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Chapter I: Introduction

Turkey is a country of rising importance in the international arena. Polmidal a
business communications between Turkey and the rest of the world will most likely be
increasing in the coming years. Turkey is not only a geographical bridgedmeEast
and West, but also an important power for regional stability and integrationgiacctor
Kandemir (1997). Because Turkey is the only country that is a concurrent ma&fmbe
NATO, Economic Cooperation Organization, and the Black Sea Economic Cooperation,
Turkey is an integral part of multilateral peace efforts. Turkey is alliddlsrael as
well as numerous Arab countries. The West must begin to improve relations and

communications with Turkey.

The current research will explore sociolinguistic differences betvieekish and
North American English refusal acts. A basic knowledge of the modern Turkish
language will contextualize the present study, as well as providatgability to
understand Turkey as a nation. One point in modern Turkish history that is of particular
importance to the current study is the nation-wide language reformatiorantuage
reform is important as it was the birth of modern Turkish and the removal of thetgng
of the Ottoman Empire. The reform began during an overarching cultural refdmm in t
fledgling nation, which was born after the fall of the Ottoman Empire (A28 1923

AD). The goal of the language reform was to modernize and return Turkish to its
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linguistic roots. To understand the modernization process, one must understand the

history of the Turkish people and the linguistic legacy left by the forbearéns of

modern Republic of Turkey. After the conversion of the Turkic peoples to Islam and the
defeat of the Byzantine Empire (386 to 1453AD), the Ottoman Turks took control of
Asia Minor. During the transitory period of the conversion and conquest of the
Byzantines, the Turks acquired a multitude of loan words from Arabic and from the
neighboring Persians. Parallel to the Ottoman’s rise to power over Byzamialtinea

Seljuk Empire was the rise of the Ottoman’s version of Turkish, which is called

Osmanlica.

With the expansion of the Ottoman Empire came the absorption of other cultures
and languages, allowing for the increased influence of the Arabic and Pargjaages
on Ottoman Turkish. Osmanlica became the official language of the Empireg; slowl
eroding the use of the pre-Ottoman TurkishskBa (1986) compared the process of
language change in this area to that of English during the Norman Conquest over
England, allowing for the linguistic domination of the English language by Rkrenc

demoting the standing of English in society.

Numerous issues within the Ottoman Empire led to its decline and eventual fall at
the hands of western powers. The War of Independence AD9tH01923AD) was won
by the Turks, who quickly realized that the repercussions of the First World W&y ha
be addressed by the Republic of Turkey. With the establishment of the Republic in 1923
AD, the new government realized that, in order to survive, they must modernize their

country and society. The modernization came to be through four major undertakings:



1) the secularization of the formerly Islamic nation, 2) Westernizationn8)va of

Ottoman influences, 4) the return and dominance of pre- Osmanlica Turkish. The
creation of a secular Turkey was seen as necessary as the subjegitoof held, in the

past, impeded the progress of modernization within the Empire. The Caliphate, and all
laws and regulations that were religious in nature, were abolished. Relggidu

became outlawed as was the use of Arabic in the education system of Turkey. dhe use
the Indo-Arabic numeric system was replaced by the Roman system\igégite The

most significant event in the language reform occurred in 1928, when the Angiotc

the Empire was replaced with the Roman alphabet. The reason that the shift to a Roman
alphabet is such an important event is that, accordingskaB41986), the Arabic script

was “a sacrosanct symbol of Islam among Muslim nations” (p. 100). The introduction of
the Roman alphabet brought forth Western influences in language and possibly other

social-cultural elements.

Another form of modernization was the downplay of Islam in the culture and
imagery of Turkey in order to further model the West. As the extricationawh lBbm
the culture occurred, the Turks unconsciously realized it must be replaced dihisgm
The “something” became the strong Turkish nationalism that still éridéy. Thusly,
the Turks purged all Arabic and Persian loanwords and linguistic influence imgtiae
gaps with their own “lexical items of Turkic origin with neologisms based okigtur
roots and suffixes” (Bgan, 1986, p. 102). Along with the Romanization of the Turkish
script, the language was reformed to become a phonetic language, medrtimgy¢hia a

one-to-one relationship between a grapheme (letter) and a phoneme (sound).



The removal of the Arabic script was not only a political issue but also one of

practicality. The script itself is incompatible with the Turkish language.

The understanding of incompatibility and the shift to a Roman style of writing
was led by Mustafa Kemal Atatirk, the fledgling nation’s leader andjar proponent
of the change. He saw the inherent incompatibility between the Arabic texteand t
modern Turkish, expurgated of the outside linguistic influences. Arabic is based upon
consonants, only containing three vowels that are not written when they are $teort. T
number of vowels in the Arabic writing system is in contrast to modern Turkish, which
has eight. Turkish also has five more consonants than Arabic that could not be
represented with a grapheme. The missing consonants are: 1) “v”, 2) “9",8)"“t”

and, 5) “”. The Arabic consonants “h”, “y”, and “v” can be pronounced as vowels. The
differences caused a great deal of confusion and also led to an increatseanyill
among Turkish people. Atatirk’s motivation for change was based on necessitgand ha

popular support.

The historical information presented in the current research is importanutdeec
it has a direct correlation with the linguistic shifts in Turkish societigtarcally,
Persian, Arabic, and Turkish fused and became Osmanlica, both culturally and
linguistically. As that occurred and despite the efforts made to eradimatenguistic
artifacts of the Ottoman era, it is clear that that era had an importaeinicé on Turkish
society. Turkish history exemplifies a universal truth; language and cuteure a
intertwined and as a person or group of people learn certain aspects of language, these

aspects may show themselves unconsciously despite efforts to suppress them. dOne coul
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examine the phenomenon in terms of how bi-or-multi-lingual individuals use language.

A combined knowledge of the past with the present will help foster cultural and tiaguis

understanding of a bridge nation such as Turkey.

This linguistic context provides a particularly rich environment for the stfidy
pragmatics. Pragmatics is a form of linguistics that examines howxtaids in
understanding the meaning of utterances, according to Cutting (2002). For example,
pragmatics can examine how culture affects language and language s®ryAntithin
pragmatics is known as Speech Act Theory. As Cutting (2002) notes, Speech Act Theory
examines what we say and what is intended. To further understand Speech Act Theory,
an example will be presented. One individual may state “It sure is cold ifi fiede!
simply be declaring a fact. In Speech Act Theory one could examine the dterare
deeply and see that the individual is indirectly making a request for the iaterloc

close a window or turn on the furnace.

Pragmatic failures provide an opportunity to study pragmatic competence.
Pragmatic research is important, especially cross-cultural ptegmesearch, as
researchers begin to learn and catalogue the strategies of languagpgsatiés allows

for a better diagnosis of a failure (whether or not it is due to pragmaticetransf

The current study specifically looks at the speech act of refusals irStlaad)
Turkey. A “refusal” is the name of a category of speech acts that are usetine dec
something be it a request, an invitation, an offer, or a suggestion. An example of how
such a speech act may manifest itself can be found in the following conversation:

“Would you like to go have a cup of coffee?” With the response of: “I'd love to, but |



6
have a class starting in five minutes, maybe tomorrow.” The respondg oleznates

as a refusal to have coffee at that time.

Turkey and the United States of America will be discussed using contrastive
cross-cultural pragmatics in the present study. Cross-cultural pragnsadi concept that
examines the use of a specific speech act functions in two cultures. The cudgnt st
looks at the phenomenon of transferrals, or the occurrence of an individual intggrat
approaches to language use from one language to another (Ewert 2008). A dffgrent
of explaining transferrals may be to give yet another example. Latedlsat in one
language the way that an individual greets a friend could be “What’s up?” while in
another language, individuals ask the question of “How’s your health?” With a scenario
created, let us pretend an individual who was born and educated using the firgjéangua
begins to learn the second. If the individual in question does not know the pragmatically
correct greeting of “How’s your health?” They may make a literaktedion of the
phrase “What’s up?” into the second language; the use of a direct translation across

languages is a transferal.

Table 1.0 is a collection of technical terms used within the current study. The
information contained within the table includes: the term, its definition, the original
source for the word and where it is defined within this text. The table should act as a
reference guide for those readers who are unfamiliar with the speaifimodogy of the

linguistic subsets discussed within the literature review.



Table 1.0: Table of terminology

Term

Definition

Origin

Declaratives
(Performatives)

Declarative acts are those that make &elce-Murcia and

notable or important change after
having been performed

Olshtain (2007) p. 25

A4

Representatives

Acts that allows the speaker to con¥&sice-Murcia and

viewpoints, feelings, assertions and
others.

Olshtain (2007) p. 25

A4

Expressives

These are acts that allow the spea
to express the speaker or listener’s
psychological state of being. Itis
considered to be one of the most
important types of speech acts for a
language learner.

k€elce-Murcia and

Olshtain (2007) p. 25

A4

Directives

Directives are face-threatening acts

&elce-Murcia and

they allow the speaker to articulate a Olshtain (2007) p. 21

want while compelling the listener of
listeners to fulfill the want.

A\

Commissive

Commissive speech acts are also f
threatening. With a commissive, the
speaker obligates (or refuses to
obligate) himself or herself to take a
future action. The use of such verbg
as “promise” or “refuse” strengthens
the commissive.

aC=lce-Murcia and

Olshtain (2007) p. 25

A4

Direct/Indirect
Dimension

“[The] extent [to which] speakers
reveal their intentions through explic
communication.”

Nelson, 2002 A, p.
t40

L2 User

“An L2 user is defined as any perso

nEwert, 2008, p. 32

who uses a second language for a real-

life purpose, for example receiving

education through the medium of the

L2.”

L2 Learner

“Persons learning English in the
classroom for future use.”

