87.R2. <l 5,3 e dil g

w-alla  na-"a-dri §-gil-ak
by-God NEG-1SG-know what-tell-2SG.M

‘By God | do not know what to say’. (M8, IA)

In the following conversation between BEs, a managguests his employee to work two

extra hours:

88.R3
1.A. hi Will erm sorry to ask. would you be ablework for two more_hours <this week<?

2. B.erm i don't know. i've worked quite lots otrextime recently. erm maybe i could stay

for one hour but hhh i've got lots of classes &pgare for uni and things so maybe not.

3. A. it is just erm this week only we're reallysiyutso we really need those extra two hours

i asked you to help us out you are obviously be faiit.

4. B. yea s sorry iam i am really busy iam .hhimigonna do my homework and then i've

I've planned a study session as well? so i'd likkelp buti ca can't.

5. A. so absolutely no way you could just work @KE_extra hour other than what you've

just to complete?

6. B. hhh you know i am just i am just exhaustethatmoment erm today is my friend's
birthday as well hhh if i was going to do anythaqgart from studying i'd go meet them i i

i've got to go to meet some some old friends. 3VBE)
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The delay after the request or offer, as in thargta above, is often sufficient to signal
that the requestee/offeree is not, in fact, willingproduce a face-threatening act (refusal),

even though no overt refusal has taken place (Mi®aan.1997: 16).

The rejection includes a hesitation delaying thgcteon statement. The rejection
component in turn 2B above is “mitigated or cuskibh(Heritage, 1988: 132) with “I
don’t know,” and the rejection is accounted forhnain explanation with several hesitations
of erm and hhh Heritage (1988) explains that these features ifyated rejection are
“highly characteristic of rejection” (p. 132).

Repetition is another avoidance strategy that carcdtegorised among the off-record
super-strategies. Holmes (1984:355) states thaetition itself serves as a rhetorical
device to increase the force of repeated speechBmisfield (2008:156), on the other
hand, explains that repetition can also 'hog' thieversational floor imposing upon the
other participant's face.

89.R3. folilal (el
sa‘t-Ton ’dafi-at
hour-DUL  extra-3PL

‘Two more hours?’. (M1, IA)

90.R2. Oh, you want me to turn up tomorrow? (F3, ILE)
91.R1. To York? (M1, BE)

This strategy appears frequently in the verbal dathis study while it is not found in that
of the DCT. This may be because it requires a repland confirmation of the
request/offer on the part of the speaker, as irfdh@wing conversation where a manager

offers his employee a promotion on condition the works in Baghdad:

92.R1.
1A s ki ) il zlua

saba ilher Zna ’ Slon-i¢ hakib-ti
morning  Def-good Zina how-2S.F |®&+

'‘Good morning Zina, how are you my love?'
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2.B. el il g

b-her ‘lla ysalmi¢

with-good God bless-2S.F

'‘Good, God bless you'

AN mlee (58 Tl G gl 3 )5 i i pladall U 8 o gl

‘l-yom gararn-a b-ijtima ‘terqt- i¢ w ziadet  rath® i

DEF-day decide-1P in-DEF-meeting prom2fieF and increase salary-2S.F

bes b- Seti yikin ‘mal i¢ fi  bgdad

but with-condition be work-2S.F in Baghdad

‘"Today we decided to promote you in the meetingamrdition that you work in Baghdad'
) 4.B. 2z Jo)

‘a-niqil |- bazdad

1S-move to-Baghdad
=== 'Move to Baghdad?'

5A4

‘Yes'.

6.B. Y Clsse Adsilaay Jaidy Uin a5 Uy o ylad 2laiy ¢y jai (e gulle U1 el Ul adadd bl 5 G S

obs el

Sukren bes walla’asf-ah ‘ana ’a-tmena ‘a-gbel teleb€ bes
thank but bygod sorry-1S.F | -wiSh 1S-accept request-2S.F but
‘t-‘urfin bgdad  hetreh w ‘ana BWj-i hna  y Stusul

2S.F-know Baghdad dangerous and Ilusb&nd-1S here 3S.M-work
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b-muhfadet nisan lazim  ’¢ek wiah
in-province Misan must ckewvith-3S.M

"Thank you but by God, | am sorry, | wish | coulttept your request but you know that
Baghdad is dangerous and my husband works hereisanMprovince by God | need to

check with him'.

T.ASZ s o 0ol pu G el (6

"1 Ca‘ruf bes 9] y-gdar Vi wiac

yes 1S-know but NEG 3S.M-able3S.M-go  with-2S.F
'Yes | know but can't he go with you?'

8.B.G¥ 55 oSh ,Sb (lin b sk diad | guulle (bl 1) 4l Ul 35 Lo dpmaan Y

la se'beh m n-gdir 'ana ’'asf-ah ‘da rfud taleb-¢
no difficult NEG 1S.able | sorry-ES if 1S.F.refuse request-2S.F
‘asf-ah Suf-i  heran  belki i-twafuq

sorry-1S.F see-2S.F Hanan possible 3S.Fpacce

'‘No, it is tough, sorry if i refuse your requesiiryg because all my relatives and friends are

here. You can see Hanan, | hope she will acceptrngmuest'.
9.A. Fiad ) e il £, Syl

‘okay Bh ’sl-ha min  rhi st-i¢

Ok  will ask-3S.F from excuse-2S.F

'Ok, i will ask her. Excuse me'.

10.B.z5s)

b-rah-ti¢

with-rest-2S.F

Ok. (F1, 1A)



117

4.2.9 Putting the Blame on a Third Party

Speakers may sometimes avoid a direct refusaldardo be deliberately ambiguous as to
their willingness or otherwise that an act be impated. Thus, they tend to use certain
utterances apportioning blame to a third party owdrom they have no control. In
interviews with husband&Vhen does your wife say | have to consult my huthdnao
(1994:98) states that many answeveélden their wives mean Nohis same strategy is also

used by shop assistants and managers to rejedepeop

93.‘I'm sorry, the regulation of the store is “No retuf the purchased goods”.’
94.The company'’s regulation is.........

Such a strategy is also typical of young people wiagecting acts such as offers and

invitations:

95. % 3. il shall JST e udall Jinia

min‘-ni fabb min ’akil Ihlawi-at
prevent.2SG.M-1SG DEF-doctor.2SG.M  froneating  DEF-sweet-PL
‘The doctor prevents me from eating sweets’. (B9, |

96. % 10. | need to consult my family. (F6, ILE)

The structure associated with this type of straisghat of necessity, conveying the belief
of the speaker that their refusal is necessitateddeial and conventional laws. At the
pragmatic level, they convey that they are comgette do so by social constraints or
family commitments. At the interpersonal level, fheommunicate that they have no
choice in the matter and that they are not persomakponsible for the threat to the
offerer’'s face. They also convey that they haveogaecsed that the offerer’'s/requester’s
utterance counts as a wish that an act be donaghéwtdo not clarify whether or not they

are willing to comply.

By assigning the blame to a third party (partidylaver whom they do not have control),
the speaker admits that they are reluctant to parém FTA, and no face threat is intended

or desired. Thus, the speaker is obviously involiredace work to save the addressee’s
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positive face. Consequently, this type of refuselbbgs to off-record refusal strategies as
defined by Brown and Levinson’s (1987) politenedsoty ‘because when the
requestee/offeree utterdrave to consult my wifehe offerer may interpret it literally and
expect a further optimistic reply’ (Lia, 1994:17%n the other hand, utterances of this
type violate one of Grice’s submaxims which isésgnce’, in that a person proffering a
refusal is, to a certain degree, expected to @ifleexplanation with a relevant reason. This
may be viewed as the speaker’'s attempt not onlgctieve the linguistic purpose of
expressing ‘no’, but simultaneously to remain ipegsonally amiable. However, examples

93 and 94 belong to negative polite on-record ejiat impersonalizing S and H.

In the current study, this strategy was widely useefusals of offers. It occurred 24 times
in 1As’ data (4.8%), 3.2% (16 instances) in ILEsyt not at all in BEs’. However, it was
not utilised at all in refusals of requests. Itvsrth stating that this strategy has not been
used as a separate strategy by any previous shalyirivestigated refusals of offers.
Furthermore, it is not categorised under SIE assest in this strategy show no personal

responsibility for the rejection but appeal to mdiparty and leave the negotiation open.

In the Role-Play data for the present study, thrstegy was observed in 1A and ILE data
(4 tokens; 3.8% and 3 tokens; 3.3% respectively)niotiin BEs. The following examples

were found in the data:

97.RL A MY B Ja )4 ol gl
y-htaj “a-hei Wio zawijt-i gabil al "a-tihid gadr

3SG-need 1SG-talk with  wife-1SG fobe NEG 1SG-take decision
‘I need to talk to my wife before taking a decisidi9, I1A)

98.R1. I think my husband will not agree on movindgBaghdad. (M4, ILE)

4.2.10 Request for Information/Clarification

This strategy is particularly important since itfasind only in refusal studies that use the
Role-Play method to elicit data (Felix-Brasdefedp2; Gass& Houck, 1999; VonCanon,
2006; Morkus, 2009) and not in those that empld9&d only, since in the DCT there is
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no interaction and the interlocutor does not hawe aption of asking for or receiving
information. This strategy was not included in ttlassification scheme proposed by
Beebe, et al. (1990) as their scheme was base@taneticited through a DCT. Neither
does it appear in the DCT data in this currentystiidis also necessary to point out that
Bardovi-Harlig and Hartford (1990) explain thatdribcutors use this strategy as a way of
delaying the refusal in the interaction in ordecteate enough time to plan for the refusal.
The requestee/offeree could possibly questionusiification of the request/offer as in the
instances below:

99.R5.1 sl aalias
t-htaj-ah ‘[-yom

2SG.M-need-1SG DEF-day
‘Do you need it today?’ (F7,1A)

100.R8. Is it necessary to do it? (M5,ILE)
101 R3. Why me? (F2, BE)

All of these responses are evasive and imply aavmirable opinion on the part of the
requestee/offeree. By questioning the necessitijeofict requested, the requestee manages
to imply that they do not favour the idea of fuifij the act. With such a question, the
speaker allows, or rather invites, the hearer twdcertain conclusions concerning the
speaker’'s underlying assumptions and expectatioas, a negative answer is more

probable.

This strategy does not explicitly indicate the respee’s non-compliance, but rather it
questions one of the conditions of performing auest namely the necessity of
performing a future action. By questioning the resfuthe requestee implies that the act is
not necessary. Thus, they invite the requesteednick that the request is being reasonably
refused. Repetition of the request (see 4.2.8) doeslearly question the necessity of the
act requested but the refuser repeats exactly e raquest/offer. However, as observed
in Role Plays in this study, the requester/offex@metimes does not perceive Request for
Information as a refusal. Thus, the exchange doesmd in this strategy as it is illustrated

in the following interaction between BEs.
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102 R1.

1. A. erm hh i'd like to erm talk to you about at&stic opportunity that is coming up i

think you've done really well in the last two masitAnd erm you i am impressed so i'd like
to promote you and give you more responsibility ale a pay rise. erm i think it is really

well deserved erm the only problem is that erm wallibe working in tesco in YORK?

erm >i think it is really fantastic opportunity fgou>.
2. B. erm ok but why me?

3. A. erm because you've done i am really impresgddwith what you've been doing so

far and i think you'd work well with more resporibti.
4. B. to york? it is gonna be little tough.

6. A. erm i appreciate that but it is it is a p&eras well so i am sure there is you know
options that you could you could pursue? that il whable you to move and take

advantage of this great opportunity.

7. B. ok erm the thing is i've just bought A HOUSEd my family is here in manchester. i

just had my parents move here so i could i couldlbger to them.

8. A. erm oh gosh that is shame congratulationaur iouse and buying a house. york and
manchester are not that far you know you could caterpotentially to york erm erm and
you may open up a promotion you could move baakanchester in the near future? erm

and take on that high role.
9. B. erm i also got some friends here. and myckamas a job here.

10. A. again can you think of work it is not yeasitnot too far you know you could take
the train there is good train links and not tooangive.

11. B. (no answer). (M2, BE)

In accordance with Brown and Levinson's (1987) gateation, this is an off-record
politeness strategy. The syntactic form of thiatsigy might be interrogative. In Arabic,
this form consists of a statement preceded by guesgarticles which is equivalent to a
yes/no question (see Cantarino, 1975: 35-68). Hewemn Iraqgi dialect sometimes it is
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employed without a question particle as in examfleabove. This strategy was less
frequently observed in 1A than in ILE and BE ddt@;instances (9.5%) in IA data, 8 (8.9%)
in ILE, and 7 tokens (6.3%) in BE data.

4.2.11 Request for Consideration or Understanding

In this strategy, the participant requests therlioteitor's consideration and understanding
of the participant’s situation and their inability comply with the request or accept the
offer. It is used to distract the interlocutor fratme illocutionary force of the refusal.

According to Brown and Levinson’s (1987) super{gigées, it is an off-record politeness

strategy.

103R1. (ay pedi O e
‘a-tmana ‘an fiham ad -i

1SG-hope that 2SG.M-understand a#iin-1SG
‘I hope that you understand my situation’. (F3, 1A)

104 R1. Changing the life of the family is not easyhihk you understand my position.
(F2, ILE)
105.R9. You understand how busy | am during final exa(f3, BE)

This strategy can be understood as refusal orstifyjag refusal, as in example (103). It is
one of the less frequent strategies elicited byRbke-Play data. It occurred 4 times in I1As

and ILEs data while 5 instances of this type wesedby BES.

4.2.12 Negative Consequences to Requester

This strategy is cited by Beebe et al. (1990) udtzmpts to Dissuade Interlocutor, and
is also found in some of the Arabic studies (Akls$998). In this strategy the speaker tries
to dissuade the interlocutor from pursuing an atznege since an acceptance could lead to
negative consequences for the interlocutor. It abswes to distract the interlocutor from

the illocutionary force of the refusal by warnirdgem of those negative consequences. So,
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it is categorised as a negative polite off-recdrdtsegy. In the current study this strategy
does not appear in the DCT data, nor in IA or IL&leRPlay data, and features only in 6

instances (5.4%) for the BE group. An example ©ajplication is:

106 R8. | am a bit in a hurry, so | do not wanna nwitfifor you properly. (M7, BE)

Here, as with some other strategies, the conversagtween the interlocutors extends to
several sequences of interaction as in the follgvdoenario between two BEs regarding

the borrowing of lecture notes:

107.RA4.
1. A. er you know the lecture notes that you'verbdeing in the last few weeks?

2. B. yea?
3. A. could i POSSIBLY borrow them?

4. B. hhh i haven't really finished them yet smntt wanna give you the wrong the wrong
information because i am not really (0.3) .hh i@oh really sure that everything is right in

it so i don’t wanna give you the {wrong informatjon

5. A. { maybe} we could go to the library and i daawve a

look over what you have done so far?

6. B. maybe maybe later (.) maybe maybe some peixitweek(.) but at the minute i don’t

really i don't really feel comfortable showing theémanyone?
7. A. do you know someone else that might?

8. B. emm maybe maybe ask EMILY maybe

9. A. ok i'll try her then

10. B. ok. (FBE)
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4.2.13 Wish

Wish is a common strategy found in most refusatlisg) and it is one of the strategies
listed in Beebe et al's (1990) classification schert expresses the speaker’s desire to
help their interlocutor but at the same time theability to do so. This strategy aims to
minimise the threat to the interlocutor’s positfaee by expressing the speaker’s desire to
help. According to Brown and Levinson categorigatiohis is an off-record refusal

strategy.

108#7....om ) 134 (g sul HaS) i)

‘a-tmana ’a-gdar °‘saw-i hda  as-Si bas
1SG-wish 1SG-able do-1SG this DPteihg but
1 wish | could do this, but...’(F1, IA)

109# 6. | wish | was able to lend them to you...(ME)L
110#14. | wish | could, but | can’t. (M4, BE)

In the present study this strategy did not appeherein Refusal of offers or in Role-Play
situations, but only in Refusals of Requests (i DICT data). It was less frequent in IA
than in ILE and BE data; it occurred once in I1A ag0.2%), 8 times in BE (1.9%),

whereas there were 7 instances of the formulaindata (2%).

4.2.14 Chiding/Criticism

In this category participants criticise the reqadgsfferer for making the request/offer and
usually imply that the request/offer is not faiul@eper (1996:357) regards the concept of
‘criticism' as an impolite positive face threatenstrategy. Its existence is explicitly an

FTA, and, according to Bousfield (2008:126), ip@werfully impolite.

111 #13 Sl allas Laily il

‘int-a dman tutlub [-kisikl

you-2SG.M always 2SG.M-ask DEF-bike
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‘You always ask for the bike’. (M6, IA)

112# 6. You do not even attend in class. (F3, ILE)

Chiding/Criticism as a refusal strategy to request®ften utilised by high status and
intimate people to refuse requests by low or egtatlus speakers. There were 13 (out of
28) instances of Chiding used by IA high statususefs, while only 3 tokens of this
strategy were resorted to by low status subjeatsigtl, appendix 1#) The following are

typical examples of Chiding/Criticism as refusalcomply with requests:

113#18. ol sk K5 <l

‘int-a Sgad tivean
you-2SG.M how much discontented?3G.
‘How discontented you are’. (M8, IA).

The speaker conveys that there are both naturalsanil forces that compel them to
refuse. Although they do not specify those exterfaces, they convey that the
requester/offerer is irrational since they fail &ppreciate those natural and social
preventing forces. Further, they convey their ammog, anger or dissatisfaction with the
requester’s/offerer's behaviour by indicating ttiee request/offer should not have been
made. Chiding/Criticism is commonly used alone, $iunetimes it is accompanied by an

SIE which functions as a remedial formula.

114# 14 b S siila | e oagy
rah-1 mii-  na-tisuf-in-i tédb-an

get off-2SG.F from-1SG NEG-see-2SG.F-1S@&dtSG.M
‘Get off, don’t you see I'm tired’ (F10, 1A).

Here the Chiding/Criticism formula is followed by &IE which specifies the external

forces. Generally, Chiding/Criticism does not speeiny social, natural or even rational

!> See tables (1-10) in appendix 14 for the distritutdf (less frequent) refusal strategies by comxt

factors.
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forces acting on the speaker to refuse the request/ Consequently, a speaker, who
performs such a face-damaging act when there aref@o reasons for doing so, damages

both their own and the other’s face.

In refusals of offers, situation number 15 regagdimyment in the cafeteria highlights an
important cross-cultural difference. Whereas in\Western world it is acceptable for each
person to pay for their own food, it might not lmeis Arab society to split the bill. Iraqgis
tend to pay for what they have had rather than dhepbill equally. In addition, if you
invite someone for dinner you may intend to pay tfee whole thing especially if, for
example, you have not seen the person for some ¥ime can also notice that if you eat
with Iraqis especially those that you do not ofsee or who are not close friends of yours,
they are more likely to try to pay for you, and ylmave had arguments over who is going
to take care of the bill. In the western world, lsycactices are not usually common (this
will be discussed in more detail in chapter eigbtction 8.3). Thus, IAs produced
responses making reference to being angry or re@mding, challenging or chiding the

offerer as in:

115.%15. ¢lusl s Cue
‘eb hl-i fis-ek

shame IMP.keep-2SG money-2SG.M

‘It is a shame, keep your money’. (F2, 1A)

Such expressions semantically encode the speakelief that social and rationality laws
preclude the truth of their proposition. They atsmvey the impossibility that the offer
may be accepted. This is unlike other types ofs@fusuch as ‘It is my treat’ (see 4.2.2),
where the refuser feels comfort at not satisfyimg offerer’'s wishes. Expressing comfort
about not satisfying another’s face protects ooela face but damages the other’s. In
refusals of offers, Chiding appeared only 3 tim@$%) in IAs data, while it was non-
existent in the other two groups. In refusals guests, 28 instances (7%) were used by IA.
However, it was non-existent in the BE group, wlitleccurred only once (0.2%) in ILE
group. This tactic was employed by the three groafpmformants in the Role-Plays; 4
instances (3.7%) by IAs, 5 (5.6%) by ILEs and @%b) by BEs.
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116 R4, <l palad) ce cais Lails Cil

‘ant-a  d’'man to1b ‘an  ‘I- muhadar-at
you-M always 2SG.M-absent from DEF-leet@PL
‘You are always absent from lectures’. (F8, I1A)

117.R6. You do not know how to use computers prop€R$, ILE)
118 R6. You are awkward. (M6, BE)

Furthermore, it would appear that the speaker vdes (Chiding as a refusal strategy is not
engaging in any type of polite facework; to rejactoffer/request, for example, may imply
that the speaker is engaged in facework in ordemjire rather than to protect the
addressee’s face. Thus, Chiding does not fit imp af Brown and Levinson’s (1987)
categories of politeness strategies. Since it i®paed in an obvious and straightforward
way and implies deliberate face damage, it beldad®mld on-record impoliteness strategy
as defined by Culpeper (1996).

The syntactic form of this strategy in both Arabitd English could be interrogativen |
a photographer?Exclamatory| can't figure this out! or interrogative with negative

implicationCan't you be more careful?

4.3 Adjuncts to Refusals

Adjuncts to refusals do not form part of the refutself but are external modifications to
the main act of refusal. They serve as strategmsaftending to the needs of the
interlocutor’s positive face by expressing solitlanvith the interlocutor (Beebe et al.,
1990). Savic (2014: 72) defines Adjuncts as ‘exgils accompanying refusals but not
themselves used to perform refusals’. These mdydecexpressions of Regret/Apology,
Statement of Positive Opinion, Feeling or Agreemdnwoking the name of God,
Gratitude/Appreciation, Getting Interlocutor's  Atten, and Statement of
Empathy/Concern. Some of these were identified bgl® et al. (1990) and featured in

many other refusal studies, including those ingesing Arabic (Al-lssa, 1998; Nelson, et
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al., 2002, Morkus 2009). Some examples of thessesgiies were also observed in the
present study.

4.3.1 Statement of regret /apology

Apologies are often issued with the intention @fgalting the hearer (Trosborg, 1994: 283).
The act of apologising/regretting is a conviviaksph act, the goal of which coincides
with the social goal of maintaining harmony betwespreaker and hearer. Olshtain and
Cohen (1983:30) point out that an apology is cafledwhen social norms have been
violated whether the offence is real or potenfidlus when a person fails to accept an
offer/request (a hearer beneficial act), they fdbht they have offended the
offerer/requester; an apology is then issued whith intention of “setting things right”.
Regret is often stated in Iragi Arabic with the g@e—sl ('asif) sorry or Ldie) (a‘tidir)

apologise

Apology is an on-record negative politeness stsat@yown and Levinson (1987: 187)
indicate that one way to satisfy the addresseegmthe face demands is to indicate that
the speaker is aware of them and taking them iotount in their decision to execute the
FTA. Thus, by apologising for performing the fabeetatening act of refusal, the speaker
satisfies the addressee’s negative face by indgdkiat they are aware of the addressee’s
face want, and hope that their apology will actampensation, even though they know
that offering apology involves a threat to theirroface. In refusals of Requests, this
strategy was frequently utilised by all three gmwb informants. It amounted to 75% in
ILEs (241 instances), followed by BEs 41.8% (5%anses), while it appeared 100 times
(33.6%) in IAs data. Examples of the use of regret apology statements are seen in the

following:

119#1 «u (Casif) Sorry(M5,1A)
120.% 3 Really sorry (F4, ILE)
121# 6 | apologise (M7, BE)
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This type of Adjunct was also much used in IA védznversations, 27.8% (17 instances),
followed by ILEs 28.2% (13 instances). BEs used rBedess (10 instances) which
amounted to 35.7%. Consider the following examples:

122R2. i

asif

‘sorry’ (M8,1A)

Statement of Regret/Apology was less commonly usedfusing offers, although it was
sometimes resorted to, as in the situation whegebtiss offered a promotion and raise,
dependent on relocation, to their employee. 23ims#ts were found in BE data (38.9%),
while it was widely used by ILEs (135 instances,584). I1As used 32 instances of
Regret/Apology which amounted to about 26.2% of tb@l. Some examples of its

application are underlined below:

123K 18 8555 oy posd, _Sas (53

‘asif ‘andi sukar sawart tidri
sorry.1SG.M  have-1SG  diabetes 1SG-thbug know.2SG.M
‘Sorry, | am diabetic, | thought you knew?’ (M3,)IA

124.% 10 | apologise. | cannot work in Baghdad, It isgerous. (M6, ILE)
125.% 10 Location is my priority, sorry. (F4, BE)

4.3.2 Invoking the name of God

In a study investigating the speech act of sweaon@od in Arabic, Abdel-Jawad (2000)
found that swearing to God is used in Arabic tdgre almost all types of speech acts. He
also found that it is a common strategy used irb&réo mitigate the illocutionary force of
the speech act of refusal. It is generally usedaotafirm the truth value of the speaker’s
proposition (Saleh & Abdul-Fattah, 1998). Althoughwas observed in other Arabic

refusal studies (Al-Issa, 1998), it is not usuadlgntified as a separate strategy in Arabic
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speech act studies. However, in the present study dlassified as a separate category
because it is an important strategy that is fretiyersed in Iraqi Arabic. Other researchers
also classify it as a separate strategy in thesggadn of other speech acts in Arabic, such
as apology (Bataineh, 2004). In the DCT, it wasdusaely by IAs. In refusals of requests

it amounted to 31.9% (95 instances) and 18% (22rmmes) in refusals of offers.

126 #1 4l saia 40l 5

walla magul-a
by god  busy.1SG-1SG.F

‘By God, | am busy'. (F9, IA)

As with the DCT, it was used widely by IA informanf22 instances; 36%) in the Role-
Plays, and accounted for 23.9% (11 instances)ks’lldata. BEs, on the other hand, never

invoked the name of God in their refusals.

127 R5. | am full,_I swear to God. (F10, ILE)

4.3.3 Statement of Positive Opinion, Feeling or Agement

Some refusal strategies are accompanied by StateofidPositive Opinion, Feeling or
Agreement, which serves to mitigate the illocutignact of refusals and to preserve the
harmonious relationship between the interlocutéfere, the refuser expresses that the
request/offer is a good idea but unfortunately thagnot comply (Martinez-Flor& Juan,

2011:58). The following are examples from the data:

128#6. iy dals G o

‘inta sath-i w  ’adib-ak w  lib-ni
you friend-1SG.M and 1SG-love-2SG.Mnd  2SG.M-love-1SG
‘You are my friend and | love you and you love 9, |A)

129#17. Oh,_that's great news. (F10, ILE)
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130# 2. 1love to help, but...(F2, BE)

This strategy was used frequently in refusals qliests by 1As (102 tokens) (34.3%), but
less so by ILEs and BEs (80; 24.9%) and (82; 58.d4pectively. It accounts for 14.7%
(9 instances) in IAs, 13% (6 instances) in ILEs aBéb (7 instances) in BEs in the verbal

interaction of the informants. The following shonteraction demonstrates its use:

131R1.
1. A. err hhh ok we have good news for you (.) ercan offer you er a promotion and a

significant {pay rise}
2. B. {oh great}

3. A. the only thing to bear in mind or to takeoirtccount is that this job involves moving
to YORK.

4. B. ok erm we are flattered by that (.) and thithat is good news in general but i don't
think i'll be able to relocate at the time. (M3,)BE

Again, this strategy was less frequent in refusélstfers rather than requests. In BEs data,
it amounted to 25.4% (15 instances). However, therawo groups used it less frequently;
5.7% (12 instances) in ILES’ data and 4.9% (6 imsts only) in IAS’.

4.3.4 Gratitude/Appreciation

Thanking is a speech act that has been classifieahaaspect of polite language (Watts,
2003; Eelen, 2001; Leech, 1983), as a social n&segndell, 1996), as a conversational
routine or discourse expression and as an institatiexpression (Aijmer, 1996; Watts,
2003). In the performance of the act of thankihg, teceiver’'s face (in Goffman’s terms,
1972:5) benefits from the sender’s behaviour the.actual thanking). This is reciprocal as
the sender’s face also benefits when they perfoerSA of thanking. However, according

to Brown and Levinson’s politeness model ([197837) thanking is face-damaging to the
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self, acknowledging, as it does, one’s state oéleldness to the other. Nonetheless, since

it enhances the face of other, it is a positiverernrd strategy.

The spectrum of what is recognised as thankingctdldifferent cultural values, and so
raises concerns in cross-cultural pragmatic stedynding the commonly used definition

as expressions of gratitude and appreciation.

A possible negative aspect of thanking (the expoassf gratitude) in terms of social

relationship is pointed out by Apte (1974), wheesdontends that, in Marathi and Hindi,
verbalization of gratitude is not expected amongiliamembers and close friends. Since,
in these cultures, ‘verbalization of gratitude oates a distant relationship’ (p.75),
thanking may even suggest the friendship is in dang In the present study,

Gratitude/Appreciation was performed less (27.4%gm refusing offers of low distance

interlocutors by IAs, but more frequently when m#hg high distance interlocutors

(32.2%). The same trend was observed for the ¢iheigroups (see table 6.11 in chapter
6).

Beebe et al. (1990) include this Adjunct to Refusatler 'Gratitude/Appreciation’. This
strategy was not applied in refusals of request®bly in refusals of offers. Overall, in the
present study, Gratitude/Appreciation was moreuesdly used by IAs and ILEs than by
the BE group; 62 instances (50.8%) in the formad &2 instances (29.6%) in the latter.
However, 21 instances feature in BE data, whiclvaets for 35.5% of this group’s whole
data.

1323 13 0eledl S Sa 1S3

Sukren jaten  ‘agdar ’a-3l-hin
thanks very much able.1SG 1SG-carry-3PL.F

‘Thank you very much. | can carry them’. (M4, 1A)

133.%9 Thank you. | have a spare one. (F4, ILE)
134.% 8 | am ok._Thanks though. (F7, BE)

In the verbal interaction of the subjects, Grattéppreciation was also used in the

answers of all three groups of participants, algfiomore frequently in 1As and ILEs data
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(8 and 9 instances respectively) than in BEs' ¢aimces). The following conversation, in

which there is an offer of a dessert, is betweemB& friends in my study:

135R5.
1. A. there are still there are still dessert (€f3) but you got to have some more no, no
letting you stay here ((joking)) ((laughing))

== 2. B. N0 i am all right thanks i am fine
3. A. i can't have food wasting in my house

w4, B. i am full (.) i am full i am all right thankou very much. (M6, BE)

4.3.5 Statement of Empathy/Concern

This strategy, which expresses concern for thelodetor and aims to convey a positive
attitude towards them, is included as an Adjuncrefusal in the Beebe et al. (1990)
classification scheme. This strategy mitigatesiltbeutionary force of the refusal showing
concern for the interlocutor. Therefore, it can dagegorised as a positively polite on-
record strategy. In the present study it was natroonly employed by either IAs or ILES
(1 instances; 1.6%) and (4 instances; 8.6%) respdot BEs, on the other hand, used it
more frequently (5 instances; 17.8%). It was foumdhe informants’ verbal interactions

only. The following are some examples:

136.R3 pee 52535 4l i e

"a-ruf ‘ana wijud-i muhim
1SG-know | presence-1SG important
‘| understand that my presence is important’. (RS,

137 R6. Do not be upset. (M6, ILE)
138 R4. | know that you need the lectures very badWp,(BE)
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4.3.6 Getting Interlocutor’s Attention

This strategy was not reported in any previoussafstudy, except for Morkus' (2009). In
this strategy, the speaker tries to get the intettm’s attention using words such as ‘look!’
or ‘listen!” This appears to be a solidarity stppteused to attend to the interlocutor’s
positive face, by appealing to the interlocutorslerstanding and consideration. Waltereit
(2002:1) states that discourse markers such ak' ‘tmmversationally implicate that the
interlocutor has to say something very importanicwhrequires immediate attention from
the hearer. This strategy was not found in thetenitresponses of the subjects in the
present study, and appeared only 4 (6.5%) and 8stif@.5%) in IAs’ and ILES’ verbal
data respectively, with no tokens being found at tf the BESs.

139 R3. Adtuall g (IS diay ja (ol | Caglh

M-

Saf um-i mad-ah  kuli§ w b-I-mustasfa
look.2SG.M  mother-1SG sick-3SG.F yver and in-DEF-hospital
‘Look! . .. my mom is very sick and she is in tiaspital’. (F4, IA)

140R8. No, listen! | am waiting for your brother. (M&E)

4.4 Conclusions

In summary, with previous categories (Direct, ledit and Adjunct), Direct and Indirect
Refusal can be seen as the central act (headré th more than one formula employed in
a given instance. Those that are not central aeendd Adjuncts. Non-central strategies
(i.e. Adjuncts) commonly occur together with cehffadirect or/and Direct) strategy as in
No, thanksor Nice, but | am very occupied nowWowever, non-central strategies did not
feature alone as refusals in any of the data eticfor the current study. Adjuncts are
supporting strategies, and, as such, play a nommadeole in performing the function of

refusals. Adjuncts are important external modifigsed to minimise the illocutionary force

of refusal, and consequently save the interlocutace.

Generally, in both the Role-Plays and the DCT itigasion, all groups favoured the most

indirect strategy type, accounting for a very hggrcentage of all of the strategies they
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adopted. However, both IAs and ILEs utilised moiiee€l refusals than did the BEs (see
tables 5.10, 6.9, and 7.1 for a clear represemtationumbers and proportions). This
finding contrasts with other studies, for exampWgrkus (2009), Al-Issa (1998), Al-

Shalawi (1997), Al Eryani (2007), all of whom comdéd that Arabs are more indirect than
their English-speaking counterparts. The findings @so dissimilar to those of Nelson et
al (2002) who found out that American and Egypparticipants used a similar number of
Direct and Indirect strategies. This may suppoetwhdespread perception the British are
‘reserved’ and ‘indirect’ (Fox, 2004). As for Ameans, on the other hand, Eckert and
McConnell-Ginet (2003:188) state that ‘languagenidgy among social groups in the US
see directness as a virtue, indirectness at basiste of time and often as an impediment
to effective communication’. As far as | know, te@s no study that compares refusals in

American English and British English.

In addition, the strategies utilised in this studere determined by the eliciting act
(requests and offers) and elicitation method (D@d@ Role-Play). For instance, It is My

Treat, Let off the Hook, Gratitude/Appreciation warsed in refusals of offers but not of
requests. However, Avoidance, Wish, CounterfactCahditionals and others appeared
only in refusals of requests. Due to the naturehef Role-Play which allows for long

stretches of interactions between interlocutorsnynatrategies, such as Request for
Consideration, have been found only in the vertmiversations of the subjects, for
examplel hope you understand my situatjoim addition to some Adjuncts as in the

attention markerkok andlisten

Statement of Impeding Event was the most commartesly utilised by the three groups in
both the DCT and the Role-Plays. This is a tadiat includes some excuses, reasons,
explanations, and justifications for the refusas #&r Adjuncts, ILEs use adjuncts more
frequently than the other two groups. It is perhapsause adjuncts tend to be formulaic,

so are more easily mastered by L2 speakers.

Some strategies were confined to one group. Fanpbalnvoking God as in% s by God..
were utilised solely by IAs , with the exception bf instances of Invoking God that
appeared in the verbal data of the ILEs. Theseerdiices and similarities will be

discussed further in the following chapters.
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Chapter Five
Refusals of Requests

Chapter Five presents the quantitative and quiaktdindings of refusals of requests that
were collected by the DCT. It also examines théuarice of the contextual factors on
these strategies. It consists of five sections.s&hsections are structured by subheadings
making explicit which variable is being investigatdt starts with the number and order of
semantic formulae found in refusals of requeststhadnfluence of the three social factors
on them. This section is dedicated to find outhié tgroups differ in the order of the
semantic formulae and the length of their resporiseselation to the variables. The
influence of the degree of imposition variable ¢ tsubjects’ responses will also be

investigated in a separate section in this chapter.

The second section examines the frequency courttseaflifferent refusal strategies used
and their distribution according to the variablés. in studies like Turnbull and Saxton
(1997), the frequencies of occurrence of refusakessions are calculated and compared
for each category and each group (see chapter, teeton 3.14 for more details). It aims
at investigating the frequency of each categorjisati by each group and how it is
influenced by the social factors. It is worth mentng here that Adjuncts are calculated
separately as they are considered as modificationsefusals and not as refusals in
themselves. The third section provides findingthefqualitative analysis, investigating the
content of excuses and reasons implied in the SlErnative, and General Principles that
were utilised by the three groups. The section &ighlights other characteristics that
could be identified in the informants’ responseshsas clarity vs. vagueness, family and
personal excuses etc. The goal here is to find whether the informants use
similar/different content of formulae. In an atténtp discover how informants react to
weighty requests (e.g., work in another city) otti@n small requests (e.g., taking a photo),
the influence of the rank of imposition on the l#mgf responses will be highlighted in the
following section. The last section investigates firagmatic transfer in ILEs data and
examines if there is any negative pragmatic tranbfeILEs from their Arabic native
language. It consists of three parts: The first gdaals with the qualitative examination of
the ordering of semantic formulae in refusals gjuests. The second part investigates the

evidence of pragmatic transfer in the frequency seldction of refusals, and the third one
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deals with the contents of these formulae. Conghssiare provided at the end of each

section in this chapter.

5.1 Number and Order of Semantic Formulae

This section explains the number and order of séim&srmulae of Refusals of Requests
that were elicited through this study’s questiomna its two versions: English and Arabic

(see table 5.10 for all refusals of requests ctdérom the questionnaire).

5.1.1 Number of Semantic Formulae

As | have explained in the previous chapter (thehodology), each group in this study
consists of 20 informants refusing 18 situationsegfuests and 18 situations of offers. As
for refusals to requests, the total number of resps in each group is 360 responses. The
number of semantic formulae used in each instaifteretl; one semantic formulae, two
semantic formulae, and three semantic forr’rfﬂlaeaqi Arabic Speakers (lIAs) tended to
use two semantic formula strategies more frequethdéyn one semantic formula. Of the
360 instances of refusal strategies 228 (633%jonsist of two semantic formulae
(example 1), 116 (32.2%) of one semantic formuéeeif example 2), and only 16 (4.4%)

of three semantic formulae (example 3).

1 #leds e Ll

ma’gdar ma‘and-i  wagqit
NEG-able NEG have-1S time

‘| can't, | haven't got time’. (M2, IA)

!¢ Adjuncts are not included in calculating the numbgsemantic formulae but only the head refusals i.

Direct and Indirect refusals.

Y This proportion (63.6%) is gained by dividing thenmber of two semantic formulae (228 instances)en t

total number of responses of the whole group3@0, by 100.
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2 #Arwa Jpiall

‘ana  magul hasa
I busy.1S.M now
‘I am busy now’. (M3, I1A)

3 #6506 pasd Jlud xS saie e S L

ma’gdar ni ‘and-i ti-gdar ti-al Saus tani
NEG-able NEG have-1SG 2S.M-able 2S.M-agkerson second

‘I can't, | have not got them with me, can you askeone else?’ (M5, I1A)

Iragi Learners of English (ILEs) also favoured t&gies consisting of two semantic
formulae. Thus, 291 (80.8%) of the strategies uspdLEs consisted of two semantic
formulae, 61 (16.9%) of one formula and only 8 ¢8)2consisted of three formulae.
British English Speakers (BEs), on the other hateionstrated a preference for a one
semantic formula strategy. Thus, 270 (75%) of thetegies were of this type, 62 (17.2) of

two formulae and only 28 (7.7%) consisted of tHarenulae.

The selection of the number of semantic formulaelld@ppear to be determined, to a
certain extent, by the three social factors. Thegdency of the number of semantic
formulae also revealed variation as to the requsessecial status, social distance and to

their gender as follows:

5.1.1.1 Social Status

IAs increased the range of the composite stratezpesisting of two semantic formulae

when refusing a request from a person of higheustauch as:

4 #2. 8N L&A .

ma-aqdar malhulig
NEG-able NEG mood

‘I can’t, | do not feel well’ (M3, IA)
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Thus, the range of difference in the frequencyaf semantic formulae strategies between
higher and lower status requester was 25 instafi®9%). Consequently, the frequency
of one semantic formula strategies decreased; ahger of difference was 5 instances
(4.3%) (see table 5.1§. This finding is consistent with the general clotgdstics of
Jordanian Arabic communication style reported byls&h (1998). He reports that
Jordanians tend towards verbosity especially whearacting with someone higher in
status. Similar findings are also to be observethenstudies of Al Shalawi, (1997) and
Morkus (2009) who investigated other Arabic vagsti Saudi and Egyptian Arabic

respectively.

ILEs also increased the frequency of two semaiatimula strategies when refusing a
higher status over a lower status requester. Howete range of difference was 29
instances (10%). BEs also demonstrated sensitivigocial factors. However, they varied
the frequency of the semantic formulae rather difily. They increased the frequency of
two semantic formula strategies when refusing stanequal requesters over status equal

requesters by 10 instances (16.1%).

Table 5.1: Number and Frequency of Semantic Forenmld&efusals of Requests

by status.

Frequency (percentages of semantic

Number of formulae)
Refusers’ Status Semantic
1A ILE BE
Formulae
% No. % | No.| % No.
Equal 1 33.6 39 | 32]720 44 119
Low 1 31 36 | 27.8 17 23 62
High 1 35.3 41 | 39.324 33 89

18 The semantic formulae are distributed accordinthér numbers and the contextual factors in tablés

5.2, 5.3, and 5.4. For instance in table 5.1 thetamces that consist of one formula in IAs’ data6(1
instances) are divided into three groups; 39 irt&an(33.6% of 116) were used by equal social staus
refusers, 36 instances (31%) by lower and 41 ies®1§35.3%) by higher social status. The same ttéamg

be applied for the instances that consist of twmasdic formulae and for the other social factorghis
group and the other two groups.
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Equal 2 29.3 67 33 102 22.5 14
Low 2 40.7 93 | 37.4109| 40.3 25
High 2 29.8 68 | 27.480 37 23

5.1.1.2 Social distance

As for social distance, assessment of interlocsitedcial distance was also evident in 1A
data in determining the number of semantic formutaa given refusal strategy. As the
social distance between the interlocutors increadedlAs escalated the frequency of their
use of two semantic formula strategies. The rarfgdifterence between high and low
distance requesters was considerable, being 2@nirest (8.8%) (see table 5.2). ILEs
displayed less sensitivity to social distance. altph they increased the frequency of two
semantic formula strategies as the degree of salitghnce expanded, the range of
difference was only 6 instances (2%). BEs did mgtear to regard this as important, as the
range of difference between a high and low distaecpiester was only two instances
(3.3%).

Table 5.2: Number and Frequency of Semantic Forenmld&efusals of Requests

by distance

Frequency (percentages of semantic formulae)
Refusers’ |Number of Semant

_ A ILE BE
distance Formulae
% No. % No. % No.
Low 1 35.3 41 42.6 26 31 84
High 1 31.8 37 22.9 14 26 7(
Acqu. 1 32.7 38 34.4 21 43 116
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Low 2 28.9 66 32 93| 322 2¢
High 2 37.7 86 34 99| 35p 23
Acqu. 2 33.3 76 34 99 32p 2

5.1.1.3 Gender

Gender was not an influential factor in 1As ande¢Ldata in the DCT. Although IAs
increased the frequency of two semantic formulasgies when refusing a male requester,
the range of difference was almost negligible (a2fly). The range of difference between
male and female requester was 3 instances (1%Js. IFurthermore, gender also was not
an influential factor in 1As when they communicati¢h people of the same gender or with
people of the opposite gender (table 5.4). Althotlg#y increased the frequency of two
semantic formulae when refusing the opposite geaddrdecreased it with the same one,
the range of difference was not remarkable (2.7&8s, however, increased the frequency
of two semantic formulae by 21 instances (7.3%) whieey refuse someone from the
opposite gender.

Table 5.3: Number and Frequency of Semantic Faeu Refusals of Requests

by Requesters’ and Refusers’ gender

Frequency (percentages of semantic formulag)
Number of
Requesters _
Semantic 1A ILE BE
Gender (H)
Formulae
% No. % No. % No.
Male 1 48 56 49.1 30 40 10B
Female 1 52 60 50.8 31 60 142
Male 2 51 116 50.5| 147 44 27
Female 2 49 112 49.5 144 54 3b
Refusers’ Number of Frequency (percentages of semantic formula¢)
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Gender (S) Semantic IA ILE BE
Formulae
% No. % No. % No.
Male 1 79.3 92 68.8 42 31.3 84
Female 1 20.6 24 31.1 19 688 186
Male 2 27 57 28.1 82 75.9 47
Female 2 75 171 71.8 200 249 15

A different pattern was observed for BEs. Gendenss to be much more influential as

compared with the other two groups, since BEs as®d the frequency of two semantic

formula strategies when refusing a female requemter opposite gender, the range of

difference being 8 instances (12%) in the formet 52 instances (83.9%) in the latter.

Male refusers, on the other hand, in the Iragi psoemployed more responses that consist

of one semantic formula and less of two semantimédae. British male refusers, however,

were more verbose as they utlise more strategasctinsist of two semantic formulae as
compared to females. The range of difference i8%(Qsee table 5.3).

by the same/opposite gender

Table 5.4: Number and Frequency of Semantic Forenmld&efusals of Requests

IAs ILEs BEs
Gender One Two One Two One Two
formula
formula formulae formulae formula formulae
No. % No. % No| % No.| % No.| % No %
same 56 48.2 111 b 3B 54 135 46.3 137 850.7 |5 8
opposite 60 51.71 117 B 28 459 156 53.6 133 4%2 | 91.9
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5.1.2 Order of semantic Formulae

In terms of the order of the semantic formulaeetoisals of Requests in the questionnaire,
a composite strategy was widely utilised by thetip@ants. The main refusal strategies
were usually either preceded or followed by Adjsnict refusal. The focus of the analysis
in this section is on the organisation of the seimdormulae, which can lead to a better
understanding of the order of the formulae involwedealising refusals. To obtain the

general semantic formula of sequential orders, sadhmantic formula in refusal strategies
(direct, indirect and adjunct) was segmented iniings. Refusals are analysed as
consisting of sequences of semantic formulae. kamgle in the second situation of the

DCT where a respondent refuses to photograph theester, saying:

5 #2. Sorry, | can't. | am in a hurry, ask someose.g[F4, ILE)

This was ordered as Regret/Apology (sorry), NA &h't), SIE (I am in a hurry), and
Alternative (ask someone else). After all the dats coded like this, the most frequent
formula performed by a certain group takes a pposition in the table. The semantic
formulae and adjuncts having the highest frequeneaiere taken to represent the contents

of the slot in the table.

Tables (5.5 to 5.9) consist of 4 slots becausamsts may consist of up to three refusal

formulae; | have considered adjuncts separatetiieggsare only modification to refusals.

IAs used Regret/Apology, and Invoking the Name ofi@Gs Adjuncts to refusal strategies
(see table 5.5). When used by IAs as Adjuncts ¢ostinategy of Statement of Impeding
Event (SIEs), the SIE usually followed the Adjuastin:

6 # 7. il

wala  m-istajil
by god 1SG.M-hurry
'‘By God, | am in a hurry' (M8, IA)

SIE was used also with other refusal strategiesh®fthirty cases of combination of SIE
and Negated Ability (NA), IAs stated the SIE finst9 cases as in:
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7 #6.,5S) L AL L)y

-afid “-adris ‘al-liolah, magdar
1SG-want 1SG.study this-night NEG-able

'| want to study tonight, | can't' (F2, IA)

and second in 11 cases as in

8 #1lcd;suck L

ma ‘agdar, na ‘-and waqit
NEG-able NEG-1SGhave time

'| cannot, | have no time'. (F6, IA)

As for the other most frequently used strategy rgiN@, it was placed second when used

with Adjuncts to refusal.

9 #16 S L ca

‘asf  ma’gdar
Sorry NEG-able

‘sorry, | can't’. (M10, IA)

NA occurred first when used with Alternative andofdance.

10 # 8l 75 5 e (i | 58I L

ma'agdar BS na t-ifih b-nafsak
NEG-able why NEG 2SG.M-go with-youfse
‘1 can't, why do not go yourself?’ (M9, 1A)

And second when used with Regret.
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samhn-i & "agdar
forgive-1S NEG-able

‘Forgive me, | can't’. (F2, IA)

ILEs, on the other hand, tended to use SIE in coatlmn with adjuncts such as Positive
Opinion, Feeling or Agreement as well as other sefstrategies. In the 30 cases of
combination of SIE and Statements of Positive @uindr Regret/Apology, ILEs always

stated their SIE second as in:

12 # 11. | love to work with you, but | already havarns. (M6, ILE)

Of the 129 cases of combined Regret/Apology and 8i& former preceded the latter
except for 5 cases where SIE was placed first:as in

13 #5 | am not sure, sorry. (F4, ILE)

SIE and NA, the two most frequently occurring €gies, were also used together. In 26 of

the 29 instances of combination, NA preceded SIE.

14 #17. |1 can't, | have no time. (F8, ILE)

SIE occurred also with other refusal strategieselVbsed with suggesting Alternatives,
SIE appeared second in all situations, for example:

15 #18. Maybe some other time, | am busy now. (M9,)ILE
Adjuncts to NA, including Regret/Apology and Statsrh of Positive Opinion always
came first, for example:

16 #12. | apologise, | won't be able to. (F9, ILE)

Thus, in terms of the order of semantic formulde three groups order their formulae

differently. In addition, the subjects did not appéo be equally sensitive to the social
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factors investigated in the present study, nanmsdgial status, social distance and gender

as follows:

5.1.2.1 Social Status

Informants responded differently to the three dofaators, 1As prefaced their refusals
with an adjunct (regret/apology and/or Invoking Gedhen the refuser's social status is
low and equal, while they began with only regretlagy when the refuser's social status is
high (see table 5.5). 32 (out of 39) instances efrét occupy the first position in high
social status IA refusals (see table 5.11 for nunob@ccurrence to refusals of requests by
social status). Adjuncts are followed by NA andntH®lE. The fourth is occupied by
Avoidance/Alternative. ILEs frequently began with iitial adjunct, usually exemplified
by Regret/Apologyor Statement of Positive Opinion. Like IAs, theyag#d NA second
and SIE third. The fourth place was usually occdpi®y Avoidance or Suggesting

Alternative as in this example:

17 #18.Really sorry, | can't, | don't know how to fixYou can ask an IT specialist. (M7,
ILE)

Thus, ILEs did not adjust their order of semantenriulae when refusing an equal or

unequal status requester.

BEs tended to initiate their refusals with Posit@@ginions and Regret/Apology. However,
the latter was often omitted when the refuser wiakigher status. Further, Avoidance

occupied fourth place when the refuser was agamgbfer status, for example:

18 # 11. I'd like to help, but I live far away. | canit is difficult. (F10 BE)
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Table 5.5: Order of Semantic Formulae in RefusaRequestsS

by status
Refusers’ Order
Group
Status 1 2 3 4
regret/apology (37),
L IA NA (32) SIE (26) Avoidance (5)
ower :
/Invoking the name o Alternative (5)
God (40).
regret/apology (88),
Lower ILE NA (64) SIE (51) Alternative (6
Positive opinion (32).
Positive opinion (39),
Lower BE SIE (78) NA (22) --
regret/apology (89).
_ Avoidance (19)
Higher IA regret/apology (32) | NA (30) SIE (28) _
Alternative (4)
regret/apology (70), Alternative (5),
Higher ILE NA (31) SIE (29)
Positive opinion (26) Avoidance (8)
Higher BE Positive opinion (29] SIE (91) NA (33) Avoidance (6)
regret/apolo 32),
J _ pology (32) Avoidance (3),
Equal IA Invoking the name off NA (21) SIE (18) _
Alternative (6).
God (19).
regret/apology (79), Avoidance(3),
Equal ILE NA (24) SIE (22)
Positive opinion (19) Alternative (4).
Equal BE Positive opinion (21) SIE (71) NA (25) --

' The numbers in the parentheses show the raw caintsfusals. See also tables 5-11- 5.15 for the

frequencies and the number of occurence of thegegtes.
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5.1.2.2 Social distance

IAs seemed to be more sensitive to the interlosttawcial distance than to their social
status. Thus, when the social distance of the eefuss high, the refuser began with an
initial adjunct (see table 5.6). 72 instances @u81) of Regret took the first position in

high social distance situations by IAs (see aldmet®.12 for number of occurrence to

refusals of requests by social distance).