Ewert, 2008, p. 39




Pragmatic
competence

An individual's capacity to understan
language used in a specific context
and to employ a language successfu
to accomplish a certain purpose.

Nelson, 2002 B, p.
163

Iy

Pragmalinguistic
competence

The ability to use language correctly]
to achieve a speech act.

Nelson, 2002 B, p.
163

Sociopragmatic
competence

Whether or not the chosen speech a
is correct in a given context.

dielson, 2002 B, p.
163

Multicompetence

“The knowledge of more than one
language in the same mind.”

Ewert, 2008, pp. 32-
33

The Dynamic
Model of
Multilingualism

"All the languages of a multilingual
are separate but interacting
subsystems in a dynamic system."

Ewert, 2008, p. 33

Face The concept of manufacturing and | Turnbull and Saxton

preserving an individual's concept of 1996, p. 145

self as seen or experienced by others.
Social How linguistic assets are utilized in | Turnbull and Saxton
psychological interpersonal communication. 1996, p. 145
pragmatics
Linguistic “Incorporation of elements from one| Ewert, 2008, pp. 33-
transfer language into another.” 34
Negative "When a pragmatic feature [e.qg., dirediélix-Brasdefer,
pragmatic or indirect strategies, mitigation 2009, p. 590
transfer devices] in the interlanguage is

(structurally, functionally,

distributionally) the same as in LI

[first language] but different from L2/
Semantic “Consists of a word, phrase or Ewert, 2008, p. 39
formula sentence which meets a particular

semantic criterion or strategy, and [.
can be used to perform the act in
guestion. Semantic formulas are, for
example, direct refusal (e.g. “No”, “I
refuse”, “no way”) or statement of
regret (e.g. “I'm sorry,”
“‘unfortunately”)."

]




Pragmatic failure

When a L2 speaker communicates
with a native speaker and the native
speaker understands the purpose of
utterance differently than what the L
user intended.

Nelson, 2002 B, p.
164
the

N

Reconceptualize
Second
Language
Acquisition

1"All language knowledge is inherentl
dynamic, variable, provisional and
sensitive to renegotiation and
renewal."

yFélix-Brasdefer,
2009, p. 3

Cultural scripts

Formulaic social situations that

Ewert, 2008, p. 38

necessitate highly routine
communication and are biased toward
a specific culture.

Nelson, 2002 B, p.
163

Speech act The smallest component of

communication.

"One in which most of the informatio
is either in the physical context or
internalized in the person, while very
little is in the coded, explicit,
transmitted part of the message."

High context
culture

nNelson, 2002 A, p.
40

Low context
culture

The opposite of a high context cultut
they are explicit and the information
coded in the words themselves.

d\elson, 2002 A, p.
igl0

Conclusion

Two research questions are addressed in the current study: "How do native
Turkish-language speakers use refusals in comparison to native Englishgiangua
speakers?" and "How many, if any, language transferrals occur in ghisHegiscourse
of Turkish English Language Learners?” Chapter | presented the gromfrortance of
Turkey as a country as well as the parallel of the importance of Turkislaaguage. A

brief history of the massive language reform created contextualizaibumnaerstanding
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for the rest of the study. The information collected was then connected to the two

research questions examined in the study.

The rest of the study will be structured as follows: Chapter Il will revedevant
literature in order to build a clearer framing for the study. The third chapt@resent
the methodology for the study and materials used in the data-collection proessfis R
of the collection as well as interpretation will be found within Chapter IV. fiftheand
final chapter will conclude the present study giving a retrospective oveofielvat

occurred and what conclusions were made.
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Chapter |1: Review of theLiterature

The literature review then, examines past comparative studies about refusal
speech acts in different cultural contexts, as well as general informratated to
pragmatics and Speech Act Theory. A rather large component of linguistied, cal
pragmatics, is defined by Cutting (2002) as the study of the improvemeruiraey of
understanding statements when the meaning is interpreted in view of thesituati
which the statements were made. Within pragmatics, there is a concept kridpaeels
Act Theory. Cutting (2002) further explains that Speech Act Theory enceaypte

intended meaning of an utterance.

Another important concept within Speech Act Theory is that of the direct/indirect
dimension. Nelson et al. (2002a) defines the direct/indirect dimension as how lgxplicit
an individual expresses his or her meaning through communication. What is known as
the direct type of communication is the explicit proclamation of an individual’s glener
desires, needs and stance. Direct communication is stating what is thought without
equivocation or hidden meaning. The indirect type of communication is the exact

opposite; the speaker hides their true desires, needs and stance.

Chang (2008) notes that Americans prefer a more explicit and direct style of

discourse that is also assertive. The Chinese, on the other hand, avoid the word “no” with
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great persistence and prefer a more unassertive, indirect and impléecitfsty

communication. The discussed difference is not just the case with English anseChine

but also Arabic of Jordanian and Egyptian varieties (Nelson, 2002 a).

Another part of pragmatic study is the exploration of refusal speech actsg Cha
(2008) described refusals as actions of speech that are a rejection of anotrauafiglivi

speech acts for the initiation of social interaction by a different individual.

Language is the focus of the current study, specifically the use afdgagn
differing cultures to refuse an offer, suggestion and other scenarios. Téeteraents
of language that must be discussed and defined including multicompetencerratmsfe
pragmatics, Speech Act Theory and refusals, in order to better understandehe c

study.

High versuslow context language

As explained above, the study of pragmatics is based upon contextualizing
utterances. Within languages, context is also important, in relation to the intended
meaning of a statement. Nelson et al. (2002 a) uses Hall's (1976) definition of high
versus low context cultures. A high context culture is "one in which most of the
information is either in the physical context or internalized in the person, whyldittle
is in the coded, explicit, transmitted part of the message" while low contextesutre
the opposite; they are explicit and the information is coded in the words themaslves (
cited by Nelson 2002 a, p. 40). The Arab cultural communication style is very much
considered to be high context while American communication is considered lowtcontex

thus more direct in nature (Nelson, 2002 a).
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Transferrals

To begin to discuss language in the context of second language acquisition and
the context of this study, linguistic transfers must be examined. E2008) researched
transferrals as other researchers have, with the interesting diféheriche direction of
the transferrals occurred from L2 to L1, rather than vice versa. A part Bivibr
(2008) article discussed how exposure to an L2 can cause pragmalinguistergrens
terms of linguistic behaviors of an individual's L1. It also defines and desuss

awareness of multi-language knowledge as well as the transfer in myléntence.

Ewert (2008) defines multicompetence as “the knowledge of more than one
language in the same mind” (pp. 32-33). Ewert then notes that since the knowledge is
stored in one mind, the multiple languages are then unified. The unification creates a

multicompetence of both the languages rather than having them stored separately

Differences between monolinguals and bilinguals/multilinguals arelbctaaly
far-reaching. In communication, bilingual individuals tend to give more infoomadi,
and are more attentive of the needs of, interlocutors. Ewert (2008) points out that, in the
case of children, bilinguals have a better sense of metalinguistic conssmu#nean be
inferred from this that the bilingual individuals are more aware of the fauted and

constructions of language.

Ewert (2008) mentions that the concept of language transfer has its roots in the
realm of psychology, specifically in studies relating to behavior. Furthrerrthe

specialized understanding of the concept of transfer is broken down and defined as
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“[w]hat occurs when the learning of one activity influences the learningetand

ability” (Ewert, 2008, pp. 33-34). Ewert (2008) defines the process of linguisticdransf
in research on second language acquisition as “incorporation of elements from one

language into another” (pp. 33-34).

Similarly, the concept of transfer has been absorbed into pragmatigaid te
the way an individual's pragmatic knowledge of languages and cultures that are not
related to his or her L2 affect the way the individual comprehends, createsgaidsac
pragmatic subject matter in his or her L2 (Ewert, 2008). According te-Béisdefer
(2009), negative pragmatic transfer occurs when a pragmatic elementasiaggped by

an individual in the L2 and is used the same as in their L1 but different from the L2.

In an attempt to further clarify the concept of transfer, Ewert (2008) sketes
“The verb transfer implies that someone moves something from one place to another [...]
language acquisition or use is not transferring something from one part of the mind to
another, but two systems accommodating to each other” ( p. 34). Ewert’'s (2008) views
may be very different from the original, psychological view of transfer, bytate
backed by data collected through research. Language transfer occurs indumibngir
and is "intermodular in the sense that bilingualism affects certain agectgnitive
processing” (p. 34). Numerous studies have found that pragmatic transfetfrornl
occur. lItis important to note that elements of the second language do not transter ove
all the areas of the first language in the same level and the consequeheesanfdfer
cannot be predicted every time. Also, Ewert (2008) points out that “some areas of

pragmatic knowledge are either unaffected or less affected by L2 irdlugn&4).
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Ewert (2008) found that the amount of exposure to an L2 does, in fact,

influence how often certain semantic formulas are used in refusal actsiwwiocutors

of equal or higher status. Ewert (2008) states that a "semantic formulasohsis

word, phrase or sentence which meets a particular semantic criterioateg\st

and...can be used to perform the act in question. Semantic formulas are, for example,
direct refusal (e.g. “No”, “I refuse”, “no way”) or statement of redesg. “I'm sorry”,
“unfortunately”)” (p. 39). Ewert (2008) found the exposure did not affect the way the
individuals speak to interlocutors of a lower status. It was found that native Polish
speakers who are L2 users of English transferred semantic formulas fioEntliesh

usage to Polish for those who are of equal or higher status.

Pragmatic failures

Pragmatic failure occurs when an L2 speaker communicates with a native
speaker and the native speaker understands the purpose of the utterance dtfiarentl
what the L2 user intended (Nelson, 2002 b). A failure in pragmatic competence can be
due to negative pragmatic transfer; the L2 user transfers a pragmaggygtfrom their
L1 that is inappropriate in the L2 context. As pragmatic failure is assa among
language learners, ways must be found to resolve it. The reduction of pragituais fa
IS very important as native speakers are not as forgiving of pragmatiesadlsithey are
of “phonological, syntactic, and lexical errors" (Nelson, 2002 b, p. 164). Pragmatic
failures are generally seen negatively, as being rude, arrogant and solore tkai is

seen as negative may render the actual intentions of a remark unclear to libutoter
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A concept known as the Reconceptualized Second Language Acquisition

(SLA) is a different way of viewing multicompetence in that it holds a kocia
interactionist and emergence perspective of language in which, accordidxto Fé
Brasdefer (2009), "all language knowledge is inherently dynamic, variablesipreai

and sensitive to renegotiation and renewal” (p. 3). In this way, language is not a
precondition for performance; language knowledge is a property of performance. The
knowledge is developed through language use in communicative activities that are
culturally bound and in specific situations, according to Félix-Brasdefer (ZD89)dea

that knowledge is developed through cultural usage plays a role in the discussion of the
differences between monolinguals and those who speak two or more languages. In the
reconceptualized SLA view, the differences occur due to the fact that mukilengave

far more expansive experience with varied social and cultural linguistiextent

The nature of bidirectional linguistic effects cannot be confined to transfers
Ewert (2008) noted that "In a study of bilingual sentence processing, Cook et al. (2003)
found that Japanese-English bilinguals demonstrate higher preferencarfateani
subjects in their L1 than monolingual native speakers of Japanese, which cannot be an
effect of transfer from the L2 English" (p. 35). These Japanese individagls@eived
to be more 'Japanese’ in the way they communicate than their monolingual cotsterpar
The appearance of being more ‘Japanese’ is thought to be due to their multicompetenc
and not solely due to the fact they are competent in a second language. The benefits
found in bilingual individuals is far reaching, it even positively effects thirduagg

acquisition as well. Ewert (2008) further explains the benefits by noting that
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"bilingualism affects cognitive aspects of attention and perception, laagueayeness

and linguistic sensitivity and these, in turn, affect L1" (p. 35).

Ewert (2008) explains that numerous studies have been performed that examine
the L1 pragmalinguistic behaviors using an approach from interlanguag@atics.
The findings of the studies suggest that bilinguals create a style of inteatultur
communication that is similar to and simultaneously dissimilar from the coratiom
styles that are established in both of their languages and will utilizeytlesvien
communicating in either of the languages. Furthermore, it has also been fouhddbat t
who move to other locations will adapt their metapragmatic judgments to those mor

similar to the native language of the location in which they reside.

Ewert (2008) defines cultural scripts as formulaic social situationsidtassitate
highly routine communication and are biased toward a specific culture. Ewert (2008)
goes on to discuss the phenomenon of cultural scripts with the example of Polish

individuals.

The studies discussed provided results that showed L2 users communicated in a
different way than their native speaking peers, this may be due to traissiemathe
L2. The importance of these findings is that they may show a combination oaktultur
scripts in the mind, or a modification of the awareness of an interlocutor’s
communicative expectations. A change in awareness of such expectaticeststigg
the L2 users have more knowledge of the types of pragmalinguistic behavitwethat
interlocutor would see as creating less of a threat to the interlocutoil @s wethe L2

user’s face by peers.
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Speech Act Theory

Nelson et al. (2002a) states that a speech act can be defined as a small ebmpone
of discourse as well as a purposeful, fundamental element of communicatiosh Spee
acts can be classified into five fundamental types. The acts are catedwoyihow social
communication between the individual or individuals speaking and those that listen is
affected, according to Celce-Murcia and Olshtain (2007). These five datego
presented in Table 2.0.

Table 2.0: Five Fundamental Speech Acts

Act Definition Example Sour ce
Declaratives Declarative acts are those thatHenceforth, you are| Celce-Murcia
(Performatives) make a notable or important| all graduates of and Olshtain

change after having been Minnesota State (2007), p. 25
performed. University,
Mankato.”

Representatives  Acts that allows the speakef| believe that this is | Celce-Murcia

to convey viewpoints, the most opportune | and Olshtain
feelings, assertions and time to grow roses.” | (2007), p. 25
others.

Expressives These are acts that allow thél really like your Celce-Murcia
speaker to express the speakeew shirt!” and Olshtain
or listener’s psychological (2007), p. 25

state of being. lItis
considered to be one of the
most important types of
speech acts for a language

learner.

Directives Directives are face- “Go help your cousin| Celce-Murcia
threatening acts as they allowin the garage.” and Olshtain
the speaker to articulate a (2007), p. 25

want while compelling the
listener or listeners to fulfill
the want.
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Commissive Commissive speech acts are’l promise to help Celce-Murcia
also face-threatening. With ayou tomorrow.” and Olshtain
commissive, the speaker (2007), p. 25

obligates (or refuses to
obligate) himself or herself tc
take a future action. The use
of such verbs as “promise” or
“refuse” strengthens the
commissive.

Refusals

Félix-Brasdefer (2009) exclusively examined refusals with nativekepeaf a
higher status. The participants were placed in situations wherein they hadséo ref
invitations, requests and suggestions. The participants were able to use theealiscour
during the interaction to ensure that the act and scenario ended well. The thmesgiprag
levels examined by the study were "situational variation, individual vatiglahd the
sequential organization of refusals in learner-NS interactions” (p. 1).-Bi@sdefer
(2009) discusses the impact of the length of time participants stay withargeé t
language's environment. Language interference/transfers andiarféopic covered in
this study. Also similar to other studies, the authors viewed the elicitaticesjuences.
The authors looked at variation not only at the individual level but also at the situational
level. A multitude of strategies were used within the refusals within tegaags of

direct and indirect responses.

According to Félix-Brasdefer (2009), refusal acts are a type of caivarighis is
due to the nature of the act of refusing. The act itself commits the refuseictomy
with what is requested, suggested or so on. This type of act is a type of response to a

interlocutor's initiating utterance. Also noted by Félix-Brasdefer (2008jeiglea that
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“Refusals are second pair parts in conversation and belong to the speech achbf disse

which represents one type of assertive act or negative expression” (p. 3)al Befsis
require a great deal of pragmatic knowledge as well as an acute undieggtaf the
different variables of a social context. This is why refusals are tanidrom a

sociolinguistic perspective.

Félix-Brasdefer (2008) examined refusal acts and used this informata study
of the cognitive processes behind the use of the speech acts. The study iedestegat
processes and perceptions of non-native Spanish speakers when refusingrnia\itan
others of the same or higher statuses. The technique used by the study is known as
Retrospective Verbal Reports (RVRs). RVRs consist of collecting repotsliyeirom
participants directly following the completion of a task while the pertineatnmdtion is
still contained within the participant's short-term memory and will be moeettji
acquired or used as 'retrieval cues'. The study had twenty-two partictpaantsy; male
native English speakers who also were advanced learners of Spanish and hachgpent ti
in Latin America as well as two native speakers of Spanish to initiasedmarios.
Immediately after the interactions took place the native English speagess w

interviewed regarding the cognitive processes that took place during ttzetiote.

Félix-Brasdefer (2008) found that refusals can be direct or indirect wigimgar
levels of complexity dependent upon where on the continuum of indirect and direct the
act itself falls. Indirect refusals have an increased level of conylixe to the added
necessity of choosing correct forms of communication in order to reduce aniy@&egat

effects that would occur due to a direct, negative refusal. Other extraneaials
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variables must be taken into consideration when examining the way one refuses. These

variables can include age, gender, power distance, education level, and social.distance

Adverbs as well as mental state predicates, justification for the refusaknfing an

alternative, having a condition for future acceptance, presenting an indedjpliteor a

postponement can be used simultaneously or separately in order to alleviate tille nega

effects associated with direct refusals.

Félix-Brasdefer (2009) further breaks down direct and indirect refusaistiyg

that a refusal that is direct in nature is precise and clear in relatiennteided

meaning, such as “No; | am unable to help you”. The complexity of a refusatéeased

when it is articulated indirectly. In the case of an indirect refusal ptreker must create

a suitable structure in order to alleviate the inherent face-threateffags of a direct

refusal. In order to create an indirect refusal, ten components may be dhiciide

refusal. These ten components are listed in Table 2.1.

Table 2.1: Components of Refusals

Component of an Indirect Refusal

Example

Mitigated Refusal

“Sorry, | don’t think | can cover your shift
tomorrow.”

Reason/Explanation

“I have to study for a test tonight.”

Indefinite Reply

“I'm not positive if | can really help you.”

Alternative “Can we plan to meet up for dinner tomorrow
instead?”
Postponement “I know | need the course, but | would rather |

take it next year.”

Request for Clarification/ Request
for More Information

“This coming weekend?”/ “What day were you
planning to go fishing?”

Promise to Comply

“l can’t promise you for sure, but I'll do my be
to make it.”

Repeat of Previous Utterance

.. July?”

Express Regret or Apologize

“I'm really sorry, | just can’t make it
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Félix-Brasdefer (2009) explains that adjuncts may be used with indirecilefus

as seen in Table 2.2.

Table2.2: Adjunctsto Refusals

Adjunct Refusal
Positive remark “That sounds like a great opportunity,
but...”
Expression of willingness “I'd like to help you but...”
Expression of gratitude “Thank you so much for offering me this

promotion but...”

Partial agreements used to preface a refusal “Yeah, that sounds like a gpbdtidea

Minimal vocalizations or discourse marker§Oh, shoot, | already made plans.”