19 # 114w 0 Ge il cunl 75 2 ¥ 3S) L 4ddl

‘asif -ah ma-gdar lazim ‘a-rin  -jib "bri min |-madrasah
Sorry-S.F NEG-able must 1SG-go 1SG-brisgn-1SG from DEF-school

'Sorry, | can't. | have to pick my son up from soh (F6, 1A)

Whereas this adjunct was usually omitted when tluéas distance of the refuser was low,

for instance:

20 # 14.5 s34l 138 e cilaglae s2ie Lo ) Lo

ma-'gdar ma  ‘aind-i m‘lum-at ‘an hda I|-mavdu
NEG-able NEG have-1SG information-PL abouhis DEF-subject

'| can't,| do not have information about this subjéM2, 1A)

ILEs did not make any distinction between an iomrtor who was a stranger and one
who was either an intimate or an acquaintance. N& &IE took the second and third
positions respectively in both IAs and ILEs.

As for the influence of social distance in BEs, Sias placed second when the social

distance was low.

21 #7. | love to, but | have got too much on today5(NBE)

And also second when the social distance was higljaal.
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22 # 17. I'd like to help, but not now, | am not abd& (F9, BE)

Table 5.6: Order of Semantic Formulae in RefushRequests by distance.

Refusers’ | 510 Order
Distance | YP 1 2 3 4
_ Avoidance (10),
Low IA | Invoking God (18)| NA (39) SIE (31) _
Alternative (4)
Low ILE | regret/apology (52) NA (25) SIE (23) Alternative (4)
St. of positive
Low BE o SIE (75)| NA (30) -
opinion (27)
Avoidance (6),
High IA | regret/apology (72) NA (35) SIE (32)
Alternative (6).
High ILE | regret/apology (82) NA (24) SIE (22) Alternative (4)

. St. of positive SIE
High BE o NA (28) -
opinion (32) (106)

Avoidance (14),
Acquaintanceg IA | Invoking God (29)| NA (24) SIE (22)
Alternative (6).

Acquaintance ILE | regret/apology (98) NA (17) SIE (16) Alternative (5)

. St. of positive
Acquaintance BE o SIE (66)| NA (31) -
opinion (21)
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5.1.2.3 Gender

IAs ordered the semantic formulae in a virtuallgntical way with gender difference of
both males and females. In both cases, they digngan with an initial adjunct or a refusal
without an Adjunct. IAs placed NA ability seconajlbwed by SIE in the third position

(table 5.7), except when the refusers' gender emmsle, in which case the third position

was occupied by a Counter-factual Conditional @&hB):

23 #.18. &l ialia a &S 5 e S

lo gail-i mi wakit ¢an salaht-a i-lak
if tell-1SG from time mag fix-3SGS@&.you

'If you had asked me earlier, | might have gdiked for you'. (M6, IA)

The fourth position was usually occupied by Avoidaior Alternative, as in:

24 #10cs) o dl o (Say ol ae e gic dlaclul &1 Lo Sy ol
‘asif  yimkin - ma-ra ’-sa‘d-ak ‘ind-i mawid '|-yom

sorry maybe NEG-will 1SG-help-2SG.M haveslSappointment DEF-today

'Sorry, | won't be able to help, | have an appuoeéntt today, probably next time'. (F9, IA)

BEs did not change the order of the semantic ftamwhen refusing a male or female
requester. However, the order changed with thesesfi gender. Female refusers put

Direct No second in most cases as in:

25 #6. I'd like to, but no | can’t. Ask another studemay be. (M2, BE)

Male refusers, however, used SIE in the secondipnsbliowed by NA.

The three groups of informants, however, seem t&ena distinction of whether they

refuse the same or opposite gender (table 5.9). greace their refusal with either
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Invoking God or /Regret with the opposite gendeeythowever do not employ Invoking
God with the same gender. The Adjunct was followgdSIE and then NA in the same
gender, while SIE and Direct No when they turn dawequest from an opposite gender.
Chiding or Alternative take the fourth slot in ttadble in both cases. ILEs start their refusal
with Regret with the same gender and with the oppaender. BEs however did not alter

their order when with both genders except omitRegret with the opposite gender.

Table 5.7: Order of Semantic Formulae in RefushRequests by Requester's

gender.
Requester's Order
Group
Gender 1 2 3 4
regret/apology(43), NA Avoidance (13),
Female 1A Invoking the name SIE (48)
of God (50) (51) Alternative (4)
regret/apology
(113), NA Alternative (8),
Female ILE 29) SIE (27)
Positive Opinion Avoidance (3)
(47)
regret/apology (36) SIE
Female BE Positive Opinion NA (28) --
(141)
(54)
regret/apology
(50), NA Avoidance (15),
Male IA SIE (50)
Invoking the name (52) Alternative (10)
of God (41).
regret/apology NA
Male ILE (117), SIE (30)| Alternative (12)
(34)
Positive Opinion
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(30)
regret/apolo
g pology SIE
Male BE (21) , Positive NA (59) --
- (108)
Opinion (25)

Table 5.8: Order of Semantic Formulae in RefushRequests by refusers’

gender
Refuser's Order
Group
Gender 1 2 3 4
regret/apology (61), Counter-
F | A NA (42) factual Avoidance
emale ;
Invoking the name Conditionals )
of God (64) (5)
Avoidance
regret/apology @)
Female ILE (114) , Positive NA (27) SIE (21)
Opinion (40) Alternative
3)
Positive Opinion | Direct No Avoidance
Female BE NA (20)
(52) (22) (7)
Avoidance
regret/apology (30)|, (11)
Male IA Invoking the name, NA (52) SIE (48)
of God (40) Alternative
(7
SIE (36) | Alternative
Male ILE regret/apology | N (40)
(112), Positive (14)
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Opinion (31)

Male

BE

regret/apology (16)
/St. Positive Opinio
(22)

SIE (92)

NA (70)

Table 5.9: Order of Semantic Formulae in RefushRequests by Gender

(same/opposite)
Gender Order
Group
(same/opposite 1 2 3
Positive Opinion
1A (72), SIE(57) | NA(54) | Chiding (15
Regret (42)
Alternative
Same Gender| | g Regret (107) | Direct No (68) SIE (116) ©
regret/apology
BE (12), Positive SIE (71) NA (48)
Opinion (21)
regret/apology . Alternative
_ Direct No (10)
IA | (51), Invoking the|  SIE (77) (23) '
name of God (76 Chiding (8)
Opposite Gender regret/apology Avoidance
ILE NA (28)
(122) 12)
Positive Opinion
BE SIE (187) NA (38)

(61)
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5.2 Frequency of Semantic Formulae

Frequency of semantic formulae is a rich arearfgestigation as it refers to the subjects’
preference for selecting these formulae. It alswiples evidence for contrasting sensitivity

in the three groups and for pragmatic transfer.

This section presents quantitative analysis ofstiey. It consists of frequency counts of
the refusal strategies in the three groups. Thege walculated for each group, and each
refusal type i.e. Direct, Indirect, in addition Agljuncts to refusals. As | have explained

earlier, Adjuncts are calculated separately.

The frequencies of refusals are calculated witpeetsto the overall number of strategies.
For example, Direct No in IAs constitutes 15.4%nirdhe total number of direct and

indirect refusals (i.e. 395 tokens) (see table)5.10

The section aims to show any cross-cultural diffees and/or similarities between the
research groups in performing refusals with regtrdthe choice and frequency of
strategies and how contextual variables affect ttl@dice of responses. Only responses of
high occurrence will be discussed and compared gntioe groups as responses of low
frequencies do not warrant confident claims regayddentifying differences/similarities
among the groups or discovering the influence aftextual factors on their responses.

Tables and summaries are provided for this purpose.

SIE was the most frequently used strategy as itapgdied in almost all of the situations.
However, its frequency varied from one group tothen 147 instances (37.2%) by IAs,
148 instances (42.7%) by ILEs and 265 instance8%Bby BEs. NA was the other main
strategy occurring widely in the situations: 103tlo¢ responses (26%) of 1As contained
NA, 67 (19.3%) of ILEs and 93 (22.4%) of BEs resggsincluded this formula.

Although not found in all of the 18 situations, rthevere other strategies that featured in
the responses of the three groups. The frequentlyesk strategies also varied from one

group to another (see table 5.10 below).
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Table 5.10: Frequency of Semantic Formulae in Ra$usf Requestd

Strategy type 1A ILE BE Pattern

Direct Refusals

No. % No. % No. %
Direct No 61 154 84 24.2 22 5.3 | ILE>IA>BE
NA 103 26 67 19.3 93 22.4 | IA>BE>ILE
total 164 41.5 151 43.6 115 | 27.7 | IA>ILE>BE

Indirect Refusals

SIE 147 37.2 148 42.7 265 | 63.8| BE>ILE>IA
Alternative 15 3.7 15 4.3 2 0.4 | IA=ILE> BE
Avoidance 30 7.5 16 4.6 12 2.8 | IA>ILE>BE

General Principles 4 1 2 0.5 9 2.1 | BE>IA>ILE
Wish 1 0.2 7 2 8 1.9 | BE>ILE>IA
Counter-factual 6 15 6 1.7 4 0.9 | IA=ILE>BE
Conditionals
Chiding 28 7 1 0.2 0 0 IA>ILE>BE
total 231 58.4 195 56.3 | 300 | 72.2 | BE>IA>ILE
Total 395 99.9 346 99.9 | 415 | 99.9

(direct+indirect)

Adjunct to Refusal

22 The column labelle@atternin this table and all comparable tables is basethe frequencies of
occurrence of refusal expressions /adjuncts utilBeeach language group i.e. the group using the
highest absolute number for a particular strategg the top rank.
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Regret/Apology | 100 33.6 241 75 59 | 41.8| ILE>IA>BE

St. of positive 102 34.3 80 24.9 82 58.1 | IA>BE>ILE

opinion

Invoking the namg 95 31.9 0 0 0 0 IA>ILE=BE
of God
total 227 99.8 321 | 99.9 | 141 | 99.9| ILE>IA>BE

Table 5.10 also reveals that the strategy of Cgigvhich was frequently used by IAs (28
instances), was not utilised by the other two gsp@xcept for one instance of Chiding by
ILEs.

Adjuncts to request refusals were more frequentLias and IAs than in BEs data.
However, instances of Regret/Apologmounted to 241 in ILE and 59 in BE data, whereas
there were 100 instances in IA data. This findsgat consistent with the results reported
by Al-Shalawi (1997) with regard to the use of 8taént of Regret/Apology. While in his
study the Saudi participants used more expressibregret than the American participants,

in the present study IAs were found to use thetsgy more frequently than the BEs.

Invoking the Name of God as an adjunct to refusas found in IA data (95 instances), but
not at all in ILE and BE data. This corroboratewdings from previous Arabic research
that also demonstrate the prevalence of religiefsrence in Arabic communication. For
example, Al-lssa (1998) and Al-Shalawi (1997) foutltht Arabs frequently made
reference to God in the realisation of refusalsride (2009), on the other hand, reported
that Egyptians also invoke the name of God to riéghe illocutionary force of refusal,

except for Christian Egyptians who, for religioeasons, consider it inappropriate.

Participants in the present study were also foonbet sensitive to social factors, and this
determined the frequency of semantic formulae i thsponses of the three groups.
Subjects displayed noticeable differences in theguency of use of some strategies
between higher and lower status, between low agtl bocial distance requesters and
between males and females (same and/or oppositeegeifhe range of difference in the
frequency of some main strategies and adjunctsrditgpto the social factors is presented

in the following sub-sections.
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To remind the reader that the DCT situations (ithlvequests and offers) are divided into
three parts (6 situations are refusals to higheiasstatus interlocutors, 6 to equal and 6 to
lower) (see the distribution of the contextual shtes in the DCT in table 3.1 and also in
appendix 1). The following sub-sections discuss leaeh type of refusal performed by
each group is manipulated according the varialfles.instance, 147 SIE were utilised by
IAs in their refusals to requests; 58 were useddiysers of lower social status, 34 by
higher, and 55 by equal (table 5.11). The sameeghare is applied for social distance.

Informants in the DCT, however, refuse 9 male rstprs/offerers and 9 female

requesters/offerer. Refusers’/requester’s gendexddition to same/opposite gender will
be investigated. The variations in the informaetsiployment of refusals in relation to the

contextual variables are manifested in detailsweelo

5.2.1 Social Status:

The three groups displayed noticeable variatiorthiem range of the frequency of SIE
between higher and lower status requester. Theerahglifference was 24 instances for
IAs (16.3%), 14 instances for ILEs (9.5%) and Sanses for BEs (1.9%) (see table 5.11).
However, participants displayed little differeniiat between status equals and unequals,
the range of variation in the frequency of SIE betninstances for 1As (6.2%), 1 for ILEs
(0.6%) and 21 for BEs (8%).

As for NA, the range of difference in the frequernmgtween higher and lower status
requester was 12 instances for IAs (11.7%). Inrthefusals to requests, ILEs were
particularly conscious of higher versus lower saflihus, the range of difference in the
frequency of NA formulae between higher and lowwtus requester was 19 instances
(28.3%). BEs were particularly aware of socialigtan terms of equals versus unequals.
The range of difference in the frequency of NA fatae between status equals and status

unequals was 21 instances (22.6%).
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Table 5.11: Frequency of Semantic Formulae Usdkiiusals of Requests by

status

Refusers’ Frequency (percentages of responses
containing formulae)
Status Semantic
Pattern
formula IA ILE BE
% No. % No. % No
Lower SIE 39.4 58| 37.8 56 36.¢ 98 BE>IA>ILE
Higher SIE 23.1 34| 28.3 42 35 93 BE>ILE>IA
Equal SIE 374 55| 33.Y 50 27. 74 BE>IA>SIUE
Lower NA 33.9 35| 17.9 12 34.4 32  IA>BE>ILE
Higher NA 45.6 47 | 46.2 31 38.7 36 IA>BE>ILE
Equal NA 20.3 21| 358 24 26.8 25 BE>ILE>IA
Lower Direct No 60.6 37| 48.8 41 59 13 ILE>IA>BE
Higher Direct No 14.7 9 20.2] 17 9 2| ILE>IA>BH
Equal Direct No 245 15 | 309 26 31.8 7 ILE>IA>BH
Lower | regret/apology 39 39 37/7 91 32 19 ILE>IASH
Higher | regret/apology 39 39 29 70 27 16 ILE>IA>BE
Equal regret/apology 22 22 33[1 80 40 24  ILE>BEA
Lower Invoking the | 42.1 40 0 0 0 0| IA>ILE=BE
name of God
Higher Invoking the | 37.8 36 0 0 0 0| IA>ILE=BE
name of God
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Equal Invoking the 20 19 0 0 0 0| IA>ILE=BE
name of God

6.| Lower St. of positive| 33.3 34 40 32 39 32 |IA>ILE=BH
opinion, feeling

or agreement

Higher | St. of positive| 24.5 25 35 28 35.3] 29 BE>ILE>IA
opinion, feeling

or agreement

Equal St. of positive| 42.1 43 25 20 25.6/ 21 IA>BE>ILH
opinion, feeling

or agreement

In addition, all subjects appeared to be conscafusocial factors in their use of adjuncts
to refusals, as exemplified by Regret/Apolognd Positive Opinion. As previously
indicated, Regret/Apology was more frequently s#iti by ILEs than by IAs and BEs.
ILEs provided 241 instances of Regret/Apology garacts to refusals of requests, and 1As
afforded 100 instances, whereas BEs demonstratgds®ninstances. This is in line with
Takahashi and Beebe’s (1986) findings that Japaleeseers apologise more frequently
than their American counterparts. The subjects tente expressions of Regret/Apologies
more frequently with higher-status interlocutorsit bess frequently with lower-status
interlocutors. However, ILEs tended to modify the&fusal of requests with Positive
Opinion less frequently than the other two groufisey provided about 80 instances of
this type of adjunct, 102 by IAs, and 82 by BEsislivorth alluding to the fact that IAs
tended to modify their refusals with yet anothgretyf adjunct. Thus, they used about 95
examples of ‘Invoking the name of God’ (see tablh

Regarding Invoking the name of God that only feadun IAs, 1As increased its frequency
when refusing a higher social status requesteringtances (4.1%). However, they did not
increase their use of Regret/Apology when refusiiegrequest of a high status person over
one of a lower status. ILEs, on the other handplay®d a noticeable variation in the

frequency of applications of adjuncts to refusatwaen higher versus lower status
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requester. The range of difference in the frequaricRRegret/Apology was 21 instances
(8.7%) (Table 5.11).

Sensitivity to social factors is evident also in B&a. However, BEs data did not reveal a
considerable difference in the frequency of Regpilogy and Positive Opinion formulae
between higher and lower status requester. Thesrahdifference in the frequency of both
Regret/Apology and Positive Opiniowas only 3 instances. On the other hand, BEs
increased Regret/Apology responses when refusinggaal’s request over a lower status
person’s (8.4%) and by 21 instances (13.5%) ovdrigher status person’s request.
Similarly, BEs increased Positive Opinion respongken refusing an equal’s request by 5%
over a lower status person’s request and by (10%) a higher status person’s request
(see table 5.11).

5.2.2 Social Distance

Subjects from the three groups also reacted diffrén relation to social distance. The
range of difference in the frequency of SIE wasigances for IAs (4%), 7 instances for
ILEs (4.8%) while it was 38 instances for BEs (24)4(see table 5.12).

IAs were less sensitive to social distance. Thgeaof difference in the frequency of NA
between higher and lower distance requester wastarices (3%). Whereas it was only 2
instances (3%) between more and less distant resguadLEs. The range of variation for
social distance was also not high in BEs, only stances (2.2%) between high and low

distance requester.

Table 5.12: Frequency of Semantic Formulae Usékiusals of Requests by

distance
Social distance Frequency (percentages of responses
_ containing formulae)
Semantic
Pattern
formula IA ILE BE

% No. % No. % No
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Low SIE 33.3| 49| 364 54 30.1 80 BE>ILE>IA
High SIE 37.3| 55 41.2 61 445 11BE>ILE>IA
Acquainted SIE 29.2| 43 22.2 33 25.2 67 BE>IA>ILE

Low NA 39.8| 41| 388 26 33.3 31 IA>BE>ILK
High NA 36.8| 38| 35.8 24 31.1 29 IA>BE>ILE
Acquainted NA 23.3| 24| 253 17 35.4 383 BE>IA>ILE
Low regret/apology 2.6 3 21.9 5 28/18 17 ILE>BE>
High regret/apologyy 81.% 81 36 8] 32)2 19 ILE>IA>HE
Acquainted| regret/apology| 15.7 16 41.9 10 38 23 ILE>BE>A
Low Invoking the | 21 20 0 0 0 0| IA>ILE=BE
name of God
High Invoking the | 45.2 | 43 0 0 0 0/ IA>ILE=BE
name of God
Acquainted| Invokingthe | 33.6 | 32 0 0 0 0| IA>ILE=BE
name of God
Low St. of positive | 13.7 | 14| 21.2 17 35 29 BE>ILE>IA
opinion, feeling
or agreement
High St. of positive| 67.6 | 69| 41.2 33 40 32 IA>ILE>BH
opinion, feeling
or agreement
Acquainted| St. of positive| 18.6 | 19| 37.5 30 25 21 ILE>BE>IA
opinion, feeling
or agreement




161

As for Adjuncts, IAs were particularly sensitive ttee requester’s social distance. In IAs
data, the range of difference in the frequency egret/Apologybetween high and low
distant requester was 78 instances (78.9%). Rewnrdivoking the name of God, IAs

increased the frequency when the social distansealga high (23 instances).

As with the IAs, ILEs demonstrated sensitivity tcsl distance as well. They increased

Regret/Apology when refusing a more distant petspB4 instances (14.1%).

BEs demonstrated less awareness of social distdrane of social status. Yet, they
increased the frequency of Regret/Apology and Respinion when the social distance
was high. The range of difference in the frequeatyregret/Apology between low and
high distance requester was 2 instances (3.4%])e witwas 8 instances (13.5%) between a
high status requester and an acquainted requé&sieitarly, BEs increased the frequency
of Positive Opinion when refusing a high distanguester. The range of difference
between a more vs less distant requester was 8ntes (5%) and 2 instances (10%)

between a socially distant requester and an aciggbiequester (see table 5.12).

5.2.3 Gender

Unlike the other two social factors, gender prowedbe unimportant to IA and ILE
participants. The range of difference in the fregyeof SIE between male and female
requesters was only 3 instances for IAs (2%), 4lfBs (2.7%) and 43 for BEs (16%) (see
table 5.13) .

The range of difference in the frequency of NA betw IA male and female requester was
only one instance and in ILEs 9 instances (14%)véenh male and female requester. In
BEs responses, they however demonstrated a cosgeissl of male versus female
distinction. The subjects increased the frequerfcA when refusing a male requester,

the range of difference being 31 instances (34%).

Table 5.13: Frequency of Semantic Formulae Usékiusals of Requests by

requesters’ gender

2]

. Frequency (percentages of response
Semantic formula o Pattern
containing formulae)

requester’s
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Gender 1A ILE BE
% No. % | No.| % No.
Female SIE 51 75 518 76 58 154 BE>ILE>IA
Male SIE 49 72| 48.6 72 42 111 BE>IA=ILH
Female NA 49.5 51 43 29 3B 31 IA>BE>ILH
Male NA 50.5 52 57| 38 67 62 BE>IA>ILE
Female regret/apology 45 45 49 1181 36 ILE>IA>BE
Male regret/apology 55 55 51 1239 23 ILE>IA>BE
Female | Invoking the name pf 54 51 0 0 0 0 IA>ILE=BE
God
Male | Invoking the name of 46 44 0 0 0 0 IA>ILE=BE
God
Female St. of positive 32 33 | 62,5 50/ 70 57 BE>ILE>IA
opinion, feeling or
agreement
Male St. of positive 68 69 | 37.5] 30 30 25 IA>ILE>BE
opinion, feeling or
agreement

As with most of the strategies of refusal, gendeensed to be less influential in the

frequency of Regret/Apology and Positive OpinionlAs. Gender, in addition, showed

less impact on the frequency of Invoking the Narm&ad in 1As. Again, in common with

their 1A counterparts, ILEs did not display notibadifferent usage of Regret/Apology

when refusing a male or female requester. The rahgifference was only (2%). BEs,

however, revealed a high degree of sensitivity émdgr, increasing the frequency of

Regret/Apology and Positive Opinion when refusindemale requester. The range of

difference was 13 instances (22%) and 32 insta(w@%) respectively (see table 5.13).
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The non- sensitivity to requesters’ gender, asamnptl above, is also true for male/female
refusers in Iragi groups. The informants’ gendertdoth 1As and ILEs did not make a big
difference in terms of their choice of refusal &gges. Generally speaking, females in the
three groups of informants utilised more indirdcategies as compared to males. However,
the proportion varies from one group to another &inch one strategy to another. The
range of difference in SIE between male and femefigsers in 1As is 3.5%, 6.7% in ILEs
and 23.1% in BEs. A different pattern was obseriedNA. It was employed less
frequently by female refusers. The difference betwthe two gender was not considerable
in 1As (6.7%), but it was remarkable in the oth&otgroups; 19.5% in ILEs and 52.7% in
BEs (table 5.14).

The Adjuncts; Regret, Positive opinion, and InvakiGod were also utilised more
considerably by females in the three groups. Thgeaf difference was more remarkable
among BEs as compared to the Iraqi groups. How&eggret was highly employed by IAs’

females as compared to males (34 instances; 34%).

Table 5.14: Frequency of Semantic Formulae Usékiusals of Requests by

refuser’s gender

Refuser’s Frequency (percentages of responses
containing formulae)
Gender _
Semantic
1A ILE BE Pattern
formula
% |No| % No.| % No.
1. | Female SIE 51.7| 76 53.3 | 79| 61.5 163 BE>ILE>IA
Male SIE 48.2| 71 46.6 | 69| 38.4] 102 BE>IA>ILH
2. |Female NA 46.6 | 48| 40.2 | 27| 23.6| 22 IA>ILE>BE
Male NA 53.3| 55 59.7 | 40| 76.3 71 BE>IA>ILE
3. | Femalg regret/apology 67 | 67| 52.2 | 126 71.1| 42 ILE>IA>BE
Male | regret/apology 33 | 33| 47.7 | 115/ 28.8| 17 ILE>IA>BE
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4. | Femaleg Invokingthe | 56.8| 54/ 0 0 0 0 IA>ILE=BE
name of God
Male | Invokingthe| 43.1| 41 O 0 0 0 IA>ILE=BE
name of God
5.|Femalg o positive | 66.6 | 68 51.2 | 41| 64.6f 53 IA>BE>ILE
opinion
Male positive 33.3| 34| 48.7 | 39| 35.3 29| ILE>IA>BE
opinion

Table 5.15 below describes the numbers and fregeeo€ refusals that were used by the

three groups, categorised by the gender relatipnshithe two persons involved in the

communication. Generally, 1As and ILEs utilised endndirect refusals such as SIE,

Avoidance, Alternative etc. in addition to adjunstech as Regrathen refusing people of

the opposite gender except NA, the direct stratdwt, is used more by IAs with the same

gender. BEs, on the other hand, made noticeabferglifces in the number of these

categories when they communicate with people ofsdrae gender and with those of the

opposite gender. For instance, BEs utilised Regjvetut four times more frequently when

they refused people of the opposite gender thamwthey refused the same gender (12

versus 47). Similarly, SIE were utilised more fregtly when refusing the opposite gender.
The range of difference was 44.9% (table 545)

Table 5.15: Frequency of Semantic Formulae Useshiye/opposite gender.

Frequency (percentages of responses containingifagh

Semantic formula|

1A

ILE

BE

same

opposite

same

oppos

ite sarrre opp(

DSite

1 See also table 1-5 in appendix 14 for Avoidancéerhtive and other refusals strategies of lessbeurof

occurrence in this study.
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No.| % No % No. % No % | No.| % | No| %

SIE 65| 44.20 82| 55/772 | 48.6| 76| 51.873 |27.5192|72.4

NA 54| 52.4| 49| 475 39 | 58.2| 28| 41.7 53 |56.9 40 | 43

regret/apology 46 | 46 54 | 54| 110 45.6 1354.3| 12 | 20.3 47 | 79.6

Invoking God| 19 20 76| 80 0 0 D D D 0 0 0

St. of positive| 76 | 74.5| 26| 25.4 37 | 46.2| 43| 53.F 21 | 25.6 61 | 74.3

opinion

To summarise, the Iragi groups in this study seefet less sensitive to gender variation.
They did not make noticeable differences in thegdency of refusal formulae when

refusing male/female requester. BES’ responsesgthery were more sensitive to gender
differences as they increased the frequency offnmulae when refusing a female

requester. As regards the refusers’ gender, gdéyenal considerable difference was
observed in Iragi male/female refusers, while Bhitfemales escalated the number of
refusals tactics as compared to males. BEs, irtiaddrevealed a noticeable difference in

their employment of refusals with the opposite @®e table 5.15), while Iragis did not.

5.3 Content of Semantic Formulae

Although the majority of refusal strategies of resis are found in all three groups of
subjects, it is not sufficient to demonstrate tia, ILEs and BEs alike state the Impeding
Events, Suggest Alternatives, Indicate their Ingb#s formulae when making a refusal. In
order to grasp the real flavour of refusals thahegroup typically proffers, it is important
to investigate what constitutes an appropriate timgeEvent or what types of Alternative

are suggested.
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The contents typically used to fulfil the functiohgiven formulae will now be examined.

Statement of Impeding Events is probably the mosingsing area for content analysis, as

it is frequently used by all three groups. A biseimmary is given of content differences
(see tables 5.16, 5.17):

Table 5.16: Semantic Formulae Used in RefusalsegfuBsts by status

Frequency (percentage of responsgs
DCT Refuser | Situation of | Semantic containing formulae)
item status request formula
IA ILE BE
_ Interview for a
# 17 Higher ] SIE 30 62.5 42
project
#9 Lower Day off SIE 55 80 53
#1 Equal Bring a book SIE 71 72 61
Table 5.17: Semantic Formulae Used in Refusalsegfust by distance
Frequency (percentage of responges
DCT | Refusers’ Situation of | Semantic containing formulae)
item distance request formula
IA ILE BE
Working extra
#11 Low SIE 55 67 52
hours
_ Borrowing a
#13 High _ SIE 23 62 41
bicycle
_ Lending lecture
#3 | Acquainted 35 78 35
notes
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The three groups do not appear to be equally speciktating the Impeding Events. The
data analysed reveal that refusers usually resorstating the Impeding Events and
explanations rather than using other strategies.eMents could be concerned with present
states, past events or future events. Of thesagsssoncerning the present state are
frequently used, probably because they are moreimcing as excuses. The following

instances exemplify these observations:

26 # 18 Jaill (e sy 3 it

hastawn-i wal-it min il- Sgul
just now-1SG  arrive-1SG from DEF-work
‘| have just arrived from work’. (M6,lA)

27 # 11. | worked until midnight last night. (F10, ILE
28 # 16. But I'm really afraid of being late for wo(ki6, BE)

The refusers in example 26 and 27 cite past evastgxcuses or reasons for non-

compliance, while Example 28 states a present engnotential future event.

Statements of Impeding Events may be more or lpssific and even vague or lacking
details. IAs and ILEs seemed to be less specifistating the Impeding Events, as many
refusers simply saiddsis / (magil) busyor /[Ja=iu / (mistjil) in a hurry. BEs, on the
other hand, tended to be a little more specificualdbeir plans as to place, time or
participants involved. This finding correspondshwniioth Al-Shalawi (1997) and Al-Issa
(1998) who also found Arabic explanations and easut be less specific than the
American English. Beebe et al. (1990) also fouredAmerican explanations in their study

to be more specific than the Japanese ones.

29 # 9 I've got a doctor’s appointment on Saturda9:60. (M5, BE)
30 # 6 | have to study for the exam tomorrow. (F2, BE)

These two examples are more detailed than thoskemd by IAs and ILEs, whose
statements lacked details and were relatively wedkreover, situations for which
speakers of one group favoured an ‘air-tight’ Steget of Impeding Event elicited from

the other groups statements that lacked detailsvene not convincing:
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31 # 2. Jsrda

magl

busy.1SG.M

‘I am busy’. (M4, IA)

32 # 9 I'm meeting some friends. (F6, ILE)

33 #8 I think | have to go to pick some books up fribra library. (M2, ILE)

Assuming that IAs’ and ILEs’ Statements of Impediggents are less specific or lack
details may prove to be stereotypical. Certainlyjnsostatements are very specific and

elaborate in detail. For example, one IA refuseecuest as follows:

34 # 8. e Cadall Gagdl a )Y 5 Jsidia () G ,S) ]

‘atmana  ‘agdar bas’ani  magul w lazim a-Sif
wish.1SG able.1SG but |  busy.MGand haveto 1SG-see
[-musrif mati

DEF-supervisor.1SG.M POSS

‘I wish | could, but I'm busy and | have to see sypervisor'. (F7,1A)

5.3.2 Alternative

Another area of interest, amenable to content aisglys Suggesting an Alternative as
refusal. Different types of Alternative can be sesfgd for different situations. Both 1As
and ILEs suggested alternatives to status equasuaaquals or to intimates and more
distant associates (see table 1 and 2 in aapeddixHbwever, the form of alternatives
differed in that their type and form indicated sewisy to social factors. Where the refuser

was of a higher status, all of the alternativesangerggested in the imperative form:

35.# 14 M o~y
rih-i [-lstad
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IMP.go-1SG.F  REL-DEF-teacher-1SG.M
‘Go to the teacher’. (M9,lA)

36.# 14 oo S

iS’l-i [-mudaris
IMP.ask.2SG.F DEF-teacher.1SG.M
‘Ask the teacher’.(F1,IA)

37.# 18 Ask Ahmed. He is very skilled in computers4(NLE)

However, where the refuser was of a lower statiistratives were usually accompanied

by SIE and formed as preferable suggestions:

38.# 10<kudyy 7 5 55 (o4 Juadl UL
baba ’afddal  Si t&h b-nafsak

father better thing 2SG.M-go with-RE8G.M
‘It is better if you go yourself Father'. (F3,1A)

39.# 10dsxie S Y 7555 <l ) i)
‘atmana lo ‘anta tiih lan ani magl

wish.1SG if you-2S.M 2SG.M-go becausé busy.1SG.M
‘| wish that you go, I'm busy’. (M3, 1A)

40.# 7 why don’t you ask my younger brother? (F4, BE)

In 38 the refuser suggests that their father cansldy out the proposed action more
successfully than they can. When refusing a mostadi speaker, alternatives were

suggested as imperatives:

41.# 17. See somebody else. (M2, ILE)

Some other Alternatives were hinted at:
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42.# 14. Certainly, your teacher can explain it beites, BE)

Alternatives offered by IAs were also influencedtbg refuser’s social distance. When the
social distance was low and the refuser had loweiat status, no imperative form was
used, but the alternatives suggested were accoetgpagian SIE involving some terms to
soften the refusal:

hali "hu-i i I-s-89

let brother.1SG-1SG.M g0.2SG.M REEMBmarket

I'n ani massl wala

because I busy.1SG.M by god

‘Let my brother go to the market, because I'm blgyGod'. (F8, I1A)

The refuser, in example 43 appeals to their mdthaccept their suggestion.

5.3.3 General Principles

Statement of General Principle usually in itselfirsds formal in tone and even lofty. This
probably explains the low incidence of this formas a refusal strategy for all three
groups (table 5.10). They avoided the tendencyhitogophise, although I[As used this
formula in certain situations where the refuser wlhkigher status and the social distance

was high. The example below is a refusal to a refcjeephotograph a stranger:

44 # 21aL ) oyl

"drub asek b-ilhaiut
NEG-beat.2SG head-2SG with-DEF-wall

‘Go beat your head on the wall’. (M3, IA)
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This was not true of the other two groups. ILEsid&d this strategy in all but two of the

18 situations.

It is noteworthy here that IAs and ILEs used famigasons, while BEs used mostly
personal reasons (especially in situation 11 whergarticipants were asked to turn down
a request from a boss at work to stay for extrargjodt is interesting to see that the
reasons given by the Iraqis reflect their awareonésise role of family in the Iraqgi culture.

However, it seems that there is a high level ofregiation to the personal life in the
British culture (see chapter 7, section 7.4 forenexplanation about family, personal, and

health reasons).

45.# 11. | need to pick my wife from work. (M7, ILE)
46.# 11. I've got a part time job. (F10, BE)

5.4 Length of Responses by Degree of Imposition

This section aims at presenting the overall peréoroe of the length of refusal utterances
between all three groups. It aims at looking inteether the rank of imposition of requests

has an effect on the average length of responses.

Table (5.18) show that the three groups used cereditly longer strategies of refusals in
high-imposition situations than in the low-impaositisituations. Thus, IAs, ILEs and BEs
used remarkably longer responses in the high-inipasstrategies. The influence of the
imposition variableconforms to the results of many studies in thedit@e, such as Al

Qahtani (2009), Felix-Bradefer (2002) and Ansa#iil4) which show that the degree of
situational imposition consistently influenced #s’ responses. In other words, the
finding that all groups said considerably more ituaions carrying heavier imposition

supports the hypothesis that groups’ sociopragmadgessment are influenced by the
degree of imposition. The result is consistent viditbenstein and Bodman’s (1986, 1993)
result that the degree of burden/indebtedness pibaksr felt toward their interlocutor

influences the length of utterances.

In refusals of requests of the DCT, 7 situatioresadrhigher degree of imposition, 5 of low

imposition, and 6 of medium imposition (see tahl®9%2 Since the number of scenarios

22 gSee also chapter three, section 3.4 for the sfafeposition utilised in this study.
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is not equal, the total number of formulae usetigher in the high imposition category
compared with the medium and low imposition categorFor this reason, the average
length of the responses is calculated in Table 58 dividing the total number of
strategies by the number of responses (20 pamitspmultiplied with the number of

scenarios}®.

Table 5.18: The average length of responses isatfwof requests by the degree

of imposition
Imposition IA ILE BE
Average | Absolute| Average | Absolute| Average | Absolute
| number | length of | number | length of | number of
ength of .
of responses of responses| strategies
responses strategies strategies
High- 1.¢ 26t 2.5 35C 1.6 26¢
imposition
Mediunr- 1.7 203 1.2 154 14 167
imposition
Low- 1kt 154 1.€ 16: 1.2 121
imposition

Table 5.18 shows that the three group of informargsd longer responses in higher
imposition situations compared to medium and loyasition scenarios. The above table
also suggests that the average length of respandies group is higher in high-imposition
situations compared to IAs and BEs (ILEs=2.5; IA®:BEs=1.9). The BE group utilized
the lowest average of responses in low-impositinragons compared to the Iragi groups
(BEs=1.2; ILEs=1.6; 1As=1.5). The relative proxignitf the average length of responses
between IAs and Iraqi EFL groups may suggest negatiagmatic transfer. Furthermore,
IAs and BEs utilized longer responses in mediumeigifion situations as compared to
ILEs (1.7, 1.4 and 1.3 respectively).

The majority of responses to requests of higherositpn consist of 2-3 semantic
formulae. For example in situation 9 where the oesient is refusing a request from their
teacher to attend on their day off, they usuallgveer with an adjunct and one or two

indirect refusals.

> This can be done by dividing the total numberafriulae by the total number of responses in
each category. E.g. for IA and high imposition: 2@Bmulae divided by 7 high imposition
scenarios and then by the total number of 20 lArimfnts yielding 1.9.
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47.# 9. I'd like to come but I will go on a holidayam very sorry(F2, ILE)

Table 5.19: Refusals of requests by degree of iitipns

Sit. Setting Imposition  Sit. Setting Imposition
No. No.
1 Bringing a book high 10 Picking up a brother  high
from school
2 Taking a photo low 11 Working two extra hours  med
3 Copying a paper medium 12 Writing a paper high
4 Passing the salt low 13 Borrowing a bike mediym
5 Showing a way low 14 Explaining a subject medium
6 Lending the medium 15 Asking to pay a broken  low
lecture notes statuette value
7 Doing the high 16 Giving a lift high
shopping
8 | Taking a message low 17 Interviewing for a prbjec high
9 Turning up on a high 18 Help in using a pc medium
day off programme

It was also obvious that in situations when refgsinrequest that imply a high degree of
imposition, more adjuncts were used and more iotsategies were also employed. For
example, in situation 7 (doing the shopping), sitwa9 (attending on a day off), situation
10 (picking a brother from school), and situatiéh(preparing a paper in two days) more

Regrets and Gratitude were used.

48.#11. | am sorry, | have another job, next time neayiM9, BE)
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However, much more direct strategies of one seméotimula were utilised as answers to
situations of low rank of imposition as in situati@ (taking a photo); situation (fassing
the salt); situation 5 (showing the way); situat®ntaking a message to a tutor); and

situation 15 (paying a broken statuette value).

49.#2. 1 amin a hurry, | can't. (F1, BE)
50.#4. | can’t reach it. (M2, BE)
51.#5. | am not from here. (F6, ILE)
52.#8. | do not know him. (F7, ILE)
53. #1508 21l L

m ahd flas

NEG 1S-take money
‘| do not take money’. (M9, 1A)

54.#18 sabaisl s 38
fida mu htisas-i

this NEG field-1S
‘This is not my field’. (F10, IA)

Besides, responses to medium imposition situatassn situation 3 (copying a paper),
situation 6 (leding the lecture notes), situatidn(dorking two extra hours), situation 13
(borrowing a bike), situation 14 (explaining a ®dt), and situation 18 (help in using a
computer programme) may consist of one, two orettsemantic formulae in the three

groups.
55.#13.p) sl 4n 7 5 ) o sl 4aslia) Conl il

wala ‘asifa ‘ahtaj-a il-yym ‘a-rth kih l-il-devdm
by god 1S.F.sorry 1S-need-3S  DEF-todag-go withit to-DEF-work
‘By God sorry. | need it today. | ride my bike t@w'. (F7, IA)

56.#14. | am not good at your major, sorry. (M10, ILE)
57.#18. | am not competent as a programmer, sorry.BE$
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However, some exceptions appeared particularl\ s’ responses who elaborated their
responses of refusals to requests in situatiortscdray lower degree of imposition as in

the following example:

58.# 2. | am so sorry for not taking the photo. | nemdatch the bus. (F3, ILE)
59.# 5. Sorry, | will meet some friends in the schawé study together at this time. Ask
other people here. (M6, ILE)

ILEs, however, have produced short and mostly baidrecord utterances in high-
imposition situations where more elaborate uttezanor expressions are expected (see

5.5.3 for more details).

60.#1. No, not me no. (F2, ILE)
61.#16. | am not able to. (M9, ILE)

In summary, the total frequency counts of indireefusals utilised by the three groups
were more frequent than the direct (table 5.10usTlhe three groups of subjects inclined
towards indirectness; BEs (72.2%) followed by 1A8.4%) and ILEs (56.3%). Conversely,
Iragi groups were more direct in their refusalstiiEs. ILEs refused their requests more
directly (43.6%) than both IAs (41.5%) and BEs {24%).

In terms of the numbers of the semantic formulaEs Bended to use single semantic
formula strategies more frequently than compoditategies. 1As and ILEs, on the other
hand, favoured strategies consisting of two serodotimulae (see section 5.1.1). This
finding coincides with those of Al-Shalawi (199Al-Issa (1998); and Morkus (2009),
who discovered that when compared with AmericanliBng Arabic explanations and
excuses tended to be lengthy and more elaborate.nfight be attributed to the fact that
BEs prioritise the need for clarity in the messaghijle IAs and ILEs might be more

concerned about maintaining a harmonious relatipnstih the interlocutors.

With reference to the order of semantic formulde teaction of the groups to three
parameters, i.e. social status, social distancegander, varied. IAs and ILEs displayed
more sensitivity to the social distance of the rloigutors than to their social status and
gender. BEs, in contrast, placed little importaonethe degree of social distance between
the interlocutors, while, for them, gender and abstatus appeared to be much more

influential (see section 5.1.2). Overall, Iragigfaced their refusals with adjunct followed
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by NA and then SIE. BEs, however, followed a digf@r pattern. They began their refusals
with an adjunct followed by SIE and then NA. Thisler differs due to the influence of the
contextual factors. As the informants’ choice efusals is influenced by the contextual
variable, this result confirms hypothesis (a) whasisumes that ‘The choice of one strategy
rather than others in a given situation is mairdyedmined by three different variables:

social status, social distance and gender’.

Regarding the frequency of semantic formulae, ShE &IA were the most frequent

strategies utilised by all three groups, as thesewsed in all of the situations without any
exception (see section 5.2). Their frequency of bhesvever, varied from one group to
another. BEs showed the highest percentages ofwdiile NA were more numerous in IA

data than in either of the other two groups. HoweMes employed the fewest instances of
SIE. Interestingly, the data collected through tip@estionnaire revealed that some
strategies uniquely appeared in one group whilg/ thhere absent from another. For

instance, Chiding, and Invoking the name of Godewartiquely IAs strategies.

Another interesting discovery is that IAs and IL&ere observed in the present study to
make greater use of more family-related reasons thair British counterparts (see
subsection 5.3.3). This finding, in fact, was fouttd be similar to that of the Saudi
Reasons/Excuses in Al-Shalawi (1997) study. Irshigly the Saudi refusals were found to
be more family-related compared with the Americawlsich generally were about the

personal life of the speaker.

Nelson et al. (2002), on the contrary, observet Eggptian Arabic and American English

participants used similar Reasons/Excuses in tledirsals. It is important to remember
that a DCT was used for data collection in bothSAklawi and Nelson et al. studies. The
above-mentioned studies have investigated refirsaisnerican English and many Arabic

varieties, but not Iraqgi Arabic, while the currestudy investigates refusals in British

English and Iragi Arabic (see 4.4 for some diffee between British and American
English).

Thus, there is support for hypothesis (b) ‘the iy of the semantic formulae of refusal,
their content, order, situational context in whitiey are found and the linguistic forms
available are culture-specific’. Furthermore, hyyasis (c) * Speakers of Iragi Arabic and
British English can be distinguished on the badistheir refusal strategies’ is also
supported.
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Concerning the content of the semantic formulaes BEre more specific in stating their
refusals and proffering excuses and/or reasoneefecting a request, while both IAs and
ILEs were vague and lacked detail (section 5.3).

Finally, the rank of imposition implied in the rezgis seems to have a vital role in
determining the length of informants’ responses e number of formulae employed.
With situations of high impositions, longer and mondirect utilised (see section 5.4).
However, more direct and shorter refusals are usegsponse to low imposition situations.
Respondents’ refusals to medium imposition requestg form one, two or three semantic
formulae.

5.5 Pragmatic Transfer of Refusal Strategies

There is disagreement about how to define the safpgragmatic transfer. Although
pragmatic transfer has been referred to as sogigbtic transfer (Wolfson, 1989), transfer
of L1 sociocultural competence or cross-linguistituence (Beebe et al., 1990), transfer
of conversational features or as discourse tran€é&den, 1989) reflecting the different
ideas about pragmatics and about transfer andéadifferent objects of the study, the term
pragmatic transfer will be maintained in this stuay it is understood by Kasper (1992)
who considers it refers to the influence that pyasi pragmatic knowledge has on the use
of L2 pragmatic knowledge.

pragmatic transfer in interlanguage pragmaticsl seé&r to the influence exerted
by learners' pragmatic knowledge of languages aitdres other than L2 on their
comprehension, production and learning of L2 pragnmaformation .

(Kasper, 1992: 207).

Kasper (1992:223) also explains that since in petgrm multiple, rather than binary,

choices are usually available for speakers to egpcemmunicative intent, parallel trends
towards one option in a binary choice schema ceglyrde established. A simpler and
more adequate method is to determine whether Hreraoticeable differences between the
interlanguage and the learner's native languagea grarticular pragmatic feature are

considerably important, and how these differeneése to the target language.
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Evidence of negative transfer in ILES’ refusals wéasious in certain areas: the order, the
frequency, and the content of semantic formulaeceit is not possible to isolate positive
transfer from acquisition that was accomplishedaeuit positive transfer, positive transfer
was not discussed. Negative transfer revealed eadile differences in refusal strategies
between ILE-BE and IA-BE and no recognisable déferes between ILE-IA. Thus, the

dissimilarity between ILE and BEs responses iselvelil to be due, at least in part, to the

influence of Iragi Arabic norms of perceptions dosdhaviour.

Pragmalinguistic and sociopragmatic transfer werestigated. At the pragmalinguistic
level, the data were examined to detect any eviel@figragmatic transfer at the level of
refusal strategies and forms by which an act watilugal intention was implemented. At
the sociopragmatic level, an investigation wasiedrout to demonstrate whether ILEs
varied their selection of refusal strategies althgysame contextual parameters as native

speakers of Arabic and English, namely: the s@t&tlis, social distance and gender.

5.5.1 Pragmatic Transfer in the Order of Semantic Brmulae

The findings here are qualitative assessments efcttaracteristic ordering of semantic
formulae in refusals of requests. Analysis of théadconfirmed the expectation that there
is pragmatic transfer from Iraqgi Arabic in the ardé semantic formulae that ILEs used in
their refusals. Further, they seemed, in certaimatons, to be influenced by the same
contextual factors which caused IAs to choose @qudar order of the semantic formulae.
Table 5.5 indicates that ILEs and BEs ordered teemantic formulae differently; BEs,
regardless of social status, commenced their refusth Positive Opinion and/or
Regret/Apology.ILEs almost always began with Regret/Apology, whites were less

prone to preface their refusals in this way. BHsgated SIE to second position, as in:

62.# 6. Sorry, | need them today. (M7, BE)

Whereas ILEs, in common with their IA counterpapigced NA second and SIE third, for

instance:

63.#16.Sorry, | am unable to, it is not on my way. (NLE)
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BEs placed Avoidance fourth only when the refusas of high status, while, in similar
situations, ILEs and IAs always used Avoidance andlternative, a strategy rarely
evident in BE data. Thus, it is evident that ILEansferred their ordering of semantic

formulae according to Iragi Arabic norms.

Table 5.6 (section 5.1.2) indicates that when thaas$ distance was the predominating
contextual factor, ILES’ and BEs’ refusals weretquilifferent in terms of the order of
semantic formulae. Except for the initial adjurmdth IAs and ILEs used the same order,
while BEs ordered their semantic formulae quitefedéntly. BEs always began with
Positive Opinion, and when the requester was irtépsranger, or fond of the refuser they
placed SIE second and NA third, for example:

64.#14. I'd love to, but | am quite busy at the moméwctan't. (F4, BE)

In contrast, Iraqis positioned NA second and SiEdtwhere the requester was a stranger,

as in this instance:

B5.# 14.¢ s sall 138 Caal e |53 La (ol U

‘ana ‘asif ma-'gdar ma  Catib hada il-maula
I sorry NEG-able NEG 1S-like thi®EF-subject

‘I am sorry, | can’t, | am not into this subjedi9, IA)

Although all three groups appeared to be sensitiveocial distance, ILES’ perception of
this contextual factor was transferred into English

As previously stated, frequency counts indicated the range of difference in male versus
female refusers/requesters was not high for IALd but it was for BE. Thus, ILEs
resembled their IA counterparts in using the sanderowith female and male requesters.
However, they differed from IAs in the order adapter female and male refusers, in that
IA refusers used Counter-factual Conditionialghe third position, while ILEs used SIE.
BEs responses, on the other hand, revealed variatitne order of semantic formulae with
regard to male versus female requesters and refysee tables 5.7 and 5.8). As for
refusals to the same/opposite gender, althoughf&liesved similar order (SIE and NA),
the Iraqgi groups differ in their order.
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To summarise, as far as gender is concerned itssé®re is a pragmatic transfer by ILE
requesters. However, such transfer was not obsdoyell E refusers or same/opposite

gender as they did not follow the same order afs&ffformulae that IAs did.

5.5.2 Pragmatic Transfer in the Frequency of Semaitt Formulae

Evidence for pragmatic transfer in the frequencyl aelection of refusal strategies,
including SIE, was observed in ILE data. As pregigundicated (see table 5.10), SIE and
NA were the two most frequently used strategieshizysubjects of all three groups. Iraqi
groups recorded a similar number of instancesisfsinategy (147 in IAs and 148 in ILES).
However, BE usage was higher (265 instances). €urtbre, it has been found that ILEs
transferred into English a sensitivity to contextiaetors, such as social status, similar to
that of their 1A counterparts. Both groups displaygenoticeable difference in the range of
the frequency of SIE between higher versus lowatust(24 instances for 1As and 14 for
ILES) (see table 5.11).

BEs were also concerned with social status, anuajied a difference in the range of SIE
in status equal versus status unequal requestas,ding a decrease in the frequency of
this formula when refusing an equal status requedtee influence exerted by ILES’
perception of social distance and gender was alsizit in the range of difference in the
frequency of SIE between low versus high distaecgiester, 7 instances (4.8%) for ILES,
6 (4%) for IAs and 38 (14.4%) for BEs. Thus, no siderable difference between ILEs

and IAs was observed, whereas a clear differenseolyaious between ILEs and BEs.