Félix-Brasdefer (2009) mentions that in a second language refusal situdkion w
an asymmetric status between the initiator and a refuser of lower, sha@&uwsfuser must
be well prepared pragmalinguistically and also have a grasp of howctrdasamust
occur in order to refuse correctly in the social context and to be able to effective

continue the refusal across numerous speech turns.

Ewert (2008) makes the claim that unlike requests and apologies, refusals are
under-examined in linguistics. The first study to examine refusal seategis
performed by Beebe and Cummings in 1985. The next leap came when the Beebe,
Takahashi and Ullis-Weltz study in 1990 found transference in strategiesamnedap
individuals with a second language of English. The Beebe et al. studysoas al
landmark in that it created a methodology for examining cross-cultural ame int
language refusal acts. Since that time, many other cross-culturakdtasebeen

performed.
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Kwon (2004) makes the point that "refusals are known as a ‘sticking point’ in

cross-cultural communication™ and "refusals can be a tricky speeah @atform
linguistically and psychologically since the possibility of offendingitherlocutor is
inherent in the act itself" (p. 340). If one refuses in a manner incongruent with the
normal manner of the spoken language, the individual refusing risks offending the
interlocutor. Kwon (2004) notes that the "choice of these strategies maycveasyg a
languages and cultures. For example, when Mandarin Chinese speakers wantse to ref
requests, they expressed positive opinion (e. g., ‘l would like to ...") much less frgquentl
than American English speakers since Chinese informants were concetntthédya

ever expressed positive opinions, then they would be forced to comply” (p. 340). The

Kwon (2004) study is discussed at length on page 40.

Chang (2008) describes refusals as actions of speech that are a rejection of
another individual’s initiation of social interaction. Refusals require @ de=d of
pragmatic proficiency as the act in and of itself threatens the other indigigoaltive or
negative face. Chang (2008) is careful to note that while refusals eXidaimgaages
and cultures, the degrees of politeness and the way the act is executed can be
exceptionally different across languages and cultures. As stated by 0a3),
previous research has shown that the excuse/reason semantic formula wast the m
frequent formula in a refusal speech act. As Chang (2008) pointed out, Maeshiba et al.
(1996) found that learners at a high proficiency level had less probability of having
occurrences of first language interference in their strategiepdtogies than those of
lower proficiencies in English as a second language. Maeshiba’s findinfygced the

findings of Robinson (1992).
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Félix-Brasdefer (2008) elucidates that refusals can also be perforanti vi

use of other speech acts. These speech acts could include requests fatidarguch
as “What day is the birthday party on?”, requests for further information, a pledge to
comply or an apology/expression of regret. For example, “I'm really saoyltin’t
make it to your birthday party.” More often than not, a refusal act has e&supayhry,
encouraging comment, gratitude, limited agreement or a proclamation of naliag
One might say, as a refusal, “Thanks a lot for inviting me to go to your cabin for the
weekend but I already made plans, sorry.” This refusal includes both an expuadssi
gratitude and an expression of regret to supplement the refusal and lessen the face
damaging effects. Face-saving is an important part of an act in oradteto the blow

of the response. The act itself may be similar to a negotiation with a fiesmatual

understanding.

Félix-Brasdefer (2008) presents Cohen’s (2005) categorization of the
methodologies for gaining knowledge of and the exercise of speech acts. These
methodologies are recommended by Cohen to support the language learners in order to
increase their comprehension of the specifics of the second language'stigrage®eh

acts in four ways. These are presented in Table 2.3.

Table2.3: Strategiesfor Speech Act Acquisition

Strategy Explanation

Cognitive Strategies Help learners identify, distinguish, practice anchdo
material to memory.

For example, in the speech act of refusals, learners may
group direct and indirect strategies and identify the

linguistic forms necessary to mitigate and perform a refusal
politely.
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Metacognitive Strategies Comprise of the planning, execution (e.g. checkingibgw i
going) and the evaluation of a speech act.

Effective Strategies Regulate attitudes, motivation for learmng?aand reduce
anxiety.
Social Strategies Which include seeking opportunities to interact with N&s

and to engage in various speech act interactions.

Note: Information taken from Félix-Brasdefer (2008, p. 196) and placed into tgbles b
the author of the current study.

Félix-Brasdefer (2008) also points out Cohen's (1996, 1998) list of methodologies
for the use of language within the boundaries of what the language learnerbadyg al

learned. These methodologies are listed in Table 2.4.

Table2.4: Strategiesfor Sustaining Knowledge of Speech Acts

Strategy Examples

Retrieval Strategies Utilized to retrieve the pragmalinguistmrmétion necessary
to perform a speech act, such as the use of the conditional in
Spanish to express politeness or the use of the imperfect tp
express mitigation or a distancing effect.

Rehearsal Strategies Include practicing (form-focused prataiget language
structures.

Cover Strategies Using a memorized or formulaic form that has not been fully

=

understood in an utterance, or the use of simplification as 4
result of incomplete knowledge of the target language.

Communication Aim at conveying meaningful information or expressing an
Strategies appropriate speech act response in a target language.

Félix-Brasdefer (2008) found that individuals who were native English speakers
and spoke Spanish as a second language thought in both languages when placed in a
situation requiring a refusal. These individuals would return to English in ordexatie cr

the refusal act as they had a lack of Spanish pragmalinguistic information.
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How status affects refusals.

Nelson et al. (2002 a) found that refusals create a problem for the one performing
the speech act because the goal of clear communication comes into disagreiim
preserving face; the refusal act creates a danger of offending theattyer The use of
refusals must be tempered with more indirect forms because the more dafeisbhact
is, the greater the chance of the initiator taking offense. Nelson 2002 &) states that
the results of Beebe et al. (1990) reinforces the magnitude of the factatugfisthow
individuals strategize their refusal acts. For example, Beebe £980)(found that
Japanese and Americans differ in their refusal acts based upon the statusitétibie
Americans tend to use similar indirect strategies when performingsateict,
regardless of the status of the other party (higher, equal or lower status indjviddize
interesting note with American refusal acts is that they tend to endsalrgfith ‘thank
you’ if the initiator is of equal status. The use of ‘thank you’ is radicaffgreint from
the Japanese, who change the level of directness depending upon status. Japanese
individuals tend to use more direct refusals when communicating with those of a lower
status. The direct strategy used with lower status individuals was presefuisals for
invitations as well as requests. The usage of a direct communication isrdiffem
situations wherein a Japanese individual refuses an invitation from someone of a higher
status. In the case of higher status, one uses more of an indirect stratettpe \added

use of politeness.

The Ewert (2008) study used discourse completion tasks (DCT) to elicit response
to atypical requests. The participants included 190 native speakers of Polish who wer

enrolled at an English medium college and 13 Native speakers of English between the
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ages of 30-40. The Polish individuals were placed in two groups: L2 users and L2

learners, both utilizing English as the L2. The L2 user group had a total of 106 reembe

12 males and 94 females with a mean age of 21.07. The L2 learner group consisted of 84
individuals, 29 males and 55 females with a mean age of 21.13. Ewert (2008) notes that
it would have been important to have monolingual Poles but a comparative group
essentially does not exist as the only Poles with an insignificant knowdédapglish

were those with less education and differing social backgrounds. The fabtieteat

individuals were of differing social backgrounds with less education would create

numerous control group issues.

The results of the Ewert (2008) study did not indicate any noteworthy differences
between the L2 users and learners in the scenarios including individuals oftetwer s
The study, however, showed that the L2 users used statements of regret defésst-
more often that the L2 learners in the scenarios in which interlocutors held tedusl s
Regret was conveyed in 85% of the L2 users' responses, in contrast to the 51%20f the
learner's responses. When this data was examined in relation to the Englidfedata, t
difference between the L2 users and L2 learners in regard to the use oanelgret
self-defense was not corroborated (Ewert 2008). The lack of substantiation isypossibl
due to the disparity in size between the group of native English speakers andvihe nati
Polish users. Moreover, L2 users utilized the semantic formulas of regretfand sel
defense in Polish more than the native English speaker group did. Ewert (2008) notes that
because the L2 users made use of these formulas more often in their L1 than native
English speakers, the possibility of the L2 users having pragmatic trainsfer&nglish

to Polish is low.
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In the case of scenarios with individuals of higher status, the L2 users differed

from the L2 learners. As with the equal status scenarios, the L2 users were fourel to ha

used regret and self-defense more than the L2 learners. Beyond these re@pccurrin

formulas, the L2 users also used direct refusals and excuses more than Hred:2.le
Explanations occurred in the responses of L2 users at a percentage that was close

to that of the percentage found in the responses of native English speakers. Ewert (2008)

notes that transfer is doubtful as the native English speakers had a dyadifieaittnt

response patterns. The native English speakers used self-explanations frémuentl

negative opinion and willingness were used by 9 out of the 13 native English participants.
Another difference was found between L2 users and L2 learners. The L2 learners

had more responses that were categorized by Ewert (2008) as “other/ ugispecif

indefinite” (p. 45) which were often statements that could be considered offensive or

rude.

Face and politeness.

Turnbull and Saxton (1996) conducted a study regarding the desire of speakers to
save face while performing a refusal act. Face is the concept of manufgend
preserving an individual's concept of self as seen or experienced by otherdenihgea
of face is a serious issue and most people will attempt to lessen thishhwaghtthe use

of modal verbs.

The authors initially examined 70 examples of refusal acts in the context of a
request in order to discover if individuals use modal expressions in the refusal acts a
way of attempting to save face. These expressions occurred frequentlyiand the

frequencies were approximately equal in their appearance acoogs gn their refusals



29
to requests. The authors found that only three types of these modal structutls actua

occurred within their study.

These three structures were: "modal expressions of epistemic
probability/possibility exclusively (e.g., | might), root necessity/plolitst exclusively
(e.g., | have to work), plus the combination (e.g., | don't think | can)" (p. 145). The
authors posited that the structures mentioned were used to lessen the damageyto fac
expressing disinclination, bringing up a previous commitment, or using both of these
strategies in tandem. The authors then inspected an additional 101 refusalhacts in t

context of requests to expand the study to see if these same results would aocur aga

Of the additional 101 refusal acts examined, 72% had at least one modal
expression present and 40% of the refusals contained two or more within the refusal of
compliance. The findings of Turnbull and Saxton (1996) also show that the incidence of
use of modal expressions was roughly equal for all of the refusals (as was found in the
first study) with one exception. In the case of the use of identifying amnirstate of
being, the use of modals was expressed in about 32% (12 of 37). No usage of modals

that would cause face-aggravation or damage was found within the 101 refusals.

As an overall examination of the total of 171 refusals, 74% contained at least one
modal and 33% had two or more modals in the refusal. Turnbull and Saxton (1996)
found that within the 37 acceptances, 19 contained modals and 18 did not; compared to
127 refusals that contained modals and 44 that did not. Statistically, modal expressions
occurred significantly less often in acceptances than in refusals andtintgyesnough,

those modal expressions used in the acceptances would be considered as facéagggravat
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structures in the context of an acceptance. The finding that modals occur less in

acceptances than in refusals makes sense. Modal expressions are used in order to
perform facework. As an acceptance is not a face-damaging action, the wsatsf m

would not be necessary.

The authors note the fact that the study highlights the significance of iagalyz
how linguistic assets are utilized in interpersonal communication; a coradiegk social

psychological pragmatics.

The pragmatics of refusal speech acts

The present study examines the speech act of refusal in English and ifn.Turkis
Also examined is how the status of the individuals involved in those speech actsimpact
the method of refusing. Examination of the differences that occur between tish Eng
and Turkish languages during the act of refusing will also be conducted. The use of
semantic formulas for cross-cultural pragmatic comparisons iglibbyemportant as
they allow for the betterment of our understandings of other languages and how

individuals react to different situations as a result of cultural diffese(idelson, 2002 a).

There is reason to believe that there are significant differenceswatrsethat
Turks and English speakers use refusal acts in various situations. Thesaatiffene
important for English as a Second Language (ESL) or as a Foreign Lanldg
teachers to recognize. These teachers must be able to effectivelyhee&ciglish
refusal strategies to Turkish speakers so that the Turks may use the language m

similarly to native speakers.
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Comparative Studies

The first major cross-cultural pragmatic examination of refusal aass w
performed by Beebe, Takahashi, and Uliss-Weltz (1990). The study is considered a
landmark as the DCT, classification method of refusals, and general methofdoltte
following studies, as well as the current study, were created and testedmTdfelee
study was to show that pragmatic transfer occurs in the content, regularity and
organization of semantic formulas. Sociolinguistic variables such as s&teislso
examined in the study.

The participants included 20 Japanese speakers of Japanese (JJs), 20 bilingual
Japanese speakers of Japanese and English (JEs), and 20 American speakiesi of Eng
(AEs). The mean age of the 20 JJs was 29.6, 28.5 for JEs and 28.9 for the AEs. The
proportion of female to male was 9:11 for JJs, 12:8 for JEs, and 12:8 for AEs. With the
exception of 5 of the JEs (who were students), all the participants had a college to
graduate level education.

The Beebe et al. (1990) study contained a DCT that presented the participants
twelve scenarios to answer. The responses were coded into semantic formgléseusi
classifications. The frequency of semantic formulas was calculatezlstiidy’s findings
suggested that there were, indeed, pragmatic transfers present in the dreleseaiantic
formulas from the native language of Japanese to the target languagédisii.Engese
individuals used the same assortment of formulas as the American speakeissbf Eng
but they were found to be more reminiscent of the order of semantic formulas used by
native speakers of Japanese. Transferrals not only occurred in the order of titecsema

formulas but also the frequency and content.
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Another important pattern is that previous literature may not always be

completely consistent in all cases all the time. To better explainaimsient, in the
study by Beebe et al. (1990), it was found that Japanese participants usestrdiregies
for refusals more than the participants from the United States, contradneing t
expectations regularly found in the intercultural literature.

Nelson et al. (2002 a) performed an investigation of Egyptian and US English
refusals. Like the current study, Nelson et al. (2002 a) used a form of the &edb
(1990) DCT. This study does not look at refusals in an L2 context but at both languages
separately and simultaneously without any discussion of inter-languageneed. The
DCT in this study consisted of three requests, three invitations, three offetsemd t
suggestions. Each of these scenarios included a refusal with one of each directéd towa
a person with a higher status, an equal status and a lower status.

An issue found in the studies presented in the current study, as well as the current
study itself, is the lack of spoken discourse. The studies had their participietwivet
they think that they would verbally state to the interlocutor. The use of written
communication can cause some issues as they may not write in the same way they
normally speak. Jordanian (and Arabic in general) written discourse is wliffiexa the
spoken form (Nelson 2002 a). In Nelson (2002 b), this was further explained. Arabic has
different written and spoken styles thus a written response would be in a fangahbe,
very different from the day-to-day spoken form, which is more casual in ndtuag.

attempt to circumvent the issue of language, Nelson et al. (2002 a) used a recording
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device to gain the Arabic answers in a way that is more similar in terragister

fluctuation. The Americans were recorded speaking English and the Egyptians wer
recorded speaking in Arabic.

Nelson et al. (2002 a) references previous studies that point out that Americans
tend to use more strategies for refusals than do native speakers of Mandarge Chine
The general chain of events for the Mandarin Chinese speakers is an apology foltowed b
a circuitous strategy with a reason. The research tends to indicate thayth&ndarin
Chinese speakers refuse occurs because the Chinese find the refusal procass to be
uncomfortable action and desire to end the situation as soon as possible. An important
side note is that both Americans and Mandarin speaking Chinese individuals modify their

strategies to fit the initiator's status.

A total of 55 individuals participated in the Nelson et al. (2002 a) study: 25
Egyptians and 30 United States citizens. They all completed the DCT witlihdhee
countries and in their native languages (Arabic and English, respectiVélg)Egyptians
ranged from 19 and 39 years old including 15 males and 10 females, all living in Cairo.
Three participants were students in a private university and 11 studied in public
universities. The rest of the participants had bachelors' degrees gained at public
universities and had various professions (5 accountants, 2 auditors, a teacher and a
secretary)The participants from the US ranged in age from 24 to 40 years old; half of the
participants were male and half were female. All of these participadt®achelors'
degrees and, while many originated from elsewhere, they all lived in Ataatagia
and were Caucasian. Eight participants were graduate students, 16 worked iorsome f

of business and 6 were teachers.
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The US group of participants yielded 358 refusals and the Egyptians yielded

300. These responses were coded with a US inter-coder reliability of 89% and 85% for
the Arabic data. The coders utilized the classification of refusatecrdy Beebe et al.

(1990).

According to Nelson et al. (2002 a), Egyptian males, in contrast to Egyptian
females, when refusing those of either higher or lower status, used more thtegies
than Americans interacting with those of higher or lower status. These firudingsr
with those of Beebe et al. (1990). The findings suggest that Americans tend to use
indirect strategies when refusing requests from individuals of higher er kiatus.
Nelson's (2002 a) comparative study of Egyptian Arabic and Americarskmgles
against the grain of the commonly held beliefs regarding the use of indirextt/dire
communication styles. Nelson found that, overall, the frequency of direct and indirect
refusal act strategies in the United States and Egypt are actuailyly equal. Nelson
makes sure to note that the incongruity between these findings and the geneledlgaow
of Arabic exemplifies the necessity of analyzing the more minute spetcaral the
inherent risk in creating, as well as using generalizations about langod{pr culture;
especially if one is assuming that only a single style is used universaiyedather

factors (age, status, gender, etc.).

During Nelson’s (2002 a) comparative language study, many patterns were found
within the studies that were examined to aid in the construction of the prdjade
most studies acknowledge cultural differences and contend that there willdverdifs

in direct versus indirect styles of refusals, most do not include other featuresulta
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cause differences even within the same language and culture. These comgplicat

factors include status as well as gender. As discussed in the above sectiamspthstat
status of individuals changes the strategies of refusal acts greattyleGoles in a
culture have the possibility to alter strategies just as greatly, aipaécicountries that

are not very egalitarian.

Nelson et al. (2002 b) states that indirectness is one of the hallmark features of
Arabic as a language. Nelson’s study is based upon Beebe et al.'s 1990 study. The
authors used the discourse completion task included within the Beebe et al. study.
Nelson et al. (2002 b) interviewed 30 Americans and 25 Egyptians during the course of
the study eliciting 298 American refusals and 250 Egyptian refusals. LédmeR# al,
the authors broke each refusal down into its base parts. Data was then reviewed for
frequency of the direct versus indirect refusal strategies, the avezggency of the
indirect strategies (specific types of strategies) and thet effstatus on the strategy

used by the participants.

The results of the study seem to suggest that there are more simiiaufitoeg
Egyptians and Americans refuse than differences. The results alsoaddiait both
Egyptians and Americans used comparable strategies with similarroygdeus the
chance of pragmatic failure in communication between the two groups is low. Both the
speakers of English and the speakers of Arabic usually gave reasons éfongmerous
indirect strategies when making a refusal. These are importantgasit contradicts
previous studies which found that Jordanians used more indirect strategies than

Americans. The findings also do not support the idea that speakers of Arabic res indi
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refusals with individuals that are of an unequal status but close to them or

acquaintances of equal status. However, it is noted by Nelson et al. (2002 b)sthat the
differences in findings reflect a difference in the behavior of the gaahts or if it is due

to a difference in methodology. The methodology used in the studies that presented such
findings utilized a written DCT, thus the participants replied with Modern Stdndar

Arabic. Modern Standard Arabic is a formal variety of Arabic and is not useelipday
communication and, as previously discussed; the written form of Arabic difbenstifie

spoken variety.