Concerning subjects' perceptions of gender, frequeaunts indicated that neither IAs nor
ILEs were sensitive to gender, whereas BEs cleadye extremely so . The range of
difference in the frequency of SIE between male tardale requester was 3 instances
(2%) for IAs, 4 instances (2.7%) for ILEs and 48tances (16%) for BEs. As for refusers’
gender, females in the three groups utilised mdie tBan males do. However, the

difference between IAs and ILEs was not high; 6 8nidistances respectively. In BEs,

however, 61 instances were observed. Besidesnfalimants employ more SIE refusals
with the opposite sex, but it was remarkable witlyBEs; 119 instances (44.9%) (see
tables 5.13, 5.14, 5.15).
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The range of difference in the frequency of NA atsovided evidence for pragmatic

transfer in ILES’ refusals. Both 1As and ILEs seene be more sensitive to status than to
social distance. Thus, ILEs transferred the setitsitto high versus low status and non-
sensitivity to gender. The range of differencehi@ frequency of NA between high and low
status requester was 12 instances (11.7%) for 18sinstances (28.3%) for ILEs and 4

instances (4.3%) for BEs (table 5.11).

As previously stated (see chapter four, sectior2}.Bivoking the name of God has been
characterised as being a uniquely Iragi Arabicgafstrategy. It is important to note that
ILEs did not transfer this strategy into Englishtireir refusals to requests. The subjects
reported that they avoided this strategy becausg fiblt that the intended illocutionary
meaning (refusal) would not be clear enough foiveaBEs. Thus, the subjects consulted
their L1 and IL pragmalinguistic and sociopragmatimwledge when making decisions

on how to refuse requests in English.

With reference to Chiding, it would appear that thecurrence of this reprimanding

strategy in ILE data results from a transfer ofjir&rabic patterns. However, it should also
be noted that in this case the difference betweamekrs’ interlanguage and the target
language (BE) is negligible (there is only oneanste of Chiding in ILEs data, while this

strategy does not feature in BEs data). Thus,dhservation, does not warrant confident
claims regarding the influence of contextual fastoridentifying an instance of pragmatic

transfer.

5.5.3 Pragmatic Transfer in the Contents of SemantiFormulae

So far, negative pragmatic transfer has been dgtit quantitatively, now it is time to
examine it qualitatively through extracting somkistrative examples from Iragi EFL
learners' data. Both pragmalinguistic and sociapet types of transfer are observed in
the present data. Precisely speaking, it has beandfthat occurrences of negative
sociopragmatic transfer are rare in comparison w#htbse of negative pragmalinguistic

transfer in the present data.

The suggestion that certain refusal expressionsxamples of negative pragmatic transfer

is based on British English native speakers' aetdy judgment on ILES' use. More
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specifically, ILEs refusal expressions were juddsdfive British native speakers who
have all agreed that those expressions do not aedBritish English, and some of them

could be literal translation of some L1 expression®rmulae.

The following examples extracted from the studyadapresent negative pragmalinguistic

transfer:

66.#12. | feel shy from this answer. (M10, ILE)

67.#5. God keep you safe. (F6, ILE)

68.#9. | would do anything to return this for you. IsWw | can help you in happiness.
(M10, ILE)

69.#11. Your help lived with me for a long time. (F1DE)

70.#8. Feel quite embarrassed to refuse you. (M7, ILE)

71.#7. | bothered you by my situation. (F10, ILE)

72.#3. | say no with my respect. (F1, ILE)

73.# 11. You are my boss and on my head. (M7, ILE)

74.# 10. | have made you feel sad. (M6, ILE)

75.# 17. Am | teasing you? (F3, ILE)

Most examples, mentioned above, indicate that Itdfg heavily on their L1 pragmatic
competence resulting in pragmalinguistic transfefadure. This suggests that Iraqi EFL

learners have relative limitations in confongito the target language formulae or routines.

As far as sociopragmatic transfer is concerned,esexamples of sociopragmatic transfer
were attributed to ILEs' misjudgment of the sizeiroposition caused by their requester.
Specifically, ILEs have produced short and mosidydbon record utterances in high-
imposition situations where more elaborate uttezanor expressions are used by BE

speakers and vice versa. The following examplegsracted from the ILES’ data:

76.#1. No, not me no. (F2, ILE)
77.#16. | am not able to. (M9, ILE)

Here, the refuser has used a short (Direct No, K&gponse in situations of high
imposition such as situation 1 (bringing a bookhd @6 (giving a lift) in which more
elaborate expressions of refusal are the norm. l@ncobntrary, in situations of low

imposition such as situation 2 (Taking a photo)l] 8n(taking a message to a tutor) the



183

refuser has used more elaborate refusal expressibege a short answer is the norm.

Consider the following example from the study data:

78.# 2. 1 am so sorry for not taking the photo. | needatch the bus. (F3, ILE)
79.# 8. You are my best teacher, but | should go hoave | am late. (M4, ILE)

Here, the refuser has used a profuse refusal estprethat is unnecessarily prolix. In both
types of situations, the refuser has wrongly enddtle amount of politeness required, and
misjudged the size of imposition. In the same védihpmas (1983:104) asserts that
misjudgment of the size of imposition is one majauses of sociopragmatic failure among
nonnative speakers of English. Moreover, the higivarage of number of strategies used
by ILEs lend support to Edmondson and House's (19%affle Phenomenon" that
learners will say more than necessary. Learnerghosgity was also reported in some

refusal studies in the literature such as FelixsBeder (2002).

Furthermore, evidence of pragmatic transfer can bésobserved in the actual contents of
semantic formulae. The analysis of content (setoseb.3) indicates that the three groups
differed as to actual contents of the main refssategies. SIEs are the most promising
area for pragmatic transfer (see 5.3.1). The evanteasons explained by IAs as excuses
for refusals tended to be vague about their plantoglace, time and participants. This
appears to transfer into ILEs whose excuses ladkéalls and were less specific than BES,

who were particularly specific in their excuses.

There is evidence for pragmatic transfer in thateggly of Suggesting Alternative as refusal.
ILEs were influenced by Iraqgi Arabic in their sdiea of this strategy, which was not
found in BE data (see 5.3.2). BEs suggest alteremtas refusals to requests only twice.
They utilise it in a few instances when refusinigigh distance/status requester (see tables
1 and 2, appendix 14). In addition to selecting thirategy ILEs, like IAs, varied the
content and forms of this strategy in accordandé wie social norms of the Iragi Arab
community. For example, they were similar to thos¢he IAs, who used the imperative

form in presenting an alternative when the refiset a higher status.

80.# 18 Ask Ahmed. He is very skilled in computers,(R4£E)

Furthermore, the social distance between the auaetbrs in situation 18, where the

imperative above is used, is low. This underpindd¢aand Mills’ (2011: 28) argument that
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‘Within most varieties of dialectal Arabic, inditeess when used to intimates can signal
an excessive concern with distance and even ahgipathus, Arab speakers of English
may use directness as a way of indicating closehessnay be interpreted by their British

interlocutors as being overly familiar or rude (Bger et. al., 2016:64).

However, when the refuser was of a lower statusrratives in ILE data took the form of
an appeal or suggestion. Thus, the selection afpgnopriate form of alternative for both
IAs and ILEs seemed to be influenced by the saméegtual factor, i.e., the social status

and distance of the requester.

In conclusion, ILEs revealed evidence of pragmatensfer in three areas: order of
semantic formulae, their frequency, and their aont€his finding is consistent with those

of many similar studies such as (Al-Eryani, 2007;195a, 1998; Stevens, 1993, Felix-
Brasdefer, 2002; Henstock, 2003), each of whomrtegcevidence of negative pragmatic
transfer from L1. Furthermore, Takahashi and B€&B87) examine pragmatic transfer in
Japanese ESL learners’ refusals in the order, &gy and content of refusal strategies
between American and Japanese students. This ginslupports hypothesis (d) which

assumes that 'pragmatic transfer exists in therpfdequency and content of semantic

formulae used in the refusals of Iraqi learnerEmglish as a foreign language'.
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Chapter Six
Refusals of Offers

This chapter is devoted to discuss refusal stresegpllected as responses to offers through
the DCT. It is designed in the same way as in tlexipus chapter (refusals of requests).

Both kinds of quantitative and qualitative datalgses are carried out.

Section one investigates the number of refusal ditaen and whether there are any
differences/similarities in the number of semarfbiemulae between the three groups.
Besides, the informants’ method in arranging thenidae in a given order is also

highlighted. As for quantitative analysis, desavet statistics are employed in the

presentation of results for showing differencesisiriies between the study data sets.
Thus, the frequency of occurrence of refusals émherefusal category and each group will
be examined in section two. As with refusals ofuesjs, the number, order and frequency
of refusals will be discussed according to theufice of the three contextual variables on

them (social status, social distance and gender).

The qualitative analysis in section three aims ratestigating the differences and/or
similarities in the content of refusals.

Furthermore, the impact of the degree of impositbonthe offerees’ responses will be
discussed and exemplified. The goal here is to dutif the respondents react differently

to offers of heavier imposition than those of Ighimposition.

In the last section, British English and Iragi Aiabative speakers' data are analysed and
presented to form a baseline data for comparisdéh the Iraqi learners' data. Then Iraqi
Learners of English (ILES) data are compared withriative speakers' baseline data to see
whether there is any difference in producing thiategies under investigation, and to see
whether there is any evidence of pragmatic trangten L1. Summaries and tables are

given for illustrative purposes in this chapter.



186

6.1 Number and Order of Semantic Formulae

This section focusses on the number and orderméstc formulae of Refusals of Offers
that were elicited through a questionnaire inwe wersions, English and Arabic, for the
three groups of subjectBable 6.10 lists the refusals strategies of ofeeyfound in the
DCT.

6.1.1 Number of semantic formulae

Iraqi Arabic speakers (IAs) tended to favour sgags of refusal of offers that consisted of
two semantic formulae (203 instances, 56.3%), Wsuah adjunct with two refusal

strategie"

1. %4, bl b glibke L) R&

Sukren m@ ‘a&n na-’asreb
Thanks NEG thirsty NEG-drink.1SG
‘thanks, | am not thirsty, | don’t drink’. (F3, 1A)

2. 12, i GIGY | S5 Y

la Sukren akt-kalif nafs-ek
no thanks NEG-2SG.M-cost REFL-2SG.M

‘No thanks, do not bother yourself'. (M9, 1A)

The most frequently used semantic formulae, sucltstasement of Impeding Events,
Negated Ability, Direct No were utilised together different situations. IAs always

positioned their Statement of Impeding Event sedordirect No and Negated Ability:

3. %12, oSk gxe ¥

la ‘and-i tdkira

24 As with refusals to requests, adjuncts are notiteti in calculating the numbers of semantic forewla
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NEG have-1SG ticket
‘No, | have a ticket’. (M3, 1A)

A4, %4, 4 skl ol S L

ma-’agdar m  aSrab [-masrubt lg azioa
NEG able-1SG NEG 1SG-drink DEF- drink-3PLDEF-fizzy

‘| can't, | do not drink fizzy drinks’. (F9, 1A)

The semantic formula of Alternative also followde tStatement of Impeding
Event as in:

5. #*18. Wl led o il 5 Cuans

Siba-it wala ‘uf -i-ha I-I-jahal
full-1SG by God leave-2SG.F-3SG.F for-DERHdren

‘I am full, by God, leave it for the children’. (HA)

Direct no was always placed before Negated Abiktgernative, It is My Treat, and Let

Off the Hook, as in the following instances:

6. *14.Js il Jiniaa ¥

la musthil ‘anta  “awal
NEG impossible you first
‘No, impossible, you first’. (M2,IA)

7. %16, sl calayy )y calaidl Y

la  |-mundaf ah ynaluf I-myz
no DEF-cleaner.3SG.M will clean.3SG.MDEF-table

‘No, the cleaner will clean the table’. (F4,IA)
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8. ¥15:lle 4lallo Y

la I-mara l-jaia  ‘aliok
NEG DEF-time DEF-next onyou
‘No, next time is on you'. (F6,IA)

9. *%8.0sEYY
la 7] tglegm

NEG NEG worry-2SG.F

“No, Do not worry. (M9,lA)

In the 360 instances, 142 (39.4%) strategies usedAb consisted of one semantic

formuld®, as in:

10. % 7. (had 43l 4 (s

‘and-i hwaia  gisan

have-1SG many shirts.PL

‘I have too many shirts’. (M5, |1A),

while only 15 contained three semantic formulaehsas:

11. %10, i L (Sa ons) LST LY

la n-’aqdar Zawj-i ymkin am yiqgbel
no NEG-able-1SG husbant-1SG  may GNEagree.2SG.M

‘No, | cannot, my husband may not agree’. (F3, 1A)

% For how the total number of sematic formulae aeehed and calculated, see 5.1.1 in chapter five.
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With regard to the data of the Iraqi Learners oflish (ILES), the subjects tended to use
more than one semantic formula in a given refusategy. They also positioned Statement

of Impeding Events second to Negated Ability anceBti No, as in:

12.%18. | cannot, | had quite enough. (M9, ILE)
13. % 17. No, | am meeting someone. (F7, ILE)

The strategy of Alternative also followed Statemanimpeding Event:

14.%18. | am not hungry, keep it for yourself. (F1,ILE)

ILEs tended to employ refusal strategies consistinyvo semantic formulae, 263 (73%),

asin:

15. % 9. No, | have a spare one. (M5, ILE),

54 (15%) of one semantic formula:

16. % 18. | am OK (F8,ILE)

And 43 (11.9%) of them consisted of three semdatimulae, for example:

17.%13. It is too heavy for you, | can manage, holdhbad bag, please. (F3,ILE).

According to their data, the British English (BEpparently preferred one semantic
formula strategies, although two semantic formutatsgies were also employed. Of the
360 situations, 188 (52.2%) of the strategies usgdBEs consisted of one semantic

formula, as in:

18. % 9. 'I've got another one. ( M4, BE)

while 172 (47.7%) comprised two semantic formutatsigies, as in:

19. % 7. No, thanks. (F5, BE)
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BEs demonstrated an inclination to utilise an esgien of Indicate Unwillingness in
second position, preceding their Impeding Evenalmost all status situations, as in the

following example:

20. % 18. | am sure | don't want to, | had too much desge8, BE)

However, the fact that the IAs and ILEs demonstrai@reference for strategies consisting
of two semantic formulae and also the high freqyenfictwo semantic formulae in BEs

should not be assumed to imply that they were atikbeir selection of semantic formulae.
The selection was determined by the three soc@itéxtual) factors, i.e., social status,

social distance and gender.

6.1.1.1 Social Status:

Generally, in both IA and ILE data, the effectssotial status and social distance proved
to carry more weight with informants than that ehder, whereas the latter was not less
influential in BE data. Concerning the number ahsetic formulae, social status seemed
to be influential in 1A and ILE data. As referred above, IAs preferred strategies

consisting of two semantic formulae, and they iasezl the frequency of such strategies
when refusing a high status offerer, while decrggagthose consisting of one semantic
formula (see tables 6.1 below). The range of diffiee is 9.9% in the former case and 8%

in the latter?®

Table 6.1: Number and Frequency of Semantic Forenuld&efusals of Offer by

status.
Frequency (percentages of semantid
Refusers’ No.of
Semantic formulae) Pattern
Status
formulae A ILE BE

%6 For more clarification about calculating the nembf refusals of offers and their distribution pwke
contextual variables, see 5.1.1 and 5.1.1.1 intehdive.
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% NO| % | NO| % | NO
Equal 1 30.9 44) 333 18§ 46/8 88 BE> IA> ILE
Low 1 26 37| 2220 12| 212 4AC BE>IA>ILE
High 1 429 | 61| 444 24 319 60 IA>BE>ILE
Equal 2 349| 71| 346 914 209 36 ILE>IA>BE
Low 2 374 | 76| 353 93| 418 72 ILE>IA>BE
High 2 275 | 56| 30 79 372 64 ILE>BE>IA

Assessment of the interlocutors’ social status étednining the number of semantic
formulae was evident in ILE data also. The subjeutseased the frequency of strategies
consisting of two semantic formulae by 4.6% andelesed the frequency of one semantic

formula strategies by 22.2% when refusing highustafferers.

BEs also displayed sensitivity to social factorhiey varied the number of semantic
formulae employed in accordance with the distinctisetween status equals versus
unequals. They increased the frequency of stratempasisting of two semantic formulae
when refusing status unequal offerers by 18.6% entidcreasing the frequency of those

consisting of one semantic formula by 20.2%.

6.1.1.2 Social Distance:

The degree of social distance between the inteidoswalso had an effect on the number of
semantic formulae used in a given strategy. IAgeased the use of the strategies
consisting of two semantic formulae when refusirggjuaintances and high distance
offerers, while decreasing the frequency of stmegtucomprising one semantic formula
(See table 6.2 below).
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Table 6.2: Number and Frequency of Semantic Forenuld&efusals of Offer by

distance
No.of Frequency (percentages of semantic formula¢)
0.0

Social _

_ Semantic A ILE BE Pattern
distance

formulae
% No. % No. % No.

Low 1 38.7 55 40.7 22 33.5 63 BE>IA>ILE

High 1 35.2 50 35.1 19 24.4 46 IA>SBE>ILE
Acqu. 1 26 37 24 13 42 79 BE>IA>ILE

Low 2 29.5 60 33 87 31.9 55 ILE>IA>BE

High 2 33 67 33 87 40.1 69 ILE> BE>IA
Acqu. 2 374 76 33.8 89 27.9 48 ILE>IA>BE

Table 6.2 indicates that ILEs were not sensitivedoial distance as they did not change
the frequency of two semantic formula strategies,range of difference being nil. Further,

the range of variation in the frequency of one sgingormula strategies was not high

(5.6%).

Conversely, BEs decreased the frequency of two senformulae (8.2%) and increased

one semantic formula (9.1%) when refusing a frisraffer (see table 6.2).

6.1.1.3 Gender

Gender seemed to be less influential in the chaoiicefusal strategies in IA data. Although

the subjects sometimes increased the frequenoymkémantic formula strategies when

refusing a female offerer or one of the oppositedge, the range of difference was not
high. It was 13 instances (6%) in the former andsances (4.3%) in the latter (see tables
6.3 and 6.4).
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Also, assessment of interlocutor's gender was wioteat in ILEs, as the subjects did not
make a noticeable change in the number of semfmtitulae between male vs. female or

same vs. opposite gender.

The influence of gender was greater for BEs tharewlee other two factors. The subjects
increased the frequency of two semantic formulateties when refusing a female offerer
(28 instances; 16%) or one of the opposite gendér ifistances; 23.3%) while

simultaneously decreasing the frequency of one sgaformula strategies.

On the other hand, no obvious variations in the lmermof semantic formulae were
observed in the IA and ILE groups according to te&sers’ gender. British males,
however, respond more frequently with one semdatimula and less with strategies that

include two formulae. The reverse pattern was ofesefor women.

However, the range of variation between British @sadnd female responses was more
considerable than among Iragis. The differenceni@ semantic formula is 16 instances
(8.5%) in BEs, while only 4 instances (2.9%) in l&sd 2 instances (3.7%) in ILEs.

To conclude, as with refusals to requests, BEsetheir sensitivity to gender while the

Iragi groups were less influenced by this factor.

Table 6.3: Number and Frequency of Semantic Forenuld&efusals of Offer by

offerers’ and refusers’gender

Frequency (percentages of semantic
) formulae)
No.of Semantic Patt
, attern
Offerers formulae IA ILE BE
Gender
% | No.| % No. % | No.
Female 1 45| 64 425 23 42 79 BE>IA>ILH
Male 1 55| 78| 57.4| 31 58 109 BE>IA>ILE
Female 2 53| 108 50.5 | 133| 58| 100 ILE>IA>BE
Male 2 47 95| 495 13 42 7R ILE>IA>BE
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Frequency (percentages of semantic

) formulae)
Refusers’ | No.of Semantic
formulae A ILE BE
Gender Pattern
% | No. % No. % No.

Female 1 48. 69 48.1 26 542 102BE>IA>ILE

Male 1 51.4) 73| 51.8 28] 45[7 86 BE>IA>ILE
Female 2 52.2 106 48.6 128 | 56.3 97 IA>ILE>BE

Male 2 47.7) 97 51.3 13% 4316 75 ILE>IA>BE

Table 6.4: Number and Frequency of Semantic Forenmld&efusals of Offers by

the same/opposite gender

IAs ILEs BEs

Gender One Two One Two One Two

formula formula
formula formulae formulae formulae

No. % No. % No % No. % No % Ng %

same 74| 52.1 97 47fr 28 518 180 4p.4 112 $9.5 |68.3 |3

opposite| 68 | 47.8 106 522 26 481 133 505 |[76 40196 | 61.6

6.1.2 Order of Semantic Formulae

With regard to the order of the semantic formuldieited from the three groups of

informants, although each of the strategies ofsafiof offers can be used alone, a given
strategy may consist of a combination of semarmtimfilae or adjuncts to refusal either
preceding or following the head of refusal actthe former case, one semantic formula

represents the refusal to comply with the offer #mel other semantic formula may do
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facework. The data indicate that certain semantimiilae were common to all of the three
groups in given situations, for example 24% - 37Pthe situations invoked at least one
instance of Statement of Impeding Events, and 5%% involved Negated Ability.
However, the order in which these semantic formalageared differed from one group to
another and also from one situation to anotheriwighgiven group. Concerning the 1A
data, the major refusal strategies were often pleteby adjuncts to refusal namely:
Regret/Apology, Gratitude/Appreciation, and Invakithe name of God (see table 6.5 and
6.6), although Gratitude/Appreciation may also dallthe refusal to offer I()s& ¥/ (Ia

Sukren)no thanks”.

6.1.2.1 Social Status

IAs demonstrated sensitivity to social status. didigon to Gratitude/Appreciation, and
Invoking the name of God, they would sometimes egith Regret/Apology; in high

status situations Regret/Apology was very likelgg(¢able 6.5), for instance:

21. *10:‘%“‘)&“@5‘ k.—lksawg’b)u\ ﬁ)i

‘a-rju [-mé&dira bas sa‘ab "a-Stuygul bger matha
1SG-beg DEF- pardon but difficult 1SG-worin-another city

‘| beg your pardon, but it is difficult to work @nother city’. (F7, IA)

The participants generally omitted the expressibiRegret/Apology when the refusers
were higher in status than the offerers, as irasita 18 where the offeree was invited by a
male employee to have more dessert (see also @bl for the number of refusals

distributed by the social status).

22.%18. izl Sz

ma adt-i ih  t-infijir

>’ The semantic formulae and adjuncts having the isighequencies were taken to represent the corénts

the slot in the table. For further explanation seetion 5.1.2 in chapter five.
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stomach-1SG will 2SG.F-explode

‘My stomach will explode’. (M9,1A)

ILEs tended to initiate their refusal of offers kvitthree types of adjuncts:
Gratitude/Appreciation, Regret/Apology and Statemef Positive Opinion. When
refusing persons of unequal status, refusers comedewith Gratitude/Appreciation or

Regret/Apology, for example:

23. % 15.Thank you, | have some change. (F2, ILE)

Whereas they began with Statement of Positive ©Opinvhen refusing a lower status
offerer as in:

24. % 18. | love this dessert, but | have eaten too m(MB, ILE)

12 ILEs' responses of being unable to comply (9alesand 3 males) express theyuld

like to...love to...etc. but they expressed their excuses as precmusitments.

BEs were more likely to initiate their refusals lwadjuncts: Gratitude/Appreciation such
asThank you, Cheerand Statement of Positive Opinion, such’ddove to ...,whereas
expressions of Regret/Apology were placed firstiofeed by impeding events in most

status situations, as in this example:

25. % 10. Sorry, | do have some commitments. (F8, BE)

With status unequals of both types, the subjeagamevith ‘Statement of Positive Opinion
(table 6.5):

26.% 11. This is kind of you, I've always smoked, buarh trying to cut down.
(M7,BE)



Whereaslhankingis used when refusing an equal status friend:
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27.%5. It is all right, thanks, we have a seat bookest there. (F4,BE)

Table 6.5: Order of Semantic Formulae in Refust3fters by status

Refusers’ Order
Group
Status 1 2 3 4
Invoking God (18), _
_ o Alternative
Lower A Gratitude/Appreciation (16),| \a (45) | SIE (41
(18)
Regret/Apology (22).
Gratitude (25), Alternative
Lower ILE NA (28) | SIE (26
Regret (91) (22)
Indicate
Regret (12), unwillin
Lower BE SIE (84) NA (16)
Positive Opinion (13) gness
17)
DirectNo
Alternative
Higher 1A Regret (5) (33), |SIE (12)
(4)
NA (46)
_ DirectNo _
Gratitude (17), Regret (31), Alternative
Higher | ILE (40). |siE (26)
Positive Opinion (10 9
p (10) NA (31) 9)
Indicate
, Regret (12), unwillin
Higher BE SIE (59) NA (14)
Positive Opinion (11) gness
(24)
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Gratitude (44),

Alternative
Equal IA NA (32) | SIE (27
Regret (4). (2)
DirectNo Alt .
Gratitude (20), Regret (6), SI. ernative
Equal | ILE ,_( ) *ed (©) (31), |siE (16)
Positive Opinion (4) (12)
NA (18)
Indicate
) unwillin
Equal BE Regret (6)Gratitude (5) SIE (33 NA (13)
gness
17)

6.1.2.2 Social Distance

IAs use the three types of adjuncts when socidbdce was low, however they rarely
opened with Regret/Apology when refusing the offean intimate (5 instances only) (see
table 6.6). Invoking the name of God was possibthenvthe social distance was high (12

instances) as in:

28. % 8. iy a1l (g sl S Sy

wala yimkin ‘agdar ‘asawi |-wajib b-saf
by god probably 1SG.able 1SG.do DEFemssent  with-REFL-1SG

‘By God, | probably can do the assignment myséi8, |1A)

whereas it was avoided when refusing an acquaiatéonly 4 instances) (see also table
6.11, subsection 6.2.2 and tables 6-10 in appettifor the number of refusals distributed

by the social distance), for example:

29. %17, ) <& cllia a8 s
"a-hib ‘agid hirak  Sukren



1SG.like

1SG.sit

there thanks

‘I'd like to sit there, thanks’. (F4,1A)
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They also distinguished between the interlocutoo was familiar and the one who was

either an intimate or a stranger. BEs also sdlchhk you’ at the end of their refusal to a

friend but not to the others (see table 6.6).

30. *10. Thanks for this offer. (F7,BE)

Table 6.6: Order of Semantic Formulae in Refusaltsfers by distance

Refusers’ Order
Group
Distance 1 2 3 4
Invoking God (5), Alternative
Low IA NA (51) | SIE (32)
Gratitude (17) (4)
Direct No
Gratitude (21), Regret Alternative
Low | ILE (21). Reg (29), | siE (28)
(40) (20)
NA (30)
NA (22),
) N Indicate _
Gratitude (7), Positive o Direct No
Low BE . SIE (61) | unwilling
Opinion (9) (13)
ness (24)
Invoking God (12),
_ Alternative
High 1A Gratitude (20), Regret| NA(3%) | SIE(31) (11)
(15)
High ILE Regret (74), NA (48) SIE (41) Alternati

e
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Gratitude (23) (20)
_ Direct No
Gratitude (14) , Indicate
High BE SIE (52) | unwilling (12),
Positive Opinion (3) ness (31)
NA (19)
Direct No
Alternative
Acq. IA | Gratitude (23), Regret 3) 39 | SIE (32)
8
NA (40)
_ Direct No
Gratitude (9), Alternative
Acg. | ILE (33). | siE (25)
Regret (13) (21)
NA (27)
: Direct No
Regret (8), Indicate ,
Acq. BE SIE (66) |unwiling| (28);
Positive Opinion (3) ness (31) na 27

6.1.2.3 Gender

Concerning gender, in IAs and ILEs no differencesvedserved in the initiation of a

refusal of an offer according to the offerer’'s gen¢see table 6.7), but it was noted that

expressions of Gratitude/Appreciation were commomearly all situations, although

these were less frequent when the social distara=elow or the refuser was of higher
status (see tables 6.10, and 6.11 in section BBs always utilised SIE and NA in the
second and third position respectively (tables 6.8). However, Regret was used with
females and same gender in this group, while Giggiis more often employed with males

and opposite gender. The order of semantic formolade by male/female refusers can

hardly be distinguished from those used to addreake/female offerers so | did not

explain it in a separate table.
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However, it is observed that some distinctions waesle by the three groups in the order
of refusal strategies when refusing the same oosifgpgender. Iraqi groups, as with BEs,
always preface their refusals to the same/oppagteler with Gratitude and/or Regret.
However, Invoking God only appeared in the begignai IAs refusals. Adjuncts are
followed by NA and then SIE in Iragi groups whileetreverse pattern was observed in
BEs order of refusals. Alternative was a less fesqstrategy that sometimes occupies the
fourth position in 1As and ILEs refusals. Let Offiiet Hook was more frequent in the fourth
positions in BEs responses (see also tables 6-l1@ppendix 14 for refusals of less

frequency).

Table 6.7: Order of Semantic Formulae in Refust3fters by offerers’ gender

Offerer's Order
Group
Gender 1 2 3 4
Gratitude (32),
| NA 5 Alternative
Female IA | Regret (12) , Invoking ©3) SIE (52) (12)
God (12)
Gratitude (28),
NA Alternative
Female ILE Regret (68), SIE (37)
(40) (21)
Positive Opinion (7)
Regret (11), SIE
Female BE NA (43) -
Positive Opinion (9) (71)
Gratitude (27),
NA Alternative
Male 1A Regret (16), SIE (30)
(34) (12)
Invoking God (9)
; NA
Male ILE Gratitude (30), Regret SIE (27) | Alternative
(55), Positive Opinion (38)
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()

(21)

Male

BE

Gratitude (7), Positive
Opinion (6)

SIE
(104)

NA (25)

Table 6.8: Order of Semantic Formulae in Refusaldffers by gender

(same/opposite)
Gender Order
Group
(same/opposite 1 2 3 4
Gratitude (18 Alternative
IA Direct No (76) SIE ( 31)
Regret (12) (12)
Regret (54 SIE (96 ; :
Same Gender LE gret (54) (96) Direct No | Alternative
Gratitude (28 (64) (51)
BE R t (11) SIE (88) NA (43) et Off the
egre
J Hook (12)
Invoking God .
Alternative
IA (15), SIE(92) | NA(38)
. (14)
Gratitude (41
Opposite Gender Regret (73) NA (53) Alternative
ILE SIE (51)
Gratitude (26 (41)
Regret (9) Let Off the
BE SIE (87) NA (25)
Gratitude (12 Hook (24)
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In summary, IAs and ILEs tended to use stratedias ¢onsist of two semantic formulae
(203 instances [56.3%] in IAs’ data and 263 [73%] ILES) more frequently than
strategies that consisted of one or three sem#orticulae. However, BEs demonstrated a
preference for strategies of one semantic form@a8 [52.2%)] out of 360) (see 6.1.1).
This finding coincides with those of Al-Shalawi @®; Al-lssa (1998); and Morkus
(2009), who observed that Arabic explanations axcliges were inclined to be lengthy
and more elaborate when compared with Americani&nghes. It is worth noting that the
above-mentioned studies have focused on compariabi@dwith American English rather
than British English, and, of course, American undtis different from British culture. At
an ideological level Britain and America are somatuistinct, with different values being
attributed to the UK and USA. This distinction beem the cultural values of the two
countries is emblematised in the differences thatet are seen to be in American and
British English, for example, with the use of pb&t politeness (camaraderie) by

Americans and negative politeness (deference) bgrigr (Grainger et. al 2016:10).

IAs increased the use of strategies consistingmof and three semantic formulae, and
reduced the number of strategies comprising oneasgenformula when refusing high

status, high distance and acquaintance offerebde(a1). As for gender, although IAs
extended their use of strategies consisting of s@mantic formulae when refusing a
female offerer and opposite gender, the range ftérdnce was not high (tables 6.3, and
6.4).

ILEs escalated the frequency of strategies congistf two semantic formulae and
decreased the frequency of one-semantic-formuksesfies when refusing high status
offerers. They, however, were not sensitive to aodistance and gender. BEs increased
the frequency of strategies consisting of two sdimaiormulae when refusing status
unequal offerers while they lowered the frequenicgtategies consisting of one semantic
formula. Moreover, they lessened the frequencywaf $emantic formulae and increased

one-semantic formula when refusing a low distarféerer (table 6.1 and 6.2).

Social status and social distance exerted moraeinfle than gender did on IAs and ILEs,
while gender proved of influence in BEs refusaloti@rs. BEs increased the use of two
semantic formulae and reduced the one semanticufarsirategy when refusing a female
offerer and opposite gender. Female refusers tetalatllise strategies consisting of two

formulae in the three groups. However, the rangdiféérence between Iragi males and
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females refusers was not as wide as that obseeteebn British genders (tables 6.3 and
6.4).

To conclude, as with refusals to requests, BEsqutdiaeir sensitivity to gender while the

Iragi groups were less influenced by this factor.

With reference to the order of the semantic forraul&s commenced their refusals with
Invoking the name of God when the offerers' sodistance was high, but this was
avoided when social distance was medium-to-low. iMthe offerers were of high status,
IAs opened with any of the three kinds of Adjunctevoking the name of God,
Regret/Apology or Gratitude/Appreciation. Howevérey did not differentiate in their

order of strategies when refusing male and femifgers/refusers.

Similarly, ILEs initiated their refusals of offenwith all types of Adjuncts with the

exception of Invoking the Name of God, which wasdisolely by IAs.

Finally, BEs usually commenced their refusals wiHnatitude/Appreciation, Positive
Opinion or Regret/Apology, followed by Statement ofmpeding Event.

Gratitude/Appreciation were used when refusing@uakstatus addressee.

However, with the opposite gender the three grdapiewed different patterns, although
all three prefaced their refusals with either RegreGratitude. Invoking God also here
appeared in IAs. BEs put SIE second and NA thirthair refusals. 1As, however, used
Direct No more frequently in the second positiorthwihe same gender, while ILEs
employed SIE and NA with the opposite gender (abkes 6.7 and 6.8).

In brief, Iragi groups followed almost the sametg@ats of order in their refusals except
when refusing the same/opposite gender. BEs, hawéeibowed an order that differs

from the Iraqi groups.

These results confirm hypothesis (a) in this thestich contends that "The choice of one
strategy rather than others in a given situatiomanly determined by three different

variables: social status, social distance and génde



205

6.2 Frequency of Offer Refusal Strategies

When all the data were coded into semantic formulascriptive statistics were used to
analyse these data. The use of this type of statigd analyse the data is also shared by
studies conducted by Al-Issa (1998) and Al-Shbeoall.e(2012) and other (see section 3.14
in chapter three). Thus, frequencies/percentagambar of occurrences of semantic
formulae were calculated and compared among thegro

Analysis of the data obtained suggests that thene wimilarities/differences not only in
the selection of refusal strategies, but also énftequency patterns and sensitivity to social
or contextual factors. The strategies of Stateneéritmpeding Events, Negated Ability,
Direct No, and Indicate Unwillingness in additiam the Adjunct Gratitude/Appreciation
were the most frequently utilised, yet, due toitifeience of social or contextual factors,
their occurrence was not the same in all groupsséndtions. SIE was the most frequently
used strategy in the data, amounting to 134 c@5%%%) in IAs while 163 (33.6%) in ILE
and 190 (40.1%) of BE subjects’ refusals. Direotasid NA were the two most frequently
occurring strategies in IAs’ and ILEs’ data, amaogtto 133 (26.9%) and 83 (16.8%)
cases respectively in the former group, and 9H@).and 78 (16%) in the latter group
(see table 6.9).

Analysis of the data revealed that the BEs alsmudeed the strategies of Indicate
Unwillingness, Negated Ability, and Direct No. 97siances (20.5%) of their responses
contained Indicate Unwillingness, 80 (16.9%) of Aegl Ability, and 61 (12.8%) of
Direct No (see table 6.9).

Table 6.9: Frequency of Semantic Formulae in RédusfeOffers

Strategy type IA ILE BE Pattern

NO. | % NO. | % NO.| %

Direct Refusals

Negated Ability 133 | 26.9 78 16 80 16/9 I1A>BE>ILE

Direct No 83 16.8| 99 20.4 61 12.8 ILE>IA>BE
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216 | 43.7| 177 | 36.4 141 29.BIA>ILE>BE

Indirect Refusals

Statement of Impedingl34 | 27.1| 163 | 33. 190 40.1 BE>ILE>IA

Events

Alternative 26 5.2 | 66 136 O 0 ILE>IA>BE

Indicate Unwillingness | 56 11.3 33 6. 97 20.5 BEBESIE

putting the blame of a24 48 | 16 [3.2 | O 0 IA>ILE>BE
third party

Chiding 3 06 | O 0 0 0 IA>ILE=BE

Let off the Hook 8 16| 8 1.6| 43 9 BE>IA=ILE
It is my Treat 7 14| 7 1.4 2 0.4| IA=ILE>BE
General Principles 20 4 15 3 0 0 IA>ILE>BE

278 | 56.2| 308 | 63.5 332 70.IBE>ILE>IA

494 | 99.9| 485 | 99.9 473 999

Adjunct to Refusals

Strategy type 1A ILE BE Pattern

NO. | % NO. | % NO.| %

Gratitude/Appreciation | 62 50.8 62 29,6 21 35.5 IXE=FBE

Regret/Apology 32 26.2 135 64p 23 38.9 ILE>IA>BE

St. of positive opinion 6 49| 12 5.7 15 254 BE>HLE

Invoking the name of 22 18 0 0 0 0 IA>ILE=BE
God

122 | 99.9| 209| 99.§ 59 99.8




207

The refusal strategies did not feature in all & 18 situations, yet they were found in the
three groups of data. The frequency of these giegevaried from one group to another
and from one situation to another. The strategyuafting the Blame on a Third Party

appeared only in IA and ILE data, while Chidingttead solely among IAs.

Further, the frequency of refusal strategies magdight on the interaction between social
factors and linguistic actions. Subjects’ assesssnehsocial status, social distance and
gender, as well as other factors, vary across r@did his implies that a given social factor
may prove to be more influential in one culturentimanother, and vice versa. Below is an
examination of the range of difference in the fiegey of some main strategies of refusals
of offers and adjuncts. An attempt will be maded&monstrate how subjects of the three
groups displayed variations in the frequenciesebfigals of offers between high versus
low status or equals versus unequals, low versgis thistance speakers and male versus

female.

6.2.1 Social Status

IAs displayed differences in the frequency of th@imrefusal strategies depending on the
subjects’ perception of social factors. The ranfeasiation in the frequency was notable

in some cases, but not remarkable in others. Thécipants displayed an obvious

difference in the frequency of occurrence of Statetrof Impeding Event between high

and low status offerers, the range for IAs beingid&ances (35.8%). Statement of
Impeding Event was employed more frequently whdasieg an offerer of higher status

(see table 6.10).

The range of difference in the frequency of Negatedity (NA) indicates that IAs were
also affected by social status. However, the rarighe difference in the frequency of this
semantic formula between a higher versus lowerustabfferer was not large,

approximately 2 instances (1.5%).

According to IA data, Direct No was one of the mfseguently used semantic formulae,
and a difference can be noted in the frequencyhisf $emantic formula. A range of

difference of 7 instances (8%) was observed betwegnversus low status offerer.
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Statement of Unwillingness was another frequenusaf strategy employed by IAs,
constituting about 11.3% of the total, and agaerehwas a noticeable variation in the

frequency of this formula between a high versus $tawus offerer, 10 instances (18.5%).

Table 6.10: Frequency of Semantic Formulae Usékifiusals of Offer by status

Refusers’ Frequency (percentages of responses
status containing formulae)
Semantic formulag Pattern
1A ILE BE

% |No| % | No| % | No

1| Lower SIE 50| 67 429 | 70| 48.8 93 BE>ILE>IA
Higher SIE 142 19| 16.8 | 28| 33.8 64 BE>ILE>IA
Equal SIE 35.848| 39.8 | 65| 17.20 33 ILE>IA>BE
2 Lower NA 34.5 46| 35.8 | 28| 26.2 21 IA>ILE>BE
Higher NA 36 | 48 41 32| 22.5| 18| IA>ILE>BE
Equal NA 29.3 39| 23 18| 51.2| 41 BE>IA>ILE
3| Lower Direct No. 31| 26 26 26| 16 | 10| IA=ILE>BE
Higher Direct No. 39| 33 40 40| 29| 18| ILE>IA>BE
Equal Direct No. 30| 24 34 34| 54| 33| ILE<BE<IA

4 Lower | St. of unwillingness25.9| 15| 25 8 | 17.6] 17| BE>IA>ILE

Higher | St. of unwillingness44.4| 25| 37.5 | 12| 24.7) 24 IA>BE>ILE

Equal | St. of unwillingness29.6| 16| 37.5 | 13| 57.6| 56 BE>IA>ILE
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5| Lower Gratitude/ 25.8| 16| 40.3 | 25| 47.6f 10 ILE>IA>BE
Appreciation

Higher Gratitude/ 0 0| 274 | 17| 23.8 5| ILE>BE>IA
Appreciation

Equal Gratitude/ 74.1146| 32.2 | 20| 28.5 6| IA>ILE>BE
Appreciation

6 Lower Regret/Apology | 68.f/22| 70.3 | 95| 52.1] 12 ILE>IA>BE

Higher Regret/Apology | 1565 | 25.1 | 34| 34.7 8| ILE>BE>IA

Equal Regret/Apology | 15.65 4.4 6 13 3| ILE>IA>BE

Adjuncts to refusals of offers were exemplified Ifh data by Gratitude/Appreciation,
Invoking the name of God, and Regret/Apology. As A&djunct to refusals,
Gratitude/Appreciation constituted a large promoti50.8% (62 tokens). Nevertheless, the
subjects displayed noticeable variation in the dmwy of use of this semantic formula
between high versus low status offerers. The rafgariation was 25.8%, as the subjects

almost always omitted thanking when refusing a lostatus offerer.

Regret/Apology accounted 26.2% of the total numhars\djuncts. The frequency of

Adjunct was high when refusing high status offerapproximatelyl7 instances (53.1%)

ILEs also displayed difference in the frequencyhgiir use of the main semantic formulae
used in refusals of offers. Statement of ImpedingriE was the most frequent semantic
formula employed by ILEs, amounting to 33.6% (168tances). The frequency of this
semantic formula was clearly influenced by the soty' perception and assessment of
social factors, as there was an observable diféeerdetween high and low status offerers,
42 instances (26.1%) (See table 6.10).

Direct No was the second most frequent refusateggyaemployed by ILEsS, constituting
almost 20.4% of the total. The difference obseruedhe frequency of this semantic
formula provides interesting evidence that the gleei distinction in selecting semantic

formulae was between status higher and status Idues displayed a manifest difference



210

in the frequency of Direct No between lower andhbkigstatus offerers, increasing the
frequency when refusing a lower status offerer;rdmege of difference was 14 instances
(14%).

Negated Ability appeared less often in ILE datantivathe data of the other two groups,
constituting about 16% of the total (78 instanc@$)e subjects displayed a noticeable
variation in the frequency of use of this semafditnula, but the decisive distinction was
between status equal and status unequal relatsshiespective of direction (high to low

or low to high). Thus the range of difference w8dnktances (61.5%).

The last semantic formula discussed here is Régreldgy, which accounted for the
largest proportion of Adjuncts among the three gsmuand 64.5% of the total in ILEs.
ILES’ sensitivity to social factors, as displayedthe frequency of this semantic formula,
was not consistent with that outlined regardinggémantic formulae previously discussed.
Frequency of this formula escalated when refusingigh status offerer, the range of
difference between a lower and higher status affeeing 61 instances (45.2%) (See also

tables 6-10 in appendix 14 for refusals of lesguency in this study).

The analysis suggests that BEs vary their selectibrsemantic formulae and their
frequency patterns due to their sensitivity to abéactors. However, the selection they
made and the patterns they maintained varied frarset of IAs and ILEs because of cross-

cultural differences.

BEs demonstrated a preference for the strategytaiBi®@ent of Impeding Event, which
constituted about 40.1% of the total used (190amsts). However, the frequency of this
semantic formula varied from one situation to arotiThe range of difference between
status equals and status unequals was 43 insté2wd986), while the range of difference
between high and low status offerers was 29 ins&(it5%). So the decisive distinction is

not obvious (see table 6.10).

Indicate Unwillingness was the second most freqeemtantic formula utilised by BEs,
and the range of difference here suggests certaisitivity to social status. The range of
difference in the frequency of this formula betwestatus equals and status unequals was
31 instances (36.4%). Thus the subjects incredsedréquency of this formula when

refusing an equal status offerer.
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The distinction between status equals and unedonalA was also evident, the range
being 21 instances (26.8%).

The frequency of Direct No lessened when refusifggh status offerer. The range of

difference between status equals and status urgegaal 19 instances (31.5%).

Regret/Apology as an adjunct to refusal accountedlbout 35.5% of the total. However,
sensitivity to social factors was not importanthalgh the decisive distinction was

between status equal and status unequal. The cdlifference was 7 instances (30.4%).

6.2.2 Social Distance

IAs also displayed a noticeable difference in tmevplence of Statement of Impeding
Event between a high and low distance offererrémge of the difference being 15 cases
(11.9%). This semantic formula was much utilisecewhefusing an equal who was also a
stranger. It should also be noted that the ranggffafrence in the occurrence of Statement
of Impeding Event fell to 8 instances (6%) when panng the range of difference

between a low distance versus an acquainted offezertable 6.11).

The range of difference of NA in IAs was also cdesable between a high versus a low

distance offerer, approximately 19 instances (14.3%

IAs displayed a considerable difference in the dergpy of use of Unwillingness between
high distance versus low distance offerer. Instarafethis formula increased to 37 when
refusing a friend while 6 instances were recordeémrefusing a stranger. Thus the range

of difference was 55.5%.

As regards the Regrets, IAs were sensitive to dgstance also; the range of difference

between a low distance versus high distance ofteasr9 instances, amounting to 28.1%.

No considerable difference of Direct No between &wl high social distance interlocutors.
Only 4 instances of Direct No (4%) between a higdtashce versus low distance offerer

was observed in IAs.

As for Gratitude, the subjects displayed no serigitito social distance. The range of

difference was small, 4.8%.
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Table 6.11: Frequency of Semantic Formulae Usékiusals of Offer by

distance
Refuses’ Frequency (percentages of
distance responses containing formulae)
Semantic formulae N E =E Pattern
% | No.| % | No.| % | No.
Low SIE 27.3 37 | 34.5 56 |34.4 65 | BE>ILE>IA
High SIE 39.2 52 |136.2 59 | 30| 58| ILE>BE>IA
Acqu. SIE 33.3 45| 29.2 48 | 35.5 67 | BE<ILE<IA
Low NA 41.3| 55 | 42.3 33 [36.2 29 | IASILE>BE
High NA 27 | 36| 23| 18/ 30 24 IA>BE>ILE
Acqu. NA 31.5| 42 | 34. 27 | 33.7 27 | IASILE=BE
Low Direct No. 30| 25 35335 | 23| 14| ILE>IA>ILE
High Direct No. 26| 21| 30.330 | 18| 11| ILE>IA>BE
Acqu. Direct No. 44| 37 35,335 | 59| 36| IA>BE>ILE
Low St. of unwillingness$66.6| 37 | 50| 16| 27| 26| IA>BE>ILE
High St. of unwillingness 11.1| 6 |12.5 5 |36.4 35 | BE>IA>ILE
Acqu. | St.of unwillingness22.2| 13 | 37.5 12 |36.4 35 | BE>IA>ILE
Low Gratitude/ 27.4| 17 | 40.3 25 |33.3 7 | ILE>IA>BE
Appreciation
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High Gratitude/ 32.2| 20 |41.9 26 |66. 14 | ILE>IA>BE

Appreciation

Acqu. Gratitude/ 403/ 251179 11| O 0 | IA>ILE>BE

Appreciation

6 Low Regret/Apology | 28.1 9 |30.3 41 (304 7 | ILE>IA>BE
High Regret/Apology | 56.2 18 | 60| 81| 34.Y 8 | ILE>IA>BE
Acqu. Regret/Apology | 15.6 5 | 9.6| 13| 34.7 8 | ILE>BE>IA

However, the impact of social distance on SIE iBdlwas low; the range between a low

versus a high distance offerer being only 3 instar{¢.7%) (See table 6.11 above).

They also escalated the frequency of use of DiXecivhen refusing an intimate offerer.

The range of difference between a high and lovadst offerer was 5 instances (5%).

Moreover, they increased its frequency of Unwilliegs when refusing an intimate. Thus
the range of difference in the frequency betwednga versus low distance offerer was
1linstances (37.5%).

In NA, the ILE participants’ sensitivity to sociglistance was also high; the range of

difference between low and high distance offeres Wainstances (19.3%).

The influence of social distance was important @giRet/Apology; the range of difference

between a high versus low distance offerer wasdtances (29.7%).

In Gratitude/Appreciation, however, the social @mte was less influential than social
status, it was almost not evident. The range dédihce between a high and low distance

offerer was 1 instance (1.6%) (See table 6.11).

As for BEs, the range of difference of SIE betwseaially distant vs socially close offerer

was only 7 instances (4.4%).

There were also small variations of NA in the ramgealifference between familiar and

unfamiliar, 5 instances (6.2% (see table 6.11).
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However, the impact of social distance on Indidatevillingness was rather less notable.
The subjects increased the frequency of this sem&ormula when refusing a stranger,

showing a range of difference between high anddwstance offerer of 9 instances (9.4%).

Awareness of social distance in Direct No was l@sgious, as the range of difference

between low and high distance offerer was onlysgainces (5%).

Finally, the range of difference between low anghhdlistance offerer in Regret/Apology

was also noteworthy, amounting to 1 instance (4.3%)

6.2.3 Gender

IAs displayed a difference in the range of freqyeotthe use of SIE between a male and
female offerer. However, the range of differencesweat high (4.7%) (see table 6.12
below). They were also not sensitive to genderatiam in Negated Ability; the range of
the frequency of this formula between male versamale offerer amounted to only 7

instances (5.3%).

Between male and female offerer the range of diffee of Direct No was only 3 instances

(4%), again displaying no gender bias.

Yet again, no noticeable difference was observadd®n male versus female offerer as

far as Statement of Unwillingness is concerned {@ele 6.12 below).

As for Gratitude, IAs displayed no sensitivity tergler as the range of difference between
male and female was small, 3.3%. However, Regrel@gy was the only semantic
formula where |IAs displayed a considerable diffeeebetween male and female offerers,

increasing frequency when refusing male offereiastances (12.5%).

Table 6.12: Frequency of Semantic Formulae Usékiusals of Offer by

offerers’ gender

Offerers’ _ Frequency (percentages of
Semantic o
gender responses containing formulae)  patern
formula
IA ILE BE
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% [No| % | No| % | No

1 | Female SIE 47.664| 48.6 | 79| 42.2 80 | BE>ILE>IA

Male SIE 52.3 70| 51.3| 84| 57.7110| BE>ILE>IA

2 | Female NA 52.670| 51.2| 40| 63.7 51 | IA>BE>ILE

Male NA 47.3/63| 48.7| 38| 36.2 29 | IA>BE>ILE

3 | Female Direct No. 52 4352 | 51| 25| 15| ILE>IA>BE

Male Direct No. 48| 40 48 | 48| 75| 46|, ILE>BE>IA

4 | Female| St.of unwillingness 51.29| 51 | 17| 64.7 63 | BE>IA>ILE

Male | St.of unwillingness 48.127| 49 | 16| 35.2 34 | BE>IA>ILE

5 | Female Gratitude/ 51.6/32| 51.6| 32| 66.6 14 | IA=ILE>BE
Appreciation

Male Gratitude/ 48.3/30| 48.3| 30| 33.3 7 | IA=ILE>BE
Appreciation

6 | Female Regret/Apology| 43|44| 50.3| 68| 47.8 11 | ILE>IA=BE

Male Regret/Apology | 56.218| 49.6 | 67| 52.1 12 | ILE>IA>BE

In ILES' data, the influence of gender on SIE was remarkable, being only 5 instances

(2.7%) (See table 6.12).