One interesting finding within the Nelson et al. (2002 b) study suggesth¢hat
use of the DCT is suitable for the gathering of pragmalinguistic data but indbssow
the sociopragmatic density of acts such as refusal as they are seniinge&d one's face.
Those that use the DCT to collect information can see the participanty’ @bddrrectly
use the target language in order to complete a speech act, such as dxdfasalif the
speech act in and of itself in contextually appropriate. The speech act is techtypie
since the scenarios are contrived with pre-constructed reactions frontititerinine
appropriateness of the speech act cannot be represented through the redwion of t

initiator.

Chang (2008) specifically examined refusal acts and their usage in ciioress
by native Mandarin Chinese speakers learning English. The study looked blepb$si
transfers in the refusal acts. The study was conducted through the use otiesdisc
completion questionnaire. The discourse completion questionnaire contained twelve

scenarios that were broken down into requests, invitations, offers and suggestions.
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Detailed information described the social statuses of those involved in the sesdario

detailed contextual information was presented.

The questionnaire was provided in English and in Mandarin in order to gain data
from the L1 as well as the L2. The participants of the study included 35 American
college students as well as 41 English major seniors, 40 English-major freshmen, and 40
Chinese-major sophomores all of which were native speakers of Mandarin Chihese. T
results indicate that the Chinese students used indirect refusals wificspatises

while the Americans were very direct and used vague excuses.

The native Chinese speaking bilingual English majors, like the native Chinese
speakers studying Chinese, used considerably fewer direct refusals thativthe na
speakers of English. The differences in the usage of adjuncts between the svandLL
the native speakers of English group were not statistically notewortlayngZ2008)
notes that since pragmatic transfer did occur in the fact that the ELLs ussdifeect
refusals but not in the use of fewer adjuncts, the acquisition of certain lingusstieras,
such as sociolinguistic conventions, may exist within a type of hierarchy nghetels
of difficulty in learning rules.

Chang (2008) showed that Americans prefer a more explicit and direcoftyle
discourse that is also assertive. The Chinese, on the other hand, avoid the word “no” with
great persistence and prefer a more unassertive, indirect and impléecitfsty

communication.

Kwon (2004) performed a comparative study of English and Korean refusals.

The study included 40 Koreans living in Korea and 37 speakers of American English
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residing in the USA. Beebe et al.'s (1990) Discourse Completion Test (Dd3T)sed

in the study to elicit responses. The data was analyzed with the taxotainy s
developed in the Beebe et al. (1990) study. The same general strategies wene found i
both languages but they differed in how often they were used and what was said in the
strategy (including consideration of status and types of elicitation). TheaK®tended

to shy away from direct refusals and would be more hesitant during the speecheact. T
use of apologies was prevalent among the Koreans while their American qoanser-
usually were positive and would communicate appreciation for the proposition. Another
notable difference was the use of reasons why the individual must refuse. ThesKorea
tended to give a reason while the Americans did not. Across situations, the Aserica
tended not to account for status while the Korean participants took speciahesre
refusing those of a higher status. These differences can cause problEm®e&or

English Language Learners (ELL) as they tend to experience a gataf dé

interference.
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Chapter I11: Methodology

Chapter Il presented a general literature review in the area of pregjerad
specifically, the cross-cultural pragmatics of refusal acts. Thearhagttained a table
gathering all key terminology related to the present study and the oxgmiaixts from
which they were taken. A broad examination of language was discussed, exploring such
concepts as face and politeness, transferrals, pragmatic failures) 3ge@teory and
refusals. The chapter concluded with an overview of past cross-cultural firagma

refusal comparative studies.

Chapter Il will present the methodology used in the present study and discuss its
evolution from the previous studies. Moreover, topics such as participant information,
materials, methods, task administration and data analysis will be discuskgath. The
sub-heading of data analysis contains a coding classification for reftsana adjuncts.

This information is the foundation of the study, giving the author, and those researchers

before, the ability to compare refusals across languages with accuracy.

Participants

Forty-seven participants were involved in this study, including a convenience
sample of twenty Americans. Thirteen Turks, primarily within the citimfara, and
fourteen Turks attending a Turkish English-medium school including the Ogia Do
Teknik Universitesi translated as the Middle Eastern Technical Unive@Dy{ or

METU) were recruited. The specific criteria for the subjects inclddé&dirkish only
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speakers (no English), 2) native speakers of English who do not speak Turkish, and 3)

bilingual speakers of Turkish and English (only — no other language background).

The monolingual Turkish individuals ranged from twenty to thirty-two years of
age and have various backgrounds such as doctors, physicists, and teachers. Not all were
as well educated as some were students rather than professionals. The bilinggial T
were predominantly involved in language studies and teaching but also included food
engineering among other professions. The monolingual native English speakars had
large range in terms of their professions, such as psychology, creatingveognitive
science, history and mass communications, among many others. Some of these
individuals were students, with different areas of study including English, matics
and biology. The ages of the monolingual Turks ranged from twenty to thirty-two with
the highest concentration in the twenty-six to twenty-eight year old .raBiegual
Turks ranged from nineteen to forty-two with a steady distribution. The mondlingua
English speakers ranged from nineteen to sixty with the vast majoritglieidnals in

their early twenties.

The native English speakers were a convenience sample of friends and
acquaintances of the investigator on the campus of Minnesota State Univeasikgtt/
Turkish professors were given the task of recruiting individuals based on thees&t.crit
They then recruited the participants, including friends, family membersjuatehss.

The bilingual individuals agreed to complete the task in both English and Turkish before

becoming participants.
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The reason for the inclusion of native, monolingual English speakers from the

United States of America and native, monolingual speakers of Turkish in Turkeg was
create two native language comparison groups. These groups should cpeateaes
that are indicative of socio-cultural norms that are a generalized staidbhedlanguage
and region. The responses were then compared and contrasted with the responses
elicited by the bilingual group in order to see if the language use is simiteg horms
presented by the control groups or if any inter-language transfestalsr(L2 to L1 or

L1 to L2) occurred.

Materials and M ethods

The instrument of elicitation used in this study was a Discourse
Completion Task (DCT) disseminated using an online survey program. This DCT was a
reproduction of the one created for the study by Beebe et al. (1990). The DCT was
chosen in this study as it allows for rapid collection of a great deal of @a&aDCT is
also easily modified in order to focus on specific variables such as the typesafigs
present. As the current study is a reproduction of the Beebe et al. (1990) stiyTthe
addressed the same areas of interest. The DCT presents the participasesavdh
scenarios with answer sections wherein only a refusal would make sense. Toletsure t
participants refuse without being explicitly told to do so, the authors made sure @ have
final statement after the blank to make sure that only a refusal would be an aeropri
answer. The DCT contains twelve scenarios in which participants communittate

individuals of three variable status levels: higher, equal and lower. There are four
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overarching stimulus types covered in the DCT: requests, invitations, offers and

suggestions. There are three scenarios for each of the four stimulus tygesrédsgond
with the three aforementioned status levels. Each of the twelve scenariossconta

specific information regarding the overall scenario and the status of énleaoitors.

Table 3.0: Table of stimulustypein relation to status

Stimulus type | Refuser status (relative | DCT Situation
to interlocutor) item
Request Lower #12 Stay late at night
Equal #2 Borrow class notes
Higher #1 Request raise
Invitation Lower #H4 Boss’s party
Equal #10 Dinner at friend’s house
Higher #3 Fancy restaurant (bribe)
Offer Lower #11 Promotion with move to small
town
Equal #9 Piece of cake
Higher #7 Pay for broken vase
Suggestion Lower #6 Write little reminders
Equal #5 Try a new diet
Higher #8 More conversation in foreign
language class

The DCT was used by the current study in order to elicit refusals in twelve
scenarios from monolingual speakers of English, monolingual speakers of Turkish and
bilingual speakers of Turkish and English. The scenarios were further ditézdriiy
the status of the other individual in the conversation. The other person could be of lower,

equal or higher status as this difference might change the way théppattiefuses.

There was a very slight modification in the language used between the original
DCT and the versions used in this study. A cultural issue existed in questian@&leve

the DCT. The scenario in question has the participant having to decline a promotion
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including a transfer to Nowhereville. “Nowhereville” could be translated buast w

decided that it would be better to add the description ( tUcsHuir) after mentioning the
city. The phrase “lcra bgehir” translates to “a remote, out-of-the-way, or solitary city”.
This gives the Turkish respondents the equivalent amount of information as the native
speakers would gain from “Nowhereville.”. Beebe et al. (1990) used the name

“Hicktown” but as that may be offensive, the name was changed.

In order to perform this study, a translation was created for both the DCT and the
online consent form. These documents were translated and checked independently by
two native Turkish speaking TEFL professionals in order to ensure the accuraey of th

documents.

The current study diverges from the progenitor study by Beebe et al. (1990) by
using Turkish instead of Japanese. Beebe et al. (1990) provided the DCT to native
Japanese speakers, native English speakers and Japanese native speakerSrighsh
as a second language. Beebe discovered the norms of English and Japaneskyefusals
examining the linguistic data from the DCTs filled out by the two sets of nmyualis.

Then, the researchers compared the answers of the bilinguals in Englisértaimsc
whether or not these bilinguals used the culturally bound Japanese refusahstyles i
English, rather than the norms associated with the English language. Hgs&a&e

et al. (1990) investigated the extent of L1 transfer to refusals in the L2. (ZG08&)
examined the amount of transfer that occurred in the L2 as well as how much mfluenc

the proficiency level of English (L2) seemed to have on transfer.
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The current study not only collected linguistic data in the bilinguals’ L2, but

also collected L1 data from both native English speakers and native Turkikbrspesa
well as responses in the L2 (English) of the Turkish bilinguals. As previousiyomed,
the DCT is in both Turkish and English. The Turkish translation stays as true to the
original English version as possible. Certain politeness and cultural di#srbad to be

accommodated for in order to increase the authenticity of the scenarios.

DCT Administration

The DCT used for the present study was created digitally. Minnesota State
University, Mankato’s technology services were given both the Turkish and English
DCTs and used their resources to place both DCTs on their Survey Monkey account. By
working with the technology services, concerns related to security and ahowmware
minimized. The monolingual participants were provided with the DCT in their native
language while the bilinguals completed both forms of the DCT. In order to reduce
influence of the first task on the performance of the second task, the bilimgarals
asked to complete each DCT one month apart. Previous knowledge of the question may
cause the individual to answer the scenario in an abnormal way, in other words not
conforming to their language’s socially prescribed refusal. The period of onkb masit
chosen as that was the longest practical time-period for this particulgr Staynoff
(2011, personal communication) stated that there is no research-based staraltasitfor
retest time period in this field at this time. He further commented that a@mté m

period should prove adequate for this study.
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The DCT was placed as an online survey through the use of Minnesota State

University, Mankato's school resources. Professors in Turkey forwardedksiedi
individuals who met the criteria for the different surveys. These professigned each
bilingual individual a code number that they presented at the beginning of each. answe
This number was kept consistent throughout the process to ensure maximum aadurity
anonymity. The use of a code to link one individual to both the English and Turkish
DCTs was important in order to accurately compare the relevant linguistic tla¢

Turkish professors recorded the numbers but they were never given the resulis nor w

the author provided the list of names to uphold the anonymity of the participants.

Data Analysis

The process of data analysis closely reflected that of Beebe et al. (19@0awl
respondent data were analyzed as a string of semantic formulas and werescadd a
As noted in the literature review of the current study, a semantic formul loeal
sentence or phrase, even just a word that fits a semantic strategy mnctitat is used
to fulfill a specific speech act (Ewert, 2008). A table of semantic formuésinghe
current study can be found in Table 3.1. To give an example of the process, one could
examine the following authentic statement used by an individual to refusent atte
friend’s cocktail party: “mm, no, sorry, | just can’t tonight. | was hoping taasight to
recover, just stay in; don’t really want to push the fatigue any further. &shauld
hang out soon.” The example given would be coded as: “mm” [pause filler adjumitt]
[direct refusal (nonperformative statement)] “sorry” [statenoémegret] “I just can’t

tonight [Nonperformative statement (ii)]. |1 was hoping to use tonight to recove
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just stay in; don't really want to push the fatigue any further” [reasart]We should

hang out soon” [offer of alternative]. For a full list of semantic formulasl us this

study (as listed by Beebe et al. (1990)) please see the list below. Alstemhds a

collection of initial statements that are unable to exist in the absencelaf aexjuence

of semantic formulas and cannot be used as a refusal on their own are known as

“adjuncts,” as described by Beebe et al. (1990).

Added to the list of classifications is an adjunct labeled as “Term of Endetgime

The author of the current study added this to the list of classificationsccbgaBeebe et

al. (1990). The reason for the additional adjunct came from necessity. All tbuges g

of participants used terms of endearment during the course of the task. Whiieethese

were not nearly as common as others within the list, they still occurred enouttethat

author found it necessary to include it in the study.

l. Direct
a. Performative (e.g., “l refuse”)
b. Nonperformative statement
i. “No”
ii. Negative willingness/ability (“I can’t.” “l won’t.” “I don’t think 8.”)
Il. Indirect
a. Statement of regret (e.g., “I'm sorry...”; “I feel terrible...”)
b. Wish (e.g., “I wish | could help you...")
c. Excuse, reason, explanation (e.g., “My children will be home that night.”; d hav
a headache.”)
d. Statement of alternative
i. lcando Xinstead of Y (e.g., “I'd rather...” “I'd prefer...”)
i. Why don't you do X instead of Y (e.g., “Why don’t you ask someone
else?”)
e. Set condition for future or past acceptance (e.g., “If you had asked nee,éarl

would have...”)
Promise of future acceptance (e.g., “I'll do it next time”; “I promiske.1" or
“Next time I'll..."-using “will” of promise or “promise”)
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g. Statement of principle (e.g., “I never do business with friends.”)

h. Statement of philosophy (e.g., “One can’t be too careful”)
i. Attempt to dissuade interlocutor
i. Threat or statement of negative consequences to the requester (e.qg., “I
won’t be any fun tonight” to refuse an invitation)

ii. Guilt trip (e.g., waitress to customers who want to sit a while: “ltcan’
make a living off of people who just order coffee.”)

iii. Criticize the request/requester, etc. (statement of negatiitegfee
opinion); insult/attack (e.g., “Who do you think you are?”; “That's a
terrible idea!”)

iv. Request for help, empathy, and assistance by dropping or holding the
request.

v. Letinterlocutor off the hook (e.g., “Don’t worry about it.” “That’s okay.”
“You don’t have to0.”)

vi. Self-defense (e.g., “I'm trying my best.” “I'm doing all | can do.” “I no
do nutting wrong.”)

j-  Acceptance that functions as a refusal
i. Unspecific or indefinite reply
ii. Lack of enthusiasm

k. Avoidance

i. Nonverbal

1. Silence

2. Hesitation

3. Do nothing

4. Physical departure
ii. Verbal

1. Topic switch

2. Joke

3. Repetition of part of request, etc. (e.g., “Monday?”)
4. Postponement (e.g., “I'll think about it.”)

5. Hedging (e.g., “Gee, | don’'t know.” “I'm not sure.”)

Figure 1: Classification of Refusals

1. Statement of positive opinion/feeling or agreement (“That’s a good idea...”; “I'd love
to...”)

Statement of empathy (e.g., “I realize you are in a difficult situation.”)

Pause fillers (e.g., “uhhh”; “well”; “oh”; “uhm”)

Gratitude/appreciation

Term of Endearment (“sweetie”; "bra”; “honey”)

AW

Figure 2: Adjunctsto Refusals
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In the examination of elicited responses, the arrangement of the fornadas w
coded for each of the refusals. In each situation, the semantic formula®takye for
each of the three groups of participants. The rate of occurrence for eaclsentic
formulas in each scenario was calculated. Certain semantic formulas fcathée
examined based upon the specific content. As Beebe et al. (1990) pointed out with
excuses, the type of excuse used (content) can vary in terms of how speagispecific

itis.

The author utilized TESL graduate students at Minnesota State University,
Mankato in the English 689: Studies of English Linguistics (Pragmatics3edo read
and classify the DCT responses into the various components of refusal formulas. The
author of the current study taught a lesson to the class explaining crosakcultur
pragmatics and how DCTs are used in order to compare and contrast semauntasform
across languages. The students were given copies of the chart containing the
classification of refusals used in the current study. After being taugiproper way of
interpretation and coding under the guidance of the professor, the students weste plac
into groups with at least one native English speaker to begin to code the monolingual
English replies to the DCT. The author of the present study coded the monolingual
English DCT answers separately and did not examine the students’ coding of the same
guestions beforehand in order to avoid and influence on the way the author coded the
replies. The resulting coded responses were compared to one another to rate the inter
rater reliability. The use of TESL graduate students was a way tosedieainter-rater

reliability of this study due to their increased familiarity of the subjeatter.
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Conclusion

Chapter Ill discussed the important elements of the methodology of the current
study. The examination of similarities and differences between the stddiespast
and the present study allowed for an understanding of the ever-progressinghtitere
field of cross-cultural pragmatics. One of the most important items disicus€dapter
lll, other than the Discourse Completion Task, is the classificationfissaleacts used in
coding participant responses into their base functions to allow for optimal coryatibi
for comparison. Participant information, materials, methods, and task admionstrati

were examined in Chapter III.

Chapter IV will present and analyze the findings of the current study. Tae dat
and their interpretation will be examined and discussed in depth. The findings of the
present study will be discussed in relationship to the earlier studies and thdir broa
findings in regard to transferrals and other related subject matteill beva topic of
interest to examine how the findings of the current study compare and contraséto thos

discussed in Chapter II.
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Chapter 1V: Results

The current study is an examination and comparison of Turkish and English
refusals to requests, offers, suggestions, and invitations. One of each of thete refusa
includes interlocutors of lower, equal and higher status in comparison to the respondents
The present study is based upon the Beebe et al. (1990) study. Numerous other, similar
studies have been discussed in chapter two. The reason for conducting the study with
English and Turkish as the languages of choice is that this has not been perfoianed as
as the author is aware. Also of note, the author hopes that such a study will increase

awareness of Turkey and the Turkish language in the west.

Chapter Il was an examination of the methodology used in the present study.
Participants were categorized and described for a better understandimat evould
occur in the study. The instrument used for elicitation, the discourse completion task,
was examined as were the classifications of refusals used to codgaattiesponses.
The method of administration was an online survey through Minnesota State University
Mankato. The method of examination was explored; this set the groundwork for Chapter

V.

Chapter IV contains a discussion of the results from the examination of the
responses to the discourse completion task used as an elicitation method. Specificall
examined in Chapter IV are: frequency of semantic formulas, refusals, stantent of

semantic formulas and possible signs of transferrals.
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M acr o-view of content

The discourse completion task is broken down into four types of scenarios: three
requests, invitations, offers and suggestions. This section will break down each
participant group into the four types of scenarios and describe the most commoticseman

formulas for refusing them.

Requests.