Again, gender was seen to have little impact oe®iNo in ILES, the range of difference

between male and female accounting for only 3 icsta (4%).

Gender, again, was not at all important in ILEg; tAnge of difference in the frequency of

Unwillingness between male and female offerer wasstances (2%).
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Gender also proved to be the least influentialadeictor as far as NA is concerned; the
range of difference was only 2 instances (2.5%)aiAgthe subjects did not prove
susceptible to gender distinctions in Gratitude/sgation; the range of difference was

also 2 instances (3.3%)

In Regret/Apology, the range of difference betwewales and females was only one

instance (see table 6.12 above).

However, BES’ sensitivity to the offerers’ gendeasvevident in this study. In SIE, the
range of difference in the frequency of this forenldetween male and female was 30
instances (15.5%) (See table 6.12).

Sensitivity to gender was also evident in Indichtewillingness, since the range of

difference between male and female offerer was:@&nces (29.5%).

Negated Ability constituted about 16.9% (80 ins&s)aof the total data elicited from BEs.
The range of difference in the frequency of thisrfola between male and female was 22

instances (27.5%).

Direct No also accounted for a considerable pramortof strategies used by BEs,
constituting about 12.8% of the total (61 tokerBie frequency of Direct No varied
according to the social factors. Gender seemedetthé most important distinguishing
factor in subjects’ decisions in determining thegirency of this semantic formula. The
range of difference between male and female wals, lugnstituting 31 instances (50%).

The subjects increased the frequency when refesimgle offerer.

In Gratitude/Appreciation, the frequency intensifighen refusing a female offerer, where

the range of difference was 7 instances (33%).

As regards to the influence of offerees’ gendereadnsal formulae, no clear patterns were
observed among the three groups (table 6.13). Gynepeaking, female refusers almost
always utilised more indirect refusals and adjumst€ompared to males. Such differences
are not always considerable except for those in &i& Gratitude in the three groups.
However, this difference was more obvious in BHse Tange of difference between male
and females refusers was 78 instances (28.8%)EnISWwas also remarkable in Gratitude
in ILEs; 40 instances (64.5%) (See table 6.13). &lemalso escalated the number of

Regrets in their refusals in the Iragi groups. Thage of difference was 12 (37.5%)
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instances in IAs and 47 (34.9%) in ILEs. In cortirasales used Regrets more frequently
than females in BEs data by 19 tokens (85.1%).

Table 6.13: Frequency of Semantic Formulae Usékilusals of Offer by

refusers’ gender

refusers’ Frequency (percentages of responses
gender Semantic containing formulae) Pattern
formula 1A ILE BE
% No. | % | No.l] % | No.
1 | Female SIE 62.6 84 58,86 | 70.5| 134 BE>ILE>IA
Male SIE 37.3 50| 41.067 | 41.7| 56| ILE>BE>IA
2 | Female NA 39 52| 20516 | 62.5| 50| IA>BE>IA
Male NA 60.9| 81| 79.462 | 37.5| 30| IA>ILE>BE
3 | Female Direct No. 54.2 45 71 11 344 PR1 ILE>IA>BE
Male Direct No. 45.7) 38| 28 28 65/5 40 BE>IA>ILE
4 | Female| St.of unwillingness 62,5 3pb 45.45 | 74.2| 72| BE>IA>ILE
Male St.of unwillingness| 37.5 21 5458 | 25.7| 25| BE>IA>ILE
5 | Female Gratitude/ 69.3| 43 | 82.2 51| 76.1| 16| ILE>IA>BE
Appreciation
Male Gratitude/ 306 | 19| 17.7 11| 23.8| 5| IA>ILE>BE
Appreciation
6 | Female Regret/Apology 68.f 22 67.81| 6.2 2 | ILE>IA>BE
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Male Regret/Apology 31.2 100 32(%44 | 91.3| 21| ILE>BE>IA

Table 6.14 also describes the total number andiénregjes of refuals that British and Iraqi
informants utilised in terms of the relationshipttwthe gender (same/opposite). Overall,
the informants utilised more indirect refusals wiefusing conversational partners of the
opposite gender than that of the same gender.tind was found to be more remarkable
in British refusers than the Iragis. They formeoup escalated SIE when refusing the
opposite gender by 33.3% (62 instances), whileas ®.5% (10 instances) in IAs and 11.7%
(19) in ILEs (see table 6.14).

Table 6.14: Frequency of Semantic Formulae in Re$usf Offers used by

same/opposite gender

Frequency (percentages of responses containingifagh

Semantic formula 1A ILE BE

same opposite same opposite same opposite

No.| % | No| % | No.| % | No % No.| % No %

1 SIE 62|46.2| 72 |53.7 72 | 44.1 91 | 55.8| 64| 33.6 12666.3

2 NA 75(56.3| 58 | 43.6 42 |53.§ 36 | 46.1| 27| 33.1 53 66.2

3| DirectNo | 46/55.4| 37 |44.5 54 | 54| 45| 45| 51 83.6 10 16/3

4 | Unwillingness| 24 (42.8| 32 | 57.1) 18 |54.5 15 | 45.4| 30| 30.9 67 69

5| regret/apology 15 |46.8| 17 | 53.1 59 | 43.71 76 | 56.2| 6 26| 17 73.9

6| Gratitude/ | 28|45.1| 34 |54.8 34 |54.8 28 | 43.7| 3| 142 1§ 857}

Appreciation

In conclusion, the data elicited via the questioaegarding refusals of offers
demonstrates that Negated Ability, Statements gielding Events and Direct No were the
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most frequently utilised strategies by the thresugs of informants. Alternative was also
much used by ILEs, while Indirect Unwillingness waere common in BEs data. On the
other hand, as with refusals of requests, the datkected through the questionnaire
revealed that some strategies uniquely appearezhéngroup and were nonexistent in
another. For instance, Chiding, and Invoking the@af God were uniquely IA strategies,
while some others were mutually used by IAs andslLBuch as General Principles,
Alternative, and Putting the Blame on a Third Paftye latter strategy is observed in IAS’
and ILEs’ data, as in:

31. *10. | have to ask my husband first. (F5, ILE)

As with refusals of requests, the frequency cowftghe total number of strategies
indicated that 1As and ILEs produced more dire@t 1% and 36.4% respectively) and less
indirect strategies (56.2% and 63.5% respectival/)compared to BEs (see table 6.9).
BEs, however, tended towards indirectness, whiclhwutted for 70.1% of the total. Direct

refusals were employed less frequently (29.7%) thathe Iraqi groups.

The data demonstrates that IAs’ refusals are maraily-related than their British
counterparts. This finding, in fact, was found ® &milar to the content of the Saudi
Reasons/Excuses in the Al-Shalawi (1997) studyhitnstudy the Saudi refusals were
found to be more family-related, whereas the Anzriones related to the speaker’s
personal life. Nelson et al. (2002), on the comtrdound that Egyptian Arabic and
American English participants used similar Readfxaises in their refusals. It is
important to remember that a DCT was used for datiection in both Al-Shalawi and

Nelson et al. studies.

The Iragi groups were less sensitive to socialustaind gender while British responses
varied according to the refusers’/offerers’ genddre three groups, in addition, followed
increased refusal formulae in rejecting oppositedge offerers, although Iraqis slightly

increase their indirect refusal formulae with tippaosite gender as compared to BEs.

Thus, hypothesis (b) 'the frequency of the semdiatimulae of refusal, their content,

order, situational context in which they are fouartt the linguistic forms available are
culture-specific ' would appear to be valid. Furthere, hypothesis (c) ' Speakers of Iraqi
Arabic and British English can be distinguishedti@a basis of their refusal strategies' is
also confirmed.



220

6.3 Length of Responses by Degree of Imposition

This section discusses the influence of impositiamied by offers in this study on the

informants’ responses.

In refusals of offers, as with refusals of requetite differences in degree of imposition
influenced the average length of responses prodbgdtie three groups. As table (6.15)
illustrates, 4 out of 18 situations were of higheark of imposition, 5 were of medium, and

9 of low imposition.

Table 6.15: Refusals of offer situations by degreienposition.

Sit. Setting Degree of Sit. No. Setting Degree of
No. Imposition .
Imposition
1 A cup to tea low 10 A promotion that high

involves relocation

2 A glass of low 11 A cigarette low
juice
3 A piece of low 12 A bus ticket medium
cake
4 A cold drink low 13 Carrying heavy | medium
bags
5 A seat low 14 Taking a lift low

(elevator) first

—*

before your studen

6 Aliftin a car medium 15 Paying a snack high

7 Money to buy high 16 Cleaning a table medium
a shirt

8 Help on high 17 A table close tothe  low

assignment window
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9 A pen low 18 A dessert medium

The results in table 6.16 show that there is nabte difference between high-imposition
situations and low-imposition situations for allrdb groups. The average length of
responses is higher in high imposition situatiorsmpared to the low imposition
situartions for all groups (IAs: H=3 & L=1.3; ILE$1=3 & L=1.3; BEs: H=3 & L=1.3%.
Regarding the medium-imposition situations, theehgroups produced shorter responses
in these situations than those utilised in highasipon situations (1.3 in 1As, 2 in ILEs,

and only 1 in BEs).

Moreover, such results suggest that the three graiyare, to certain extent, the same

pragmatic knowledge.

Table 6.16: The average length of responses isatfwof offers by the degree of

imposition
Imposition IA ILE BE
Average | Absolute| Average | Absolute| Average | Absolute
number | length of | number | length of | number
length of
of responses of responses of
responses | strategies strategies strategies
High- 3.1 25C 3.2 257 3 23¢
imposition
Mediurr- 1.2 12¢ 2 207 0.7 68
imposition
Low- 1.2 24C 1.2 23C 1.2 22¢€
imposition

In situation 10, where there is an offer for a potion but involved a relocation to a
distant city, it was observed that the informantsif the three groups were more lengthy in
their responses. Their refusals usually includerads in addition to one or two formulae,

for example:

32*10‘5—“)45\ -“:“"\-‘39‘-&:“})@&9;)&& “ e 1)

‘ana‘iSit ‘'umur’hma w  ‘ind-1 rewabit ‘jtima‘iah’i‘durn-i

*® The average length of responses in table 6.16siscban total number of formulae. See also chapter f
section 5.4 for how the average length of respoissealculated.
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| lived age here and have-1S tie.PLsocial forgive-1S

‘I've lived here for ages and | have social tiesrdgtive me’. (1A, M8).

It is also interesting to point out some simil&dtihere among the three groups. The
informants produced more responses in situationsrevithe offer is high in degree of
imposition as in situation 7 (an offer for monegmd situation 8 which includes help in an

assignment by a teacher:

33. % 7. | have some money in my account | guess. Thaoknyum. (F5, BE)
34. % 8. Thank you. | think | can do it myself. (M9, ILE)

The informants, however, used shorter responsen vefasing an offer of low imposition.
For instance, in situation 14 where the informaaswasked to refuse an offer from a first
year student to take a lift first (low impositiorthe responses were mostly consisting of

one semantic formula:

35. %1455l Sl

il-sayd-at ‘walen
DEF-Mr.-PL.F first
‘ladies first’. (M7, 1A)

36. *14. You first. (M2, ILE)
37.%14.1 am not in a hurry. (F2, BE)

In situations where the degree of imposition waslioma as in situation 6 where a male
classmate offers a lift in his car, situation 12ewéhthereis an offer to pay for a bus ticket,
situation 13 where a neighbour offers to carry stwgvy bags, situation 16 where there is
an offer to clean up a table, and situation 18 whéere is an offer for a dessert, the
responses fluctuated between one and two semantizifae and usually accompanied by

a Gratitude. See the following examples:

38.41. %16.) S8 Jsadia Ul dua (paay adlail 1
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rah ‘a-neifa beédion hesa’ana me§il
will  1S-clean later now lam buksy.M
‘| will clean it later, | am busy now, thanks’. GVI1A)

39. % 13. Thanks a lot, | can carry them. (F10, ILE)
40. %6 No, thanks, I'd rather walk. (M8, BE)

In summary, generally speaking, informants make sicmrable difference in their

responses to offers as far as the degree of im@osg concerned. The average length of
responses is higher in high imposition situatioescampared to the medium and low
imposition situations (table 6.16). Besides, itrseehat in some situations the rank of
imposition plays a vital role in determining thendgh of responses produced by the
subjects of the three groups. With high degreemgiasition, more responses of two or
three formulae were produced, while responses ferbf low imposition were always

answered with one formula. Responses to mediumsitipo situations were either one or

two semantic formulae accompanied usually by therad of Gratitude/Appreciation.

6.4 Pragmatic Transfer of Refusals of Offers

Preliminary evidence for pragmatic transfer wasnfbin offer refusals of different types

in ILE data (the data are presented in tables 6l4)6The selection, frequency, order and
content of semantic formulae differed from one graiw another. Certain semantic
formulae were found in all of the three groups, s other formulae existed in one or
two groups only. Further, it could be argued that difference in the frequency of use of
the same strategies in different groups was notawm These provide a basis for
investigating the data for any evidence of pragentatinsfer of both types, pragmaliguistic
and sociopragmatic, in the ILE interlanguage. Thesent section focuses on the
influences exerted by the ILES’ linguistic knowledgnd their perception of cultural values

in their performance in the foreign Language (Estoli

At the pragmalinguistic level, IAs and BEs did eotploy exactly the same strategies. The
strategies of Chiding, Alternative, and Generahé&lgle were employed by IAs but not by
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BEs. Some of these strategies were also employeldlEsy in their refusals of offer in
English. These strategies are definitely charassdrias pragmatic transfer of refusal
strategies from Arabic to English. Although thesenfs are semantically/syntactically
equivalent, due to different ‘interpretive biagiey convey different pragmatic forces in
English i.e., they would not be interpreted asfasa of offer. The examples below, which
are constructed for illustration, clarify this eapation. They are in responses to an offer to

attend a wedding party.

41.1 have never attended such parties.

However an example of refusal such as:

42.1 have attended such parties.
(Nassier, 2005: 96)

They would be understood easily, with appropriatespdy, by a native speaker of British

English, since the intended meaning can be perdeailearly as a refusal.

The speaker in 41 attempts to convey that the effeas made a wrong assumption; what
has been offered is inappropriate, and they aretheokind of person who attends such
parties i.e. they are refusing. However, such aasian can result in cross-cultural
misunderstanding and communication breakdown. Agliim native speaker may have
difficulty in arriving at the speaker’s intentiore{usal). Thus, this pragmatic transfer of an
Arabic refusal strategy into English could leadptagmatic failure, to misunderstanding
the illocutionary force of the utterance, to misersianding what is meant by what is said.
Equally, the illocutionary force of 42 is ambiguomsits written form (Is S refusing or

accepting the offer?).

Further, the forms by which these particular lirsgigi actions are implemented were also
similar to those used by IAs. For example, ILEséhtransferred the strategy of Alternative,
a common strategy for refusing an offer, to themglksh refusals. Moreover, the same
subjects transferred negative interrogative, a commyntactic form in Arabic, to their

English refusals:

43. % 1. Why not tea? (F2, ILE)

44, % 2.8 le s e sa il
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[1oS nu  meSab gazi
why NEG drink fizzy
‘Why not fizzy drink?’ (M3, 1A)

The examples above are in response to an offer éop of coffee.

Negative interrogative ask or seem to ask questimhexpress refusal (Gupta, 2006: 241).
Interestingly, negative interrogative is eitherdise refuse an offer to equal or lower social

status offerers. IAs utilised it about 6 timesheit refusals.

45, %13, €5 il cplus Lo il

18 nma ‘t-Siliha ilhefif-at int-i
why NEG 2S.F-carry DEF-light-PL you-2S.F
‘Why don’t you carry the light ones?’ (F6, IA)

46. % 17. TS 29 ) L

ma 'gdar ‘gid gidam
NEG able.1S sit in front
Can't | sitin front? (M9, 1A)

All of these observations indicate pragmatic transit the level of the strategies selected
and the forms by which these refusals of offers ewesalised. Other examples of
pragmalinguistic transfer in refusal of offers ardicated below. They are respectively in
responses to offers for some help on an assignfeent46), for a pen (ex. 47), for a
promotion that involves relocating to a distany ¢gx.48, and 49), paying a ticket in a bus

(ex.50), paying for a snack in a cafeteria (ex.321,53), and for more dessert (ex 54).

47. % 8. Your help is on my head. (M7, ILE)

48. %*9. You and me are one. (F10, ILE)

49. % 10. From my eyes. (M9, ILE)

50. % 10. He wanted to treat her eyes, he made them. §litisl ILE)
51.3%12. Do not cost yourself. (F8, ILE)

52. % 15. On the contrary dear. (M6, ILE)
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53. % 15. We are sisters. (F4, ILE)
54. % 15. We are one pocket. (F1, ILE)
55. % 18. | will die from food. (F10, ILE)

It is obvious to note that ILEs exhibit two typdsppagmatic failure; pragmalinguistic and
sociopragmatic (see chapter two, section 2.1 Prhgguastics vs sociopragmatics). This
can lead to the inference that even learners witloed mastery of the grammatical
structures of a language may nevertheless be esdyeunsuccessful in their interactions
with native speakers of the target language if th@yot have some understanding of their
norms of politeness. Advanced mastery of grammiatidas does not guarantee advanced
mastery of sociolinguistic rules (cf. Davies, 19876). Some problems are
pragmalinguistic in nature in that learners aremftinable to approximate native idioms
and routines. Others are related to sociopragriatitations which create the potential for

more serious misunderstanding.

Though it is supposed that the ILEs have a relgtigeod command of English, they show
relatively few occurrences of both types of negatiransfer.This finding coincides with

previous studies on pragmatic transfer from L1 2cslch as Nassier (2005).

6.4.1 Pragmatic Transfer in the Frequency of Semaitt Formulae

In addition to selecting strategies that did nqiesgy in BE data, ILEs varied the frequency
of these strategies along the same social or ctuglegarameters as native speakers of 1A.

The subjects demonstrated a similar sensitivityottial status, social distance and gender.

As indicated previously, certain strategies feature all three groups of data. The
strategies of Statement of Impeding Event, and NebAbility were the most frequently

used semantic formulae in the three groups of dasa.such, no clear evidence for
pragmatic transfer was found in the frequency ekéhformulae. At the pragmalinguistic
level, ILEs did not fail in form-function mapping @he illocutionary force assignment.

The subjects managed to use declarative forms ppately in Stating the Impeding Event.
Thus, ILEs, like their BE counterparts, were aldeuse forms that mapped the stating

function. For example, they used suitable modatesgions, such as ‘have to, going to or
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will/will not be’. As for Negated Ability, which uglly contains Negated Ability modal
expressions, ILEs, though unable to use all pasdidnims, were successful in employing
those that were linguistically appropriate. Thegarding the strategies present in the three
groups of data, no evidence for pragmalinguisaogfer was observed in ILE data (except

those observed in the previous section).

However, at the sociopragmatic level, ILEs dispthysensitivity to contextual factors
similar in one way or another to that of their lAunterparts. Both IA and ILE subjects
demonstrated noticeable difference in the rangeefrequency of Statement of Impeding
Event between higher and lower status; 48 insta(@e8%) for IAs and 30 instances
(26.5%) for ILEs. BEs also displayed sensitivitysiocial status, but the distinction was
between status equals and unequals (table 6.1@).influence exerted by the subjects’
perception of social distance provided further euwick for sociopragmatic transfer. Each
of the three groups proved to be sensitive to $désance, yet the direction of change in
the frequency of Statement of Impeding Event wastim® same in the three groups. ILES,
like their IA counterparts, decreased the frequentythis formula when refusing an
intimate, whereas BEs were only concerned with idrethe offerer was familiar or not.
They reduced the frequency of this formula whensefg a stranger and increased it when

refusing an intimate and/or friend or acquaintafable 6.11).

The percentages indicated that both IA and ILEesxttb] sensitivity to gender did not vary,
whereas the BEs showed considerably high sengitioigender. The range of difference
in the frequency of Statement of Impeding Eventvieen male and female offerers both in
IA and ILE data (4.7% for IA and 2.7% for ILE), (X%o for IA and 11.7 for ILE in same

/opposite gender) indicates that the relative latlsensitivity to gender was transferred
from A into the subjects’ interlanguage. Howeven such transfer was observed in
refusers’ gender (tables 6.12, 6.13, 6.14).

The range of difference in the frequency of Nega#dility, indicating as it did a

difference in the subjects’ sensitivity to contealt@actors, provided further evidence of
sociopragmatic transfer in ILE data. Sociopragmatansfer was evident in subjects’
sensitivity to social distance and gender. Both dAd ILE subjects expressed clear
difference in the frequency of this formula betwdegh and low distance offerers; the
range of difference was 19 instances (14.3%) far #Ad 15 instances (19.3%) for ILES,
whereas it was 5 instances (6.2%) for BEs (taldé&)6 As for gender, ILEs transferred the

relative nonsensitivity to gender from Arabic irfEmglish. The range of difference in the



228

frequency of Negated Ability between male and fenadferers was 7 instances (5.3%) for
IAs and 2 instances (2.5%) for ILEs. However, awiolbs instance of sociopragmatic
transfer can be noted since the range of differemtee frequency of this formula between
male and female in BE data was dissimilar to theseoved in IA data (22 instances, 27.5%)
(see table 6.12). The same non-sensisitivity wasmed for Iragis in the same/opposite
gender refusals. It was 12.7% (17 instances) fa, l@&nd 7.7% (6 instances) for ILEs,
while the range of difference for BEs was 32.5% if(&ances) (table 6.14). However, no
such considerable variation was noticed in refuggmsder between the three groups (table
6.14).

Statement of Unwillingness was the other commoatestyy found in the data of all three
groups. This semantic formula provides another dorainvestigating evidence for
pragmatic transfer in ILE interlanguage. Subjectsven been shown to transfer their
perception of contextual factors from IA into Emsgi Like their IA counterparts, ILES
displayed a considerable difference in the frequarfcUnwillingness between high and
low status offerer and between high and low distaofterer. In the former case, the range
of difference was 10 instances (18.5%) for |1As dndstances (12.5%) for ILEs, while in
the latter case, the range of difference was 3thmes (55.5%) for IAs and 11 instances
(37.5%) for ILEs. BEs were also sensitive to cottakfactors, but the decisive distinction
was not the same as for IAs; the range of diffezeimcthe frequency of this semantic
formula between status equals and unequals was%3&nd (36%) between familiar and
unfamiliar offerer (tables 6.10, 6.11).

Tables 6.10-6.14 (section 6.2) indicate that b@&thahd ILE subjects displayed similar
frequency patterns in their L1 and their interlaagg, in increasing the use of refusals
containing ‘No’ when the refuser was of lower ssatu when the social distance was low.
Thus the range of difference between high and katus offerer was 7 instances (8%) for
IAs and 14 instances (14%) for ILEs in the formase; while it was 4 instances (4%) for
IAs and 5 instances (5%) for ILEs in the latterecaBEs, on the other hand, demonstrated
rather different frequency patterns due to theedéfifice in the decisive distinction between
status equal and status unequal relationshipsective of direction; high to low or low
to high) (see Table 6.10). L1 based preferencdréguencies of Direct No as a refusal of
offer also emerged in ILEs interlanguage. IA anB Hubjects revealed similar patterns in
male and female distinction. Both groups were $esssitive to gender distinction. BEs, on

the other hand, displayed a considerable differeincéhe frequency of this formula
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between male and female offerer. This implies thd&s have carried their relative
nonsensitivity to gender from Arabic into Englighl{les 6.12, 6.13, 6.14 and for refusals
of low frequencies see tables 6-10 in appendix 14).

6.4.2 Pragmatic Transfer in the Order and Number ofSemantic Formulae

Adjuncts to refusals of offer were used to modifgsinof the semantic formulae found in
refusals of offers. Further, the main semantic idae were usually preceded or followed
by other less frequent semantic formulae, whereasesother semantic formulae were
used alone. However, it has been observed that gersantic formulae were not randomly
ordered. Speakers usually followed certain pattettmst is, they showed preference for
certain sequences of semantic formulae. Moreokerptder of semantic formulae seemed
to vary from one situation to another in all grofables 6.5-6-8). Thus, it is likely that
evidence for pragmatic transfer can be detectddBndata as far as the order and number
of semantic formulae are concerned. The subjedtsiali follow the same order patterns in
the three groups. Refusals of offers were usudliyt ot always) initiated by adjuncts.
Gratitude/Appreciation and Regret/Apology were camrto all three groups, although no
evidence of pragmatic transfer was observed. litiaddinformal interviews with some of
the ILEs revealed that they perceived the useestrategies of Invoking the name of God
and Chiding as language-specific. Thus they werefglnot to transfer them into their

interlanguage.

It has been observed that Statement of ImpedingitBwegas common to all groups in all
situations (table 6.9). Further, this semantic faiamwas employed with adjuncts and other
semantic formulae. However, the order and the jposiit occupied relative to other
semantic formulae differed from one group to anothikEs resembled their 1A
counterparts and differed from BEs in certain atpeghereas both IAs and ILEs placed
Statement of Impeding Event third after NA, as in:

56. % 1.Thank you, | can't. It is time to leave now. (MRE)

BEs placed SIE second, and Indicate Unwillingnbssl tas in:
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57. % 3. Looks and smells great, but | am satisfiedallyedo not think | want it. (F4,
BE)

In the BE refusals of offers, the subjects expre@$é& in the fourth position (table 6.5).

58. % 18. No, thanks, I've been having a stomach-acheytddcan't. (M7, BE)

This position, in 1A and ILE refusals of offer, wascupied by Alternative.

59. % 10. .aeaans (e (il sall 8L Al sle alile gaie | xS e G (i pall | S
Sukren I-il-erid bes ‘end-i ‘@’ila  b-fai il-mednah
thank you for-DEF-offer but have-1S family-this DEF-city
baqi il-muelef-in yimkin yjib-hum il-erid
other DEF-employee-PL maybe like-3PL.M Mé&fer

‘Thank you for the offer, but | can’t. | have anfdy in this city. Other employees might
be interested'. (F6, IA)

These observations confirm the expectations tteaetts pragmatic transfer from Arabic in

the order of semantic formulae as utilised by ttiesl (see tables 6.5, 6.6, and 6.7).

The groups were not alike in determining the nundfexemantic formulae used in a given
refusal strategy. Subjects’ perception of socialtdes seemed to be influential in this
respect. As such, evidence for pragmatic transfeuldc be operative in subjects’
perceptions of the social factors as far as thebmurmnf semantic formulae is concerned.
Indeed, both IA and ILE subjects seemed to be tems$0 social status and social distance;
they increased the frequency of two semantic foansitategies when refusing a high

status offerer, as in:

60. *5. | can’'t, | am waiting for my friend.(F6, ILE)

and reduced one-semantic-formula strategies.

61.3%18. ) 5 Al

‘a-tmana lda-gdar
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1S-wish if 1S-able

'l wish | could'.

The decisive distinction for BEs was between statpsals and unequals. ILEs transferred
their relative nonsensitivity to gender for theikel IAs, did not change the frequency of
two semantic formula strategies when refusing roalemale offerers (see tables 6.3, 6.4).

In conclusion, ILEs demonstrated evidence of pragnteansfer in three areas: order of
semantic formulae, their frequency, and their cont&his finding is consistent with the
findings of many similar studies, such as (Al-Eny&007; Al-Issa, 1998; Stevens, 1993,
Felix-Brasdefer,2002, Henstock, 2003; and TakahastiBeebe, 1987), who all reported

evidence of negative pragmatic transfer from L1.

This finding demonstrates that hypothesis (d) whkisbumes that ‘pragmatic transfer exists
in the order, frequency and content of semanticntdae used in the refusals of Iraqi

learners of English as a foreign language' is cor&d here.
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Chapter Seven

Refusal Strategies of Role Play Scenarios
7.1 Data Extracted from Role Plays

The present chapter will shed light on refusalseadised by the three groups in the Role
Plays. The responses in the Role Plays includesaéfuo requests and offer. In Role Play
interactions, the choice was left open for infortmAr{the requester/offerer) to make either
a request or an offer, while informant A (the refijsvas the one who should refuse it (see

section 3.4 in chapter 3 and also appendix 13).

Both quantitative and qualitative methods willused for analysing the data. The purpose
of the quantitative analysis in the present stsdpicompare the differences/similarities in
refusal strategies among the three selected grdupsensists of frequency counts of the
refusal strategies used by the participants. Furtbee, the rankings of these strategies or
semantic formulae in terms of frequency of use bellidentified. In addition, the influence
of the three social factors: social status (higbwl equal), social distance (high, low,
acquainted), and gender (same, opposite) on refusklalso be investigated. Besides, the
influence of degree of imposition on the refusperformance will be addressed, aiming to
find out if responses to situations of high/low/red imposition vary in length and
number of formulae.

The next section goes on to examine refusals qtigbly. This section consists of two
parts: The first part focuses on analysing seleatégtactions from the three groups in
order to reach a better understanding of how thesa¢ discourse is structured and how
refusals are recycled over a number of turns intwee cultures under investigation. The
second part looks at the excuses and reasons wéme participants in support of their
refusals. This qualitative analysis can revealregtng differences among the groups and

can shed light on the extent of pragmatic transfer.

Thus, from nine situations in the present studyR6@ Play scenarios were audio recorded
and transcribed (appendix 13). 305 semantic forenolarefusals were produced by the
three groups of informants, and 135 Adjuncts touRals. Many refusal strategies that had
not appeared in the data collected by the DCT, medurequently in the Role Play data.

These included Request for Consideration or Undedshg, Request for
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Information/Clarification, and Negative Consequente Requester, in addition to some

Adjuncts, such as Getting Interlocutor’s Attentamd Statement of Empathy/Conc&rn

7.2 Frequency of Refusal Strategies Used in the RoPlays

For the purpose of comparative analysis between thee selected groups,
frequencies/percentages, number of occurrencesthencanks of the semantic formulae

used by Iraqi and British participants were caltadaas illustrated in table 7.1.

In this section the overall count of strategiesdusethe nine refusal situations by all three
groups is presented. Firstly, a description ofdliferences between the three groups with
regard to their strategy selection in each Roleg/ aprovided. This is followed by an

account of the most frequently used Indirect anc®istrategies, as well as Adjuncts to

Refusal employed by each of the groups in the siemarios.

A total of 14 strategies were identified in theadeg Direct strategies, 11 Indirect strategies,
in addition to 6 Adjuncts to Refusal. The majority these strategies were used by
participants in each of the three groups. Howethere were some exceptions: the Indirect
strategies of Counter-factual Conditionals and @Enérinciple were not used by
participants in the ILE group, but did appear ie tthata of the other two groups. In
addition, the Indirect strategy Negative Conseqesrto Requester was not used by IAs
nor by ILEs, while it was employed by participamisthe BE group. The strategy of
Putting the Blame on a Third Party was utilisedattlyof the groups except for the BEs.
With regard to Adjuncts to Refusal, Invoking therhaof God, did not feature in the BEs
data. Furthermore, Performative Refusal was an@irect Refusal that was not employed
by BEs.

As Figure 7.1 and Table 7.1 below elucidate, DiRRetusal strategies accounted for 30.4%
of all those used by IA students, 32.5% for ILEdstots and 20.7% for the BE group. So,

of the three groups, BE informants utilised thedstpercentage of Direct strategies.

2% See table 7.1 in section 7.2 of this chapter wliath the refusal strategies found in the Role Rlaa of

the three groups of participants.
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Figure 7.1: Overall use of Direct and Indirect &gges by the groups.
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Table 7.1: Overall strategy use by the groupséRble Plays

Strategy type 1A ILE BE
NO. | % NO. | % NO. | % | Pattern

Direct Refusals
Direct No 12 11.4 | 15 16.8| 18 16/2 BE>ILE>IA
Negated Ability 18 17.1 | 10 11.2) 5 4.5 |IA>SILE>BE
Performative refusal 2 1.9 4 4.4 0 0 ILE>IA>BE
Total 32 304 | 29 325 | 23 20,7 IA>ILE>BE

Indirect Refusals
Request for 10 9.5 8 8.9 7 6.3| IA>ILE>BE

Information/Clarification
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Let Interlocutor off the Hook. 9 8.5 7 7.8 9 8.1 H=HBE>ILE
Chiding. 4 3.7 5 5.6 6 5.4/ BE>ILE>IA
Avoidance 12 114 10 11.2 10 9 IA>ILE=BE
Request for Consideration o4 3.8 4 4.4 5 45| BE>IA=ILE
Understanding.
Negative Consequences to 0 0 0 6 5.4 | BE>IA=ILE
Requester.
Statement of Alternative. 6 5.7 6 6.7 4 3.6 IA=IEE
Statement of Impeding Event 19 18 17 19. 34 30.&>IB>ILE
Counter-factual Conditionals 2 1.9 0 0 4 366 BESE
General principles 3 2.8 0 0 3 2.7 1A=BE>ILE
Putting the blame on a Thirdd 3.8 3 3.3 0 0 IA>ILE>BE
Party.
Total 73 69.5 | 60 67.4 | 88 79)2 BE>IA>ILE
Total (direct+indirect) 105| 99.9 89 99.9 1173 99.9
Adjunct to Refusals

Strategy type IA ILE BE

NO. | % NO. | % NO. | % | Pattern
Regret 17 27.8 13 28.2 10 35.7 IA>ILE>BE
Gratitude/Appreciation 8 13.1 9 19.5 6 21.4 ILE>BE&
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Statement of Positive Opinion9 14.7 6 13 7 25 IA>BE>ILE
Feeling or Agreement.

Invoking the Name of God. 22 36 11 23.9 0 0 IA>| 1B
Getting Interlocutor’s Attention. | 4 6.5 3 6.5 0 0| ASILE>BE
Statement of Empathy/Concern 1 1.6 4 8.6 5 17.8>IUB>BE
Total 61 99.9 | 46 99.7 | 28 99,9 IA>ILE>BE

Indirect strategies accounted for the majority lintlree groups and in all nine refusal
situations. They made up 69.5% of all strategiesiusy IAs, 67.4% of all those brought
into play by ILEs, and 79.2% of all strategies eoypld by BEs. With Indirect strategies
the reverse of the pattern observed with Directtstiies can be seen: here the BE group
used a higher percentage of Indirect strategies #ither of the other two groups. The
inclination of the members of all three groups void direct refusals and to employ more
indirect strategies could be attributed to the fiett they consider harmony in human
relationships more important than sincerity. Theghhregard the use of direct formulae
as an impolite way of refusing which could affebe tsocial relationships between the
interlocutors. Finally, with regard to Adjuncts Refusal, the IA group achieved the
highest frequency (61 instances), followed by tte ¢roup at 46 instances, and finally the
BE group at 28 (see table 7.1 above). The highuaqy of Adjuncts in the data of IAs
and ILEs may be due to the fact that refusal i®®y wensitive issue for Iraqis. In Iraqi
culture a person is strongly encouraged to compti @& request for help; to accept an
invitation or offer, and to provide a requestedgasiion. If a person cannot comply, then
appropriate linguistic refusal formulae, dependimgthe status and social relationship of
the interlocutors, are brought into play (Anwar,939® Thus, the utilisation of more
Adjuncts by the Iragi groups was possibly aimed\atiding unnecessary friction in their

contacts with others and maintaining the sociafrizay.

With regard to Direct Refusal strategies, as Tableindicates, the Direct No strategy such
as,'No, sorry, was the one most frequently exercised by BEsIBEd. It accounted for
16.2% of all the strategies used by the BE group 8% of those employed by the ILE
group. This strategy was also the second most émttyu used by the IA group,
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constituting 11.4% of the total. The Negating Afilistrategy, for instancel, can't,
impossible, not able tayas the second most frequently used by both tre d3id the ILE
group, but was the one most commonly called uporthbylA group. It is interesting to
note here that there are more similarities betwikerlLE students and the BE group with
regard to the frequency of occurrence of the Difdatand Negating Ability stratagems.
These findings also demonstrate that, while thev@aipeakers of British English used the
Direct No strategy more frequently than the Negptkbility one, native speakers of
Arabic preferred the reverse pattern. The Perfaumdt refuse’ strategy was the least
frequently used, appearing only twice in the 1Aadand four times in the records for ILE,

while it made no appearance at all in BE data.

The most frequently used Indirect Refusal strategyll three groups in the nine refusal
situations was Statement of Impeding Event, acdogrior 17.9% of all strategies used by
IAs, 30.9% by BEs and 19.1% by ILEs.

1. R3.4w il (e Gl OS5 e gl oY

lazim 'rja" min wakit ‘a-jib ‘bn-i min  il-medrasah
must back from early 1S.bring son-®m DEF-school

‘| have to go back earlier to pick my son fromaah (M4, 1A)

The second most frequently used indirect strategyhie three groups, amounting to 11.4
in IAs, 11.2% in ILEs and 9% in BEs, was Avoidanie,example:

2. R2. Tomorrow | don't know, not sure. (F4, ILE)

The third most common approach demonstrated by dAd ILEs was Request for
Information/Clarification, It formed 9.5% of allrstegies used by IAs and 8.9% of those

utilised by ILEs. for example:

3. R4. Do you mean the lecture notes of Biology? (M&)

Let Off the Hook, for instance, occupied the thildce for BEs amounting to 8.1% for

each strategy.
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4. R7.Itis totally fine don’t don’t worry about i{M6, BE)

However, it is important to highlight that the &tis a special type of refusal strategy that
would appear to be situation-dependent. It occumedtly in the seventh Role Play where
participants were asked to refuse an offer fromesmma lower in status (a cleaner) who
accidentally broke down a statuette in their bosffise and offers to pay its value. Table
7.2 furnishes a list of the six most commonly ubgtirect strategies adopted by the three

groups in order of frequency.

Table 7.2: Most frequently used Indirect Stratetmgshe three groups.

Ranking IAs ILEs BEs
First SIE SIE SIE
Second Avoidance Avoidance Avoidance
Third Request for Info. Request for Info,| Let Off the Hook
Fourth Let off Hook Let off Hook Request for Info.
Fifth Alternative Alternative Chiding/
Negative
Concequences
Sixth Chiding Chiding Request for
Consideration

It is important to note that the figures for th& siost frequently used Indirect strategies
were identical for IAs and ILEs, but were differdat the BE group, with the exception of
the first two, which was the same for all threeup® Let off the Hook was the third most
popular strategy for BESs, claiming fourth positimn both ILEs and IAs. Conversely, was
the third in the Iragis groups, but occupying tbarth position in BES’ data. Request for

Information/Clarification appeared 10 times in l&sd 8 times in ILEs, such as:

5. R3.%4cls o A Sy 5
"a-tiid-ni ‘a-bga  hawali  &'eh

2S.M-want-1S  1S-stay about hour

‘Do you want me to stay for about an hour? (M5, I1A
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Chiding and Negative Consequences were the fiftetfnequently used strategies by BEs.

6. R8. | helped you before. (M9, BE)
7. RA4.1do not want to give you the wrong informati@v3, BE)

This demonstrates that the patterns displayed byBt# group are dissimilar to those
observed in the other two groups with regard tatsgy preference. The difference
between Iraqgi and British informants in terms ofusals leads to a conclusion that

different values are attached to refusal strategges means of communication.

The Statement of Alternative strategy was the fiftlost frequently applied Indirect
strategy by IA and ILE groups wile Chiding and Niga Consequences found to be the
fifth most frequently used by the British group.

The less popular strategies varied for the diffegeaups. It is noteworthy that Putting the
Blame on a Third Party was less commonly used bgnd ILE groups; it appeared only 3
and 4 times in the data for ILE and IA groups resipely, and not at all in the BEs. One
final point here is that ILE groups never useddfnategies of Counter-factual Conditionals,

asin,

8. R5. If I'd known earlier, | would have eaten itdfir (FF6, BE)

or Statement of Principles, such as the Iragiogpie

il-’ns|n m masiam
DEF-human NEG flawless

‘No human being is flawless’. (F10, I1A)

These strategies did appear in the data of ther dtte groups. This is an interesting

finding that has not been reported in other refagadies.

With regard to Adjuncts to Refusal, table 7.3 smita ranking of the four most popular
Adjuncts to Refusal used by each of the three ggolipe most frequently applied strategy
by BEs and ILEs was that of Regret/Apology, suchsasry, | apologise This strategy
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was used less frequently by the IA group whereelt the second position. It accounted
for 35.7% of all strategies used by the BE gro@2% of all those used by the ILE group,
and 27.8% for the 1A group.

Table7.3: Most frequently used Adjuncts by the ¢hgeoups.

Ranking IAs ILEs BEs
First Invoking God Regret Regret
Second Regret Invoking God Positive Opinion
Third Positive Opinion Gratitude Gratitude
Fourth Gratitude Positive Opinion St. of Empathy

The most popular strategy for 1As was Invoking Meme of God, amounting, as it did, to
36%, whereas this was the second most common ggtrébe ILES, occurring 11 times

(23.9%). In contrast, Invoking the Name of God nlad appear at all in the BE data.

10.R5. I am so full by God, | am out of breath. (RIE)

Statement of Regret, for instan¢@m sorry, unfortunatelywas the first most commonly

utilised strategy by both BEs (35.7%) and ILEs.228), and featured in second place in
the IA data (27.8%). Positive Opinion proved tothe second most popular strategy for
BEs (25%), while it occupied the third position foks and the fourth for ILEs (14.7% and

13% respectively).

11.R9. | mean you have been a good student this yearms I'd love to help you to

get on to the master programme but...(F7, BE)

Statement of Empathy was one of the less commuasgy strategies by the Iragi groups,
accounting for 1.6% of all strategies used by thegtoup and 8.6% of all those used by
the ILEs group.

12.R3. pee sisas 4 gl
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‘a-‘ruf - nu wijad-i muhim
1S-know that presence-1S important

‘I know that my presence is important’. (M4, 1A)

The Interlocutor Attention stratagem for examplesten, Lookoccurred only 4 times in
the IA data and 3 times among ILEs. However, it wa$ employed by the British

participants.

Participants’ selection of refusal strategies ie tRole Plays were also found to be
influenced by social factors and this determinegiftequency of semantic formulae in the
responses of the three groups. Subjects displaytceable differences in the frequency of
use of some strategies between higher and lowénsstaetween low and high social

distance requesters/offerers and between malefearades (same and opposite gender).

To remind the reader that the 9 situations in tb&eRPlays are divided into three parts (3
situations are refusals to higher social statusrlmtutors, 3 to equal and 3 to lower). As
with social status, 3 situations are of high sodiastance, 3 to equainted, and 3 to low (see
the distribution of the contextual variables in RE in table 3.2 in chapter 3 and also in
appendix 3). The following sub-sections discuss l@agh type of refusal performed by
each group is manipulated according the varialftes.instance, 19 SIE were utilised by
IAs in their refusals (see table 7.1); 11 were usgdefusers of lower social status, 3 by

higher, and 5 by equal (table 7.4). The same praeed applied for social distance.

In the Role Play interactions, the conversationsewserformed by speakers of same and
opposite genders. Thus, the influence of Refusarsl requesters’/offerers’ gender

(same/opposite) on the interlocutors’ performanikbe investigated.

The range of difference in the frequency of son@nnstrategies and adjuncts according

to the social factors is presented in the followsndy-sections.
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The three groups displayed noticeable variatiorthiem range of the frequency of SIE

between higher and lower status requester/off@ites.range of difference was 8 instances
for 1As (42.1%), 6 instances for ILEs (35.3%) anth$tances for BEs (15.8%) (See table
7.4). However, ILEs and BEs displayed no differatimin between higher and lower status

requester/offerer in Request for Information, while range of variation in the frequency

of this refusal was 3 instances for IAs (30%) (sks® Table 7.1 in section 7.2 for the total

number of strategies in Role Plays).

Table 7.4: Frequency of Semantic Formulae Usedie Rlays by status

Refusers’ Frequency (percentages of responses
containing formulae)
Status Semantic
Pattern
formula IA ILE BE
% No. % No. % No
1.| Lower SIE 57.8 11 47 8 47 16 BE>IA>ILE
Higher SIE 15.7 3 11.7 2 31.2 10 BE>IA>ILE
Equal SIE 26.3 5 41.1 7 25 8 BE>ILE>IA
2.| Lower Request for 60 6 50 4 42.8 3 IA>ILE>BE
Information
Higher Request for 30 3 50 4 42.8 3| ILE>IA=BE|
Information
Equal Request for 10 1 0 0 14.2 1| IA=BE>ILE
Information
3.| Lower Avoidance 66.6 8 60 6 44 .4 4  IASILE>BE
Higher Avoidance 8.3 1 20 2 33.1 3  BE>ILE>IA
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Equal Avoidance 25 3 20 2 22.2 ?  IA>SILE=BE
4.| Lower NA 22.2 4 20 80 4,  IA=BE>ILH
Higher NA 55.5 10 70 20 1 IA>ILE>BH
Equal NA 22.2 4 10 0 0 IA>ILE>BE
5.| Lower Direct No 58.3 7 60 9 66 1p  BE>ILE>IA
Higher Direct No 25 3 13.3 11 IA>ILE=BE|
Equal Direct No 41.6 5 26.6 22 4| |IA>ILE=BH
6.| Lower | regret/apology 64.7 14 69 g 70 7 IASILE>HE
Higher | regret/apology 5.8 1 15 2 2( 2 ILE=BE>|A
Equal regret/apology 29.4 5 15 2 10 1 IASILE>HE
7.| Lower Invoking the | 72.7 16 | 81.8 0 IA>ILE>BE
name of God
Higher Invoking the | 13.6 3 18.1 0 IA>ILE>BE
name of God
Equal Invoking the | 13.6 3 0 0 IA>ILE=BE
name of God

As for NA, the range of difference in the frequerntmgtween higher and lower status

requester/offerer was 6 instances for IAs (33.3%o}heir refusals to requests/offers, ILES

and BEs were also conscious of higher versus Ietegus. Thus, the range of difference in

the frequency of NA formulae between higher anddowstatus requester/offerer was 5

instances (50%) for ILEs and 3 instances 60% fos.BE

Regarding Invoking the name of God that was onbtueed in IAs and ILEs, they both

increased its frequency when refusing a higherasosiatus requester/offerer by 13
instances (59.1%) in IAs and 7 instances (63.7%).#s. Furthermore, the three groups

increased their use of Regret/Apology when refushmy request/offer of a high status
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person over one of a lower status. Moreover, tf@nmants in the Iragi groups displayed a
noticeable variation in the frequency of applicat®f Avoidance between higher versus
lower status requester/offerer. The range of défiee in the frequency of this strategy was
7 instances (58.3%) in IAs, 4 instances (40%) iBdLwhile it was only 1 instance (11.1%)
in BEs.

Overall, all subjects appeared to be consciousoafat status in their use of refusal
strategies. They increased the frequency of redusdilen declining higher social status

requester/offerer and decrease the frequency aitbi social status requester/offerer.

7.2.2 Social distance

Subjects from the three groups also reacted diftgren relation to social distance. BEs,

however, were less sensitive to social distance tia other two groups.

The range of difference in the frequency of SIEwesin higher and lower distance
requester/offerer was 8 instances (42.1%) in I1A$ &imstances (47.1%) in ILEs, whereas

it was only 2 instances (5.8%) between more argldestant requester/offerer in BEs

The range of difference in the frequency of RegémsInformation was 9 instances for
IAs (100%), 3 instances for ILEs (37.5%) while iasvonly 1 instance for BEs (14.3%).
(see table 7.5).

Table 7.5: Frequency of Semantic Formulae Usedie Rlays by distance

Social distance Frequency (percentages of responses
_ containing formulae)
Semantic
Pattern
formula IA ILE BE
% No. % No. % No
1. Low SIE 21 4 11.7 2 29.4 10 BE>IA>ILE

High SIE 63.1 12 58.8 10 35.2 12 IA=BE>IL
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Acquainted SIE 157 3 29.4 35.2 12 BE>ILE>IA
Low Request for 0 0 12.5 42.8 3| BE>ILE>IA
Information
High Request for | 90 9 50 57.1| 4| I|A>ILE=BE
Information
Acquainted] Requestfor | 10 1 37.5 0 0| ILE>IA>BE
Information
Low Avoidance 8.3 1 10 44 4 4  BE>IA=ILE
High Avoidance 75 9 60 55.9 5 IA>SILE>BE
Acquainted] Avoidance 16.6| 2 30 0 @ ILE>IA>BH
Low NA 55,5 | 10 50 50 5 IA>ILE=BE
High NA 222| 4 30 0 0| IA>ILE>BE
Acquainted NA 222 | 4 20 0 0| IA>ILE>BE
Low regret/apology| 17.6 3 0 40 4 BE>IA>ILE
High regret/apologyy 70.% 12 53.¢ 5( 5 IA>ILE>HE
Acquainted| regret/apology| 11.7 2 46.1 10 1 ILE>IA>BE
Low Invoking the | 27.2| 6 27.2 0 IA>ILE>BE
name of God
High Invoking the | 63.6 | 14| 454 0 IA>ILE>BE
name of God
Acquainted| Invoking the 9 2 27.2 0 ILE>IA>BE
name of God
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The range of difference in the frequency of Avoicarbetween low and high distance
requester/offerer was 8 instances (66.7%) in |Asi|enMt was 5 instances (50%) in ILEs.

The range of difference, however, was not noticeabBEs (only one instance).

As for Adjuncts, IAs and ILEs were also sensitive the requester’s/offerer's social
distance. The range of difference in the frequenicRegret/Apologybetween high and

low distant requester was 9 instances (58.98%A8) I instance 53.8% in ILEs, and 1
instance (10%) in BEs.

Regarding Invoking the name of God, IAs increasieel frequency when the social
distance was also high (8 instances; 36.4%) whierange of difference was only two
instances (18.2%) in ILEs. This Adjunct, howeved, ot appear in BEs’ data.

In summary, 1As and ILEs demonstrated sensitivatgacial distance as they increased the
frequency of refusals in high social distance rastpieffers. BEs, however, demonstrated
less awareness of social distance. Although theseased the frequency of refusals when
the social distance was high, the range of diffeeamas not observable.

7.2.3 Gender

In the Role Plays interaction, the conversationsewserformed by interlocutors of same
and opposite genders. The data show that in tlee tiroups of informants, refusers from
all gender dyads employ fewer direct formulae amdenndirect (table 7.6). Male refusers
in IAs and ILEs, however, utilised about twice aany indirect formulae when refusing

female requesters/offerers (38-15 instances iridimeer and 42-21 instances in the latter).
No such remarkable difference was observed in wralemale BEs' refusers (female-male
41 instances, and male-female 38 instances). Aardegio Iraqi same gender refusers,
Females employ more indirect strategies when nefusequests/offers from other females
as compared to male-male interaction. In contriass observed that males were more
indirect in their responses to males, while fematrsd towards less indirect tactics in

British group. No obvious pattern was observed ndigg the direct refusals.
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Table 7.6: Frequency of semantic formulae in theeRbays by Gender

Gender IAS ILEs BEs

(requester| Frequency of Semantic| Frequency of Semantic| Frequency of Semantic

formulae formulae formulae

offerer-

refuser) | Direct | Indirect| Adjunct | Direct | Indirect| Adjunct | Direct | Indirect | Adjunct
Female- 7 43 11 11 36 23 6 15 3
Female

Male- 8 23 16 7 26 9 5 26 8
Male

Female- 12 38 15 9 42 12 3 41 1
Male

Male- 6 15 4 5 21 12 5 38 12
Female

As regards to the Adjuncts, ILEs employed the hsghmumber of adjuncts amongst the
three groups (23 tokens). In addition, ILEs wereriost apologetic group.

To conclude, the informants from the three groumsdttowards indirectness in their
refusals. The findings also elucidate that Iraqgilaniaterlocutors tend to refuse more
indirectly when they interact with someone of tipposite gender. The same findings were
observed in the DCT (for both refusal to requests affers). This pattern, however, was
not observed in the third group. Women, in generalthe three groups refuse more
carefully than men. They show their empathy toréguesters/offerers by apologising or
asking for more information about the request/offer order to demonstrate their

participation in the conversation and to show themcern about the request/offer.

13.R1. Yea but but it is difficult. Changing the litd the family is not easy, | think
you understand my position. | am so sorry. (F4,))ILE
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7.3 Length of Responses by Degree of Imposition

The analyses of Role Plays showed an effect ofddwgree of imposition on the use of
refusal strategies in this study. It was found that length of refusal responses was, to a
certain extent, affected by the rank of imposiiimplied in the Role Plays scenarios. Table
7.7 demonstrates clearly the variations of respoirseelation to degrees of impositions. 3
situations are of high degree of imposition, 3 @dnm degree of imposition, and 3 of low

degree of imposition.

Table 7.7: Strategy used by imposition in Role Play

Situation Situation Degree of imposition
No. Index
1 offer of promotion and pay rise but High
involves relocation
2 a request to attend a party High
3 a requests to work two extra hours medium
4 a request to borrow the lecture notes medium
5 an offer for a dessert Low
6 a request to borrow a laptop High
7 an offer to pay the value of a broken Low
statuette
8 a request to fix your sibling's computer medium
9 a request to write a reference letter Low

In situations of high-degree of imposition, i.atuation 1 (an offer and request to relocate),
situation 2 (attending a party), and situation ér(bwing a laptop) the respondents were

more lengthy and verbose in their refusals (sextalsie 7.8).
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14, R 1o ddailany Jaidy Un a s Ul s o_ylad iy 0y yad o gulle J8 il Ul adadd )5 S

REPRIEN S
Sukren bes walla’asf-ah ‘ana ’a-tmena ‘a-gbel teleb€ bes
thank but bygod sorry-1S.F | -wiSh 1S-accept request-2S.F but
‘t-‘urfin bgdad  hetreh w ‘ana zewj ’hna ¥y Stusul

2S.F-know Baghdad dangerous and Ilusb&nd-1S here 3S.M-work
b-muhfadet nisan lazim  ¢ek wiah
in-province Misan must ckewvith-3S.M

"Thank you but by God, | am sorry, | wish | coultept your request but you know that
Baghdad is dangerous and my husband works hereisanMprovince by God | need to
check with him'. (F1, IA)

15.R2. Surely you understand | mean you are a professa you understand if
students have homework I've just got mountains and a part time job. | just |
really can't | really sorry it does sound like lait fun | am sure that will be
someone else that could go. (F3, BE)

The frequency counts as displayed in table (7.8&wskhat the three groups used
considerably more strategies of refusals in high rmedium imposition situations than
in the low imposition situations (see also tablg far the total number of refusals
strategies).

Table 7.8: Frequency of number of strategies afsa& by imposition in Role
Plays.
1A ILE BE

Imposition

No. % No. % No. %

L " 74 44.3 62 45.9 49 42.6
High-imposition

. . " 58 34.7 42 31.1 39 33.9
Medium-imposition

. " 35 20.9 31 22.9 27 23.4
Low-imposition

167 99.9 135 99.9 115 99.4
Total
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Refusers might find large offers/requests as fhoeatening acts to them and to
offerers/requesters regardless of the other caméxdeterminants. When the offer/request
is heavy, they usually avoid using direct strategseich as Negated Abilitycan't. Instead,
they use more indirect tactics to reject the offeavoid embarrassing the addressee and to

save themselves the trouble of carrying out sudreffequests:
16.R1. sy Jail

‘a-niqil |- bazdad

1S-move to-Baghdad

'Move to Baghdad?' (F1, 1A)

17.R2. Tomorrow? | do not know, not sure let me askfater if it is ok for him to
go to the party. You know he is my father so yodamtand me. (F5, ILE)
18.R6. This weekend I can lend you my computer. (ME) B

In situations of medium-degree of imposition, i%tyation 3 (a requests to work two extra
hours), situation 4 (a request to borrow the lectustes), and situation 8 (a request to fix
your sibling's computer) IAs’ and BESs’ responsesenmore verbose than ILES’. The latter

group’s responses usually consists of Chiding auuest for Information.

19.R3. Jxidl LR 5 facle (i o (il iy 55 sl ditnally s A 30 GRS ol ol il 5 s
St i lun) Cd g

sif  wala  il-pm um-i kiE meid-a w  b-il-mustéfa ’a-gsid
look by god Def-today mother-1S vensick-3S.F and in-DEF-hospital 1S-mean 3S
i-trid-ni "a-bga hawali ng <i‘a 'w a-gdar ’aStwil wagqit dafi bger yum

wantlS 1S-stay about half hour odS-able 1S-work time extra in-anothelay

'‘Look, by God my mum is very sick and she is in liospital. | mean do you want me to

stay for about half an hour? or Can | work extrars@another day? (F2, IA)

20. R4, 4xa) Gy Cally SlaaSlall iy Can) pa
m° il-’saf daftar il-mdad- at  b-il-bayat nist ‘jib-a

with DEF-sorry copybook DEF-note-PL Di=F-house forgot bring-3S
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‘Unfortunately, my notebook is at home, | forgobting it' (M4, 1A)

21.R6. But where | mean how about yours? (F5, ILE)

22.R4. Do you mean the lecture notes of Biology? (EE)

23.R8 erm well i helped you before when i fixed yoomputer. Why don't you have
ago at fixing it yourself? (M7, BE)

24.R8.1 am going out in a minute she is nearly readyanre going to a party we have

to get there for a certain time. (F8, BE)

Short statements of refusals were observed to ilisedtin situations of low degree of
imposition such as situation 5 (an offer for a deds situation 7 (an offer to pay the

statuette value), and situation 9 (writing a recamdation letterf.

25.R.7.3&Y
la t-iglaq

NEG 2S-worry
‘Do not worry’

26.R.7 thanks, | am fine.
27.R5. No, | can’t eat anymore. (M4, ILE)
28.R7. It is fine, to err is human. (M6, BE)

Data obtained in these interactions were less edédad than in those data found in the
other six situations. In other words, the highez tiposition of the offer/request, the

longer response the speakers performed.

Furthermore, in low imposition situations, partais used more direct strategies with the
friend in situation 5 (an offer for a dessert),aamployee in situation 7 (an offer to pay the
statuette value), and with a student in situatiofa 9equest for a recommendation letter)

when the rank of the imposition was low.

29.R5 Jiealllgplas josi (G xS e Cunads
Sibelit ma 'gdar kilis ¢ gda theli-ha I-il-jakl

%0 | have ranked situation 9 (writing a recommendatéiter) as low because | deem it to be partef th
teacher’s job.
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full NEG-able very 2S.M-able 2S.M-leave-3&-DEF-children
'l am so full | can't. You can keep it for the chén' (F6, 1A)

30.R7.1 am busy now, | can't (F6, ILE)
31.R5. Oh gosh | can't eat anything erm am (F4, BE)

Informants tend to use many face-saving manoeuietise request/offer is costly to
addressee although they would not eventually perfiie acts. An IA female informant in

Situation 3 (working two extra hours) responded.

32.R3 Al g duay o (SISl 5 o g

Saf  wala “unti kilis maid-a w b-il- mustasfa
look by god mum-1S very sick-2S.F and-DEF-hospital

'‘Look, by God my mum is very sick and she is im lospital. (F2, IA)

This ‘[made-up excugewould make the refusal sound politer] and easier to be
sympathetic with’ (Nhung, 2014:12). This shows that reason for delaying making a
direct refusal is that she does not want her réftsacause negative effects in the
interaction.

Such variations in responses may suggest the pantics’ awareness of the differing

imposition situations.

In general, although there are numerous ways ofesgmg refusals in the Role Plays,
many of the strategies are situation-specific, #nedspeaker's choice of expression is thus
limited. For instance, in situation number 7 whardeaner breaks the boss’s statuette, Let
Off the Hook such aslo not worry, never mind, It is not a big problemas the most
frequently employed strategy by each of the thremums in an attempt to avoid any
embarrassment and to save the cleaner's face. dquénformation was more frequently
used by IAs and ILEs in situation 4 where they wasked to refuse to lend lecture notes to
a classmate. This is an indirect refusal that essathle requester to draw a conclusion that

the request/offer cannot be fulfilled.

33.R4. filhadk L
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ya mulaed-at
which note-PL
Which lecture notes? (F3, 1A)

34.R4. Do you mean the lecture notes of Biology? (ME&)

Statement of Impeding Event, on the other hand, ugzsl more commonly in the first
three situations of this study by each of the thgemups, and continued to be the most
common tactic adopted to refuse high status regqrs#stferers. Generally speaking, being
more polite to others can help the speaker to astaightforward expressions of refusal,
and to proffer instead implied refusal by statilg treason(s). Thus, the use of more
excuses/reasons by the three groups indicatedrétups and British share some important
features in the realisation patterns of refusaleyrboth tend to be more aware of the
manner in which they refuse. In other words, inedfort to avoid disappointing their
interlocutors, they provide a variety of reasonsoimder to provide a rationale for the
refusal.

Males and females in the three groups tend towiadigectness in their refuals. Iraqi male
interlocutors tend to refuse more indirectly whdmy interact with someone of the

opposite gender. This pattern, however, was narobsd in the BE group (7.2.3).

It is clear that the informants avoided behavingyvealirectly with high status

offerers/requesters (section 7.2.1) and to sitnatiof high degree of imposition (section
7.3) and consequently they tended to be more icidiretheir refusals in these situations.
In addition, an explanation of the high frequenéyoocurrence of direct refusals in the
data of the three groups in refusing low statusriatutors with low imposition

request/offer is that they might not feel the neitgsto save face in their refusals to
socially low requesters/offerers. Further, it appefat social distance also influences the

choices of the types of refusals, as was obserggdalearly in the last three RPs.

Often the interactions extend to long sequences it of face-saving manoeuvres. The
refuser refuses pleasantly and lengthily. Howetles, requester/offerer does not give up
easily, and continues to ask the refuser to compily the request. The refuser, in turn,
reiterates their rejection, expecting that the ester/offerer will understand it this time

and concede. As they repeat this exchange, theserefuexpression of refusal becomes
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clearer and clearer in order to make the requedferér more aware of the refuser's
rejection. As a consequence, the refuser reveals tlegative attitude gradually. Thus, it
has been demonstrated, through this study, thatecsations not only have the function of
communication, but also have the purpose of maiimgiinterpersonal and social harmony.
The interaction below is between two ILEs in sitoathumber 1 where refuser attempts to
refuse a request (high imposition) from her bosse wfiers her a promotion and pay rise

but it involves relocating in another city, Baghdad

35.R. 1.

1. A. Al Salam Alyakum (peace be upon you) Ameera

2. B. walilaykum Al salam (peace be upon you)

3. A. Ameera, if your boss asks you for somethimid],you do it?

4. B. yes, of course, but but what is that thing?

5. A. Ameera | want you to go to Baghdad and wbeee and | will pay you a good salary.
6. B. Ok, but Baghdad is dangerous, you know and

7. A. Yes | know but they need you there.

8. B. I really do not know if my family will accephis suggestion

9. A. You will be safe there, | think, it is a safeea.

10. B. yea, but but it is difficult. Changing théelof the family is not easy; | think you

understand my position. | am so sorry.

11. A. Yea | understand

B. and by God my mum is old and sick and | take cdrher.
12. A. ok, ok, ok

13. B. sorry, | like to but you know | need to coligny family.
14. A. Do not worry

15. B. ok, bye sir. (F4, ILE)
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In the excerpt above, the refuser B quite ofterpldis a negative attitude indirectly.
Firstly, she indicates that she has no intereataepting the request by SIE explaining that
Baghdad is a dangerous city. She also demonstratesegative attitude in that she has to

consult her family by using ‘Putting the Blame oififard Party’ strategy.

Even after she shows her negative attitude towdnel®ffer, the offerer does not concede,
and he persists in asking her to accept it expigitiat she will be safe there. In response,
B diverts to an Avoidance refusal and Request fateustanding so that she can reframe
the situation. She concludes the conversation avi8iE explaining that her mum’s health
condition is an obstacle. Finally resorting to adhsg her family again with an apology

might convince her boss that she would not be @béecept the offer.

In brief, interlocutors often use indirect and ldngresponses to reject refusers of high
social status and to situation of high degree gfasition as illustrated in the conversation

above.

7.4 Qualitative Analysis

The qualitative analysis in this section investgathe content of the semantic formulae
used in Role Play scenarios, specifically; sampfabe interactions from both the native-
speaker and the learner data will be qualitativehalysed and compared. Individual
differences among the participants will also beneix@d. The focus of the analysis was on
the content and organisation of the interactiortsclvcan lead to a better understanding of
the structure of refusals at the level of discoasevell as the kind of negotiation involved
in realising refusals. The relationship betweergpratic transfer and individual difference

will also be highlighted.

Then, the content of the excuses and the reaswes Qi the participants for their refusals
will be examined. This is particularly importantdacan reveal interesting differences

among the groups and can shed light on the extgaragmatic transfer.
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7.4.1 Discourse Analysis of Selected Interactions

This section presents an in-depth discourse asabfselected interactions. The discourse
analysis goes beyond the frequency counts of giestepresented in the quantitative
analysis section to analyse the interaction atlével of discourse and examine how
refusals are structured, and how they are recymled a number of turns. The analysis also
aims to examine how native speakers and learngéesidato their interlocutor’'s face

through the use of various direct and indirecttegi@s. This section complements the
guantitative analysis section in answering somestijes by looking at characteristic

differences among the three groups of participaiise analysis also focuses on
differences between ILE groups and IAs. It alsongixes patterns used by the ILE and the
IA group to explore common discourse-level changsties of refusal that could be due to
transfer from L1. The first subsection deals witlategy selection and it examines the use
of two strategies: Avoidance and Chiding/Criticigm RP4 and how ILEs and IAs

strategically used these strategies in their ioteyas. This subsection focuses on
pragmatic transfer by providing examples of dissetevel pragmatic transfer from L1.

The second subsection examines individual diffeeen@among the participants by
providing an in-depth discourse analysis of therattions of the three groups of students.
This analysis aims to show how individual differea@nd pragmatic transfer from L1 can

affect how ILE realise refusals in English.

7.4.1.1 Strategy Selection

The interactions selected for analysis in thisieaoctome from RP4 in which participants
were asked to refuse a classmate’s request toviedhe participant’s lecture notes. The
quantitative analysis showed that ILEs producedhigbest percentage of Direct strategies
as well as a high percentage of the strategy Cipi@niticism. Participants from the BE
group also produced a high percentage of Directegires and frequently used the
Chiding/Criticism strategy. The IA group, on thénet hand, frequently used Avoidance
and rarely used the Chiding/Criticism strategythis section an in-depth analysis of how
these strategies were strategically used by peatits from each of these three groups in
their interactions. This section provides examplediscourse-level pragmatic transfer and

it also reveals interesting cultural differencesa®®n Iraqis and British informants.
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This section starts with the following interactiom RP4 by one of the ILEs, Yousif.
This Role Play starts with a brief greeting whishfollowed by the request (turn 3), and

Yousif's response (turn 4).

36.R4.

1. A. Yousif, How are you?
2. B. I am good

3. A. That's good, Ok, Yousif | need your help mmething. | need the lecture notes

because | did not attend yesterday.

4. B. Do you mean the lecture notes of Biology?

5. A. Yes, | have a family problem so...

6. B. no, | can’t, sorry

7. A. Why, Yousif you know we have an exam

8. B. no, | mean | always attend but you do noteadonclass.
9. A. You know | have a special situation, | meaouwmstances
10. B. What is the problem, with your dad again?

11. A. Yes, you know my dad left his job and

12. B. | mean this is impossible, sorry

13. A. I meant only for one day?

14. B. Oh no no no

15. A. not even for one or two hours maybe?

16. B. sorry, | can’t

17. A. Ok. Yousif | may ask Ahmed or Salma

18. B. yes, it is better to ask them.

19. A. thank you Yousif
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20. B. OK (M3, ILE)

The response is a Request for Information/Clatifice which is used to delay the refusal
in the interaction so that the participant wouldvédn@nough time to plan for the refusal
(See 4.2.10). However, when the interlocutor predidhe information (turn 5), Yousif
responded with two direct refusals, Direct No, awegated ability (turn 6), and these
strategies were followed by a Statement of Regratitigate the illocutionary force of the
Direct Refusal. The Statement of Regret was agtuatlie of the most frequently used
strategies by the three groups. When a second ptteas made at the request (turn 7),
Yousif responded with the Indirect refusal strategyChiding/Criticism (turn 8). This
strategy was, in fact, frequently used by the thlgemips in this situation. Yousif makes
use of the Indirect strategy of Request for InfaiordClarification strategy a second time
(turn 10) by asking about the nature of the probérd confirming that it had to do with
the interlocutor’s family. He is still, however,sistent on the refusal and he responds by
using Direct refusal strategies in the followingeth turns, and rejecting any compromises
(turns 12, 14, and 16). Yousif, however, uses thgdted ability and Statement of Regret
again in turns 12 and 16 as he did in turn eaidnis initial insistence to refusal (turn 6).
In turn 14, however, Yousif expresses his strongefsisal by using the Direct No strategy
three times without any mitigation. In fact, therd&it No strategy was used more
frequently by IAs and ILEs than by BEs in this RP.

It is interesting here to notice that this studstatrted his refusal (turn 4) by using an
Indirect strategy, Request for Information/Clastion. However, he repeatedly used and
recycled Direct refusal strategies over a numbeuuofs in the following turns. It is also

important to notice that he did not give the irdgedtor any opportunities for negotiation by
using alternatives, for example. It will be intdneg to compare this interaction to an
interaction from BEs data and see if some of tlitseourse-level patterns can be found in

the BEs data as well.

Drawing a comparison between Yousif's interactiabpve, and the interaction below
from the BE data, would reveal interesting similas between the two participants. In this
interaction, we see that B’s initial response toih&rlocutor’'s request is a Direct refusal

strategy: Negated Ability (line 2).

37.R.4
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1. A. So, again, | really appreciate all the hetpu’'ye given me in the past. Erm, | was

hoping | could get your lecture notes from thisstheast couple of weeks.
2. B. Erm, yeah, | can't. | need them to be hanest

3. A. | mean, obviously, I'm not going to be copyianything word for word. | won't |

won't photocopy your notes. | just would reallydikhem to fill in the pieces of

4. B. Yeah, | know, you really haven’t been to s|a@nd | put a lot of time in taking down

the notes and

5. A Well, I've been I've had a lot. I've kind ofekn a mess lately. hhh, my girlfriend
broke up with me, so I've really, erm, I've beeteld’ve been sleeping late. It's really just
messed up my schedule. erm, so maybe, this one himeyou’ve helped me in the past
and your notes are incredible. They're always yegittat. erm, really kind of supplement

all of; you know, the notes that | have taken, so

6. B. Yeah, | know. | | feel bad saying no, bus itdon’t really feel like i should this time.
7. A. is there any way you can help me out > jnist bne time>?

8. B. NO. NO.

9. A. <This will be the last<.

10. B I'm sorry | need them.

11. A. Okay. But, Okay. Thanks. Thank you very maayways. Good luck on the exam.

12. B Thanks. You too. 3(BE)

When the interlocutor assures her that he will copy anything word for word or
photocopy her notes but just use them to fill ie thissing pieces (turn 3), B uses the
strategy of Chiding/Criticism (turn 4) remindingetinterlocutor that he does not come to
class regularly and implying that his request isfam since she puts a lot of time in taking
the notes. Again this strategy was used 4 timeBHgyin this Role Play. Although B uses a
Statement of Empathlyfeel badto mitigate the illocutionary force of her refusslhe still

asserts her refusal in the same turn by using twecDrefusal strategies (turn 6). When
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the interlocutor makes two more attempts at rengchis request (turns 7 and 9), B
responds with the most direct of the Direct refustedtegies: Direct No (turn 8) and she
does not use any mitigation strategies in thosestudowever, she uses a SIE (turn 10),
and as mentioned above this strategy was frequasdyg by the BE participants and it was

often used either before or after a Direct refusal.

It is important to notice the similarities betweéis interaction and ex. 36 above. It seems
that for both participants persistence on the phthe requester triggers the use of more
Direct refusal strategies. While the two particiggansed Indirect strategies and Adjuncts,
they tended to assert their refusals using thecDgteategies rather than Indirect ones. This

was in fact characteristic of the interaction foe two participants.

However, it is important to point out that whilense BEs used Indirect strategies, the
majority preferred Direct strategies, especiallytheir later responses of the interaction.
While this interaction above does not representstietegies used by all the BEs, it still
shows many of the patterns preferred by the BEqieants such as the use of Indirect
strategies as an initial refusal as well as théepeace of Direct strategies in the face of

insistence on the part of the interlocutor.

The patterns exhibited by Iraqi participants instRole Play were different from those
followed by the BEs in a number of respects. Fitss important to point out that while
none of the BE participant in all three groups adrto give the interlocutors her notes, one
IA participants actually agreed to lend the notestte interlocutor (see Role Play 4,
section 7.4.2). The IA participants also used tveekt percentage of Direct strategies and
the highest percentage of Indirect strategies is1Role Play. With regard to aggravating
strategies such as Chiding/Criticism, they weralusetwo participants only in 1As group.
What is interesting also is that the Iraqis fredlyensed the strategy Avoidance, which
was the second most frequently used Indirect sfyaby the IAs and ILEs in this Role
Play (with the first being SIE). However, it wasedsby one participant in the three BEs
groups in this Role Play. In the Avoidance stratélgy speaker attempts to avoid the
refusal by providing vague and open-ended repdied,by conveying to the interlocutor an
attitude of someone who is very willing to help buight not be able to due to
circumstances that are out of their control. Théovang interaction from IAs data
illustrates how Avoidance strategy was used by lfkegarticipants. It also shows how
Indirect refusals were preferred and how they wesed and recycled in the interaction.

After greeting this participant, Noor, the intetibor makes the request of borrowing her
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lecture notes (turns 3 to 5) and the participaplies with an excuse that she does not have

the notes in her possession at this very momedtttat she left them at home (turn 6).

38.R.4

1A zsld s sk
holaw nar  ’Sloni¢
hello rr how are you.2SG.F

'hello Noor, how are you?'

2. B.aligla il an);
Zion-a ‘nt-a ‘Slon-ak
good-1SG.F  you-2SG.M how are you-2SG.M

'good, how are you?"

3A. F@dhade paiul G slall & gl latal Q)S:.C\)dlﬁhuu‘zﬂwé)ﬂ@immga))ﬁ, | SE )

G en i

zion  Sukren &r ridi-t musadt-¢  turfi-n I- ’stad @l rah ‘ikan
good thanks noor need-1SG help-2SGkRow-2SG.F DEF-prof said will be
‘mtihan ’I-’shi’ I-jai w ridit  Cstir milahd-ati-¢ ~ fed gm
exam DEF-week DEF-next and needrrdw note-PL-2SG.F a day

'Fine, thanks. Noor, | wanted your help, you knadlae professor said there will be an

exam next week and | wanted to borrow your notssfr a day or so'.

4.B. 4ns) i Cundly laaSlal) iy Cowl) aa

ma  il-‘saf daftar iI-mlahd-at  b-il-biot Ni%-t 'jibeh
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with DEF-sorry copybook DEF-note-PL in-DEBtise forget-1SG bring

‘Unfortunately, my notebook is at home, | forgobting it'.

5.A. $ab zie das) )X <
‘okei ’‘aqdar -hasleh  mini¢ fagir
ok 1SG-able 1SG-get from-2SG.F tamer

'OK, can | get it from you tomorrow, maybe?'

6. B.axslall aa )l 1) s o puadl jlul 7)) 4 as | ¥ j2bs

bacir i bsagdh gh ’-safir I-il-basrah w mrah
tomorrow no  with-frank will 1SG-traveto-DEF-Basra and NEG-will 1SG
-rja’ I-il-ami‘ah

come to-DEF-university

‘tomorrow no, honestly | have to travel to Basrd &l not be coming to the university'.

7. A oaieY! U8 aadl ey aadl €5l Cuea i (e S S
‘okei belki min tirijin u -gsid yeni ’-gsid gabil
ok  maybe when come-2SG.F or 1SG-méke 1SG-mean before DEF-
‘[-’mitihan
exam

'Ok, maybe when you get back or? | mean, like, amiéit would be before the exam'.

8. B. e Jo 3 Y b | (ygialine o581 15 G
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bes #&h ’kin mhtajeth-in ’asf-eh d tizel min-i
but will be need-PL sorry-5G. no 2SG-upset from-1SG

'but | will be needing them, sorry, don’t be upséh me'.

0.A, Aia 5 VY
la B mi naskila

no no NEG problem

'no, no, no problem'

10. B...zo W agm ol 2l 7l 0t J agie ciul 4RI~ L

ma 1ah '-gdar -stegni ‘enthum  gebil ’I-’'mtihan m@h rah ’-dris
NEG will 1SG-able 1SG-dispense about-PL fefdEF-exam will will 1SG- study
b-thum fe m nh

with-them so NEG will

‘| will not be able to dispense with them before #txam, | will be | will be

Studying by them, so | will not...’

11, Al (laiadl o el gle o plas (Al (ay 4335 ) il et 32l (3113 Gy (S o) Laiha i

teb'en teben ’okei bes 'da  a-hidhin -mudet ®  &'t-ion u
of course of course ok but if 1SG-take for-time like hour-PL or
‘tlateh bes -lqgi nelrah lish-in [-il-"mtihan ’|-jat

three only 1SG-take look onrthe for-DEF-exam DEF-next

'Of course, of course, OK, so if | take them footar three hours or something,



just so that | would just have a look at them, koow, this upcoming exam'.
12. B s dil el o) sl

’-gsid n & ’lah 'n-&f

1SG-mean if will God 1PL-see

'I mean, hopefully [God willing], we’ll see'

13. A5 o padl (e Cpma 5 e 4l o ge gls (o) X iny

yani ’-gdar "-hi Wi-¢ mara min ti-rijn mi
mean 1SG-able 1SG-speak with-2SG.F agathen 2SG.F.come from
basrah ’au

basra or

'So, shall | talk to you again, like, when you batk from Basra, or?'

14. B. (A S5 385 Al (e gl 2l
"-gsid 'n-Suf min n-iltiqi ti-gdar  ’t-dekirn-i
1SG-mean 1PL-see when 1PL-meet -296 2SG-remind-1SG

‘I mean, we’ll see, when we meet you can remind. me’

15. A.g S 1o aladl ol il e (S )
‘okei  min n-iltigi ‘I-mara '|-jaia Bh ’dekr-ak

ok when 1PL-meet DEF-time DEF-nextill remind-2SG.M
'OK, when we meet next time | will remind you?"'

16. B4l L )

264

DEF-
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n & ’lah
if will God
‘God willing’

17. ALY ) gy 131 85 4o e il (e deadl | raniiol) i 1) (1 535 o )85 (S 5) a8

'kid okei  t-gidin t-Suin  ’l-waqit li-inasb-i¢ "-gsid min
sure ok 2SG.f-able 2SG-see DEF-tin¥EF-suitable-2SG.F  1SG.mean when
n-iltiqi tania  Suft ‘da’inasbi¢ 'w o la

1PL-meet again see-2SG.F if suB&2 or no

'Sure, OK, you can see your suitable time, | madnign we meet next time you

will see if this will convenient or not'.

18. B.a s kbl lgdsai I3 S Syl

‘okei  'okei heli 'n-‘uf-ha [-idur-af
ok ok let 1PL-leave-3SQ@o-DEF-condition-PL

'OK, OK, I mean, let’s leave it to the circumstasice

10, A, (55 280 o ias iy 08 istele 3 gl 3l Lo U s S5l aS1 a8 Chy il Lo
UM’G_'LLAL}M‘_\;:‘;;\JM\‘_\@\ laed 4y (K cldasdl

‘-uftha [-ildiraf ’kid ’kid ’'okei mr ‘ana m  ’-rid
2SG.f-leave to-DEF-condition sure surek o noor | NEG 1SG-want

‘te'bi-¢ 'nt-l help-1SG before and we8G.f munidz-ah 'kid w
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tire-2G.F you-2SG.f asadtin-i gabil w  ¢int-i excellent sure and
tktb-in muthd-at  kiliS zbna |- haa ’l-sabab ‘gsid  wahid yhib
write-2SG.f  note-PL very good fboist DEF-reason mean one  3SG-love
y-sti‘r muthd-at-ic  bes

3SG-borrow note-PL-2SG.F but

‘Leave it to the circumstances, sure, sure, Ok,rNbalo not want to trouble you. You
helped me before and you just, you are excellentapirse and you write good notes,

because of that | | mean one like to borrow thesftom you but...’

20. B. sl il 58 #) ) Lo Al J gadia dg 9 Ul (ne sl o ae Ll anl Ul aall | () )

'kid 1 "-gsid ‘ana ’-hib "-sa'd-ek bes hel-yon»m ‘ana’
sure yes 1SG-mean | 1SG-like 1®{p-h but these-day-dual I

Sweih mesil lidalik ma ah -gdar -nti mudht-at-i
little busy S{o) NEG  will 1SG-able 1SG-give néte-
1SG

'sure, yes, | mean, I'd love to help you, but thesgple of days | am a little busy so

I will not be able to give away my notes'.

21, AL ela ) ama 5 e gl o) a8 (g2ie puall (e 4lSe 5SLe Lilgs Al SLa | S5
Sukren maku muskila a@ilen maku musSkila - min st ‘ind-i

thank no problem at all ngroblem when become have-1SG
fursa  ’hei wiag min trikin - 'n & ’lah

chance talk  with-2SG.F when go-2SGfF will God

'thanks, no problem at all, no problem, if | gattence | will talk to you when you
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get back, God willing'.

22.B. & eld
n & ’lah
if will God

'‘God willing'. (M3, IA)

When the interlocutor suggests that he could gentites from her the following day, the
participant uses another excuse that she wouldhleling to Basra the following day (turn
8). It is important to remind the reader that thE Strategy was the most frequently used
strategy by the IAs in this RP. The participangsa@nd reason was also interesting in that
she used the expressibave toto signify that she is under some external obiigato do

it (i.e., traveling to Basra). When the interloaupeersists again, recycling his request for
the third time (turn 7) suggesting that she coule dnim the notes after she returns from
Basra, the participant expresses refusal usinghandixcuse/Reason and using another
Indirect strategies: St. of Empathy/Concern in addito Regret/Apology (turn 8). She
also followed this with further explanation of heasons that she would need to study the

notes before the exam.

The interlocutor has not yet given up at this tiamal recycles his request for the fourth
time suggesting that he would take the notes frenfdr a couple of hours or so (turn 11).
In a situation like this, where the request is obeg for the third or fourth time, BE and
ILE participants would normally respond by assertiheir refusal using a Direct refusal
(c.f. ex. 36, turns 6 and 8, and ex. 37, turns & &n The IA participant, however, in
response to persistence on the part of her intedocuses the Avoidance strategy as a
face-saving move in order to help the interlocst@ave face and avoid embarrassment. She
responds by sayinge’ll seeand making reference to God using an expressiaiiasito
God willing (turns 15 and 17). However, the participant i sit satisfied with the
answer because he wants a specific date and timmermre serious commitment from the
participant. So, he checks with the participantimgfahe can contact her after she comes

back from Basra (turn 14). The participant yet agaes another Avoidance reply strategy
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and tries to be non-committale’ll see, when we meet you can remind(tmen 15). In the
following turns the interlocutor repeats confirnegiti checks to make sure that the
participant was serious about helping him and #é@gpant responds to both of them with
Avoidance, again using expressions suchGasl willing and let's leave it to the

circumstancesgturns 17 and 19).

However, in his attempt to get a more serious camemt from B, the interlocutor says
that he is counting on her for the lecture notes, @minds her that she helped him in the
past and that he appreciates her help, and thawstes good notes etc. At this point the
participant finally decides to use a Direct refustihtegy, she prefaces it, however, with
Statement of Positive Opinion/Feeling or Agreeni&htove to help youand SIEl am a
little busyand then the Direct refushill not be able to give away my notgsrn 21). At
this point it becomes clear to the interlocutort titie participant is not willing to help him
and expresses understanding of her position (tlyntowever, the interesting point here
is that when the interlocutor says he may giveéenll when she gets back from Basra
(turn 21), the participant responds by say@wd willing implying that the participant may
do so. She did not assert her refusal again atithes It seems that she already feels that
her interlocutor 'got the message' and he undetstdrat she will not be able to help but

she is just trying to save his face.

As can be observed from this interaction and trevipus two, there are differences
between the British and Iraqgi participants withaeto how they realise their refusals in
these interactions. While the British participaate more concerned with getting their
message across, the Iragi participants are moreecoed with saving their interlocutor’s

face at the expense of the clarity of their message

7.4.1.2 Individual Differences

Individual differences among the participants amnyp examined since, as explained
above, they seem to be particularly important icoaating for differences in how refusal
is realised. The relationship between pragmatitsfer and individual differences will also
be investigated. In this section individual diffieces between two ILEs in how they realise

the refusal in RP3 are examined. The reader isneai that in RP3 participants were
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asked to refuse a request from a supervisor at woskay for 2 extra hours. In this section

we examine how Haydar and Salah, two ILEs, realised refusals in this Role Play.

We start here by examining Haydar’s interactiorobellt is quite interesting that Haydar

did not immediately address the interlocutor’s esjun turn 1. Instead, he responds by
greeting his interlocutor and addressing hinsiagturn 2). Then he continues greeting him
over two turns (turns 4 and 6), and finally he ratteto his supervisor’s request (lines 8 to
10).

39.R.3

1. A. Haydar, we want your help, we want you to kv@rextra hours today from 3 to 5
2. B. Thank you, Sir, nice to see you

3. A. Nice to see you too

4. B. How are you?

5. A. Thank God, good

6. B. All is well?

7. A. All is well

8. B. | am a student now and | study every day thithe first week in the course and I,
with your permission, will not be able to work &ist hour because of | have to study at

that time. Can | help you at some other time?

9. A. At some other time? You know, a large voluofigoroducts has to be ready today.

God willing, | mean, can’t you work today and studynorrow, or?

10. B. | don't have time, this is a problem, IpVé working with you, but this week is very

important for me because of | want the coursedd stell
11. A. Of course, of course, of course, OK, can stayy for only one hour?

12. B. | think this is not suitable for me, thisnist because of | don't love you, you are my

friend, and | love to work with you but | don’t hathe time.
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13. A. OK, Haydar, no problem, maybe some otheetigou said some other time, maybe

tomorrow, for example

14. B That's possible, possible
15. A. Possible tomorrow

16. B. God willing

17. A. Thanks (M2, ILE)

It seems that through the use of these greetingschware examples of Statement of
Positive Opinion/Feeling or Agreement, Haydar atitsmto convey his respect for his
supervisor and creates a friendly atmosphere iardasoften the illocutionary force of his
upcoming refusal. |, personally, find prolonged ediregs with my boss inappropriate.
‘Pragmatic failure might result from overindulgenée words, creating a lack of
appropriateness which might cause the hearer @ weith impatience’ (Blum-Kulka &
Olshtain, 1986:175).

When Haydar finally expresses his refusal of hisrlocutor’s request he prefaces it with
three Indirect strategies (i.e., SIE): thatis a studenthathe has to study every deand

that this is the first week in the coursBy presenting these excuses he seems to be
requesting his supervisor's understanding and densiion. When Haydar finally
expresses his refusal in this turn he also prefaoggh with your permissiorfturn 8) to
soften its illocutionary force, and he immediat&jlows his Direct refusal with another
excusel have to study at that timeand then another Indirect strategy, Statement of

Alternative,Can | help you at some other tim@@rn 8).

When the supervisor explains that the large volofrtbe products has to be ready that day,
Haydar responds by using another SIE stratefpn’t have timeather than using a Direct
strategy. This is followed by a Statement of Empdtiis is a problem(line 10) which
shows that Haydar understands’ the supervisor&ntita and empathises with them. This
strategy is followed in turn by a Statement of BesiOpinion/Feeling or Agreement in the
same turn (turn 10) love working with you Haydar again requests the supervisor's
understanding by explaining that this week is viergortant for him because he wants the

course tostart well(turn 10). The supervisor, however, wants to séasfpossible for him
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to stay for only one hour (turn 11). Haydar exptathat this will not work for him by
saying it will not besuitablefor him, then to soften his refusal he immediatedgs three
Statements of Positive Opinion/Feeling or Agreenierthe same turn (turn 12). First he
explains that the fact that he will not be abléaétp should not be interpreted that he does
not love the supervisor. He actuallpvesthe supervisor because the supervisor is his
friend and helovesto work with the supervisor. Haydar ends this thynusing another
Indirect strategy, SIE, asserting that he doeshawe the time; at the same time avoiding to
use another Direct refusal strategy. At this tilme gupervisor accepts Haydar’s refusal and

agrees to schedule some other time for him to wlextra hours.

Haydar’s interaction is interesting in many waysst- unlike most of ILEs interactions in
which a high percentage of Direct strategies wasduslaydar's managed to use these
strategies minimally. He used his limited linguistesources to convey an attitude of
someone who is very friendly and very willing tdgheHowever, the fact that Haydar used
a high frequency of Adjuncts to refusal and in jgatar Statement of Positive
Opinion/Feeling or Agreement indicates a high degvé pragmatic transfer from L1. It
will be interesting to compare Haydar to anotheg,[ISalah, and find out how they differ

in realising their refusals.

In this section we examine the interaction belovhiclv is with Salah, another ILE

performing RP3. Unlike Haydar who started the iat#ion by greeting his supervisor and
prefacing his refusal by three Excuses and onesi@&it of Positive Opinion/Feeling or
Agreement, Salah used a Direct refusal strateglywaa prefaced by a Regret/Apology,

and he did not provide any excuses or reason $oreffiusal (turn 2).

40.R3.
1. A. Salah, | need your help, we want you to wakkxtra hours today God willing

2. A. Sorry, but this is not possible

3. B. Why not possible?

4. A. | have, | am busy a lot and now | need, lchadoreak
5. B. You can take a break tomorrow

6. A. No, tell it to the bear!

7. B. tell it to the bear!
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8. A. I need a break now
9. B. OK, | mean, is one hour only possible?

10. A. No, | work a lot and | am very tired anddve a lot of homework too and this is

important in my life, sorry

11. A. So, | mean this is not possible at all?

12. B. No, not possible

13. A. OK, Salah, no problem, I can talk with Ali
14. B. Yes, maybe he will help you

15. A. 1 will talk with Ali, no problem, thanks Sat (M4, ILE)

When the supervisor enquires about the reasonh 8afalains that he is busy and he needs
a break (turn 4). When the supervisor suggestsSakah could take a break the following
day, Salah responds with a Direct No (turn 6), Whveas followed by a very strong
assertion of his refusal of the supervisor’s sutigesell it to the bearturn 6). The literal
meaning of this expression is 'in your dreams' yimgl that the interlocutor would never
comply with what is being proposed and completejgats it. This is interesting because
Salah may not have been aware of how culturallppnapriate such idiomatic expression
is when used to address a supervisor or someoherhigstatus to the interlocutor. In fact,
in an interview conversation after the role playthwthis participant, Salah told the
researcher that he had known this expression amdbéen fond of using it in Iragi Arabic
and wanted to show off his knowledge of such iditen@xpressions but he did not know

how to use them in a culturally appropriate way.

The supervisor is surprised by Salah’s responseéharépeats it. Salah seems to be aware
of this and gives the supervisor a more specifit,ebblunt and unmitigated refusal of the
supervisor’s suggestion that he would take a bteadorrow by saying thdtneeda break
now (turn 8). When the supervisor makes the suggeskiah Salah could work for only
one extra hour, instead of two (turn 9), Salah sadp again with a Direct No, which is
followed by three SIE strategies (line 11)work a lot | am tired andl have a lot of

homework Then he explains that this is important in his,land he ends his turn with a
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Regret/Apology. The supervisor makes one last gitesth asking Salah to do the extra

hours (turn 12) and Salah responds by another OWe@nd a Direct refusalot possible

These two interactions of Haydar and Salah highlible important fact that individual
differences can play a major role in how refusale eealised. Here we have two
participants at the same level of proficiency (iB2) according to the '‘Common European
Framework of Reference of Languages' (CEF) but velatised refusal in different ways.
Haydar used the Statement of Positive Opinion/Rgedr Agreement strategies frequently
to reduce the illocutionary force of the refusay. ding so he actually used a strategy that
is preferred by native speakers of English. In,facthis Role Play, the BEs group used the
highest percentage of the Statement of PositiveniOpiFeeling or Agreement than any
other group. Also, like most of the participantstie IA group, Haydar used a lower
percentage of Direct refusal strategies. This ter@sting because most of the participants
in the BE group used a high percentage of Direeteggies. Also, following a pattern that
was observed in the Iragi data, Haydar used a peybentage of Indirect strategies. It is
also very interesting to notice that Haydar did ms¢ the strategy sequence that was most
frequently used by the BE participants, which isoanbination of Direct Refusal and a
Statement of Regret. This strategy sequence wasshys8alah, for example, twice (turns 3
& 12). Salah, on the other hand, used strategesvibre very similar to those used by the
BE group and although he could have used Adjunatsefusal, especially Positive
Opinion/Feeling or Agreement, which was used fredyeby the BEs, he chose not to.
When compared to IAs' refusals, Haydar’'s perforreaseems to be more successful than
Salah’s. However, it is also important to point tbse gaps in Haydar's sociopragmatic
knowledge about English culture led to inapprogriase of the Statement of Positive
Opinion/Feeling or Agreement. For example, it was culturally appropriate for Haydar
to refer to his supervisor as lireend (turn 12). Also, it did not seem appropriate toagn
the supervisor's request in line 1 and engage thaxge of greetings over three turns

before attending to the request in line 8.

7.4.2 Content of the excuses and reasons

This section deals with the content of the excasesreasons the participants provided in
support of their refusals. It is important to rethithe reader that Statement of Impeding

Event (SIE) strategy was the most frequently usestegyy by all the participants in this
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study. This strategy contains wide varieties ofuses, reasons, commitments, previous

obligations etc.

41.R8. Uls el e cpuallad Laily 1) o) Lgialia (o Jasiss Lol | @S5 Lae e (4 2l
t-‘urffIn na ‘id-na wakit lorm me-istejil dan seléhit-ha ’I-
li¢
2S.F-know NEG have-PL time if NEG-ibS hurry may fix-3S For-
you
nti daman ’tulb-in min-i ‘'Sia’ w ‘ana mistgil u‘drini
you.S.F always ask-2S.F from-rttengs and I in a hurry sorry

'You know we do not have time... If | wasn't in ardy by God, | 'd fix it for you,
sorry.You always ask for things when | am in a yuriM9, 1A)

42.R3. | have, | am busy a lot and now | need, | reebdeak. (M2, ILE)

43.R9. i still got exams sorry i've really got to gbave an exam starting. (F10, BE)

Role Play 1

In this Role Play the participant were asked ta tdown an offer of a promotion and
relocation. For the British informants the relooatwas from Manchester. In the case of
the Iraqi participants the move was from Misanhe tity of Baghdad (about 200 miles
North West of Misan). None of the participants iintlae groups ended up agreeing to this
offer. Some of the participants, however, postponeking a decision until they had
enough time to consult with their family memberdl. the participants in this Role Play
mainly used the SIE to express their refusal. o, flnis was the Role Play that generated

the highest frequency of SIE strategy (see appelifor the Role Plays transcripts).

Before discussing the type of excuses used by gamip, it is important to point out the

general classification of the types of excuses usethe three groups in this Role Play.
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The reasons provided here fell into the three catteg of Family, Friends, and Personal, in
addition to the category of Health.

The category of Family refers family-related engagats (e.g., dinner with family,
brother's birthday, and sister's wedding). The Rdi® category refers to activities or
engagements that involved friends (e.g., friendithday, meeting with a friend). The
Personal category refers to reasons related t@ahcipant themself and not involving
other people (e.g., homework to do; study for aamngxan appointment, needing a break).
Finally, the category Health refers to health edareasons and it could be used in

combination with the other excuses as mentionegabo

However, it is important to point out here thag fhersonal category was used to refer to
the personal preference of the participant as aglto reasons that were related to them

directly, and these included, for example:

44, R1. lsse s
‘ahib  migin
1S-like misan
‘I like Misan’. (F2, 1A)

45.R1. | don't like Baghdad. (M2, ILE)
46.R1. I've just bought a house. (M1, BE)

The majority of the excuses used by IA were relateBamily and they were 6 instances
of family-related excuses used by the participantshis group. One participant also
mentioned both Family and Friends. The categonerid$s was used by only one
participant. The category Personal was used tvBoene of the examples in the Family

category included:

47.R1.La o jtiue lle

‘ail-ti mistigir-a "hna
Family-IS settled-2S.F here
‘My family is settled here’. (M2, 1A)

48.R1. 2 oo L L yilia UK

kilna "hna ’trabena ‘ban  ‘an jad
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all here brought up-1PL parent and ddaa
‘We all were brought up here; my parents and grareifts.’ (M3, I1A)

49.R1.4die o U ik i 0

medrasat 'tf al-i ’hna hem‘egaba
school children-1S here also obstacle

‘My kids’ school is also an obstacle’. (M4, IA)

Examples of the category Personal included:

50.R1. 32 sl e
ma ahib baydad

NEG 1S-like Baghdad

‘| don't like Baghdad'. (M2, 1A)

This shows that this group used more family-relsggduses (6) to turn down the offer.
ILEs used similar excuses to those used by the 8%s.excuses fell into the Family
category. One of the participants who used the lyaamcuse also used the Friends excuse.
Another participant who used the Family categorgoalsed the Personal category.
Personal excuses were used six times in this gituahlso only one participant used the
Friends category exclusively. Participants who utiedl Family category also used the
Health category, explaining that their family memseere sick. Examples of the Family

+ Health excuses included:

51.R1. By God my mum is old and she is sick and | ke of her. (F2, ILE)
52.R1. My family lives here in Misan and my mothesisk. (F4, ILE)

Examples of the Personal reasons included:

53.R1. I like living in Misan. (M1, ILE)
54.R1. My life is good here. (M1, ILE)
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55.R1. | don't like Baghdad. (M1, ILE)

BEs used excuses that are similar to those usedebiwo other groups. 2 participants in
this group used the Family excuse to turn dowroffer. One of the participants also used

the Friends excuse

56.R1. | also got some friends here. (M3, BE)

One excuse was Personal excuse.

57.R1. Itistoo far away, I'd rather stay around ktzester. (F2, BE)

Examples of the Family excuses included:

58.R1. But it is too far away, because all my famines around here. (F2, BE)
59.R1. My fiancé has a job here. (M1, BE)
60.R1. | just had my parents move here so | coulduld be closer to them. (M1, BE)

Examples of the Personal reasons included:

61.R1. I've just bought a house. (M1, BE)

In summary, all three groups were similar with relgip the type of excuses they used to
turn down the offer in Role Play 1. The majoritytbé excuses (14 instances) in each of

the three groups used Family excuses to refuseftbein this Role Play.

Role Play 2

In this Role Play, the participants were askedetuige a request from a lecturer at the
university to attend a party at the students’ uti@next day. The excuses in this situation

are divided into three categories: papers, assigtraad work.
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It is important to explain here that paper categefgr to paper due in by the next day (the

day when the lecturer asks the student to attemgadity), for example:

62.R2. I've got a paper due in by tomorrow. (M7, BE)

Assignment reasons, on the other hand, also refeoinmitments to finish some school

assignment on time.

63.R2. 2l jualaiaa S gsric
‘ind-i koma thdir Beir

Have-1S lots assignment.PL tomorrow

‘I have lots of assignments tomorrow’. (F4, |1A)

The last category was made by some informantsfén te some other work performed by

the student at days off or some free time, for gplam

64.R2. | got a part time job. (F4, BE)

Most of the IA excuses in this situation was radate assignment for instance. Two of
their excuses were of this type. Work excuses wéhised only once by this group. No

instances of paper category were featured in 143.da

65.R2. 1Y) L fgealla jualas ) sh g

‘ind-i ‘hwai  téhdir t-ileb-hin min-a ilstad
Have-1S many assignment.PL 2S.M-ask-3PlomfiPL  DEF-teacher

‘I have many assignments requested by my teachwsrtow’. (F4, I1A)

As with 1As, ILEs employed excuses related to assignt, but less than those used by IAs.
Paper category occupies the second type of exauses in this scenario. The rest of

excuses were that of work.

66.R2. | work; | help my father in the shop. (M4, ILE)
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BEs, however, were keen to employ paper excuses. rést was mixed between

assignments and work.

67.R2. I've got a paper due in by tomorrow. (M3, BE)
68.R2. | got other assignments as well. (F2, BE)
69.R2. I've got a part-time job at school.(F2, BE)

In summary, while 1As and ILEs tend to use moreuses of assignment and work, BEs

inclined more towards paper excuses.

Role Play 3

In this Role Play the participants were asked kgupervisor at a company where they
worked to stay for two extra hours. There wererggdng differences among the three
groups with regard to the kind of excuses giverhdugh all participants were instructed
to refuse, one participant in the IA group agreedtay for some of the time; that is to stay
for one hour instead of two. The participants ihtlé other two groups insisted on the
refusal. The most frequently used strategy by theigpants in all three groups in this

Role Play was SIE.

In the following paragraphs a description of thedkbdf excuses given by each group will
be provided. As with RP1, the reasons given bypémicipants in this Role Play fell into
three broad categories: 1) Family, 2) Friends, an&ersonal. In addition to these three
categories there is also the category Health, whiak used in combination with one or
more of these categories. For example, if the @péit has to take a family member to the
doctor, then this would be an example of Family ealth reason. In the following

paragraphs the excuses used by each group wikdmitded.

IAs used a combination of Family reasons (7 timeas) Personal reasons (2 times). The
Family reasons involved, mother’s birthday, dinméh family, going to the movies with
mom, picking up the children from school, prepariagd for the family, and teaching the
kids.. The Personal reasons included: needingakbexening class. It is also important to
point out that some of the reasons were not detafeally, this group did not use any

excuses in the Friends or Health categories.
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70.R3. iitiually 5y o al pgall il 5 oo
saf walla il-ym  “umki mefs-a w b-il-mustasfa

look-2S.M by god DEF-day mother-1S sick-3Safad  in-DEF- hospital

‘Look, by God my mum is very sick and she is ia ttospital’. (F2, IA)

The excuses provided by ILEs were similar to bsbalifferent from the ones given by

their 1A counterparts. ILEs used all three categgriFamily, Friends, Personal, and they
also used a combination of Personal + Friends. gitwap used the Family category 1 time,
Personal + Family 1 time, Personal 9 times, andriéis one time. This means that the
highest number of excuses (9) fell in the persocattgory. Some of the reasons this group
used in the Family category included, for examgpister's wedding party. In the Personal

category: studying for an exam, and getting tired/anting to go home, and in the Friends

category: wanting to see friends.

71.R3. | want the course to start well. (M4, ILE)

BEs were very interestingly different from the #arether groups. In BEs data, the most
frequently used type of excuse fell into the Peas@ategory. In fact, 8 excuses were of
SIE used reasons from the Personal category. Tier otpe of excuse that was used by
this group was Friends and it was used twice bypdréicipants. None of the participants
in this group used the Family or Health categoridse Personal excuses used included
examples such as: preparing for classes, goingutty sessions, doing homework, being
busy, feeling exhausted, having a guide group, doidg stuff outside work. It is also

important to notice that most of the Personal neaseere related to school. The Friends

category included: a friend’s birthday and meetingld friend.

72.R3. | am gonna do my homework and then I've plantoed study as well so I'd
like to help but | can't. (M6, BE)

To sum up, while IAs and ILEs mostly used familyated reasons, BEs group mostly used
personal reasons. This kind of excuses is diffefremt the uniformity pattern observed in

RP1 where the three groups were similar with regarthe type of excuses. Furthermore,
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the finding that one 1A agreed to stay for one hastead of two might indicate that some

subjects are willing to compromise in real life.

Role Play 4

In this Role Play the participants were asked fose a request from a classmate for the
lecture notes. It is important first to point ot some of the participants in this Role Play
actually ended up agreeing to give the notes toirttexlocutor despite the fact that the
instructions for the Role Play asked them to refudes, in fact, is not usual and was
reported in previous refusal studies employing rtble play method for data collection
(Garcia, 1992, 1999; Gass & Houck, 1999). In thesent study one participant in the IA
group ended up agreeing to lend the notes to tieelagcutor. None of the participants in
BEs agreed to give the notes to the interlocutas. &lso important to point out that one of
the participants from the ILEs group agreed tdHetinterlocutor study with them and look
at the notes but not borrow them. This finding Isoa&ound in VonCanon’s (2006) and
Garcia’s (1992) study. They observed that learremosetimes abandon refusals and

comply with their interlocutors.

The most frequently used strategy by the BE grouthis Role Play was Avoidance. For
the other two groups, however, the most frequaimntlgd strategy was SIE and the second
most frequently used strategy was Chiding. lts®amnportant to know the number of SIEs
strategy in each group: ILEs: 6, 1As: 8, and BEsSWAth regard to IAs and ILEs, the two

most frequently used excuses by ILEs were:

73. R4, Jaia3 ()3 pefaling

mihtajet-hin ‘a-dris [-il-mtihan
1S.F.need-3PL 1S-study to-DEF-exam

‘| need the notes to study for the exam’. (F3, 1A)

74. R4, 4 Gllaadldl saie L

ma ‘ind-i il-mufhed-at hesa

NEG-have-1S DEF-note-PL now
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‘| don’t have the notes right now’. (F4, 1A)

These excuses were also used by BEs. However,né3sL&s elaborated on such excuses

by saying for, example:

75.R4. pW&ll s jec MAlgduwsd ylia g naa ol LlE) Ual g

ma ‘hna 'nteqgaln-a I-bayt jid w saira fosa w yaid
because we move-1PL to-house new and nbeconess and take
‘umur heta ’lgahin

Age to find-3PL

‘Because we have recently moved to a new housét égdery messy now and it takes for
ages to find them'. (F4, 1A)

76.R4. | put them somewhere and | do not know wheeg aire now. (M3, ILE)

Such elaboration was not found in BEs data. Theesavo excuses were also used by BEs.

77.R4. | need the notes to be honest. (F3, BE)

In addition to negative consequences such as:

78.R4. | don't wanna give you the wrong informatidi2( BE)

However, Iraqgis elaborated on these excuses whemtérlocutompersisted by saying, for
example, that they had to rewrite the notes or deteghembecause the notes were not
ready yet. One participant also expressed fearthigabhotesnight get lost if she lent them
to the interlocutor. What distinguishes the Biesponses, however, from the responses of
IAs and ILEs is that when theaterlocutor persisted, IAs excuses became morenzore
open-ended andirned into Avoidance strategy, which is one of iihest frequenindirect
refusal strategies used by the IAs in this Roley.PEhis strategy is used tgive the
impression to the interlocutor that it is possitdegive them the notes abme point in the

future but it all depends on circumstances. ILEsthe other hand, did not use Avoidance
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when their interlocutopersisted with the request. They, instead, optedicect refusal

strategies or othdndirect strategies such Chiding/ Criticism.

The most frequently used excuse by the BE group was

79.R4. | really need my notes to study. (F3, BE)

One important difference, however, between thisigrand the two other groupsthat in
this group the participants did not “invent” reasar excuses like the onesade in the

two other groups. For example, the participantsndidsay:

80.R4. | don't have the notes with me right now. (M)

They also did not elaborate in a way similar ta thiaserved irthe two other groups, such
as:

81.R4. The notes are in my dad’s house. (M5, ILE)

Most of the reasons BE participants mentioned welaged to study and school, and they

included, forexample:

82.R4. | am really busy studying for this exam. (M&)B

It is also important to mention that the particifsaim the BE group, like thparticipants in
the other groups, preferred to use the Adjunct efretwhen their interlocutor persisted

with the request or they opted for other Indirgtcategies such as Chiding/Criticism.

In summary, IAs and ILEs, despite some differensegmed to use similar excuses and
reasons in their refusals. However, when theirioteitor persisted with the request, they
used the Regret or Chiding/Criticism. BEs, on tlieeo hand, used Avoidance strategy.

Finally, IAs and ILES’ reasons were more elaboth&a those produced by BEs.
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Role Play 5

In this Role Play the participants were asked to tilown an offer of dessert from a host,
who was an old friend, at the end of a meal. Onéigg@ant in ILEs ended up actually
agreeing to taste the food. Also one participanthim IA group ended up eating a small
piece of the dessert. BEs participants insistedefusing the offer. All the participants in

all the groups used the SIE as one of the stragégraefusing the offer.

Before discussing the type of excuses each groeg, iisis important to present the types
of excuses found in the data. There were threestyjpend: 1) Full 2) Negative
Consequences, and 3) Diet. Examples of the Fudbcay included:

83.R5s! s i)

‘a-kalit "hwai
1S-eat alot
‘| ate a lot’. (F4, IA)

84.R5. There is no room. (M4, ILE)
85.R5. I am full. (M5, BE)

Examples of the Negative Consequences included:

86.R5. | am about to explode. (F5, BE)
87.R5. My cholesterol level is high. (F5, BE)

Examples of Diet included:

88.R5.px ) 4

‘msaw-ia rim
made-1S.F diet
‘I am on diet’. (F4, 1A)

89.R5. | am trying to keep on a diet here. (F6, ILE)
90.R5. I've been sacrificing doing diet. (F5, BE)
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The most frequently used excuse by the IAs felthe Full category, accounting for 5
tokens of all the excuses used by this group. Ntuges were in the category Negative
Consequences. The Diet excuse was used by theipants in this group only once.
However, it is possible that when one participanthis group said that she would fiag if

she ate any more, she probably meant that she waes diet. As for ILEs, the most
common used excuse was also in the Full categanstdnces of excuses used. The other

excuses used were Diet excuses and examples idclude

91.R5. aia I e Lilal Jslal

‘ahawil ahafid ‘ela il- rifim
1S-try 1S-keep on DEF-diet

‘I am trying to keep on diet’. (F4, IA)

92.R5. el 21,
rah ‘asmen
will 1S.be fat

‘I will be fat’. (F4, I1A)

Like the IAs group, no participants in the ILEs gpoused Negative Consequences. For
BEs, the Full category occurred twiteam full of their excuses and the remaining were

roughly divided between the Negative Consequenaddlae Diet excuses.

93.R5. I've been sacrificing doing diet. (F5, BE)

One of the BEs participants mentioned a cholesfeaidlem he had and that eating dessert

would make it worse.

In summary, it seems that all three groups wereemoiess similar in their preference for
the Full excuse. This type of excuse occurred rhikgi of excuses used by all the groups.
Also, neither 1As nor ILEs used the Negative Conseges strategy. While BEs used
excuses in the Negative Consequences category asachmaking things worse' |,

‘exploding’, 1As and ILEs used other expressionsigmify that they were so full such as:
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94.R5. | am out of breath. (M4,ILE)

BEs also used a health-related exatisalesterol level

95.R5. Honestly my cholesterol level is high and Itjteel like this dessert might
make it worse. (F6, BE)

This way, it seems that BEs excuses were more d/dnian the excuses provided by the
two other groups.

Role Play 6

In this Role Play, the participant is refusing @uest from a flatmate to lend their

computer. It is in some ways similar to Role PlayiFand Five in that the participant is

turning down an equal status requester. Howevaelifférs from them as the requester is
lower in social distance. Avoidance was utilisedhreesmost frequent strategies by the three
groups in this situation.

96.R6:ialle <L
Belki ‘akjai-yat

Maybe on-next-PL
‘May be next time’. (M6, 1A)

97.R6. | can do it later (F8, ILE)
98.R6. This is week | lend you my computer. (M7, BE)

These strategies might also be context-specificniiig down a request from a flatmate
may put the refuser in an embarrassing situatitnusTthey resort to make a promise to

accept this request at some point in the futusoften the illocutionary force of the refusal.

In this situation, two categories of excuses wemstiy utilised by the three groups of

informants; Usage and Defect. In the first categtirg refuser try to convey a message to
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the requester that they are using this computtreaminute and they are unable to lend it

to them for example:

99.R6. I've got to get this work done. (M7, BE)
100. R6. | absolutely have to keep using it. (M7, BE)

In the second category; Defect, the participargnapt to point out that their computer is
defective and it is not working properly and thegstly promise to lend it in the future by
employing promise of future acceptance. IAs andslkénded more commonly towards the

category of Defect.

101. R6. 2l Sb lealial Lo asd (g planil | Suals Lend <o el L (pea U
‘ana hemen m ’a‘ruf ‘Shih-a hasibt-i

| too NEG 1S-know whatis wgeBS.F  computer-1S
‘a-ntalr-i  lihedma ’a-salih-ha belki b&r
2S.F-wait till 1S-fix-3S  maybetomorrow

‘Me too | do not know what is wrong with it, waill t fix it maybe tomorrow’. (F6, IA)

It featured 7-8 times in the two Iraqgi groups. Erample

102. R6. It is not responding | do not know what is wgonith it.
103. R6. The software is not working properly by Godéan my software. (F6,
ILE)

It is important to mention here that 1As’ and ILEesponses were more detailed and
elaborated than those of BEs. The latter group,elvew were more concerned about the
clarity of their message. In addition, they utitlseore excuses of Usage category than that

of Defect.
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Role Play 7

In this Role Play the participants were asked fase an offer from a cleaner who was
trying to pay for a china statuette that they brokdle cleaning the participant’'s desk. The
most important point about this Role Play is thedré was a marked difference between
the British participants and the Iragis with regtzdhe strategies used. While 6 instances
of SIE strategy were used to turn down the cleangffer in ILEs, 5 were used by IAs. 10

SIE strategies were used by participants in thesBrEnglish group.

Also the situation-specific strategy Let Off thediovas used commonly in this situation;
8 inILEs, 9in lAs and 7 in BEs for example

104. R7. &Y

la t-htam
NEG 2S.M-care
Never mind. (M8, 1A)

105. R7. Do not worry. (M7, ILE)
106. R7. 1tis fine. (M7, BE)

General principles occurred 3 times in IAs and Bisije it was not featured in ILES.

107. BRlEgWEN]
‘nkisar il- Ser

Broke DEF-evil
‘The evil broke down’. (F6, IA)

108. R7. It happens. (M6, ILE)
109. R7. To err is human. (M7, BE)
110. R7. Things eventually break. (M8, BE)
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However, for all the groups, the most frequentlgdistrategy in this Role Play was Let
Interlocutor Off the Hook. In the following paragtes we examine the differences with

regard to the types of excuses provided by eaalpgro

The types of excuses used can be divided into twadcategories: Monetary Value and
Sentimental Value. The Monetary Value is used terr® the statuette as something of no
real monetary value, as a reason for refusing tfee of money. Examples of this type of

reason included:
111. R7. e 5
ma  gali
NEG expensive
‘It is not expensive’. (M7, IA)

112. R7. b (s 58 (s2ie
‘ind-i hwai  bil-bayt

Have-1S alot in-DEF-house
‘| have a lot of statuettes at home’. (F9, 1A)

113. R7.asi Ll Jase (e 4 jid

i-Steret-a min nhel hedaia ftiis
1S-bought-3S from shop gifts cheap
‘| bought it from a cheap gift store’. (F6, 1A)

114. R7. ltis cheap. (M7, ILE)
115. R7. 1t is only 5000 (Iraqi dinar). (M8, ILE)

The Sentimental Value refers to the emotional atteent between the participant and the
statuette. It was also used to explain that thiueti@ did not have any sentimental value
for the participants and because of this there neaseed for compensation. Examples of

the Sentimental Value reasons included:

116. R7.1don’t even like it. (M8, BE)
117. R7. It is a present form an old girlfriend. (M7, BE
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118. R7. It is not something special from my family awything. (M7, BE)
119. R7. 1 don’t even miss it. (M8, BE)
120. R7. It was like a present from someone | don't 'doemember who they

were. (M8, BE)

In the following paragraphs we look at how eachugraused these excuses. The
participants in IAs used a combination of Monetdalue and Sentimental Value reasons.
They used the Sentimental Value reasons more frelyug4 instances). ILEs used six
excuses from the Monetary Value category and didimdude any examples from the
Sentimental Value category. As for the participantBEs, like those in IAs, they used the

Sentimental Value excuses (5 instances) and useldldmetary Value excuses only once.

It is possible to argue that ILEs did not use teatBnental Value argument because it
requires a higher level of linguistic competencéereas the Monetary Value would

simply require the participants to say for exampis cheap

Role Play 8

In this situation the participant is asked to refasrequest to fix a computer belonging to
their friend’s younger sibling. In this situatioonly one subject from BEs ended up

agreeing on fixing the computer after the party.

Three categories of excuses have been found outhig situation: Getting Late,

Inexperience, and Negative Consequences.

IAs and ILEs, on the whole, have used more excu$e&etting Late (5 tokens) for

example:
121. R8.dliale jali 1,
rah n-ither ‘el heflah

will 3PL-getting late on party
‘We are going to be late for the party’. (M9, IA)

122. R8. We are in a hurry. (F8, ILE)
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However, they sometimes use both categories Gttty + Inexperience for instance:

123. R8. We are late and | do not have good experiancemputers. (M8,ILE)

Inexperience category has been used by the twapgrtor instance one ILE refused by

saying:

124. R8. | do not have experience in computers, thimtsmy major, you know.
(F9, ILE)

BEs employ more Negative Consequences and Inexperexcuses than Getting late. For

example
125. R8. I am not really skilled in computers. (M9, BE)
126. R8. You wouldn't want me to damage it for you? (B&)
127. R8. | am not that good at computers. (F6, BE)

It is important to note here that the most freglyemsed strategy by BEs was 'Avoidance'.
For example:

128. R8. | may do it later for you | mean | could ddfar you after the party.
(M9, BE)

Finally, it is important to draw attention to thact that Chiding was one of the most

frequently used strategies by the groups for exampl

129. R8. Jaxivse 58] (e sl (e cppalla] Ladls il

‘nt-i d'man ‘t-tulbin min-i  'Sj@  min ‘a-kin  mistejil
You-2S.F always 2S.F-ask from-1S thing.PLewh1S-be in a hurry
‘You always ask me for things when | am in a hur@7, |1A)

130. R8. Because you misuse your computer you breaswnd (M9, ILE)
131. R8. | helped you before when I fixed your compu(®t9, BE)
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The Adjuncts to refusal used in RP8 are similathimse used in RP6 in that the most
frequently used strategy was 'Regret’. The intattws in this situation show their regret
for being unable fix the requester's lap top agdieser were in a hurry in order to attend a
party. However, the second most frequently useatesiy was not the same for all of the
groups. For example, for IAs, it was 'Invoking tieeme of God', occurring 4 times in their
data, but this strategy did not feature at alhm data of the BEs group, but 3 times in ILEs
data. The second most frequently used strategyéoBE group was 'Statement of Positive

Opinion', for example:

132. R8. I'd love to help you... (M8, BE)

For the ILE group it was Statement of Empathy on€&on for instance:

133. R8. | know that you need it so badly. (M7, ILE)

To sum up, while 1As and ILEs excuses were mor€eiting Late and Inexperience, BEs

patterns were more of Inexperience and Negatives€quences.

Role Play 9

In the final Role Play, RP9 the participants weotirg as teachers trying to refuse a

request from an academic advisee to write a reéeréor them.

Three categories of excuses have been observedApreal to a third party, doing exams,
and incompetence.

Appealing to a third party was the most frequelason for refusal by IAs. It occurred 4

times in this situation, for example:

134. Rngmhﬁm‘)\ﬁ%\ﬁa‘)}ﬁdw
bes dikér-a fanah fag-a bS ma  ti-sl-ha

but doctor-1S.F Fatima empty-3S.F why NEXS.M-ask-3S.F

‘But Dr. Fatima is free | think, why don’t you akler or any other staff?’ (M9, IA)
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Being busy doing the exams for the students waseaaigployed here.

135. R9. Sl Al juasty J grdia U
‘ana megial  b-tehir ‘S'lat il+ilab
I 1S.busy by-prepare questions DEHiglestts
‘I am busy preparing for the studetdsts’. (F10, I1A)
136. RO, :Mall alis) yaal) #lial
"htaj “a-hedir 's'la [-il-tilab
1S.need 1S-prepare questions for-DEF-students
‘I need to prepare tests for my stud’. (M9, IA)
137. R9. I am currently busy preparing the questionthefexam (M10, 1A)
138. R9. | am preparing for the students’ studentd. {9, ILE)

ILEs, on the other hand, refer that they are natdgat writing references for others and

advise to find someone else to do that for them.

139. R9. Well, | am not very good at writing a referehegers. (M10, ILE)

ILEs, sometimes use both incomptence+Appeal toird party; | am not a good referee

maybe you ask Dr. Alaa.

BEs patterns of excuses were almost always falldioing exams excuses for example:

140. R9. If I was not busy testing the students, maythdé able to but I've got
exams I've got to do the tests. (F8, BE)

141. R9. | still got exams sorry I've really got to ghvdve an exam starting. (F9,
BE)

142. R9. You probably know we got midterm exams comipgnext week so i

am really quite pushed of time at the moment. (BB,
143. R9. But yea | really iam busy with the exams atrtfieute so erm | am just
pushed with the time. (F10, BE)

This type constituted the vast majority of theiiusals (90%). The other two types occupy

the rest of refusals.
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The Adjuncts used in this Role Play varied from gnaup to another. However, they were
also similar in some respects. For example, 'Staterof Positive Opinion' was the most

frequently used Adjunct by BEs and ILEs as in

144, R9. You've been a very good student. (F7, BE)

Invoking the name of God was used most frequenylylAs. In a unique pattern not
previously observed, the three groups used GettieglInterlocutors' Attention as the

second most frequent Adjunct to Refusals for exampl

145. R9. J i Llla U sl
's-sme  ’ana halien megl
2S.F-listen |  currently busy

‘Listen, | am currently busy...” (M6, 1A)

146. R9. Ok ok erm look I'll tell you something. | am iveam not very good at

writing reference letters. (M7, ILE)

It was used 4 times by IAs, twice by ILEs and obgeBEs.

In brief, the three groups were dissimilar in theicuses in this RP. While IAs used more
excuses of Appealing to A Third Party, ILEs emplagre Incompetence. However, BEs

tend to utilise more excuses of doing exams.

7.5 Conclusion

As with refusals in the DCT, informants in the R&leys tend more towards indirectness
in the three groups. Iragi informants, however, everore direct in their refusals as
compared to the British subjects. The latter grais more indirect in their refusals (see

section 7.2).

The most frequently used Indirect Refusal strategwll three groups in the nine refusal

situations was Statement of Impeding Event and dace.lt is important to note that the
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figures for the six most frequently used Indirecategies were identical for IAs and ILEs,
but were different for the BE group, with the exiep of the first two (Statement of
Impeding Event and Avoidance), which was the saoreafl three groups. This may

indicate a pragmatic transfer by ILEs from IragaBic.

In addition, social factors have an influence amrsfusers’ responses in Role Plays. While
IAs and ILEs were more sensitive to social status distance, BEs varied their refusals
according to the social status and gender (secti@). Furthermore, the degree of
imposition was also an influential factor. It wasihd that the length of refusal responses
was, to a certain extent, affected by the ranknmbdsition implied in the Role Plays
scenarios. The three groups increased the numbmfudal strategies with situations of
high and medium imposition; while they decreasentim@ber of refusal formulae with low

impositions scenarios (see section 7.3).

As regard to the qualitative analysis, the seledtwdractions provide examples of
discourse-level pragmatic transfer and it also absventeresting cultural differences
between Iraqis and British informants. For exampleile the British participants are more
concerned with getting their message across, #ug fprarticipants are more concerned with

saving their interlocutor’s face at the expensthefclarity of their message (see 7.4.1.1).

The study also shows that individual differences pky a major role in how refusals are
realised (7.4.1.2). In addition, the content of theuses and reasons provided by the
participants in their refusals reveals interestiifferences among the groups and it also

show some pragmatic transfer by ILEs from theirveaanguage (section 7.4.2).
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Chapter Eight

Conclusions

This chapter is devoted to presenting the findiagg/ed at in this study. On the basis of
these findings, a number of pedagogical implicaiand recommendations, and possible

relevant projects for further research are sugdeste

8.1 Summary and Conclusions

This thesis has conducted research into the varimhivritten acts of refusal in response to
requests and offers. The study was designed sahbatubjects would undertake both a
Role Play and a DCT. Firstly, the DCT questionnawas completed, in which the three
groups responded to 36 written scenarios (18 rifusaequests and 18 refusals to offers)
by indicating what they thought they would say. Tdexond activity was designed to
collect data orally via Role Plays which consis®ddliciting refusals of offers and requests.
The reason for this was to make a direct compaimsiween their behaviour in the Role
Play and in the DCT. Combining multiple data cdil@c in this way is not only a
comprehensive method of conducting research, batost essential for investigating an
elusive, many-faceted discipline such as pragmafisis Sulaimaan, 1997:89). The
responses of the participants accumulated from Ipodtesses were categorised and
compared across the groups. The refusal formulaee wiescussed according to the
(im)politeness theory of Brown and Levinson (19&f)d Culpeper (1996) and with
reference to the social norms of Iragi and Britisiftures. The coding scheme adopted in
this study is that of Beebe et al. (1990) who oatisgd refusals into Direct, Indirect and

Adjunct to refusals.

In this chapter, differences in the use of Dirérdirect and Adjunct to Refusal, as well as
the four variables that influenced their use (dosiatus, social distance, degree of
imposition, and gender) will be discussed. Morepeach refusal type and strategy will be
investigated in order to draw conclusions as totviffuences speakers to select a certain
refusal type and/or strategy of refusal. The datiected from the DCT investigation will

then be compared with those collected from the RRidgy scenarios. The results of both
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the Role Play and DCT will also be compared with findings of other researchers in the
literature, and they will be discussed from thempeint of cultures. The manner in which
IAs, ILEs, and BEs followed a variety of pattermms the production of refusal strategies
used in different situations and under differentwwnstances will also be investigated. To
analyse the semantic formulae of their refusalcéfversations were collected from the
Role Play scenarios, and 2160 tokens were extréiciadthe DCT.

Regarding the data collected by the DCT, the resatlicate that Iragi and British people
can be distinguished on the basis of their refagategies (see chapters 5 and 6), since the
choice of refusal strategies reflects the differddracteristics of both cultures. Further, a
number of different refusal strategies have beesented. Each of these strategies can be
realised by certain semantic formulae. These samé&mmulae have been found to be
attentive to certain aspects of the eliciting ad&s.such, each strategy has its own specific
nature. Furthermore, the linguistic expressiondisieg these semantic formulae may
convey different implications on pragmatic and ipggsonal levels. Generally, BEs varied
their refusals mainly according to the social #tednd gender of the addressees, and, to a
lesser extent, to social distance, while 1As an@slichose their refusal tactics according to
the addressees’ social status and social distatierrthan their gender. The strategies of
refusal have also been found to be determined éyyibe of the eliciting act (requests and
offers), and consequently the selection of a aertafusal strategy and the semantic
formulae by which it is realised can be constraibgdhe specific features of the eliciting
acts. So, the strategies of It is My Treat and dféthe Hook, for example, were used to

decline offers, but not requests (see chaptersl6an

The frequency of use of each refusal strategy dhatetd from one group of subjects to
another in accordance with the influence of thedhsocial factors (social status, social
distance, and gender). However, sensitivity to ehsctors varied from one group to
another. Gender and social status were more irtfaleéhan social distance for BEs, while
social status and social distance were found tmée influential than gender for 1As and
ILEs. Further, BEs demonstrated greater sensittaitstatus equals versus status unequals,
whereas IAs were particularly conscious of highsuerlow status in their responses in the

frequency of refusal strategies (see chaptersdig)an

Moreover, the order and number of semantic formolaserved in a given refusal strategy

diverged from one situation to another and from graup to another. The selection of a
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certain order was also perceived to vary accordonghe degree of sensitivity of the

subjects to the three social factors (chaptersd%an

Analysis of the DCT and Role Plays data confirmes ltiypothesis that there is pragmatic
transfer from the native language in the ordergdency and content of the semantic
formulae used by the ILEs. At the pragmalinguidgeel, strategies such as General
Principle and Alternative appeared to be transtefrem Iragi Arabic to the subjects’

interlanguage. In addition, adopting some expressibat do not occur in English by ILEs
might result in cross-cultural misunderstanding ammmunication breakdowns (see
Chapters 5, 6, and 7).

1. #11. Your help lived with me for a long time. (F1DE)
2. %10. From my eyes. (M9, ILE)
3. R3. No, tell it to the bear. (M4, ILE)

At the sociopragmatic level, ILEs demonstrated assiity to social factors that was
relatively similar to that of their IA counterparfBhus, they were more sensitive to social
status and social distance than to gender in #saction of refusal strategies and in the
order and frequency of semantic formulae foundhosé strategies. In addition, it has been
observed that some examples of sociopragmatic fenaeuld be attributed to ILES’
misjudgement of the size of imposition (see 5.4)e misjudgment of the size of
imposition coincides with the finding of Thomas §B9104) who asserts that it is one
major causes of sociopragmatic failure among naveapeakers of English. Moreover,
the higher average of number of strategies useliLiby lend support to Edmondson and

House's (1991) "Waffle Phenomenon" that learnelissay more than necessary.

With regard to the number of semantic formulae poed by the three groups in the DCT,
it emerged that both IAs and ILEs produced a hidrequency of two semantic formulae
when interacting with a person of higher status distance than with someone equal or

lower in status and distance (see 5.1.1 and 6.1.1)

4, #2. 8 L3Sk

ma-aqdar malhulig

NEG-able NEG mood
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‘| can't, | do not feel well' (M3, 1A)

5. %17. No, | am meeting someone. (F7, ILE)

This may be indicative of a conception, in Iragitete, that a person higher in status and
distance requires more explanation and elaborafidhe reason for the refusal, in order to
make the situation less confrontational and to évourting the feelings of others.
Elaborate statements contain multiple reasons ouses, and thus are perhaps more
convincing as refusals than would be brief statéame@onversely, it would appear that
refusing an offer or a request from someone lowestatus and distance does not require
the same level of elaboration and explanation, rather a high level of insistence in
asserting the refusal, hence the use of one sarmianthulae and a more direct strategy.
Elaborate statements were also observed when dlgés Irefused people of higher social

status and distance in the Role Plays (see 7.2.7 2&1).

In general, two semantic formulae occurred morgueatly in the responses of 1As and
ILEs. This finding supports those in the literattinat Arabic communication style tends
towards verbosity (Al-Issa, 1998; Al-Shalawi 19%elson, Al Batal, and Echols 1996;
Nelson, El-Bakary and AL Batal 1993; and Morkus 200It is noteworthy that the
phenomenon of circumlocution found in the ILES’ajappears to be an indication of the
native language influence (Iragi Arabic) on theifusal responses. As such, it is evidence
of negative pragmatic transfer from the mother tentanguage. BEs, on the other hand,
tend to use strategies that consist of one semtorticula more frequently than those of
two or three semantic formulae. It could be argined BEs are more concerned about the
clarity of the message in their refusals than aaqi$. The clarity of the message would
appear to be more important to BEs than is preasgrie face needs of their subjects. IAs
and ILEs answers are vaguer, and seem more empathan those of BEs. It is
reasonable to assume that their goal is maintaiaiggod, harmonious relationship with

other informants at the expense of the clarityhefrtmessage.

Furthermore, it has been observed that the dedreposition of requests and offers has
influenced the informants’ length of responseshia three groups (see 5.4, 6.3) and the
number of the semantic formualae of the three laggwroups (see 7.3). The informants
in the three groups used remarkably longer respomsesituations carrying heavier

imposition.
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‘ana’isit ‘'umur’hma w ‘ind-T rewabit ‘jtima‘iah 'i‘durn-i
| lived age here and have-1S tie.PLsocial forgive-1S

‘I've lived here for ages and | have social tiestdive me’. (1A, M8).

7. #11.1am sorry; | have another job, next time neay{M9, BE)

In situations where the degree of imposition waslioma responses fluctuated between one
and two semantic formulae. The informants, howeweed shorter responses when

refusing requests/offers of low imposition (see 5.8, and 7.3).

The influence of the imposition variable confornesthe results of many studies in the
literature such as Al Qahtani (2009), Eisentein &uodiman’s (1986, 1993), and Felix-
Bradefer (2002).

Gender, on the other hand, was not an influengietiofr for either IAs or ILEs in terms of
the number of semantic formulae. In other wordsy ttlid not distinguish noticeably in the
number of the semantic formulae of the refusaltesgjias when refusing male or female
offerers/requesters or opposite gender. Althougl thcrease the number of refusals when
refusing females/opposite gender, the range oéwdiffce is small. Furthermore, no obvious
variations in the number of refusals were obsebsethe refusers’ gender (see chapters 5,
6, and 7). It might be argued that Iragi societgasservative. Thus, there is a shortage of
interaction between the two genders, so people dpekialised strategies to deal with the
opposite sex. In fact, separation of sexes is drleeomain characteristics of Iragi society.
Although the data of this study are collected froMformants (males and females) who
study in a co-educational institution, it seemg tha students are still aware of the cultural
norms of their society which impose a great numdierestrictions on a man-woman
relationship. Gender in BEs seemed to be much nmdlgential as compared with the
other two groups. BEs increased the frequency ofgemantic-formula strategies when
refusing a female requester/offerer and oppositelgee British male refusers, however,
were more verbose as they utilise more stratepesconsist of two semantic formulae as
compared to females (chapters 5 and 6). In the Rialgs, Women and men in the three

groups tend towards indirectness. Iragi male iatetiors tend to refuse more indirectly
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when they interact with someone of the oppositedgenThis pattern, however, was not

observed in the third group (see 7.2.3).

Some strategies that appeared in refusals of resjdes not feature in refusals of offers,
and vice versa. For instance, Avoidance, Wish,@odnter-factual Conditionals, appeared
in refusals of requests but not in refusals of rsffeHowever, Indicate Unwillingness,

Putting the Blame of a Third Party, Let off the Hopolt is my Treat, and

Gratitude/Appreciation were utilised only in reflssaf offers. Generally, the three groups
of informants used a high frequency of Adjunctsr@iusals of requests and offers.
Regrets/Apology appeared more commonly in IA arid than in BE data in both the DCT
and Role Plays. This finding concurs with the restéported by Al-Shalawi (1997) with

regard to the use of Statement of Regret/Apologwud§ participants in his study used
more expressions of regret than did Americans.idratpmonstrate to employ more
negative politeness strategies than do BEs. Ithmsaid that Iraqgis are apt to produce
refusals with care. ILEs, on the other hand, usedr&s more frequently in refusals of
requests than the other two groups (see tables 6.90and 7.1). It seems, on the whole,
that all of the groups consider preserving harmtmype of the utmost importance in
human relationships. Refusing a request/offer wathexpressing regret or implying that
one would really like to comply to a request or egtcan offer might be considered

impolite by all three groups.

Gratitude/Appreciation was used only in refusalsofférs. This may be attributed to a
sense that, when refusing offers, people tend press gratitude and appreciation to the
offerer in an attempt to mitigate the illocutiondigrce of the refusal. This finding is

evident in the data of all three groups (table.6.9)

In this study, Role-Plays have been chosen asltisest type of data to natural discourse
in its analysis of refusals of requests and offerghis Role-Play data analysis as well as
the DCT, it is observed that the most frequentlgdustrategies of refusal by all three
groups of informants is Statement of Impeding Evdrd a certain degree, a refuser
acknowledges the need to offer a pertinent reaswh aam explanation. This might be

explained as a refuser's attempt not only to fii@ linguistic purpose of saying 'no’, but
also to maintain interpersonal cordiality at theneatime. It is noteworthy that BEs

employed more SIE than the other two groups inDRE and the Role Plays (see tables
5.10, 6.9, and 7.1). The Iraqi groups, howevelisetl more direct refusals such as NA and

Direct No as compared with those featured in BEa.dBhe higher frequency of SIEs and
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the lower frequency of NA and Direct No for BE setds could be explained by a
convention among BEs that SIE alone gives the waplire of NA/Direct No whereas Iraqi
speakers are more likely to explicitly state NA f/ndirect No because SIE alone might

not be sufficient .

Thus, it could be argued that, by providing mor&ile and information in their refusals,
the three groups are aware that the social rektiiprhas to be maintained. In fact, almost
all refusal studies in the literature, both thodeowised the DCT method and those who
used the Role Play method for data collection, Haued Excuse/Reason to be the most
frequently used strategy in the realisation of safu(Al-Issa, 1998; Al-Shalawi 1997;
Felix-Brasdefer 2002; Morkus 2009). Furthermoreas tendency is also observed in the
study conducted by Bardovi-Harling and Hartford Q1P where it was revealed that
Explanations was the strategy most commonly usedefections by both native and non-

native refusers.

An important difference between the interlocutdrshe groups is that 1As and ILEs, both
in the DCT and in the Role Play, stressed the itapae of family in their life. In Role
Play 3 and situation number 11 in refusals of retpm the DCT, where the subjects were
asked to refuse their boss’s request to work far éwtra hours, and also in an offer of job
promotion but relocation to another city (Role Plasituation 10 refusals of offers) it was
obvious that IAs and ILEs, in their use of the t&tgy of Putting the Blame on a Third
Party, resorted to family-related excuses (se85ahd 7.4.2). It is worth mentioning here
that women in lIragi groups resort to such excusesenthan men (64% and 36%
respectively). It could be explained that men iaqglrsociety are socially the decision-
makers in family matters, particularly for such @al decisions. Thus, women need to
consult their husbands or brothers before givirggy thcceptance in such important matters.
BEs, on the other hand, provided personal, rathan family, reasons although a few
instances of family reasons are used by them (séeMay 1 and 3 in 7.4.2). In the course
of data analysis of the DCT and the Role Playsyas noticed that Iragis used family

circumstances more commonly in their explanatisosh as:

8. R3.. bl Lic (psua

‘a-msein ‘eSe  ‘a’l-i
1PL. made dinner family-Adv.

‘We will have a family dinner’. (M4, 1A).
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9. %*10. | need to consult my husband. (F8, ILE)

BEs, on the other hand, gave explanations that sheir own inclinations, such as:

10. % 16. | am busy now you can clean it later. (M9, BE)
11.#10. No, | have to study now. (F6, BE)
12.R1. I've just bought a house. (M1, BE)

This can be explained by differences in commuracatpractices. Iragis give family-
related circumstances the greatest priority inrtegplanations, which reflects the value of
family in their interaction. As a result of thesdfatences, IAs and ILEs used family

excuses/reasons for their refusals, while BEssetlipersonal ones (work, study).

Analysis of the data in this study has revealed thiggion plays a vital role in the refusal
process. A number of religious expressions werellaely employed by the IAs. The
strategy commonly used in the DCT by IAs, but nptlie other two groups, is Invoking
the name of God (see 4.3.2). The illocutionary éav€ refusal in Arabic is softened by this
strategy (Abdel-Jawad, 2000). In this current stlidys used it 11 times in their oral
refusals in the Role-Play (see table 7.1). In astirBEs never included such religious
expressions in their refusals. This may be attéub the fact that BE informants are less
religious. However, it doesn’'t mean that all Irapeakers who use such expressions are
deeply religious. Their use in Arabic could beibtttable to the fact that such expressions

are conventionalised in Arabic language in a way they are not in contemporary English.

Religious formulae are widely utilised in Iragi@nactions. Invoking God¥ s by Godis an
expression that appears to be an essentially fifeethula in Iraqi conversational
interactions. Furthermore, the speaker of suchesgons tries to gain the social approval
of the addressee. It is extremely likely that tbeis-cultural rationale behind using these
expressions is to enhance solidarity and to achiemee trustworthiness on the part of the
requester/offerer. In addition, Arabs would use avey to God expressions in order to

give firmity and assurance to what they say omidt® do (Almutlaqg, 2013:224).

4 L o) God willing was another expression of wish which was utiliselAs’ and ILES’
formulae. The use of such expressions is taken fiteenArabic and Islamic tradition,

where the refuser tends to say 'God willing' whenekiey wish something good to happen
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in the future (Al-Khatib, 2001:191). Iraqgis, as Muss, believe that humans cannot control
all events; something depends on God (i.e. fatd)that everything can come into being
by the willingness of God. Moreover, by communicgtsuch expressions, Iraqis displace
responsibility for the refusal away from themsehssl mitigate unpleasant outcomes.
This finding was also investigated in Al-Issa (19%nd Morkus (2009). They too found

evidence of frequent references to God in thegaadin of refusals.

Language proficiency would appear to have playguhd with regard to the semantic
formulae employed by ILEs in both the DCT and th@eRPlay. Generally, ILEs avoided
using some lexical terms suchdefinitely, absolutely look after or syntactic forms which
have no equivalents in Iragi Arabic, for instantag-questions, hedgésnd of sort of
presumably because they are not confident in usiam. Furthermore, strategies such as
Counter-factual Conditionals might require knovgedf complex syntactic structures in
order to be successfully utilised. However, 6 ins&s of Counter-factual Conditionals
were used by ILEs in the DCT (see 5.2). This cdiddlue to the nature of the DCT which
allows them sufficient time to think about theirsarers. On the other hand, adjuncts such
as Invoking the name of God did not feature in [LBET data. It could be argued that
ILEs' linguistic knowledge allows them to be momgaze of refraining from the use of
such expressions, as they may consider them inppate in the English setting. However,
11 instances of Invoking the name of God appeardtliEs' Role Play data. This may be
attributed to the fact that ILEs are more subjectangue slips and negative transfer in
their verbal interaction. Some other formulae, hasvewere frequently used by ILEs such
as Statement of Gratitude/Appreciation, Regret/Agp) and Direct No. It could be argued
that ILES' repeated use of such formulae is attaibie to the fact that these strategies do
not require a high level of linguistic competenoe ¢ghey are not linguistically demanding.

This might well be the reason they were preferngtLEs.

On the other hand, ILEs failed to adopt some sijrasethat occurred in BEs data such as
Negative Consequences to Requester (table 7.1} Sifagegies such as General Principles
appeared in the DCT but not in the Role Plays ¢sbl10, 6.9, and 7.1). This strategy was
not used by ILEs because it might require memaoasatf certain phrases or tenses. The
failure of these learners to adopt the strategeesi lby BES may stem simply from their

lack of familiarity with specific English formulg&tevens,1993:105).

In addition, in the DCT and Role-Play data, otherilarities and differences are evident

among the three groups of informants. Most of thetigpants, for instance, in both
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languages chose more Indirect strategies suchaéen@nt of Impeding Events, Avoidance.
However, IAs and ILEs used fewer indirect strategiédd more direct strategies when
interacting with someone lower in status. This meffect the hierarchical structure of

Iragi society. In general, Iragi society is hietdacal in the sense that social status
differences play a vital role. Age, wealth, powed aeligion or governmental positions are
all sources of status differences. BEs followedsame pattern of IAs and ILEs by using
more indirect refusals with higher social statuiilocutors, but the range of difference
between high and low status subjects is not rerbek&8ES, however, sometimes utilised
more indirect strategies when refusing someone dawestatus. This may reflect the

British belief in equality (see 5.2.1, 6.2.1, an2.X).

Generally, in both the Role Play and the DCT ingadion, all groups favoured the most
indirect strategy type, which accounted for a veigh percentage of all of the strategies
they adopted (see chapters 5, 6, and 7). Howew#n, IAs and ILEs utilised more Direct

refusals than BEs. This finding contrasts with otsiidies, for example, Morkus (2009)
Al-Issa (1998), Al-Shalawi (1997), Al Eryani (200&ho all concluded that Arabs are
more indirect than their American English-speakioginterparts. Neither do the findings
of this study coincide with those of Nelson et 20@2) who found that American and

Egyptian participants used a similar number of &iend Indirect strategies.

These findings shed light on important differentesommunication styles between Iragis
and other Arabic speaking communities, on the amelhand British and American people
on the other. The most obvious difference betwéemtis that, in this investigation, the
English interlocutors make more use of the conesatily indirect strategy than the Iraqis,
who employ more direct strategies than the Englistus, different communication styles

are adopted by those groups.

Further, In Role play interactions, when it is atteaof asking somebody to do something
that has a cost in terms of either time or laboutially refusers can be very indirect in
rejecting a request/offer. They tend to use morckranre supportive moves, for example,
to proffer reasons, in order to persuade withoutinding impolite. But when
requesters/offerers do not concede easily, refusgmsat their rejections in the argument

employing more direct strategies (See 7.2).

With reference to the pragmatic transfer foundLiBd data, the data of the two methods

show that there was pragmatic transfer from ligibic to British English (see 5.5,
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6.4,7.2 and 7.4). As explained in Chapters Five, é&id Seven, evidence of pragmatic
transfer was detected in the use of the three matiegories of refusal, namely: Direct,
Indirect, and Adjunct to Refusals. Firstly, evidenaf pragmatic transfer was obvious in
ILES’ refusals of requests. In the DCT, ILEs restgdliheir 1A counterparts in their use of
the same order of semantic formulae (section 5.BE} began their refusals with Positive
Opinion and/or Regret/Apology, while 1As and ILEdmast always started with

Regret/Apology. For BEs, SIEs occupied the secasitipn in terms of frequency, as in:

13.# 6. Sorry, | need them today. (F4, BE)

Whereas for ILEs, as with their 1A counterparts,ghied Ability was the second most

commonly employed strategy and SIE the third, fetance:

14.# 8. Sorry, | am unable to, it is not on my way.7(NLE)

NA, as in | don't have the ability to..is regarded in Iragi communication as less
egocentric and serves to preserve the face of éhjeester. Furthermore, evidence of
pragmatic transfer in the frequency and selectibmefusal strategies of requests was
found in ILE data. SIE and NA were the most fredlyensed strategies in those groups
(see table 5.10). However, it was evidenced thBsltransferred into English a sensitivity
to contextual factors in a similar way to their ounterparts. ILEs, like IAs, were

sensitive to social status, while BEs, on the oltaard, displayed sensibility to social status
and gender (section 5.2). There is also evidengaragmatic transfer in the contents of
semantic formulae. The reasons/explanations addancéAs as excuses for refusals were
actually less specific about their plans as to glditne and participants. This appears to
transfer into ILEs, whose excuses lacked detailsvegre less specific than BEs, who were

particularly explicit in their excuses (section)s.3

Moreover, evidence of pragmatic transfer was foundffer of refusals of different types
in ILE data in the frequency, order and contentseimantics (see chapter 6). Certain
strategies were evident in 1A data but were abserihat of BEs, and vice-versa. The
strategies of Chiding, Alternative, and Generahé&lgle were employed by IAs but not at
all by BEs. Some of these strategies were also@maglby ILEs in their refusals of offer
in English. These strategies are definitely chams#d as transfer of refusal strategies

from Arabic to English. As with refusals of requediLEs in refusals of offers displayed
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sensitivity to contextual factors similar in one ywar another to that of their IA
counterparts (section 6.2). Both IA and ILE sulgedisplayed a noticeable difference in
the range of the frequency of Statement of Impedingnt between higher and lower
status. BEs also demonstrated an awareness of stafias, but the distinction there was
between status equals and unequals. The percenmtaligste that the sensitivity of both IA
and ILE subjects to gender did not vary, whereasBEs demonstrated a considerably

higher sensitivity to gender (section 6.2).

In refusals of offers, as far as the order and remald semantic formulae are concerned,
the subjects did not follow the same pattern inttivee groups (see 6.1.2). Whereas both

IAs and ILEs employed NA as a second preferendevield by SIE, as in:

15. %5. Thank you, | can’t. Itis time to leave now3(FLE)

For BEs, SIE came second prior to Indicate Unmgiliess in the third position, for

example:

16. % 18. Looks and smells great, but | am satisfiean Inmt into this. (M10, BE)

Both IA and ILE subjects appeared to be sensitiv&otial status and social distance, since
they increased the frequency of two semantic foamwhen refusing a high status offerer,

as in (section 6.1.1):

17. %6. Sorry, | promised my family to take them onip.t(M2, ILE)

and decreased the one semantic formula strateggiels,as:

18. % 1. )| ) il

‘a-tmena d ’a-gdar
1S-wish if 1S-able

‘| wish | could’. (F2, IA)
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The decisive distinction for BEs was between sta&gsals and unequals (section 6.2).
ILEs transferred their relative nonsensitivity tenger, for they, like 1As, did not alter
considerably the frequency of two semantic formsiie@tegies when refusing male or
female offerers/requester or those of same or afgpgender (section 6.1.1).

Pragmatic transfer was also observed in the intieracbetween ILEs in Role-play
situations. In Role-Plays, as with the data ex¢é@dhrough the DCT, certain semantic
formulae were evident in the data of all of thee¢thgroups, whereas other formulae existed
in the data of one or two groups but were nonenisite the other (see chapter 7). For
instance, Invoking the Name of God, and PuttingBlame on a Third Party were used by
IAs and ILEs, but did not feature in BEs data. Tdas be seen as an example of pragmatic
transfer. Besides, the non-occurrence of Negatwes€quences to Requester in both IAs
and ILEs baseline data also provided evidence afrmatic transfer. Furthermore, It is
important to note that the figures for the six miosguently used Indirect strategies were
identical for IAs and ILEs, but were different fibre BE group, with the exception of the
first two (Statement of Impeding Event and Avoidanavhich was the same for all three
groups. This may indicate a pragmatic transferlslfrom Iraqi Arabic (chapter seven,
section 7.2).

Moreover, sociopragmatic and a pragmalinguistiogfer occurs in the present study when
ILEs used expressions that do not occur in Brifstglish or because they misjudge the

imposition implied in the situation (see 5.5.3,,&Ad 7.4).

In both methods Direct Refusals were more frequenhe data of IAs and ILEs than in
BEs . This difference could be explained in terrhsliferences in communication style
between British people and Iraqgis. It could alsoitterpreted as a sign of a negative

pragmatic transfer from Iragi Arabic.

It seems that ILEs tended to fall back on Arabiagonatic knowledge when making
refusals. English is an international language; éx@v, the sociolinguistic or pragmatic
transfer from the native language to the targetjdage cannot be avoided (Cohen and
Olshtain,1981; Olshtain, 1983; Takahashi, et &93).

Pragmatic transfer has been found in refusal ssudéng the Role Play method for data
collection (Felix-Brasdefer,2002; Morkus, 2009)veall as studies using DCT (Henstock,
2003; Al-Issa,1998 Al-Eryani, 2007; and Steven£3)9
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Many different types of refusal strategies havenbientified in this study, and many

observations have demonstrated that various refiisstegies collected via the Role Play
did not appear in the data collected by the DCT \dnd versa. For instance, Request for
Consideration or Understanding, Request for InfaionéClarification, and Negative

Consequences to Requester, in addition to somen8juisuch as Getting Interlocutor’'s
Attention and Statement of Empathy/Concern werestigated in the data collected by the
Role Plays, but they were non-existent in the D@GTadOn the other hand, Wish, was
observed in the DCT data but not in the Role Plgge tables 5.10, 6.9, and 7.1 in
chapters five, six, and seven respectively). Swfations in the use of strategies could be
due partially to differences in data collection huts, i.e., the DCT and the Role-Play.
Role play allows for extended negotiation betwesterlocutors in that the conversation
stretches over a period of interaction, and thisy reaplain the appearance of some

strategies such as Avoidance, for example:

19.R1. Go to Baghdad? (F2, ILE)

Such tactics, arguably, are more reliable indicatdwhat people do in real-life situations.

However, DCT allows for only a single turn respanse

As regards the (im)politeness theories of Brown laeminson (1987) and Culpeper (1996),
refusal strategies are differentiated into fountstgies: negative (im)politeness, positive
(im)politeness, off-record (im)politeness and bald record (im)politeness (see chapter
four and tables 4.1 and 4.2).

Negative politeness is the heart of respectful el@ (Brown and Levinson, 1987:129).
The speaker is concerned with the hearer’s freedbaction and wants to redress or at
least minimise the threat to the hearer (see dlapter two, section 2.5). Five strategies of
this type are found in this study: (1) Negated #&pi(2); Let Off the Hook (3); It is my
Treat (4); Regret/Apology, and (5). Invoking themaof God.

However, when using positive politeness, it is netessary to redress the face want
infringed by the FTA because the speaker wantatlieessee’s face to be satisfied. In the
data | have found four strategies in use: (1) ladicUnwillingness; (2) Statement of

Positive Opinion/Agreement; (3) Gratitude/Appreimat and (4) Statement of

Empathy/Concern.



310

Furthermore, in communicating by using the off-mecstrategy, the speaker does not say
their intension directly or clearly, in order not commit themselves with their utterance.
They leave the interpretation to the hearer. Tte waajority of the strategies in this study
were of this type:

(1) Statement of Impeding Event; (2) Counter-Fdaianditionals; (3) General Principles;
(4) Alternative; (5) Avoidance; (6) Putting the Bla on a Third Party; (7) Request for
Information; (8) Request for Understanding; andN@pative Consequences.

The last superstrategy limld on record. Thistrategy is fairly self-explanatory. Brown and
Levinson (1987) add the clarification that wheneter speaker wants to undertake a FTA
with maximum efficiency more than they want to sigtithe hearer’s face, they will choose
the bald on record strategy (p.95). In this stuzhid on record is usually used to state the
speaker’s intention directly. Therefore, strategiesh as (1) Performative Refusdls
refuse..or (2) Direct No e.gNo are categorised under bald on record strategydiQii
however, did not fit this category but the baldrecerd (im)politeness strategy of
Culpeper (1996).

The strategies used here vary according to theasiosnand to how each informant
perceives them. The status difference between speakl hearer seems to correlate with
the strategy chosen. The negative politeness énafsed in situations (7-12) in the DCT,
and scenarios (7-9) in the Role Plays where thécg@ants must deal with a higher status
hearer. However, positive politeness is used eguaillh negative politeness, but some
informants use bald on record more frequently wigfual and lower social status/distance
(see tables 5.11, 6.10, and 7.4 in chapters fixe,and seven respectively). Interaction
with lower status people also leads participantsclioose negative politeness, as in
scenario 7 in the Role Play (an offer to pay a eroktatuette value) where most subjects

use this strategy to talk to a waiter.

20.R7. It does not matter. (M9, BE)

We can also see that bald on record is often usdseenarios dealing with people of the
same status (situations 1-6 in the DCT, RPs 4-BeyTseem to feel comfortable with a
direct style and do not have to be careful whekirtglwith their friends or people who are
of the same status. Another interesting pointas tmales in many scenarios use positive
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politeness more widely than male refusers in bo#thads. This is especially true for the
offers situations of the DCT (table 6.13). This mflect their attitude in choosing

expressions to show their friendliness when disgiggewith a sister, a brother (situation 1,
and 4), a classmate (situation 3 and 6) in the DRGsitive politeness did not appear
widely in the Role Plays, however (only 55 instanoéthe total). Table 1 and figure 1 in
appendix 15 illustrate all the strategies foundhis study from both methods classified
according to the (im)politeness strategies. Itagious from the total numbers of strategies
that Off Record and Negative Politeness were thstitequent in this study (36.4%, and
35.1% respectively). However, strategies that damesdied as Bald on Record were the
less frequent in this study (12%), followed by Bwsipoliteness (16.4%).

8.2. Pedagogical Implications

There are a number of pedagogical implicationshefgresent study. Numerous examples
show that ILEs have gaps in both their pragma-istitiand socio-pragmatic knowledge
of English (see 5.5.3, 6.4, and 7.4). Consequeittly,very important to target both types
of knowledge when teaching them English. With rdgarthe socio-pragmatic competence,
it is important to teach learners this type of mfation and show them how it affects
communication. The variables of status and distaamgavas clearly shown by the findings
from the present study, were crucial in how refsisare differentially realised in English
and Arabic. Furthermore, this study revealed thé&is| as with IAs, were not sensitive to
gender that was an influential variable in BES'p@sses. Thus, ILEs need to be more
aware of this contextual factor when making refsisal

With regard to pragma-linguistic competence, important, as was observed in this study,
to teach learners how refusal strategies are diftally used in English and Arabic. The
study showed that British English and Iraqi Arafiare many refusal strategies, but these
strategies are sometimes used and distributedretiffly. As was reported in the present
study such strategies include, for example, SIEpidance and Regret/Apology. As the
present study has shown, it is also important fdEsl to learn about the pragmatic
functions of certain syntactic structures in Engli®.g., Counter-factual Conditionals,
Negative Conscequences). In addition, fixed exjppasssuch as General Principles, which
are commonly used in everyday interactions in lrAtabic and in English, should be
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taught explicitly to students. Students should dsdaught how to use these expressions

appropriately taking into account all relevant extuaal factors.

Perhaps the best way to teach students this typeragimatic information is through
awareness rising, which is an approach that has bhdgocated in the literature by a
number of researchers (Bardovi-Harlig, 1996; RA€99). According to this approach,
students are not taught this pragmatic informatexplicitly, but instead they are
encouraged to discover this information on theinowhis is done through paying close
attention to context, and examining how differemtextual factors affect communication.
Other techniques include those suggested by R@&82)1lwho advocates the use of videos
for teaching pragmatic knowledge. He explains thd¢o represents an ideal medium for
introducing pragmatic issues in the classroom. Th@obably because it allows language
learners to examine not only the verbal but algonibn-verbal communication strategies.

Finally, it is very important to point out that tdeers of English need to be particularly
sensitive when teaching socio-pragmatic informationtheir students. Thomas (1983)
explains that “sociopragmatic decisions are sobefbre they are linguistic, and while
foreign learners are fairly amenable to correctiwhich they regard as linguistic, they are
justifiably sensitive about having their social..judgment called into question” (p. 104).
Therefore, teachers should provide sociopragmafarmation to learners and let them
choose how to express themselves in the targetigayey(Bardovi-Harlig, 1996; Thomas,
1983). It should be up to the learner whether otm@adopt the communication style of the
target language, since adopting it would partiaihyail adopting the socio-cultural norms

and beliefs of the target culture.

8.3 Strengths and Weaknesses/Limitations of my styd

An immediately obvious contribution of this studythat refusals in British English versus

Iragi Arabic have not been investigated previously.

The main strength of the study lies in the comlamabf data collection methods. Role
Play is very effective in the sense that, havingupe it moves freely much like real life
events, producing very useful data for analysisaAesult, the data in the DCTs and the

Role Play go hand in hand. In comparing the methusési, data analysis reveals that Role
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Play investigation can compensate for some ofithigdtions of the questionnaire and vice
versa. Thus, it satisfies the requirements of ésearcher. It appears that no previous study
has combined these two methods for the collectiodata in Iragi Arabic and British
English. However, the extent to which Role Plays r@presentative of spoken language is
not certain. It should be noted here that thisystadhe first one that has examined refusals

in Iraqi Arabic over multiple turns of interactsavRole Plays.

Finally, this study presents a new strategy whgchtiis My Treat’, such a$ll pay; It is

on me that did not appear in any previous study (s@e2X. This strategy appeared mostly
in situations 12 (an offer for a cigarette), and(ab offer to pay a snack in a cafeteria) in
refusals of offers when interlocutors were askedduse an offer for payment. This

strategy may show a cross-cultural difference nibe: a difference in communication

styles. While it is acceptable in the western aeltw split a bill, it might not be so in Arab

society. In Restaurants, Arabs will almost alwaysst on paying, especially if it is a small

group setting or a business setting. The appr@prieéponse is offering to help pay in a
gracious manner (Nydell, 2006: 63). However, whewyimg together as a group for a

major meal, it is best if one person pays thednlll is reimbursed later, because publicly

calculating a bill is considered annoying and emdssing to Arabs (ibid).

In terms of limitations, a salient issue is the Bmamber of subjects. There are sixty
subjects in the present study, 20 IAs, 20 ILEs, 20dBEs, and, because the sample sizes
are rather small, any results have to be intergretaitiously. The constraints of doctoral
work did not allow for the collection of more dafehe transcription process in particular
was very time-consuming, and accessing subjectsnoagasy especially with BEs who
refused to participate when | explained that threetneeded to answer the DCTs and acting

out the Role Plays was about 30 minutes.

An additional limitation lies in the difficulty otlassifying data. Sometimes this task
proved rather challenging. For example, althougiterta were put in place for

classification of data, sometimes it was very diffi to decide whether a certain utterance
should be classified as a Direct or as an Indirefiisal, given the differences between
English and Iragi Arabic. Further, in contrast t@\pous studies, Adjuncts are counted
separately, because they are considered modificatio refusals accompanying Direct
and/or Indirect refusals. Having completed thesifasmtion work, the task of categorising
them according to the (im)politeness theories obwBr and Levinsons (1987) and

Culpeper (1996) remained to be accomplished. Ihévitable that such decisions are
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subject to a certain amount of subjectivity in slgng and categorising particular
utterances. However, this study would appear tdhieefirst to have discussed refusal
tactics in terms of the (im)politeness theories.

Finally, due to time and word count limitations tife thesis, variables such as age,

occupation, and level of education, were not irigastd in the present study.

8.4 Suggestions for Further Research

Since the present study was the first in to elilsita by Role Plays and DCTs in Iraqi
Arabic, there is certainly a need for more studied use those data collection methods.
The findings of such studies would provide very fukénsights into Iraqgi Arabic
communication style and how Iragi speech acts eatised at the discourse and written
level. Findings from such studies can certainlyvte an invaluable resource for Iraqi

teachers, Iraqgi textbook writers, and curriculursigeers.

Future research can also control for a number ofbkes that have been found to be
important in speech act research such as age, aon@nd level of education. It will be
important to find out in what ways these varialdéfect the realisation of speech acts in
Arabic.

Another area of research that is also very promisrihat of judgments of appropriateness
and level of directness. That is, to have learnmtsractions judged for appropriateness
and directness by native speakers of English arlfabic. This can provide very useful
insights into the criteria native speakers of Ac#bnglish use in judging the

appropriateness of learners’ performance.

Finally, the informants in the present study aredaffom 18 to 30 years old. Sometimes
we feel that the children in primary schools asoajood in their verbal and written tact of
rejection. Thus, discovering language developméninderstanding and producing polite

forms of refusal at school age, 6 to 11 needs t@bearched.
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Appendix (1): Discourse Completion Test in English

Age: [ Below 20 [1 20-25 [126-30 [] 31-35 (] 36-39 [140-45 [above 45
Gender:] Male 1 Female

Level of Education ' Below BA [ BA [ Above BA

Native language

Nationality

Arabic Language Proficiency: Advanced Intermediate ] Basicll None [J

Parents Language

Please read the following situations. After eadiagion you will be asked to write a
refusal response in the blank space after ‘yousgead as you think you would do in

actual conversation
1. Request refusals:
1. Your sister asks you to bring her a book from theaty.

You:

2. A female stranger stops you at a public gardenasikd you to photograph her.

You:

3. Your female classmate wants you to copy a papendar

You:

4. Your brother asks you to pass him the salt neybto

You:

5. A male stranger stops you in the street and askstyshow him the way to the

railway station.
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You:

6. Your male classmate wants you to lend him the tectwtes from the classes that

he missed.

You:

7. Your mother, who usually does the shopping, tetla yhat she can’'t do it today.
She asks you to do the shopping.

You:

8. A female professor from another department tells tfat there is a message for

your tutor and asks you to take it to him.

You:

9. Your teacher tells you that she wants to see yowyan day off to discuss an

important subject.

You:

10.Your father, who usually picks up your younger hestfrom school, asks you to

do it today.

You:

11.Your boss at a bookstore, whom you hardly knows sk to work extra hours.

You:

12.Your teacher tells you that he wants you to prepgpaper for him within only two

days.

You:

13.Your neighbour's ten-year-old daughter, whom youndb really know, wants to

borrow your bicycle.

You:

14.A first-year female student at the university, whgou do not like, asks you to

explain a subject to her.
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You:

15.Your cleaning lady, who started working in your beuwo years ago, broke your

china vase accidently, and asks to pay for it.

You:

16.Your relative's ten-year-old son, whom you know Iwasks you to give him a lift

to school.

You:

17. A first-year student whom you do not like wantsrterview you for his project.

You:

18. A first-year male student whom you like asks fouldelp in using a computer

program.

You:

2. Offers Refusals:

1. Your sister offers you a cup of coffee.

You:
2. You are at a party, and a woman offers you a gihgsce.
You:
3. One of your female classmates offers you anothesrepof cake in a cafeteria.
You:
4. Your brother offers you a cold drink.
You:

5. You are at the cinema, and man offers you a seatodim.

You:




You:

You:

You:

You:

You:

You:

You:

You:

You:
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6. One of your male classmates offers you a lift sdar.

7. Your mother offers you some money to buy yourselhiat.

8. A female professor offers you some help on youigassent.

9. Your female dean offers you a pen after noticirgt our pen has run out of
ink.

10.Your male boss, with whom you've worked for abdutee years now, offers
you a promotion and a pay raise. This promotionyener, involves relocating
to a distant city.

11.A lecturer whom you do not like offers you a cigtee

12.0ne of your lecturers wants to pay for your ticketthe bus.

13. Your neighbour's ten-year-old daughter, whom yoavk well, offers to help

carry some of your heavy bags.

14. A first-year female student at the university whgau do not like offers that
you can take the lift first.

15. A first-year female student, whom you like, offéospay for your snack in the
cafeteria.



You:

You:

You:

You:
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16. Your relative's ten-year-old son, whom you knowlweffers to clean up the

mess on your table.

17.A restaurant waiter offers you a table close toviredow.

18. At a party, your male employee, who has been ayp@direcently, offers you

more dessert and insists that you should eat ityBu actually cannot.
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Appendix (2): Discourse Completion Test in Iraqi Aabic

453G, 454039363531 3026 2520,20 s J3 el
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Y, pa s B dgalal) 48 ) ARL p2dies b

tAgia)

@l gUd Qe b

] aag ¥ [ i) [Jdan glia [ adiia pdg 321K 4rll) (g giasa
:cldhl) ]

Lo laiaY) i) gall (o Una g § i Al (i) gal) A

L ARia) (i) gal) (B Lgudad i ol oli) LaS i) SX5 ) s

ASall e QS L) cuat ) elid) elie culla ]

s S8 el

M\.cé\sghbﬁa‘)‘jmtéhuu\q‘)co)n&@k 2

s JSs el

BV s Lelaiing o)) elibe j elie culla 3

s JSs el

alglall e clilag mlall 4l ) jad o) sl e e 4

s S8 el

s S8 el

umbé\u\)a@\uaua‘ﬁﬂu\uﬂé{)ﬂud}a o



346

- JsSs el
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s S8 el

ey Gapd Al daa 55 () (A0 anity 3 )50 e clla 8

s S8 el

s JSs el

_6):33\4_.\:\_;30\’MJM\C”JM\&F\%M\JQ\,&);\&& 10

s JSs el

 gilia) Clebu Jaidi o) dlie lb b pai G3S se ) Jedlhd e 11

s JSs el

s S8 el

Sl e Culla L ja3 QIS 5 5 i 10 see ) oS 13

s S8 el

e & g sa Leda )i o) elie e et ES ge ) analalb elidla 14

s dsSa gl

Mgl 2 Gl elile Cuaje g LA dall aa) G aSae JlS i L jla skl 15

s S8 el

&JMMJMM}Eu\&A&MuﬂSQJUQ\wwa‘}acé\sﬂ.\‘)\é\ 16

s JSs el

A AT B g g e (e ety lE o) Gl 4ad ElS e Iy SV A b Qs 17

s S8 el




347
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s S8 el

s lladi g 4as IS ge () Gaupaall aal g5 aclS il 11

s S8 el
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s S8 el
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Appendix (3): Role Play Scenarios in English

Instructions

The following are 9 role-plays that you will acttowith one of your classmates. You are
required in accordance with the instructions predidThe role plays will be audio-

recorded. You will be given instructions for tlude play in English.

Role-Play 1
Instructions to informant A:

You have been working for TESCO for almost two nigntow. The other person is your

boss, whom you barely know. They will ask you sdriveg that you cannot accept.
Instructions to informant B:

You are a manager at TESCO. The other person isgmmployee who has been working
with you for almost two months now. You have deddo offer them a promotion and a
pay raise. However, this promotion involves relogato York, from their hometown of

Manchester.

Role Play 2
Instructions to informant A:

Tomorrow is the deadline for one of your final pep You have many other assignments
that you need to finish on time. The other persoyour lecturer who has taught you three

semesters now. They will ask for something thatlyave to refuse.
Instructions to informant B:

You are a lecturer at the university. The othespe is a student of yours whom you have
taught three semesters now. You must ask thenteacht party prepared by the student

union tomorrow.
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Role Play 3
Instructions to informant A:

You have been working full-time at a factory foetpast two years. The other person is

your boss whom you like. They will want somethinieh you have to refuse.
Instructions to informant B:

You are a mid-level manager at a factory. This wieekvery busy one for the factory, as a
large volume of products has to be ready for dejia the end of it. The other person is

an employee whom you like. Today, you want themwadk for two more hours.

Role Play 4
Instructions to informant A:

You are taking a class on Biology and have an erart week. The other person is a
classmate of yours whom you hardly know. They wiint something from you, which

you must try to resist.
Instructions to informant B:

You are taking a class on Biology and have an erart week. The other person is a

classmate of yours whom you hardly know. You wartiorrow their lecture notes.

Role-Play 5
Instructions to informant A:

You are visiting a friend of yours whom you knovar &lmost a year. They have prepared
a big meal for you with traditional food as well s@me nice dessert. At the end of the

meal you feel very full. Your friend wants somethiinom you, which you must reject.

Instructions to informant B:
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You have invited a friend of yours, whom you havewn for almost a year, to dinner.
You have prepared a big meal for them with tradaicfood as well as some nice dessert.

They have finished eating, but you offer them naessert and insist that they should eat it.

Role Play 6
Instructions to informant A:

You have been sharing a flat with a friend for tyears now. The other person is your flat
mate, who is working on an assignment. They wilhtx@omething from you that you must

try to resist.
Instructions to informant B:

While you are working on your assignment, your catap suddenly stops working. The
other person is your flat mate. You want to bortbeir computer.

Role-Play 7
Instructions to informant A:

You are the CEO of a large company. The other persca cleaner working for your
company , whom you hardly know. While cleaning yaidfice, they accidently knock
down a small china statue, breaking it into piedd¢wey will make a suggestion that you

must refuse.
Instructions to informant B:

You are a cleaner working for a large company. Wkou are cleaning the CEQO'’s office,
you accidently knock down a small china statudtteaking it into pieces. You feel guilty,

S0 you apologize and insist that you should paytfor

Role-Play 8

Instructions to informant A:



352

You stop by your friend’s house to pick them uptoto a party. Your friend is running
little bit late. The other person is your frieng@unger sibling, whom you have met a

couple of times before. They will ask you for sohiieg that you have to refuse
Instructions to informant B:

You have an assignment that must be submitted t@worYour computer broke down
earlier today, however. The other person is yohlirgj's friend, whom you have met a

couple of times before. Ask him to help you fix it.

Role Play 9
Instructions to informant A:

You are a teacher at a university. Mid-term examsnext week, so you need to prepare a
test for your students. The other person is yoadamic advisee, whom you know well,
and who is graduating this semester. They will veamhething from you that you must try

to resist.
Instructions to informant B:

You are graduating this semester and planning pdyafor the Master’'s program. You
need to submit a recommendation letter with theliegpn. The other person is your

Academic Advisor, whom you know well. You want théonwrite the reference for you.
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Appendix (4): Role Play Scenarios in Iragi Arabic
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Appendix (5): Consent Form in English

You are invited to participate in this study to fhethe researcher gather data on
communicative strategies in a cross-cultural pertsge The following information is
provided to help you decide whether to particigataot.

The purpose of the study is to investigate commativie strategies in a cross-cultural
perspective. Your participation is voluntary. Yae dree not to participate in this study or
to withdraw any time you want without affecting yaelationship with your university. If
you decide to participate, all the information Wik kept in strict confidentiality and will
have no bearing on your academic status. If yoeeagrou will be asked to answer some
background questions. The researcher will theragehe to give a test session. You will
be asked to answer orally and /or in writing. Yaunswers will be audio-recorded for
research purposes, but names will not be needeel.tdst will take approximately 20
minutes to fill in a questionnaire form and abouhutes to act out two situations of the

role plays with your colleague.

This data will be used for my Ph.D thesis, confeesn presentations, and/or published

research papers with no monetary compensationumgw or in the future.

By signing this consent form, you are demonstratitad you have read all the information
above and that you have agreed to be audio-recorfieere is no risk to you by
participating in this research.

If you have questions, please contact MohammednJaise researcher at 07539200417,

e-mail: mohammed.jasim@ postgrad.manchester.ac.uk

Researcher's Signature Printed Name Date
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Appendix (6): Consent form in Arabic
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Appendix (7): Common Reference Levels: global scale

Proficient

User

C2

Can understand with ease virtually everything heardead. Can summaris
information from different spoken and written s@sc reconstructin
arguments and accounts in a coherent present&@mm.express him/herse
spontaneously, very fluently and precisely, diffgér@ting finer shades g

Proficient meaning even in more complex situations.

C1

Can understand a wide range of demanding, longds,t@and recognis
implicit meaning. Can express him/herself fluergthyd spontaneously witho
much obvious searching for expressions. Can usguége flexibly ang
effectively for social, academic and professionaippses. Can produce cle
well-structured, detailed text on complex subjestgwing controlled use ¢

organisational patterns, connectors and coheswieake

Independen

User

[

B2

Can understand the main ideas of complex text ah boncrete and abstra
topics, including technical discussions in his/fefd of specialisation. Ca

interact with a degree of fluency and spontanettat tmakes regulg

interaction with native speakers quite possibléhaut strain for either party.

Can produce clear, detailed text on a wide rangsubfects and explain
viewpoint on a topical issue giving the advantagesl disadvantages

various options.

Bl

Can understand the main points of clear standgudtion familiar matter
regularly encountered in work, school, leisure,. €f@an deal with mos
situations likely to arise whilst travelling in @area where the language
spoken. Can produce simple connected text on taphish are familiar or o
personal interest. Can describe experiences andtsvdreams, hopes a

ambitions and briefly give reasons and explanationspinions and plans.

5E

=

Cct

=

a

U7

is

A2

Can understand sentences and frequently used sikpreselated to areas
most immediate relevance (e.g. very basic persandlfamily information

shopping, local geography, employment). Can comoaieiin simple an

routine tasks requiring a simple and direct exckasfgnformation on familiar

and routine matters. Can describe in simple terrsge@s of his/he
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Basic User

background, immediate environment and matterseasaof immediate Basic

need.

Al

[{]
w

Can understand and use familiar everyday expressind very basic phras

D

aimed at the satisfaction of needs of a concrefge.tyCan introducs

him/herself and others and can ask and answer igngesabout persona

oy
n

details such as where he/she lives, people hefshwskand things he/she h:
Can interact in a simple way provided the otherspertalks slowly and

clearly and is prepared to help.
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Appendix (8): List of Transcription Conventions

Symbol _Use

XXX Emphasised word or syllable

X:(2) Elongated sound

XXX~ Abrupt stop

XXX= Latched utterance

<XXX< Delivered slowly (with respect to gkbouring talk)
SXXX> Delivered quickly (w.r.t. neighbougalk)
XXX Delivered quietly (w.r.t. neighbougitalk)
XXX Delivered loudly (w.r.t. neigbourirtglk
(0.3) Timed pause (in seconds)

() Micropause (less than 0.2 secpnds

XXX? Rising intonation (not necessarilyLeestion)
XXX. Final intonation

XXX! Emphatic intonation

h(hh) Audible out breath (number of hs gades respective length)
.h(hh) Audible in breath (number of hs iradés respective length)
{xxx} Talk which overlaps

((xxx))  Transcriber’'s note
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Appendix (9): Beebe’s et al. (1990: 72-73) method dassification of refusals:

I. Direct

A. Performative, e. g. | refuse.

B. Nonperformative statement

1. 'No."'

2. Negative willingness/ability, e. g. | can'twbn't. /I don't think so.
II. Indirect

A. Statement of regret, e. g. I'm sorry ...

Il feel terrible ...

B. Wish, e. g. | wish | could help you ...

C. Excuse, reason, explanation, e. g. My childrel ve home that night. /I have a

headache.

D. Statement of alternative

1. I can do X instead of Y, e. g. I'd rather I'dfprefer ...

2. Why don't you do X instead of Y, e. g. Why dg@t ask someone else?

E. Set condition for future or past acceptancey. df you had asked me earlier, | would

have...
F. Promise of future acceptance e, .g . I'll deeitt time. /I promise I'll ... / Next
time I'll ...(using "will' of promise or "promise")

G. Statement of principle, e. g. | never do busneih friends.
H. Statement of philosophy, e. g. One can't becteful.

I. Attempt to dissuade interlocutor
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1. Threat or statement of negative consequenct®etoequester, e. g. | won't be any fun

tonight. ' to refuse an invitation.

2. Guilt trip, e. g. waitress to customers who wansit a while: °I can't make a living off

people who just order coffee. '

3. Criticize the request/requester, etc. (statemahtnegative feeling or opinion);

insult/attack, e. g. Who do you think you are? &fltha terrible idea!
4. Request for help, empathy, and assistance Ipparg or holding the request.

5. Let interlocutor off the book, e. g. Don't wompout it. / That's okay. / You don't have

to.
6. Self-defence, e. g. I'm trying my best. / I'mingoall | can do. /I do nothing wrong.

J. Acceptance that functions as a refusal

-

. Unspecific or indefinite reply
2. Lack of enthusiasm
K. Avoidance

. Nonverbal

-

a. Silence

O

. Hesitation

c. Do nothing

d. Physical departure
2. Verbal

a. Topic switch

b. Joke

(9]

. Repetition of part of request, etc., e. g. Myda

d. Postponement, e. g. I'll think about it.
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e. Hedging, e. g. Gee, | don't know. I'm not sure.
Adjuncts to refusals

1. Statement of positive opinion/feeling orexgnent, e. g. That's a good idea ... / I'd

love to ...
2. Statement of empathy (e. g. | realize you awe diifficult situation. )
3. Pause fillers (e. g. uhh / well / oh /uhm)

4. Gratitude / appreciation.



Appendix (10): Transcription and glossing of Arabiccharacters as cited from
Versteegh (2014:xiv)

Name Arabic script Transcription IPA sign
"alf \ ’ [?]
ba’ - b [b]
ta < t [t]
ta’ & t [6]
jim z j [d3]
ha’ z h [h]
ha’ & h [x]
dal : d [d]
dal 3 d (0]
ra D r (1]
zay 3 z (2]
sin o S [s]
&n o S [S]
sad wa S [s]
dad = d [d]
@’ b t [t]
da’ L d [0]

‘ayn 4 ‘ [¢]
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gayn d g [¥]
fa < f [f]
oaf é q [a]
kaf < k (K]
lam J I (1]
mim N m [m]
nan O n [n]
ha’ o h [h]
Waw 3 w [w]
ya ¢ y 0]
Additional signs used in trascription
Transcription sign IPiyIs
9 [9]
Z [3]
g [d3]

[4]
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Vowels
Symbol Description

i High front short
1 High front long
e Mid central short
e Mid-front long

a Low front short
a Low back long
u High back short
a High back long
a: Low back long
ay Diphthong

aw Diphthong

io Diphthong
10 Diphthong

Table Abbreviations used in glossing

1,2,3 first, second, third person
ACC accusative

ART definite article



COMPL

CONT

COP

GEN

DEM

DET

DEF

DUL

F

FOC

IMPERAT

IMPERF

INDEF.ART

INDENT

INF

INTERROG

LINK

M

NEG

NOM

OBJ

PL

PART

complementiser
continous
copula
genitive
demonstrative
determinate
Definite article
Dual

feminine
focaliser
imperative
imperfect
indefinite article
indeterminate
infinitive
interrogative
linking suffix
masculine
Negative
nominative
object marker
plural

participle
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PER.PART

PERF

PROG

POSS

PRED

REL

RELF

SG

SUBJ

TOP

Present participle
perfect
Progressive
possessive
predication
relative

Reflexive
singular
subjunctive

topicaliser
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Appendix (11): Refusal strategies found in the stud

Table (1): Refusal of Requests Strategies FounlemCT

370

Direct Refusals

Indirect Refusals

Adjuncts to Refusls

. Statement of ImpedingStatement o]
Direct '‘NO
Events Regret/Apology
Statement of  Positiv
. _ Opinion, Feeling 0
Negated Ability Wish
agreement

Chiding/ Criticism

Invoking the Name of God

Counter-factual

Conditionals

General Principles

Alternative

Avoidance

Table (2): Refusal of offers found in the DCT

11

Direct Refusals

Indirect Refusals

Adjuncts to Refuals

Direct No

Statement of

Events

ImpedindSt. of Regret/Apology

Negated Ability

Indicate unwillingness

Opinion,

Statement of Posit

Feeling o]

agreement

ve
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Let Off the Hook

Invoking the Name of God

It is my Treat

Gratitude/Appreciation

Chiding

General Principles

Putting the blame on fa
Third Party

Alternative

Table (3): Refusal Strategies Found in the Rolgdla

Direct Refusals

Indirect Refusals

Adjuncts to Refusals

Direct No.
Negating ability.

Performative

refusal.

Request for Information/Clarification
Let off the Hook.

Chiding

Avoidance

RequestforConsiderationor

Understanding.
Negative Consequences to Requeste
Alternative.

Statement of Impeding Events.
Counterfactual Conditionals

General Principles

Regret
Gratitude/Appreciation
Statement  of  Positiv
Opinion, Feeling o]
Agreement.

Invoking the Name of God

Getting
o,
Interlocutor’'sAttention.

Statement of Empathy/

Concern.

1]
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Putting the blame on a Third Party.




Appendix (12): Some other Instances found in the da:

1. Direct No
1. %1200 4 e | Y aticl
"a‘tigid h ‘and-i hurda
think.1SG NEG have-1SG change
‘| think no, | already have the change’.(M4,1A)

2. #5. Probably no, we have seats over there.l([E,

3. #17. | think no. I'd rather sit away from thendow if that is possible. (F1, BE)

4. R5NYY (M2,1A)

2. Negated Ability
S5.#4 «iyl ,sll
ma -’agdar’a-misah
NEG-able.1SG 1SG-fetch
‘| can’t fetch it’.(M2, IA)

6. # 9 Saturday, | can't make it. (F4, BE)

7 *%18. | won't be able to. | am diabetic. | thoughtiymew. (M6, BE)

3. Performative refusal
8. R9. I reject. (M2, ILE)
10. R3. | better say to to this. (F3. ILE)

11. | have to say no. (F8, ILE)
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4. SIE
12.R4. | have not brought my lecture notes withtatzy. (M1, BE)
13. # 9. | am working that day. (F4, BE)
14. # 7. This is a bad time for me (M2, ILE)
15. R4. but we have an exam next week and | reald them. (F6, BE).

16. % 3 | deeply appreciate your offer, but | am not ittis cake. | like chocolate cakes.
(M4, ILE)

17. % 9. 1 do not like this kind of cake, sorry. (F2EL

5. Chiding
18. #10s53) oo dssmsa Lo Ll
‘ana nma-masil ‘an  ab-ui
|  NEG-responsible.1SG.M about brother-1SG.M
‘I am not responsible for my brother’. (F7, 1A)
19. # 6xle Jsh e <l
‘int-a ‘alatul gaib
you-2SG.M always absent.2SG.M
‘You are always absent’.(M5,1A)

20. R7. From now on, you perhaps need to pay miteateon to such fragile items when

you clean them. (F5, BE)
21. R4. You are in a university and and uh theeestéandards to follow. (F10, BE)
22. R4 on dSandall 7 5 50 3Y

‘You have to go to the university everyday’ (M3)1
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23. R9. | have written a reference letter for ybeady. (F1, ILE)

24. R1. You have seen how good my work is. (M9,)ILE

25. R3. But but | woked extra hours before. (F5) BE

26. R8. Because you misuse your computer, you btekvn. (F10, ILE)
27. R4. | have some problems too. (F7, ILE)

28. R4. This is not my fault. (M5, ILE)

6. Counter-Factual Conditionals
29.R1.0mnll 138 culd (Sae gl J8 e b
lo talib min-i gabil ¢an mumkin gibal-it atta ’l-‘arid
if ask.2SG.M from-1SG before was possibleeptdSG this DEF-offer
‘If you had asked me before, | might have acceghtedoffer’. (F8, 1A)
30. R9. If | wasn’t busy testing the students, neay{M6, BE)

31. R4. | really, | mean, maybe if you had let kmew before, | could have lent them to
you. (F7, BE)

7. General Principles
32. R7. To err is human. (F9, BE)

33. R8. If you want something done right, you htovdo it yourself. (M7, BE)

8. Alternative
33. # 17 How about | can give you a call, and weda a telephone interview? (M3, BE)

34. # 1 Isn’t there someone else that can bringtgeook? (F2, BE)
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35. # 14g s sall ella y5 S 5801 (S5 Le ()

S m ti-gil d-diktor kam ySra-lak

why NEG 2SG.M-ask DET-doctor kareem akpBSG.M-2SG.M

[-mawdi’

DET-subject

‘Why do not you ask Dr. Kareem to explain the sabfer you?’ (M7, 1A)

36 # 10 Well, I'm sorry. | can't, but have you tgbtuof asking someone else? (F7, ILE)
37. R9.

38. Répei) palan jpain )aS5 (U 4l 8 S

“aku hiwa tilab ti-gol t-istir muidr-at-hum
there alot student.3PL.M 2SG.M-able2SG.M-borrow lecture-3PL-3PL.M
‘There are lots of students that you can borrowl¢bture notes from’. (F9, I1A)

39. R3. I mean | can stay for one hour. (M2, BE)

40. R8. Can I fix your computer tomorrow? (F7, BE)

9. Avoidance
41, #3 o SN 50 L
ma-’adri ‘da ‘agdir 'w %]
NEG-know.1SG if able.1SG or NEG
‘I don't know if | will be able to or not’. (F2,IA
42. #9. | don’t know if my husband will agree ot.n@8, ILE)
43. * 1. This is a little difficult. (F9, ILE)

44. #2. | don’t know if | can do it right now. (FBE)



45. #6. | really don’t know if | can lend you mytae again. (F1, BE)

46. R1L. g e, da g5

Swayah sa'b-ah m’ a-dri

little difficult-3SG NEG-1SG-know

‘It will be a little difficult, | do not know’. (F5IA)
47.R4. ¢ sl

muhadar-at-i

lecture-3PL-1SG

‘My lecture notes?’ (F6, I1A)

10. Let Off the Hook

48 % 13. Do not worry, they are too heavy for you. | canry them all. (M2, BE)

49 *13. It is fine. | can manage. They will be too heéar you. (F10, BE)

50. % 15. Itis OK. (M5, BE)
51. % 15. No, this is not expensive. (F7, ILE)

52. R7. No, no no problem. (F9, BE)

11.1tis My Treat:
53 % 15. o_la alle YYY
la la la ‘alayia hmara
NEG NEG NEG 0n.1SG  this-time

‘no, no, no! it is on me this time’(M6, 1A)
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54. % 15. Itis on me. (F3, ILE)

12. Putting the Blame on a Third Party:
55, #10wuad) sl 7 s Jaidl s o (a2
zawj-i raryismeh-li ‘a-Stgul  harij hai  I-madna
husband.1SG.F NEG-allow.2SG.M-1SG 1SG-work idatthis DEF-city
‘My husband does not allow me to work outside tiig'. (F8, IA)
56. R2. Let me ask my father if it is ok for himgo to the party. (F2, ILE)

57. # 10. | do not think he will like this idea (HBE)

13.Request for Consideration or Understanding
58. R2. You are a professor and | think you undexif a student has homework. (M3,BE)

59. R2. | hope you understand. (F5, ILE)

14.Negative Consequences to Requester
60. R4. | do not think you will benefit from my keces as they are unintelligible. (M4, BE)

61. R2. I am in a hurry now and and | may errr giga a wrong decision. (F6, BE)

15. Statement of regret /apology
62. # 9 unfortunately (F6, BE)
63.R6. 4&ul Ul

‘ana ’asif-ah



I sorry-SG.F
‘I am sorry’ (F2, I1A)

64. R74al ¢ sl

for-bad DEF-luck
‘unluckily’ (M6,1A)
65% 10 Sorry, but | do not really want to relocate 3(NBE)
66. # 12Jxd g2ie | S )2
‘adirn-i - ‘ind-i Sigul
forgive-1SG.M  have-1SG work
‘Forgive me | have work’. (F5, IA)
67. # 10!..s\a 0 Ssie) dsa )
rja-k afin-i min hai
please-2SG.M forgive-1SG.M  from this

‘Please, forgive me in this’ (M8, IA).

16. Statement of Positive Opinion, Feeling or Agreement

68. # 11. | love to work with you. (M6, ILE)

69. % 17. Well, good luck on your project.(M1, BE)

17.Invoking the name of God
70. # 8. by grcle dil 5 Y

la wad na  ‘andi wagit
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NEG bygod NEG have-1SG time

‘No, | swear to God, | don’t have time’. (F4, I1A)
71. %4, 5L Al

wala na-’agdar

by god NEG-able.1SG

‘I swear to God, | can't’. (M9, 1A)

18. Gratitude/Appreciation
72. %13. Cheers, but I've got super-strength. (M9, BE)
73. # 9. Thanks a lot (F10, ILE)
74. # 5.8 Gl

‘A thousand thanks’. (M3, IA)
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Appendix (13): Transcripts of Role Play Scenarios

Iragi Arabic Speakers ( 1As)

RP1 (Female (requester/offerer) + Female (refyser

A S ki A sl rlua
saba ilher Zna ’ Slon-i¢ hahib-ti
morning  Def-good Zina how-2S.F IR@F

'‘Good morning Zina, how are you my love?"

b-her ‘la ysalmié

with-good God bless-2S.F

'‘Good, God bless you'

A mlee 058yl G gl 35 i g laiadl U 8 6 )

‘l-yom gararn-a b-ijtima ‘ terqt- i¢ w ziadet  rath® |
DEF-day decide-1P in-DEF-meeting prom2feF and increase salary-2S.F
bes b- Seti yikin ‘mak i¢ fi  bgdad

but with-condition be work-2S.Fin Baghdad

‘Today we decided to promote you and raise youargah the meeting on condition that y

work in Baghdad'

B. Jlad Jai

"a-niqil |- badad
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1S-move to-Baghdad

'‘Move to Baghdad?'

A.g

‘Yes'.

B.obis clinl a3¥ s dailae Jaidy U a5y Uls o_yhaa 2laiy 0 yad o gealls Qi1 el Ul 4dadd i)y oy S8

Sukren bes walla’asf-ah ‘ana ’a-tmena 'a-qbel teleb€¢ bes
thank but bygod sorry-1S.F | -WiSh 1S-accept request-2S.F but
‘t-‘urfin ba@dad  hetreh w ’‘ana zew;j-i ’hna  y- Stgul

2S.F-know Baghdad dangerous and lusb&and-1S here 3S.M-work
b-muhfadet nisan lazim  ’c¢ek wiah
in-province Misan must ckewavith-3S.M

‘Thank you but by God, | am sorry, | wish | coutttept your request but you know that Bagh

is dangerous and my husband works here in Misavimre by God | need to check with him'.

Afzbszon Sl pu el g
"1 Ca‘ruf bes 9] y-gdar il wiac
yes 1S-know but NEG 3S.M-able3S.M-go  with-2S.F

'Yes | know but can't he go with you?'

B.8 5 oSk b s gl lia ) 5 Jiaal JS Y diul | galle (i 51 13) diad U] 0S5 e dgmaa Y

dad
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la se'beh m  ngdar ‘ana ’asf-ah ‘da ’rfud taleb-&
no difficult NEG 1S.able | sorry-ES if 1S.F.refuse request-2S.F
‘asf-ah Suf-i  heran belki i-twafuq

sorry-1S.F see-2S.F Hanan possible 3S.Fpacce

'‘No, it is tough, sorry if i refuse your requesirry because all my relatives and friends are h

You can see Hanan, | hope she will accept yourastju

‘okay &h ’s’l-ha min  rhi st-i¢
Ok  will ask-3S.F from excuse-2S.F

'Ok, i will ask her. Excuse me'.

B. &)
b-rah-ti¢
with-rest-2S.F

Ok. (F1, 1A)

(Male-Male)

ASaaall 5li | e oSl L
'Peace be upon you Ali. how are you?'
B. Jal il a3l oSle

'Peace be upon you Sir, hello'.

A. 7 se i oly GBI Ly g ks dlie allal 3y ) sl

ere.
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‘Today | want to ask you something, at the same tilmave happy news'.
B. & eli o jud Jiul gL

'‘Go ahead Sir, good God willing'

A A8l a5 (A58 ) s Aok Gluse Jadi A4S 58 (g clilead Ji55 &y )

'l want you to transfer your services to from Misaihcompany to Baghdad and you will g

promotion and pay rise'.

B. Lo alaiy ol La Ulg (o jiias Ui ilile Cayad il | 5500 Lo 53S0 Lo dumem dggid g, il gla | S5 lal
S

'Oh, thank you nice news by God, but it is a littificult, | can’t | do not know, you know m

family is settled here and | do not like Baghdachn't'.
Al oS Y A i e G ma )
'Yes right, but do not forget it has a promotion'.

B o il sall iy ool 0S5 255 Y U8 aall | (mell O (Sen oy S e il 1 ey, A5 o el

S L G5 L a5 oK

'I know by God, but if you had asked me before gimihave accepted the offer, | mean befo

got married. You can see other employees, sorrywifly may not accept, | can't'.
Ao 1S alSi, Sle dily

'Ok, no problem. Thank you Ali’

2eal Aiad ) o

‘Welcome Mr. Ahmed'.

et

re |

(Male-Female)

A AL A e

'Hello my eye Samir, how are you'.

B. fw gigld | A daall op)
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'‘Good, thanks God, how are you Miss'.

A. osla Ll el gaie sl Jal) il

‘I am fine. | have good news for you today'.

B.§ LAY i

'‘What news?'

A4 iy Gl saly ) elial

'You got a pay raise and a promotion'

B. fuiand e (ngd o (b Lo () G an 3 LA ola Al

'Oh God, these are the good news. But it was eviyrhonth when | was employed?’
AL e dlaral J85 6 3Y 4l o piaa alid 5S) Ga ol e (3sa il Jaling

'You deserve it. You are a good employee. But tiseeelittle issue, you have to move to Bagh

not here'.
B. 2 e L L il W8 50 (gl g Glosse cand () L Caagil Nla)

'Oh | see. But | can't | like Misan and this is @lace | can't, we all were brought up here; par

and granddads'

A Lerpai ¥ elll aa i gla Al

'‘By God this is a chance for you. Do not lose it'.

B.asic ot ikl 4 jie 5 anm s Gnegdl (A L, D18 2SI Y U8 (ped gy dug (o) glsg 4al ey

'Frankly, | need to talk with my wife as well bedotaking a decision...But | hope that y

understand my situation and my kids' school headsis an obstacle'.
A. gl g
'l see'

B. caw cadl

jad
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'Sorry Miss'.

A. L..SJL‘: Y

‘It is ok’

RP2

(Male-Male)

Al dalilealda (o iz sl

'Hello Jafar. Where are you these days?'

B. Jsadie 4395 (| 392 5 ) Sl

'Hello sir. | am available but a little busy'.

Alla jaad dyy ) aglhall galiy alia 81 jaly

‘Tomorrow there is a party in the student uniomaht you to attend'.
B...on W pas) Sl | jualaide S gaie jab alShall Al 8 el

‘Tomorrow? By God the problem that | have lots sdignments tomorrow'.
Al agiaa (e aal g JSU Cus | el oS 8

‘It is only few hours. I'd like that everyone wowltiend including you'.
B.oed Jad (gaie UWIY G AS1 G s (a2l 50 S )l il 5 &S

'l told you by God sorry. If it was not tomorrovd kurely attend, but no | have a job as well".
Al O Gagdl (S

'Ok let me see Hasan'.

Al W b 4xile pe ol il (S

'Ok sir, sorry again. next time it will be eventeet

B. oSy e sl s S
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'Ok love, see you later'.

(Female-Female)

A, eln ) eSile W3

'Peace be upon you Zahra'.

B.ow 5 s sl Sl oSl

'Peace be upon you, hello Miss Nerjes'.

ALY bz sl

‘Are you available tomorrow?'

B.f o S5l al

'‘What time tomorrow?"

A St GG aallall galy alia €1 sl mal)

'In the morning | mean. There is a party in theletu union. Can you come?"'
B.. ¥l lae (e gl jualadag) sa gaie jaly o) g dl 5

'‘By God unfortunately, | can't | have many assigntseequested by my teacher tomorrow'.
Azl s o Sl maall G

'‘But It won't interrupt your work in the morning'.

B.oscall o can ) Si =81 L Ll Y

'Yes, it does, | can't. Thank you for the invitatidiss'.

A g s Sla)

'You are welcome'.
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(Male-Male)

Al s sl Gas gl sla

‘Hello Hussein's dad. How is it goung?'

B. olai db 2eal

‘Thanks God, everything is fine'

A. slalie gaic @l dly e

‘Ali, what a suprise | got for you!'

B. .85 folaliall gk

‘what is the surprise? You made me excited.'

A. .Omseall Js) il g adlall gl jalyalia lae

' We have a party tomorrow at the student uniod,yanu are the first invitee'
B. .ol dsrdie GAIS IS S 215 Y a8 i Le als g oseall (o D ja S5 Al

' By God, thank you very much for the invitatiort bwill be very very busy tomorrow'
A, GuisE Fl g bl s

‘come for my sake. You will enjoy it'

B. Sbio e ne Sl )Xk

'| can't, forgive me, maybe another time'.

A Sl S

'Ok, God is generous'

B. a2 S 4

'‘God is generous'
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RP3

(Female-Male)

A. i sl

'Hello Hadeel'

B. ca ial )

'Hello Mr. Saif'

A, deally o gl (o AL oy ) Jad Uae 4g) 58 (AIS & a1 138 Joa
'Hadeel, we have alot of work this week. | want yowork late today’
B. 4 iay S

'How long do you want me late?'

Al Ofiela Ly )8

'‘About two hours'.

B. fasilal (yicla

“Two more hours?'

A. &5 )

'Yes by God'

B,ﬁggh'a\dé)dm"'“\Jﬁ\J\?auwQ\P@\@Q}EM\_,M'“" p}@fﬂs@\wg\m}qﬁ

'‘Look, by God my mum is very sick and she is intlbepital. | mean do you want me to stay

about half an hour? or Can | work extra hours agrotlay?
A. 4,33\.‘4\ J};\ @hjd\j .. r’a";d\ @AU;A [&]]
'l need you today. I'll pay you some more'

B.).'a;\jd\.uuw\w&g\%\ﬁs)w@)\ﬁj\ﬂ’M\ ’Jﬁ\uﬂi\)w,quﬁ)ﬁ\d)&\‘wﬁﬁmyﬁl

for



390

alilell Lic

‘No, it is not a matter of money. | know that mggence is important but by God | can't, sorr

have to go back home earlier to pick my son frohostand prepare food for the family'.
A. i Sl S

'Ok, no problem'.

B. 43l e S5

'Ok, bye'.

V. |

(Male-Male)

A. Gl f,Sglc (,M\

'Peace be upon you Sadiqg'

B. Cue diul 2Ol il

'Peace be upon you Mr. Qaith’

A. 4eaa dlia zlss

'l want to ask you a favour?'

B. claral )X (5la | Juadi g

‘Yes go ahead. How can | help?'

A. glall & sl 4eliadl Ay Lae Ly aa) Sle 0¥ alsall o )5 (pfiels i elalisg

‘I want you to work two extra hours after your stiEcause no one can help in preparing

products for the next week'.
B. lile Lic (psuny by Lainall & 5 53 cpang g ol 5 23le e o sall | SI8E (5500 e il

'‘By God, | do not know what to say to you. Todayng mum's birthday and then we go to

movies with her and then we'll have a family dinner

A, Saele ai 088 Ja Yy Caagiil al

the

the
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'Oh, | see, not even an hour?".

B. caul lan SY 6Y) Gl aa ) 0¥ (et G pSaclul g SES) (&) Qal 4a) jea

'In fact, I'd like to stay longer and help you buaeed to go to teach my kids, so sorry'.
A, pgm i dliag )

"Your wife can teach them?'

Bl Agilise 4wl )3 sie (y Jshal &l o) )

‘I wish | could stay longer but but | have evenatass you know?"

A S

'Ok’

B. faclu a0l (Su i as) fiul zlialy glad Ul o2

‘Although | am so tired and | need a break, do wa@unt me to stay for about an hour?’
A VSE S

'Ok thank you'

RP4

(Male-Female)

AL Az s s
holaw nir  ’Sloni¢
hello ror how are you.2SG.F

'hello Noor, how are you?'

2. B.elisld il 4y

Zian-a ‘nt-a ’Slon-ak
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good-1SG.F  you-2SG.M how are you-2SG.M

‘good, how are you?"'

3.A. ?ﬁﬁéhmﬁm\U_u‘)jgsl;i\&}}uy‘Q\Aln\O}S:gc\‘)dlshm\ﬂ\d:}é):i,éjmmdjj‘)ﬁ, | SE o)

zion Sukren &r ridi-t musadt-¢  turfi-n 'I- ’stad @l rah ‘ikan
good thanks noor need-1SG help-2S&Row-2SG.F DEF-prof said will be
‘mtihan ’I-’shi’ I-jai w ridit  CstiTr mulahd-ati-¢ ~ fed gm

exam DEF-week DEF-next and needrrdw note-PL-2SG.F a day

'Fine, thanks. Noor, Wanted your help, you know, the professor saidettveiil be af

exam next week and | wanted to borrow your notssfiur a day or so'.

4.B. 4ns) Gt Gy cllaadlall i o) aa
ma  il-‘saf daftar iI-mlahd-at  b-il-biot ni%-t ‘jibeh
with DEF-sorry copybook DEF-note-PL in-DEBtise forget-1SG bring

‘Unfortunately, my notes notebook is at home, g§jédito bring it'.

5.A. €52l gie aleas) ;R <
‘okei ‘aqdar -hasleh  mini¢ facir
ok 1SG-able 1SG-get from-2SG.F tamer

'OK, can | get it from you tomorrow, maybe?'

6. B.axsall ga )l 1) Les o padl jilul 21 ) aal oy | Y 2l




393

bacir i bsa@dh gh -safir I-il-basrah w mrah
tomorrow no  with-frank will 1SG-traveto-DEF-Basra and NEG-will 1SG
-rja’ [-il-ami‘ah

come to-DEF-university

‘tomorrow no, honestly | have to travel to Basrd will not be coming to the university'.

7. A, OaieY) U8 aall ey aadl € ) Gaea 5 e S (Sl
‘okei belki min tirijin u -gsid yeni ’-gsid gabil
ok maybe when come-2SG.F or 1SG-mékea 1SG-mean before DEF-
‘I-’mitihan
exam

'Ok, maybe when you get back or? | mean, like, amiéit would be before the exam'.

8. B. 5o de 3V adul | pgtialiane Sl 7)) G
bes #h ’kan mhtajeth-in ’asf-eh d t-izel Mmini
but will be need-PL sorry-$G. no 2SG-upset from-1SG

'but | will be needing them, sorry, don’t be upséh me'.

0.A. Alia 5 VY
la B ma nmuskila

no no NEG problem

'no, no, no problem’
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10. B...zloled pem o) gl 2l olaia¥) i agie Jaiul 50 #) ) L

ma 1ah -gdar -stezni ‘en-hum  gebil ’I-’mtihan m@h rah ’-dris
NEG will 1SG-able 1SG-dispense about-PL tefdEF-exam will will 1SG- study
b-thum fe m m@h

with-them so NEG will

‘I will not be able to dispense with them before #xam, | will be | will be

studying them, so | will not...’

11 A. sl Jaiedl Giai cgale ol ) (us 4530 ) (el et 5] GaA1 131 oy (S ) Lasha Laska

teb'en teben ‘okei bes 'da " a-hidhin |-mudet ®  $'t-ion u
of course of course ok but if 1SG-take for-time like hour-PL or
‘tlateh bes -lqi nelrah lioh-in I-il-"'mtihan '|-jat

three only 1SG-take look onnthe for-DEF-exam DEF-next

'Of course, of course, OK, so if | took them footer three hours or something,

just so that | would just have a look at them, aaw, this upcoming exam'.

12. B.sii il ld o) aadl
’-gsid n &8 ’lah 'n-Sof
1SG-mean if will God 1PL-see

'l mean, hopefully [God willing], we’'ll see’
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13. A 95l o pmadl e Cma i e ailio ge glas () L8 Jiny

yani ’-gdar "-hdéi Wi-¢ mara min ti-rijn mi il
mean 1SG-able 1SG-speak with-2SG.F agathen 2SG.F.come from DEF-
basrah ’au

basra or

'So, shall | talk to you again, like, when you gatk from Basra, or?’

14. B. S8 )38 &l (e o gl aall)
-qsid 'n-&af min n-iltiqi ti-gdar ’t-dekirn-i
1SG-mean 1PL-see when 1PL-meet -286 2S5G-remind-1SG

‘I mean, we’ll see, when we meet you can remind. me

15. Az oS3zl adadl o el (850 (e (S )
‘okei  min n-iltiqi ‘I-mara |-jaia Bh ’dekr-ak
ok when 1PL-meet DEF-time DEF-nextill remind-2SG.M

'OK, when we meet next time | will remind you?"

16. B4l L )
n & ’lah
if will God

‘God willing’
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17. ALY 5 oo 131 35 il o ya (il (ha il | grandial) 8 ) (38 55 (0 )85 (S5, )

‘’kid  'okei  t-gidin t-Suin  ’l-waqit li-inasb-i -gsid min
sure ok 2SG.f-able 2SG-see DEF-tinlEF-suitable-2SG.F  1SG.mean when
n-iltigi tania  Suft ‘da ’inasbi¢ 'w o la

1PL-meet again see-2SG.F if suB&2 or no

'Sure, OK, you can see your suitable time, | medrgn we meet next time you

will see if this will convenient or not'.

18. B.cay bl lgdsas I Syl Syl

‘okei  'okei hel 'n-‘uf-ha l-ildur-af

ok ok let 1PL-leave-3SQ@o-DEF-condition-PL

'OK, OK, | mean, let's leave it to the circumstasice

19, A, (S cilliadle (55 38 o e i 5 U8 isele 51 gunl 3l Lo Ul 55 LS51 080 21 g plll L e

oo, @dadle ey ng dal gl Cund) 3 A )

‘-uftha I-ildiraf '’kid  ’kid ’'okei mr ‘ana m ’-rid
2SG.f-leave to-DEF-condition sure surek o noor |  NEG 1SG-want
‘te'bi-¢  'nt-l help-1SG before and we8&2f mumiz-ah "kid w
tire-2G.F you-2SG.f asadin-i  qgabil w ¢int-i excellent sure and

tktb-n muihd-at  kiliS zbna |- haa ’l-sabab ‘gsid  wahid yhib
write-2SG.f  note-PL very good fbist DEF-reason mean one  3SG-love

y-sti‘r mulhd-at-ic  bes
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3SG-borrow note-PL-2SG.F but

‘Leave it to the circumstances, sure, sure, Ok,rNlbdo not want to trouble you. You helped
before and you just, you are excellent of courskyau write god notes, because of that | I m

one like to borrow the notes from you but...’

20. B.aad il 580 &) Lo QA J sadia 4g 8 Ul (e gals g ae L) aa) U aiadl | g1 2

kid 1 -gsid ’ana ’-hib '-sa°d-ek bes hel-yoni ‘ana’

sure yes 1SG-mean | 1SG-like 1®{p-h but these-day-dual I

Sweih mexil lidalik ma ah "-gdar -nti mudht-at-i
little busy o) NEG  will 1SG-able 1SG-give néte-1SG

'sure, yes, | mean, I'd love to help you, but thesaple of days | am a little busy so

| will not be able to give away my notes'.

21, AL A ela o)) aea 5 e gls o) 48 sdie el (e AlSe 5SLe g alSie sSLa | S
Sukren maku muskila  @ilen maku muskila min sit  ‘ind-i

thank no problem at all ngroblem when become have-1SG
fursa  ’hei wia€ min triftin - 'n & lah

chance talk  with-2SG.F when go-2SGfF will God

'thanks, no problem at all, no problem, if | gathence | will talk to you when you

get back, God willing'.

22.B. 4 £l o)

n & lah

ne

ean
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if  will God

'‘God willing'.

(Female-Female)

A. Smisli sl
'Hello Alyaa. How are you?'

B. Juall ile a5 an)

'‘Good by God. Everything is fine'

A. e claaddl iy aalisa s glall ¢ sl ladial Lae clle

‘Alyaa, we have an exam next week and | need yot@sh

B.f Sl ciaadlall yis fehaadlall yia

'‘Which lecture notes? My lecture notes?"

A. 4zl s Adiinl G dl 5 )

'Yes by God, just photocopy it and return it".

B4 s 4xaladls (ae 53l o 3Y il jualaall e Cpnd Laily (531 LS latiedU (e pal aalisd U

‘But | need it to study for the exam. Secondly, woe always absent from lectures. You hav

go to the university every day'.

A, Cagob grie Al g a4

'Yes, right by god, but | have circumstances'.

B.fa sl 4taliag JSLie Liae LIS foaey 4dul 4w (sbys ainla Lo aall | 4 cldaa Sl gaie Lo 580 Le il

'‘By god, | can't, | do not have the notes right nimean | have not brought them with me, so

Further, we all have problems you need to somtityourself'. Do you need it today?
A. 2l zie o33 ) aiplas 131 4l )

'Yes or if it is not with you now, can | take ibfn you tomorrow?"

Iry.
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B. oSl s CS 5 zling 4 st ploa s wuaa Cand WIES) Lin) ga 5 )00 La il

'‘By God, | do not know, because we have recentlyaddo a new house and it is messy. It takes

for ages to find them. | think you understand'

A. St Ul eLi o)) aalSli #1

"You will find them God willing | am sure'.

B. ooall gl i 81 als gl 210 (S

‘'ok I will bring them to you tomorrow but only foinis time".
A SS Al gla G )

'Yes only this time thank you'.

RP5

(Female-male)

A. QlS) Lo SIS Gl 4 58 Juads

'Here you are some Chocolate Cake, you haverttittie
B. il Al 5 Jlae Sl

‘There is no space by God | am full’

Al Lt OY (s L su

'I made it by my hand (myself) because you like it

B. Jleadl lgplas 5o (G )aS) e aras

'l am so full | can't. You can keep it for the cinén'.

A, anhadl gla a4 0l 4y 5

'just a little, just a little, just this little pie".

B_ﬁ;)lbkéb\djb\gg\ﬁ CulSH g g (g Al g Cama
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‘By God | am full where can | send it (I have mmm)'’.| ate a lot

A. ¢x<tia
'Sure?"
B. xlic 7

'Yes, by God | am sure'.

. I am trying to keep on diet.

(Male-Female)

A sl ST E A i
'‘Marwaa, what? you have not eaten dessert'.
B. slS ax S0 dcSaa A s flbga by

‘What dessert! Have | believed that | lost sonesk¥
A. S0l il aplall il sl sla

‘These are nice dessert, why do not you eat?"
B. ata) 40 sl el a5 S La VY

'‘No no | can't by God. I will be fat. | am on diet'
A i

‘Not even a little?'

B. Ganl , 4l ¥ ) SS

‘Thank you, not even a little. I'll gain weight'.
A itz

"You will regret'.

B.o_sia axki (K #) ) ¢ R8aa

'Oh really? | will eat a small piece'.
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RP6

(Male-Female)

A. Sl ppiul (See e Jisls il 23l

'‘Ahlam, My laptop broke down. Can | borrow yours?'
B. alS) o 3¥ Jad gaie (Y Al 5 4du) aase

‘Errrm sorry by God, because | have some workrnigtii.
A, Sl gl JaS) Gy i

'Please, just to finish my homework'.

B. (s2unl agi il )8 e Cilia goad g Al ) g Lgy o pal 5

'You know it has some family photos and some piegcl can't. Sorry. | hope you underst3

what | mean'.

A S

ok’

B. cllalle Sh 4 Lialine Guad G dlacla) il

'I'd like to help but | need it as well now, mayiext time'.
A. Sal | S

‘Thanks Ahlam'’

B. S

‘Thank you'.

ind

(Female-Female)

Al 4sh Gl 33 (Saa lela £
'‘Alaa please can | take your computer just for devh

B. Tlen (sl
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‘What for?"

A eelad Gy s Y (ol 5 JS)

"To finish my assignment, because my computer sugdtopped'.

B. sal Sb lgalial Lo aad okl | uls Lead Cajel e (peen U

'‘Me too | do not know what is wrong with it. Waiit t fix it may be tomorrow'.

A. el a olle (jeid) Laa Al

'‘What a bad luck, both of them are broken'.

B. L saliay (o a¥! (e (llal Le Jay iy Lpadial ) ol Gaalai  3Y G )8 (531 8 AU Y ibiadd) | (5 g

it

‘What can we do? Misfortunes never come singly. @t know, you need to learn how to fix

yourself instead of asking others'.
A o dil g 4gen

‘(laugh) yes by God true'

B. Y &3

‘Thanks Alaa’

Al Sl e ale Y

'For what, | have not done anything for you'.

RP7

(Female-Male)

‘Excuse me Mr Nasir, | broke the statuette. How Imisat?’

'‘Erm unluckily but No no no problem, not expenshaver mind, Its price maybe one thousand

dinar'
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A L5l 28U a Y Y

‘No you should take its value'.

B. e i oS osli 340 1L

'| can't take compensation money, shame on yafute’.

A. Sl ) Sa Y

‘Not even any amount?'

B. ) s clllgad clu sl o Gl Y o ) puSa 5 4ap s oalgaliad Lo ol Cliad 4l g8 gxie |51 Y5 Y

‘Nothing at all. | have a lot of statuettes at lorh do not need it. It is even old and brok

Never mind. Your money should go to your kids net.m
A. il ) S5 S

'Ok thanks Sir'

(Female-Female)

A, L Al sl 4du) saaiie Lo apiaill ¢ puS el G

'‘Miss Eman, | broke the statuette by accident. lsarsorry, what a bad luck'.

BLOSE Y 5l 5 4 Sl

'No problem, the evil broke down. Do not worry'

A lgied a8l saaline o juiala Ul la jrw 2S5 eyl Cas

'‘Miss Eman, how much does it worth, | am readyay its value'.

B.cue 5o sl b e ) Ll dae (e Ly il Sal adle 50 WYY

‘No no no not expensive | bought it from a chedys gitore. What money shame on you'.
A, a1l Sl ye mlial Jaas ) ol s callas.

‘Even if it is cheap, | either bring you anotheean pay its value'.

B. 40 Y Leonl Lo (53363 ¥ g semama Le i)
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'l don'’t like it. It is very old. Human is not fldess, never mind'.
A SE G (S

'Ok Miss thank you'

B. s

'You welcome'

RP8

(Female-Male)

'Please Atheer, my PC is defective today and | hav@mish my assignment. Can you fix it f

me?".

B. 4t Sasall gl Lealual (0 58 oS 53

‘When do you want me to fix it, today? Now?'

A e aaa o0 Al 5 )

'Yes, by God, if | do not trouble you'.

B. .l aliale aliipl) Cplasive il 5 =1 L dvd o

'‘But now | can't by God, we are in a hurry, we goeng to be late for the party. Sorry'
Al Ba, 38 s A AL L

‘It won't delay you, it is only five minutes, maybe

B. hidel daatie Uy oLl e Gudlad Laily 35 ) Lialia (gl Jaatise Legl | S5 Laela (18 jas

"You know we do not have time... If | wasn't in arly by God, | 'd fix it for you, sorry.Yol

always ask for things when | am in a hurry’.
AV SE il S

'Ok Atheer thanks'.

S—
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B. sla ) sic

It is ok Rajaa’

(Male-Female)

A. = s

'Hello Duha'

B. G )

'Hello Tahseen'.

A. 488 oS m8 g e A (Sae Gy O sallai gla QT Gl

'l know that you are about to leave, but can | tigke minutes of your time?"
B. felaclul ,aS) osli Jumisi S

'Ok go ahead. How can | help you?"

A. flealiais bl (Kaa i€ golad Jiula

'‘My computer has stopped suddenly.. Can you helporfig it?'

B. flezsa) 0l ) 4 5 anae

'Erm you want me to do it now?'

A, X3 )

'Yes, If you can'.

B .ea)) o A Sl o s dad 4y Cad il 5 (pallda U 50

'‘But we are going | can't by God sorry. Send & womputer shop or wait till | come back'.
AL Al ela o) s 5 e (Sh iegil (S

'Ok | understand you, maybe when you come backv@lidg'.

B. 4l sl ). S
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'Ok God willing'.

RP9

(Male-Male)

'Peace be upon you doctor. | need your help. | amggto apply for the Master this year an

want you to write a recommendation letter for médio not trouble you'.

B. 4ckld o5y a  (oOUal alisl jpuaal 5 3¥ g a0l g gand abul) Clal cililatial oyt il calida J grdia 4 95 L) A0l

$ NN (e aa) (o) o) Ledlasi La (il 4e 4

'‘By God, | am a little busy these days, you knovg-tarm exams are next week and | neec
prepare tests for my students. But Dr. Fatimaee t think, why don't you ask her or any ot

staff?'
Aéh‘yh\}wJJS@hJJGA u‘)a:\cha\ cug‘)mlﬁo‘)}.\sﬁu‘)n\udmj

'‘By god, | don’t know Dr. Fatima well. You know, esihas taught me only for one semester,

like you'.

B. 4islaie 5odlinl iod (AK A

‘But, she is very good and cooperative lecturer'.
A, Sl 0S8 il Q) Ul e o) 13y Conans cina,
'Yes | heard that but i prefer you as my referee'.
B s, sk Ul LS U

'l told you that | am busy, and...".

Al S e sl s ) siSa allia Sk

'‘No problem doctor, maybe | ask another lecturer'.

B. Gésily S

] to

ner

not
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'OK, good luck'.

(Female-Male)

A, Selina | ligls dla ia) Gl
'Hello Mr Sajad, how are you, how is your health?

B. fzobad () i) sodo 4 2eal)

‘Thanks God, lam good Zainab, how about you?'

A o ua dand dlic il o5l 4hy)

'‘Good, today | want to ask you a favour?"

B. Gl 4l

'Yes go ahead'.

A el o) aall Al Hiualal e a0l gla Sl jas

"You know | am going to apply for Master degreetngar God willing'.

B. 4 cLa o

'‘God willing'.

A. il Lealial (Y 48 55 Al clie 2y )l

‘And | want a recommendation letter because | ritsfed the application'.

B. felu 0 sl (o) 5l 2 50 cplls Lo i) lilaia¥) Jle alia¥) juasy Jandie Llla ) nand

‘Listen, | am currently busy in preparing the giges of the exam. Why do not you ask Dr Z

or someone who taught you before?'
A SE ) (g e SS) (8 jal Jiay 2Bl sl oy i ias 53l Y 5l 5

'‘Because you are my teacher and taught me foryeags, | mean you know me better than

other teacher'.

=

id

any




408

'You are right; | wish | could help you but I cantbw, impossible, if you had come before

exams, | might have helped you'.
A, i) | S5 Al ge S

'Ok no problem thank you Sir'.

B. .clalls 5 il elliatl 5 o o

‘I am so sorry; | wish you good luck and success'.

the

Iragi Learners of EnglisiILES)

RP1

(Male-Male)

A. Hi Wathiqg, how are you

B. Hello Mr. Idress, | am ok and you?

A. fine thank you. Wathiq | decided to give youramotion and a higher salary.
B. Oh, thank you so much.

A. But you should you should work in Baghdad natehe

B. What? Baghdad? | mean, | like living in Misany Mfe is good here and | do not lik
Baghdad.

A. | understand, but you will be the head of theoBrément there
B. Even so, | am settled here, | am | am do yourmiegaove by this month?

A. Next month maybe

e
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B. The family will not agree.
A. Ok, I will see another one , maybe, thank you

B. Thank you sir.

(Male-Female)

A. Hello Sara, How are you?

B. good and you?

A. me too, Sara | have a good news for you.
B. Good Inshalla (God willing)

A. 1 will pay you more money and you will get a protion, but but you in fact should work
Baghdad.

B. go to Baghdad? why? you have seen how good nl is0
A. Yes, | know, | mean this is why | chose you

B. | can't, sorry, | think my husband will not agren moving to Baghdad by God and | c3

leave my friends.

A. Ok, think about this chance and

B. No, no my family lives here in Misan and my metls sick...l refuse, sorry
A. ok, ok, ok thank you Sara

B. Ok, sir thank you.

in

AN't

(Male-Female)

A. Al Salam Alyakum (peace be upon you) Ameera
B. walilaykum Al salam (peace be upon you)
A. Ameera, if your boss ask you for something, wiu do it?

B. yes, of course, but but what is that thing?
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A. Ameera | want you to go to Baghdan and workehard | will pay you a good salary.
B. Ok, but Baghdad is dangerous, you know and

A. Yes | know but they need you there.

B. I really do not know if my family will accept ihsuggestion

A. You will be safe there, I think, it is a safesar

B. yea, but but it is difficult. Changing the liéé the family is not easy, | think you undersata

my position. | am so sorry.

A. Yeal do

B. and by God my mum is old and sick and | take adrher.
A. ok, ok, ok

B. sorry, | like to but you know | need to consuly family.
A. Do not worry

B. ok, bye sir

and

RP2

(Female-Male)

A. Hello Ihab, are you free tomorrow?

B. Hello Hyfaa', mmmm | don't know. what do you d@e

A. | want you, if if you can, come to the party paged by the student union.
B. Oh, you want me to turn up tomorrow?

A. Yes, please.

B. Tomorrow | can't actually, | have a paper to kvon.

A. yea ok, but you can do it latter?

B. no no later no | 've been late | mean I'd li&duit , | hope you understand?
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A. Yes, how about coming for only few minutes?

B. | can't sorry.

A. Come and have some fun.

B. | like to but | work | | help my father in théngp

A. Your brother can help him, no?

B. Yes | mean he only depends on me and after Wwookmy papers.
A. ok see you later

A. see you

(Female-Female)

A. Hi suhad

B. Hi Mrs. Noor.

A. There is a party tomorrow. can you come witheottolleagues and friends?
B. No, | can't, in fact | am not able to, | havenypassignments tomorrow.

A. it is in the morning, so come please.

B. Tomorrow? | do not know, not sure let me askfather if it is ok for him to go to the party.

You know he is my father so you understand me.
A. Ok
B. | apologise

A. Do not worry

RP3

(Male-Male)

1.A. Haydar, we want your help, we want you to wdnkxtra hours today from 3to 5

2.B. Thank you, Sir, nice to see you
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3.A. Nice to see you too
4.B. How are you?

5.A. Thank God, good
6.B. All is well?

7.A. All is well

8.B. | am a student now and | study every day, ithighe first week in the month and |, w
your permission, will not be able to work at thaauh because of | have to study at that time.

| help you at some other time?

9.A. At some other time? You know, a large volunigomducts has to be ready today. G

willing, | mean, can’t you work today and study tomow, or?

10.B | don't have time, this is a problem, I, | éoworking with you, but this week is ve

important for me because of | want the coursead siell.
11.A Of course, of course, of course, OK, can yay #r only one hour?

12.B. | think this is not suitable for me, thisnist because of | don't love you, you are

friend, and | love to work with you but | don’t hethe time

13.A. OK, Haydar, no problem, maybe some other tigoai said some other time, may

tomorrow, for example

14.B That's possible, possible
15.A. Possible tomorrow
16.B. God willing

17.A. Thanks

Can

od

ry

my

be

(Male-Male)

1.A. Salah, | need your help, we want you to woex®a hours today God willing




413

2.B. Sorry, but this is not possible

3.A. Why not possible?

4.B. | have, | am busy a lot and now | need, | neddeak
5.A. You can take a break tomorrow

6.B. No, tell it to the bear!

7.A. tell it to the bear!

8.B. I need a break now.

9.A. OK, | mean, is one hour only possible?

10.B. No, | work a lot and | am very tireghd | have a lot of homework too and this

important in my life, sorry.

11.A. So, I mean this is not possible at all?
12.B. No, not possible by God.

13.A. OK, Salah, no problem, | can talk with Ali
14.B. Yes, maybe he will help you

15.A. I will talk with Ali, no problem, thanks Sdla

(Female-Female)

A. We are busy this week Huda and and | wan t gowdrk late.
B. Not today | have an appointment after work disec
A. Your job is more important right?

B.Yes, | love to help you, but | am tired and | wemgo home and today is my sister's wedd

Isn't there someone else that can work extra hdurg&an | hope you understand.

A. no noone today

ng.
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B. | understand you are in a trouble but what cda? | have school and exams so sorry.
And tonight | plan to see my friend, my old friend
A. Ok ok.

B. sorry.

RP4

(Female-Male)

A. Hello Imad, | need your help today
B. Hell Alyaa, what help?

A. | lately did not attend classes and | | havésiken notes, and | ask you please to lend

yours

B. yes, | have not seen you lately, but why doolt yttend? | think your presence at clas

important for you.

A. You know | had a problem at home and...

B. | have some problems as well, | need the notssudy, you know,
A. | just photocopy them.

B. | do not have the notes right now the notesraray dad’s house, | put them somewhere

| do not know where they are, but sorry, we alldhproblems.
A. Right we all have problem but I think | am | afferent.
B. I do not think | can.

A. please | explained my.. my

B. Listen. why do not you have a look at my nateyou study with me. | mean we can stu

together.
A. ok ok good idea.

B. thank you.

me

S is

and

dy
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Female-Male

1. A. Yousif, How are you?
2. B. lam good.

3. A. That's good, Ok, Yousif | need your help am®thing. | need the lecture notes becau

did not attend yesterday.

4.B. Do you mean the lecture notes of Biology?
5.A. Yes, | have a family problem so...

6. B. no, not possible, sorry.

7. A. Why, Yousif you know we have an exam.
8. B. no, | mean | always attend but you donot.
9. A You know | have special circumsatnces.
10. B. What problem, with your dad again?
11.A. Yes, you know my dad left his job and...
12. B. | mean this is not possible, sorry.

13. A.ls it possible for only a day?

14.B. Oh no no no.

15.A.not even for an hour.

16. B.sorry, impossible.

17. A Ok Yousif | may ask Ahmed or Salma
18.B OK, OK

19.A. thank you Yousif

20. B. OK

se |
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RP5

(Male-Female)

A.

B.

A.

A.

B.

A.

Inas, have you finished your food?
Yes, thanks God, | finished

Ok, it is the dessert now

. ho | can't eat anymore

. why?

. l'am so full by God, | am out of breath, thasmki.
. it is delicious. try it

. I can't by God, impossible. there is no roond awill be fat.

| thought you will eat this is why | bought it
Thank you very much, | will just taste it anave it maybe maybe later | appreciate.

Ok, I'll put it in the fridge if you want

B.ok, thank you

(Female-Female)

A.

B.

A.

B.

A.

B.

A.

Did you like the dessert?

what dessert sorry?

That one. you did not eat.

| do not want to, | I am full I am trying to ke®n a diet here. | can't.
Come on, try one piece

Impossible, | am trying to lose weight. Leavé&ater possibly.

just this this small one
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B. no no no sorry, give it to others.
A. hhh it seems that you are on a very strict diet
B. yea, | am determined (laugh) thanks

A. ok

RP6

(Female-Male)

A. Zaid, can | borrow your laptop for a while pleasine is, it seems, broken down just now
B. No, sorry, | can't | need to finish my work.
A. please for only few minutes, | am almost done.

B. yes, but | can't | lent you my laptop befored and you do not know how to use compu

properly.

A. ok, | think | need to get it fixed very soon.

B. I am busy now. | apologise. | can do it latet but you can see an IT.
A. yea |l will try.

B. thank you for understanding.

B. thank you.

lers

(Female-Female)

A. Is your computer working?

B. yes, why?

A. | need it urgently, if you do not mind?

B. but where | mean how about yours?

A. mine does not work. what a bad luck, | have masgignments.

B. ok, but the software is not working by God | meay software. Really sorry.
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A. Oh, really?
B. yes, and and my work's not done yet, sorry

A. | know that you are a good person and you yawags help me, and this time will be the Ig
| promise.

B. I can't, | do not know | am so sorry but | refus lend it, do not be upset.
A. no no thank you.

B. you welcome.

RP7

(Female-Male)

A. oh sorry i broke your statuette i do not mea0td) i will pay its value (putting her hand

her pocket to take money out)
B. do not apologise. it happens. we still have mare left (he laughs) put your money back?
A. but but i will not feel comfortable< if you dwt {take the money<.}

B. {no. never mingit is not a
PRECIOUS one

A. i don't know i am embarrassed. It is only 5008di dinar)

B. no i REFUSE to take money.

(Male-Male)

A. Oh, Mr. Ali | broke this statuette, | mean, iawan accident, | am sorry.
B. it is ok, do not worry, It is cheap. no problatrall.
A. yes, but I think | should pay its price.

B. no no itis cheap, it is it is nothing at aly dot worry.

St,

in
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A. please accept my money, | am embarrased | l@m.n

B. I can't, | told you I do not need it by God new&nd , I'll buy a new one, not a big problem
A. ok thanks.

B. it is ok, just just clean the office please &mgjet it ok no problem.

A. yea yea | will do that now.

RP8

(Male-Male)

A. Excuse me sa'ad, can you help me in fixing B@tit is not working

B. no, listen, lam waiting for your brother, sod dot have time now by God later later.
A. | know but but you are good in computers and hat, it it will not take long

B. yea, | like to help you, but because you misuma computer you break it down

A. I know | know | am a bad user, but just thisditn

B. | know that you need it so badly but not nowyb&maybe later when | come, because

are late now and | don’t have good experience mpders.
B. ok Sa'ad thanks

A. welcome.

(Male-Female)

A. Hello Aseel

B. Hello Majid. How are you?

A. I am good thank you and you?

B. | am good too.

A. Aseel, | don't know what is what is wrong witty taptop.

B. what is wrong?

we
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A. It suddenly stopped.

B. Oh, why?

A. don't know, and and | need to finish my schwotk
B. sorry to hear that

A. Can you have a look at it please?

B. well, listen is it necessary to do it now?

A. yes, you know, as | told you I | need it for mvgrk.

B. And by God | do not have experience in computers not my major, you know and and

are in a hurry. Sorry.

A. yes, | know.

B. You better ask someone with experience.
A. ok, ok no problem.

B. ok sorry.

RP9

(Female-Female)

A. Hello doctor

B. Hi Nisreen.

A. I wonder if you can write a reference for menrorder to use it for my application.
B what application, sorry?

A. Master degree.

B. ok ok erm look I'll tell you something, | am, lvé am not very good at writing referen
letters.

A. Bu | heard you are good.
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B. you can ask someone else, maybe may they coulg lsecause | can't and | am busy so..
A. ok, thank you doctor.

B. Thank you, thank you and my best wishes.

(Male-Female)

A. Hello Miss Suha, today | am going, | mean | waifiply for Master programme and you as

teacher, | want a letter, | mean reference letter.
B. Oh, good step, but it is not good time now | gmaparing for students' students' test.
A. Yes | know it is mid-term exams | can come ta yater maybe maybe next week?

B. | know that you have been a very good studedtlahlike to help but | wrote a referen

letter already | remember last month.
A. Yes, | in fact lost it sorry.

B. | am busy now, | can't | reject you you can fismimeone free, sorry and | am not a g

referee you can ask Dr. Alaa or come to me later.la
A. Ok miss no no problem.
B. ok good luck.

A. thank you.

my

ce

pod
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British English Speakers (BES)

R1

(Female-Male)

A. erm i'd like to talk to you about a fantasticpoptunity that coming up i think you've do
really well in the last two months and erm you i mnpressed so i'd like to promote you and g
you more responsibility and also a pay rise erminkt it is really well deserved erm the or
problem is that you will be working in tesco in karthink it is really fantastic opportunity fa

you.
B. erm ok but why me?

A. erm because you've done i am really impresseéld with what you've been done so far arn

think you'd work well with more responsibility.
B. to york? it is ganna be little tough

A. erm i appreciate that but it is it is a pay r&@ewell so i am sure there is you know options
you could you could pursue that it will enable yimumove and take advantage of this gf

opportunity.

B. ok erm the thing is i've just bought a house mydfamily is here in manchester. i just had

parents move here so i could i could be closen¢mt

A. erm oh gosh that is a shame congratulations aur iouse and buying a house. york 3
manchester are not that far you know you could catenpotentially to york erm erm and y:
may open up a promotion you could move back to imaster in the near future and take on

high role.

B. erm i also got some friends here and my fiarasajob here.

ive

y

=

di

tha

eat

my

and

hat

A. again can you think of work it is not yea itrist too far you know you could take the train

there is good train links and not too expensive.

B. (no answer)

(Male-Female)
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A. (( clears throat)) so emily (.) good news (khow you have been working very hard lately and

er now you've been putting a lot of loads in thewe hh there is a promotion coming in York. |

know it is quite far away Emily we are in manchesbait. it is a great opportunity.
RECOMMENDE YOU and th th they said you can haweeghbsition IF you want it(.)

B. er no, thanks (.) | do not think | can acceptt tlust because it is too far away, I'd rather stay

around {manchester}
A. {think aboutet opportunity}?

B. but it is too far away, because all my familek around here.

(Male-Male)

A. err hhh ok we have good news for you (.) er @&e offer you er a promotion and a signific
{pay rise}

B. {oh great}

A. the only thing to bear in mind or to take intocaunt is that this job involves moving
YORK.

B. ok err we are flattered by that (.) and thithest is good news in general but i don't thinkiigl

able to relocate at the time.

ant

to

R2

(Male-Male)

A. hi luke err i've just been err having a chathvilte people from the student union (.) and e

must to ask you you know as your lecturer err yloat should come and attend a party that we

I i

are
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organising at the student union tomorrow night

B. err i'd really like to but err i've got a papdre in by tomorrow it is a deadline and i've

quite few other things on at the moment so <i atngomna be able to make it<

got

(Male-Male)

A. Ok so errm it's been a party that it's been misgad by the student union and | was wonde

if you'd like to attend tomorrow
B. Sorry, but I've been got a (not audible) | h@twvénished it i need to do it

A. ok

ring

(Male-Female)

A. Hii've got a bit of favour in need to ask frgrau. there is a party that's been organised by

student union tomorrow and i need you to go if fes

B. oh erm thank you for the offer but i've i've gopart time job erm at school and erm i
working a shift then.

A. oh no erm is there any way you can go it's begianised by a group of students i really w
to try and support.

B. erm i got other assignments as well erm i neefinish erm i really i really don't think it i

ganna work for me i think it would be really tricky get to

A. ok i appreciate that i could i could erm obvilyusiove some of your assignments around

help you out with those and maybe give some of ymrk to other people if you could go.

B. surely you understand i mean you are a professor you understand if students he

homework i've just got mountains and and a par fiob. i just i really can't i really sorry it do

the

am

ait

and

ive
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sound like lots of fun i am sure that will be someelse that could go.
A. erm no of course yea i i wouldn't ask if it wast important but it is quite impotant.

B. i mean i am in a hurry now so i do not wannagreu the wrong answer but erm i am ga
go (she laughs).

nna

R3

(Male-Female)

A. er, helen we are really busy at the minute askmow er but it means that we got some more

hours for you to work if you if you would like it)(but what | am looking for really is that you

work other couple of hours today? er and <we'll @dyt more maybe?<
B. i can't sorry today i've got a guide group filain afterwards i've gonna get back for that
A. are you are you sure that you can't {do it?}

B. {ican't}(.) i'll be letting down thirtyittle girls i can't dg
that sorry

A. mmm ok never mind. maybe maybe some other phisitweek you could work?

B. well if you let me know the days outside of wdrkt probably not to be fair(.) i do quite a

of stuff outside work.

ot

(Male-Male)

A. hi Will sorry to ask. Would you be able to wdde two more hours this week?

B. i don't know i've worked quite lots of extra gmecently erm maybe i could stay for one h

our
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erm i've got lots of classes to prepare for unitmgs so maybe not

A. it is just erm this week only we're really busy we really need those extra two hours i ag

you to help us out you are obviously be paid for it

B. yea sorry iam i am really busy iam i've gannarmdohomework and then i've planned a st

session as well so i'd like to help but i can't

A. so absolutely no way you could just work for amdra hour other than what you've just

complete .

B. you know i am just i am just exhausted at themaot erm today is my friend's birthday
well if i was going to do anything apart from study i'd go meet them , i've got to go to m

some old friends.

ked

Ldy

as

cet

R4

(Female-Male)

A. er you know the lecture notes that you've be@nglin the last few weeks?
B. yea?
A. could i POSSIBLY borrow them?

B. hhh i haven't really finished them yet so i dordon't wanna give you the wrong the wro
information because i am not really (0.3) .hh i@ot really sure that everything is right in it s

don't wanna give you the {wrong information}

A. { maybe} we could go to the library and i can bavlook ovef

what you have done so far?

B. maybe maybe later(.) maybe maybe some pointwegk(.) but at the minute i don't really

don't really feel comfortable showing them to arg/®n

A. do you know someone else that might?
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B. emm maybe maybe ask EMILY maybe
A. ok i'll try her then

B. ok.

(Male-Female)

1.A. So, again, | really appreciate all the help’'ye given me in the past. erm, | was hoping |

could get your lecture notes from this these pagple of weeks.
2.B. erm, yeah, | don't know | need them to badst erm

3.A. | mean, obviously, I'm not going to be copyianything word for word. | won’t — | won

photocopy your notes. | just would really like thémfill in the pieces of

4.B. Yeah, | know, you really haven't been to clamsd | put a lot of time in taking down t

notes and

5.A Well, I've been I've had a lot I've kind of beea mess lately. hhh, my girlfriend broke
with me, so I've really, um, I've been late; I'vedn sleeping late. It's really just messed up
schedule. erm, so maybe, this one time, hhh, yobdleed me in the past and your notes
incredible. They're always really great. erm, ng&ihd of supplement all of; you know, the no
that | have taken, so —

6.B. Yeah, | know. | — | feel bad saying no, big ltdon’t really feel like | should this time.
7.A. Is there any way you can help me out, jus tme time?

8.B No. No.

9.A. This will be the last.

10.B I'm sorry, | need them.

11.A. Okay. But, Okay. Thanks. Thank you very maayways. Good luck on the exam.

12.B Thanks. You too.

ne

up
my
are

es
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R5

(Male-Male)

A. ok. right there are still there are still dergdeft (0.3) but you got to have some more no

letting you stay here ((joking)) ((laughing))
B. no i am all right thanks i am fine
A. i can't have food wasting in my house

B.iam full () i am full i am all right thank yovery much.

no

(Female-Female)

A. erm can i can i get you some dessert?

B. oh gosh i can't eat anything erm am

A. [oh come on you you can find space iam sure]

B. no iam about to explode i've been sacrificinndaiet

A. no no i insist we worked hard on this dessed iaieally like to have some

B. well that is great if i'd known earlier i woultave eaten it first i could try it but honestly rtig

is no way i could eat this right now
A. are you are you sure you could i mean thisadlyeeally good

B. honestly my cholesrol level is high and i jéestl like this dessert might make it worse b

really appreciate you making it.

Y%

Ut i

R6

(Male-Male)
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A. (inaudible) using it ?

B. i'm sorry man i really i can't i need it

A. errm hhhh but not even for a MINute?

B. noii've really got to get this work done(i)iiabsolutely have to keep using it

A. all right.

(Female-Male)

A. oh you are not ganna believe this i've got asigasnent that needs to be in tonight and
computer is broken and it is really impotant ond aam desperate i need computer would

mind? just for an hour.

B. Wendy you are awkward. really?

A. why? what is the problem?

B. This weekend i can lend you my computer.

A. no no no it has to be today it is ganna beis itot ganna be today i am ganna fail the cour

B. Wendy you need to be careful with your lap top.

my

you

A. what? i do no what happened actually i just khiinere is something wrong with the laptop

then i think that something i actually i did anduyknow if you know me for years how ofté
does this happen

EN

R7

(Male-Male)

A. Hi erm excuse me | am sorry to bother you bugijust been cleaning your office and whil
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was there i knocked over your little statue andkeéroi really feel bad about this can i erm ple

let me pay for it?
B. it doesn't matter it is a present from an olifrignd.

A. well i mean even so i mean i feel so bad abbuhaybe i should give you money or y

should take it out of my wages though i want makeake it right.
B. it is not something special from family or ariptp

A. well if you sure i mean erm i still i would like pay for it. it looked it looked niceerm i fe

bad about it because i should i should be morddareyour office.

B. itis fine. to err is human (he haughs).

ase

(Female-Male)

A. | really sorry i just knocked down this statueddt is broken i really want to pay for it but W

you let me pay for it?
B. it is totally fine don't don't worry about it
A. but i feel really guilty i feel like i should

B. no it it totally fine i did not even like it vas it was like a present fromsomeone i don't itd

remember who they were. itis it is fine.
A. well canierm
B. [ no please i insishdp

A. there is no way i can repay you not just evethwmnoney i can i can do some extra hours

free or something like that

B. no that is that is fine yea things break evdhtulike erm it is not it is not a problem
A. you don't want me to get you a new one or amghi

B. no

A. or anything i can i could do

on

for
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B. noitis ok i don't even miss it it it was chdapet about it

R8

(Female-Female)

A. my computer just broke half way through the @issient. can you please have a quick loo

it for me?
B. i can't do i am not that good at computers.
A. oh please just a look i got an assignment drteedo it tomorrow

B. i am going out in a minute she is nearly readyare going to a party we have to get there

a certain time.
A. you've done it before it is just waiting
B. i know but it is a surprise party if we are tieére then we can't go surprise can we?

No i am not doing it i am going now bye.

k at

for

(Female-Male)

A. hi how are you?

B. yea fine thanks

A. erm i am a bit have a nightmare day i am afrard got the assignment due tomorrow
B [right]

A. i need to print it out somewhere

B [oK]

A. erm but me printer broke down this morning i arbit of situation, i really do not know wh
to do erm because i've got to print it out anddtie tomorrow. did you say you are quite gq

with computers?
B. erm i can do some stuff with computers yea

A. do u think i can ask you a favour to maybe $eeu could fix it?

pod
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B. erm well i helped you before when i fixed yowngputer. why don't you have ago at fixing it

yourself?
If you want something done right, you should dygotirself.

A. well i've tried myself that is the only thing@nreally can't do it so i remember that you w|

good last time.

ere

B. errm well i'd love to help you but i am not i arot really skilled in computers so that is that is

why

A. ok erm i just spoke i spoke to my friend wha®od with computers and they are on holiday

so i really
B [yea]
A. struggling to find someone so if you could spamoment

B. well i am a bit in a hurry so i do not wanna figtit for you properly. you wouldn't want me

damage it for you?

A. no well i think i've already done that myselftzally erm well i just don't know what to dg

mean it is ganna be in tomorrow maybe i could doetbing in return for you.

B. could i not fix your computer tomorrow? i mearould do it for you after the party?
A. after the party tomorrow?

B. mmmm

A. what time is the party?

B erm six p.m

A. ok i think that might do thank you very much

B. thanks

(0]

R9

(Female-Female)

A. hi mrs grieves iam just coming in it really neadeference but i am ganna apply for ma

ster




433

degree. is there any chance erm because i reatyine
B. oh really sorry i can't it is not ganna be pbiesto do it today
A. well can youcan you do it later on

B. erm you must understand how busy i am duringl faxams i am i am really not able to do
am afraid.

A. no but i am desperate because it is a certaie line and i have to do it within that time line

B. if i wasn't busy testing the students maybéédable to but i've got exams i've got to do

tests i am afraid i am really sorry i won't be atolelo it for you.
A. not even tomorrow?
B. i still got exams sorry i've really got to ghave an exam starting

A. ok all right thanks.

it

the

(Male-Female)

A. hi so erm as you know i am graduating this summe

B. [yea]

A. and i 'd really like to go on to the master peog at the university
B. [ ehm great]

A. erm what i need is a recommendation letter tltan submit with the application given y
my academic advice, would you be able to supplyftrame?

B. yea i mean that is definitely within my rule anckally like to help you but as you probatl
know we got midterm exams coming up next week amireally quite pushed of time at t
moment.

A. yea i'd i'd understand that but i'd i would batgful if you could make a very little bit of ten
and i am sure it does not need to be like a loogdty letter just just something which wod

recommend me for the for the course.

B. yea well i would really like to help you likei@aid i mean you have been a very good stu

DU

y

d

dent
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this year so erm i'd love to help you get on toriester program but yea i really iam busy with

the exams at the minute so erm i am just push#édthe time.

A. erm yea
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Appendix (14): Other (less frequent) refusal stratgies distributed by contextual

factors.

Table (1): Frequency of Semantic Formulae Usedefugals of Requests

by refuser's status

Frequency (percentages of respong
Refusers’ | mantic containing formulae)
Pattern
Status formula A ILE BE
% No. | % No. | % No.

1. |Lower Avoidance 16.6 5 31.2 5 25 3 IA=ILE>BH
Higher Avoidance 73.3 22 50 8 50 6 ILE=BE>IA
Equal Avoidance 10 3 18.7 3 25 3 IA=ILE=BE

2. |Lower Alternative 33.3 5 40 6 100 2 ILE>IA>BE
Higher Alternative 26.6 4 33.35 0 0 ILE>IA>BE
Equal Alternative 40 6 26.6 4 0 0 IA>ILE>BE

3. |Lower Chiding 11.1 3 0 0 0 0 IA>ILE=BE
Higher Chiding 48.1 13 0 0 1 0 IA>SBE>ILE
Equal Chiding 40.7 11 0 0 0 0 IA>ILE=BE

4. | Lower Conditionals 16.6 1 16.6 1 0 0 IA=ILE>BH
Higher Conditionals 66.6 4 83.3 5 100 4 ILE>IA=BH
Equal Conditionals 16.6 1 0 0 0 0 IA>ILE=BE
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Table (2): Frequency of Semantic Formulae Usedefugals of Requests

by refuser's distance

Frequency (percentages of respol
Social Semantic containing formulae)
distance |formula IA ILE BE Pattern

% No. | % No. | % No.
Low Avoidance 33.3| 10| 50 8 0 0 IA>ILE>HE
High Avoidance 20 6 37.5 6 0 0 ILE=IA>BE
Acquainted | Avoidance 46.6 | 14 | 125 2 0 0 IA>ILE>BE
Low Alternative 20 3 266 | 4 0 0 ILE>IA>BE
High Alternative 40 6 46.6 7 100 2 ILE>IA>BE
Acquainted |Alternative 40 6 26.6 4 0 0 IA>ILE>BE
Low Chiding 63 17 | 100 1 0 0 IA>ILE>BE
High Chiding 0 0 0 0 0 0 IA=ILE=BH
Acquainted | Chiding 37 10 | O 0 0 0 IA>ILE=BE
Low Conditionals 33.3| 2 0 0 0 0 IA>ILE=BE
High Conditionals 50 3 66.6 | 4 100 4 BE=ILE>|A
Acquainted | Conditionals 166 1 333 2 0 0 ILE>IA>BE
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Table (3): Frequency of Semantic Formulae Usedefusals of Requests by refuser's

gender
Frequency (percentages of respol
_ containing formulae)
Semantic Patt
' attern

refuser's formula A ILE BE
Gender

% No. | % No.| % No.
Female Avoidance 43 13 50 8 3 4 IA>ILE>BE
Male Avoidance 57 17 50 8 67 8 IA>ILE=BE
Female Alternative 26.5 4 20 3 5( 1 IA>ILE>BE
Male Alternative 73.4 11 80 12| 50 1 ILE>IA>BE
Female Chiding 44 13 0 0 0 0 IA>ILE=BE
Male Chiding 56 15 100| 1 0 0 IA>ILE>BE
Female Conditionals 83.3 5 6616 4 50 2 IA>ILE>BE
Male Conditionals 16.6 1 33.3 2 50 2 ILE=BE>IA

Table(4): Frequency of Semantic Formulae Used in RefuddRequests by requester's

gender
Frequency (percentages of respol
_ containing formulae)
Semantic Patt
: attern

refusers formula A ILE BE
Gender

% ‘No. % ‘No. % | No.
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1. | Female Avoidance 60 18 12p 2 583 IA>SBE>ILE
Male Avoidance 40 12 875 14 41% ILE>IA>BE
2. |Female Alternative 53.3 8 75 10 100 2 ILE>IA>BE
Male Alternative 46.6 7 25 5 0 0 IA>ILE>BE
3. | Female Chiding 67.8 19 0 0 0 0 IA>ILE=BE
Male Chiding 32.1 9 100| 1 0 0 IA>ILE>BE
4. | Female Conditionals 33.3 2 50 3 50 2 ILE>IA=BE
Male Conditionals 66.6 4 50 3 50 2 IA>ILE>BE

Table (5): Frequency of Semantic Formulae Usedanyetopposite gender

Frequency (percentages of responses containingifaeh

Semantic A ILE BE

formula

same opposite same opposite same opposite

No. | % No % No. % No % No| % No %

1 |DirectNo | 37| 60.6| 24 39,88 80.9 | 16 19 | 4 66.6) 2 33.3

2 |Avoidance | 13| 43.3| 17 56,8 25 12 7% | 4 33.3| 8 66|6

3 | Alternative | 3 20 12 80| 6 40 9 60 2 100 O 0

4 | Chiding 18| 62.9| 10 371 1 1000 O 0 0 0 0 0

5 | Conditionals3 |50 3 50 | 2 33 4 66 1 25 3 79
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Table (6): Frequency of Semantic Formulae Usedefusals of Offer

by refuser's status

Frequency (percentages of respot

Refuserd Semantic containing formulae)
Pattern

status | Eormula IA ILE BE

% No | % No | % No
Lower | Let off the hook 625| 5| 625 5| 488 21 BE=IAE
Higher | Let off the hook 375| 3 25 2| 232 10 BE>IRE
Equal Let off the hook 0 0 12.5 1 279 12 BE>ILE>]
Lower It is my treat 714 | 5 57.1 4 50 1 IA>ILE>BE
Higher | Itis my treat 285 | 2| 4238 3| 50 1 ILE>IAEB
Equal It is my treat 0 0 O 0| O 0 IA=ILE=BE
Lower Chiding 0 0 0 0 0 0 IA=ILE=BE
Higher | Chiding 100 31|10 0| O 0 IA>ILE=BE
Equal Chiding 0 0 0 0| O 0 IA=ILE=BE
Lower Putting the blame 100 24 100 16 O C IA>ILEEB
Higher | Putting the blame 0 ol O oL O 0 IA=ILE=BE
Equal Putting the blame 0 0 0 o O 0 IA=ILE=BE
Lower | Alternative 76.9 | 20| 62.1 41 O 0 ILE>IA>BE
Higher | Alternative 153 | 4 19.6 13 O 0 ILE>IA>BE
Equal Alternative 7.6 2 18.1 12 O 0 ILE>IA>BE
Lower | Principle 15 3 20 3|1 0 0 ILE=IA>BE
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Higher | Principle 50 10| 53 8| O 0 IA>ILE>BE
Equal Principle 35 7 26.6 4| 0 0 |IA>ILE>BE

Lower | Invoking God 90 18| 0 0| O 0 IA>ILE=BE
Higher | Invoking God 0 0 0 0| O 0 IA=ILE=BE
Equal Invoking God 10 2 0 0 0 0 IA>ILE=BE

Table (7): Frequency of Semantic Formulae Usedefusals of Offer

by refuser's distance

Frequency (percentages of respol

containing formulae)

Refusers’ Semantic
. Pattern
distance Formula 1A ILE BE

% No | % No | % No
Low Let off the hook 25 2 375 3 3023 |BE>ILE>IA
High Let off the hook 375 | 3| 50 4| 3726 |BE>ILE>IA

Acqu. Let off the hook 37.5| 3 12.5 1 3251 | BE>IA>ILE

Low It is my treat 285 | 2 14.2 1{ O 0 IA>ILE>BE
High It is my treat 42.8 | 3 71.4 5 100 2 ILE>IA>BE
Acqu. It is my treat 285 | 2 14.2 1 0 0 IA>ILE>BE

Low Chiding 0 0 0 0 0 0 IA=ILE=BE
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High Chiding 100 | 3 | O 0| 0| 0| IASILE=BE
Acqu. Chiding 0 0 0 0 0 0 IA=ILE=BE
Low Putting the blame| 0 0| O of O 0 IA=ILE=BE
High Putting the blame| 100 24 100 16 O 0 IA>ILE>BE
Acqu. Putting the blame| 0 0 0 0 0 0 IA=ILE=BE
Low Alternative 153 | 4 19.6 13 0 0 ILE>IA>BE
High Alternative 46.1 | 12| 31.8 21 O 0 ILE>IA>BE
Acqu. Alternative 38.4 | 10| 484 32 0 0 ILE>IA>BE
Low Principle 25 5 13.3 2 0 0 IA>ILE>BE
High Principle 50 10| 40 6| O 0 IA>ILE>BE
Acqu. Principle 25 5 | 46.6 7 38 8 BE>ILE>BE
Low Invoking God 227 | 5 0 0 0 0 IA>ILE=BE
High Invoking God 59 13| 0 0| O 0 IA>ILE=BE
Acqu. Invoking God 181 | 4 0 0 0 0 IA>ILE=BE
Table (8): Frequency of Semantic Formulae Usedefusals of Offer
by offerer's gender
Frequency (percentages of respot
Offerers | Semantic containing formulae) Pattern
gender |tormula A ILE BE

% No. | %

No.| %

No.
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Female | Let off the hook 62.5 5 50 4 325 14 BSILE
Male Let off the hook 375| 3 50| 4 67.4 29 BE> ILE>
Female | Alternative 50 13 500 33 O 0 ILE>IA>BE
Male Alternative 50 13 50| 33, O 0 ILE>IA>BE
Female | Chiding 25 1 0 0 0 0 IA>ILE=BE
Male Chiding 75 2 0 0 0 0 IA>ILE=BHE

Female | Putting the blame 50 12 56.2 9 0 D IA>IBE

Male Putting the blame 50 12 437 7 0 0 IA>ILE>BE

Female | Principle 50 10 46|16 7 0 0 IA>ILE>BE
Male Principle 50 10 53.3 8 0 0 IA>ILE>BE
Female | Itis my treat 57.1 4 571 4 50 1 |A=HBE
Male It is my treat 428 | 3 428 3 50 1 IA=ILE>BE
Female | Invoking God 545| 12 0 0 0 0 IA>ILE=BE
Male Invoking God 454 | 10 0 0 0 0 IA>ILE=BE

Table (9): Frequency of Semantic Formulae Usedefusals of Offer

by refuser's gender

Frequency (percentages of respot

Semantic containing formulae) Pattern

refuser's

gender A ILE BE

formula

% No. % No.| % No.

Female | Let off the hook 75 6 62,5 5 72 31 BEI&
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Male Let off the hook 25 2 375 3 279 12 BE>ILB>
2 |Female | Alternative 30.7| 8 636 42 O 0 ILE>IA>BE

Male Alternative 69.2 | 18 36.83 24 0 0 ILE>IA>BE
3 |Female | Chiding 33.3| 1 0 0 0 0 IA>ILE=BE

Male Chiding 66.6 | 2 0 0| O 0 IA>ILE=BE

4 |Female | Putting the blame 79.1 19 68.7 11 O 0 IUB>BE

Male Putting the blame 20.8| 5 312 5 0 0 IA=ILE>BE

5 |Female | Principle 15 3 40| 6 0 0 ILE>IA>BE
Male Principle 85 17 60 | 9 0 0 IA>ILE>BE

6 |Female | Itis my treat 142 1 50 4 50 1 ILE>IA=B
Male It is my treat 85.7| 6 50| 4 50 1 IA>ILE=BE

7 |Female | Invoking God 77.2] 17 0 0 0 0 IA>ILE=BE
Male Invoking God 227 | 5 0 0 0 0 IA>ILE=BE

Table (10): Frequency of Semantic Formulae Usesanye/opposite gender

Frequency (percentages of responses containingifaen

Semantic formula |IA ILE BE

same opposite same opposite same opposite

No. % No | % No. | % | No| % No.| % | Nol %

1. | Alternative 12 | 46.114 |53.8 | 19 28.747 |71.2|0 0 0 0
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Let off the hook 5 62.83 375 | 4 50 | 4 50| 16 37(27 |62.6

Invoking the7 |31.8/15 [68.1 | O 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

name of God

Chiding 2 |75 |1 25 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Principle 121 60| 8 40 5 33 10 66 O 0 0 0

It is my treat 1 | 1456 857 | 5 71.42 28.5|2 100| 0 0

Putting the3 |12.521 (87.5 |7 43.79 56.2|0 0 0 0
blame
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Appendix (15): Refusal strategies according to thém) politeness superstrategies

Table 1: Total frequency of strategies accordinth&é(im) politeness superstrategies.

Strategy Type Refusals oRefusals of Role Total
Requests | Offers Plays
(DCT)
(DCT)
Positive Indicate Unwillingness ------ 186 | ----- 186
Politeness
Statement of Positive264 33 22 319
Opinion/Agreement
Gratitude/Appreciation ------- 145 23 168
Statement of -------- 10 10
Empathy/Concern
Total 264 364 55 683
(16.4%)
Negative Negated Ability 263 291 33 587
Politeness
Let Off the Hook | ------ 59 23 82
Itismy Treat | ----- 16 16
Regret/Apology 397 190 40 627
Invoking the Name of 95 22 33 80
God
Total 755 578 129 1462
(35.1%)
Bald on| Performative Refusalg ~ ----- | --—--- 6 6
Record :
Direct No 167 243 45 455
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Total 167 243 51 501
(12%)
Off Record | SIE 560 487 70 1117
Counter-Factual 6 | - 6 22
Conditionals
General Principles 15 35 6 56
Alternative 32 92 16 140
Avoidance 58 | - 32 90
Putting the Blame on g----- 40 7 a7
Third Party
Request fof ---—-- | - 25 25
Information
Request fof ---- | - 14 14
Understanding
Negative | -— |- 6 6
Consequences
Total 681 654 182 1517
(36.4%)
Overall 4163
number of

strategies
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Figure 1: Overall Use of the (im) politeness supatsgies by the three groups in this
study.
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