The monolingual Turkish respondents used: reasons (27%), statements of regret
(18%), and nonperformative statements (ii) (17%) most commonly when refusing
requests. The bilingual Turkish participants predominantly used reasons (34%),
statements of regret (24%), and nonperformative statements (ii) (11%g¢onasonly
when refusing requests in Turkish. Monolingual, native English users prefeasemhse
(28%), nonperformative statements (ii) (14%) tied with statements of pasin®n
(14%) and with statements of regret (13%) as the third most popular seroemtitaf
Bilingual Turkish participants largely used two formulas; reasons (36é3tatements

of regret (21%) when refusing in English.

[ nvitations.

Reason (41%) was the most popular formula used by monolingual Turkish
participants and the only one used with any regularity. Bilingual Turks responding i
Turkish predominantly utilized reasons (41%) and statements of regret (23%0) whe

refusing invitations. Monolingual English speakers preferred to use reasons (38%)
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statements of regret (19%), and gratitude (10%). Reason (39%), statefegtet

(23%), and statements of positive opinion (14%) were the most common semantic

formula classifications used by bilingual Turkish participants respondigggfish.

Offers.

Monolingual Turks were found to make use of gratitude (24%), reasons (23%),
and letting the interlocutor off the hook (13%) when refusing offers. Bilingual
participants replying in Turkish employed reasons (25%), gratitude (18%&)g ldte
interlocutor off the hook (14%), statements of philosophy (8%), and nonperformative
statements (i) (8%). The monolingual, native English users were found to respiond wi
reasons (38%), statements of regret (19%), and gratitude (10%). The mosigptomi
ways bilingual Turks using English replied were: reasons (24%), gra(it8ée), and

letting the interlocutor off the hook (16%).

Suggestions.

The predominant way that monolingual Turkish participants refused was with
reasons (37%). The same result was found with bilingual Turks using Turkish to respond
to suggestions; reason (44%) being the only significant formula. Monolingual English
using participants used reason (44%) the most and it was also the only widely use
formula. Like all of the other groups, bilingual Turks using English also were found t

have only one preferred formula, reason (44%).
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Effects of Status

An examination of how the groups of participants refuse to individuals of varying
status within the four elicitation types will occur within the “Effects @ft&s” section.
The prominent semantic formulas are presented in tables below for eashestat by

the four groups of participants per scenario type.

Table 4.0: Requests when Speaker has higher statusthan the interlocutor

Semantic Monolingual Bilingual Bilingual Monolingual
Formulas Turkish Turkish English English
Nonperformative 25% 24% 15% 25%

(i)

Reason 20% 24% 33% 16%

Regret 18% 20% N/A 18%
Statement of N/A N/A 11% 24%
Positive Opinion

Postpone N/A N/A 19% N/A

The data suggests a way that individuals refuse requests at diffetuglstels.
Monolingual Turkish-speakers tend to use reasons as indirect ways to refusésreque
The data shows that when the Turkish speaking individuals are of a higher statiretha
interlocutors, they will tend to be more direct and use nonperformatives (ii) stich a
can't” or “l won’t” in conjunction with reason, “I have other plans”, and an exmess
regret such as “I'm sorry”. Postponement (10%), such as “I'll run our numbersaaghi
I'll see what we can do, let's meet next week to discuss this”, occurred oatytivé
respondents were of a higher status. An expression of positive opinion, such as “That
could be a great trip”, occurred when the participants were of higher gta8s¥ and as

a lower status (10%).
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In regard to the bilingual Turkish participants responding in Turkish, the data

presented shows an almost equal use of nonperformatives (ii) “I can’t”, reasons and

regret while at a higher status.

When responding in English, the bilinguals show more of a tendency to present
reasons rather than nonperformatives (ii). Bilinguals using Engliseddfa only group

to use the strategy of postponement (19%) in an evident way.

Monolingual English users did use postpone (6%) in the higher status situation
but the usage is not nearly as frequent as seen in the bilingual group discussed above
Postpone was not used by the monolingual English users in either of the other status
types for requests. The use of a term of endearment, “Buddy” (2%) was alssedly

situations of a higher status.

Table 4.1: Speaker has equal status with the interlocutor

Semantic Monolingual Bilingual Bilingual Monolingual
Formulas Turkish Turkish English English
Reason 26% 46% 35% 32%

Regret 26% 29% 27% N/A
Criticize N/A N/A N/A 12%
Request(er)

Nonperformative N/A N/A N/A 9%

(i)

When communicating with equals, the data suggests that monolingual Turks use
reasons and regret most often (26% for each). This may be an attempt atasze,sugdf

preservation of status as equals.

Bilinguals responding in Turkish show that the use of reason (46%) was the most

often used method of refusing requests from equals with regrets (29%) being used to a



lesser extent. Bilinguals replying in English made use of reason (35%)gaat re

(27%). These were used more than any other formulas when communicating with status

equals.

Unique to monolingual English speakers was the use of criticizing the request or

requester, such as “Why would you say that? That's a terrible idea'hande of

nonperformatives (ii) when refusing equals.

Table 4.2: Speaker has lower status than the interlocutor

Semantic Monolingual Bilingual Bilingual Monolingual
Formulas Turkish Turkish English English
Reason 45% 33% 39% 48%

Regret N/A 22% 30% 14%
Alternate (i) 15% 22% 26% 10%

Guilt Trip 15% N/A N/A N/A

When the interlocutors are of a higher status, placing the monolingual Turkish
respondents into a position of lower status, the individuals overwhelmingly presented
reasons (45%) as their form of refusal with some presenting an altereasiveh as “I
can do this but not that” or a guilt trip (see Table 3.1), such as “if | stay, miateéaug

won't go to sleep on time”.

Bilingual respondents using Turkish replying to situations wherein they are of
lower status used reason, regret and statements of alternative (j)t@2@&¥se. The use
of regret when at a lower status may be an attempt to mitigate theaimegyidg nature
of refusing an interlocutor of a higher status. The data suggests that the lslimdjuze
more likely to be direct with their refusals when in a high-status scenitnia,gh they

seem to mitigate the directness with reasons and regret. For the regjidhses
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bilinguals using English, reason (39%) and regret (30%) were used most ofteth as w

with interlocutors of a higher status.

The data shows that the monolingual English responses contained a great deal of
nonperformatives (ii) (25%) and statements of positive opinion (24%) when in the
scenario of a higher status. This is not reflected in the other two statiss Vetke 32%
of equal status responses and 48% of lower status responses containing reaswss, the
used formula for both. The monolingual English data suggests that they are much more

direct, yet positive, when at a higher status.

I nvitations.

Table 4.3: Speaker hashigher statusthan theinterlocutor

Semantic Monolingual Bilingual Bilingual Monolingual
Formulas Turkish Turkish English English
Reason 40% 42% 46% 35%
Gratitude 20% N/A N/A N/A
Nonperformative | 16% N/A N/A N/A

(i)

Regret N/A 19% 15% 18%
Statement of | N/A N/A 15% N/A
Positive

Opinion

When examining the data from the Monolingual Turks and how they refuse
requests, a trend appears. Reason is always the most often used formula & all thr
status levels. Along with the reason as a refusal, gratitude (20%), {1 apalteciate the

offer”, and nonperformative statements (ii) (16%) are used in high statusiesenar

The data from the bilinguals responding in Turkish showed the preference for

reasons but also regret when in a higher status.
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With the exception of gratitude (12%) when refusing equals, the ways that

monolingual English participants refused invitations when at a higher or equal sta

were approximately the same.

Table 4.4: Speaker hasequal statuswith theinterlocutor

Semantic Monolingual Bilingual Bilingual Monolingual
Formulas Turkish Turkish English English
Reason 44% 48% 36% 41%
Statement of | 24% 14% 15% N/A

positive opinion

Regret N/A 31% 24% 15%
Gratitude N/A N/A N/A 12%

With monolingual Turks, no use of nonperformative statements (ii) were found
when communicating with those of equal status. Instead, statements of positiga opini
(24%) are used. The data suggests that the Monolingual Turk group is more willing to
exert their status and use direct refusals when in a position of higher dtdaibeaing

less direct and more regretful or positive when refusing an equal.

When refusing those of an equal status the bilinguals responded similarly to the
high status scenario with one significant difference. When refusing iovisaftiom
equals, the bilinguals responding in Turkish also included statements of positive opinion
(14%) in their refusals. The additional adjunct may be included as a way of contmuing
keep an equal status while showing appreciation to the invitation, even if it is being

refused.

Table 4.5: Speaker haslower statusthan theinterlocutor

Semantic Monolingual Bilingual Bilingual Monolingual
Formulas Turkish Turkish English English
Reason 38% 33% 32% 37%

Regret 15% 20% 28% 23%
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Nonperformative 12% 13% N/A 9%
(ii)

Statement of N/A N/A 12% 12%
Positive Opinion

Gratitude N/A N/A N/A 9%
Wish 12% N/A N/A N/A

In the situation wherein the respondents were of a lower status, the datassuggest
that monolingual Turks prefer regret and reason but will once again use nonpgvirma

statements (ii) (12%) and include wish (12%) in their refusals.

When refusing from an individual of higher status, the bilinguals no longer
utilized statements of positive opinion in a perceptible way. Nonperformatteenstats
(i) (13%) were again used by the group. The occurrence of Nonperformativeesitge
(i) when at a lower status is similar to the strategies used by the maradlingrks when
refusing invitations at a lower status. The response patterns of bilingumgE£nglish

for refusing invitations at all of the statuses were roughly the sameisadiiist

When at a lower status, the monolingual English respondents used reason and
regret to a similar degree as with the higher and equal status scenaridsnakiés the
lower status refusals different is the inclusion of nonperformative statsrii) (9%)
and statements of positive opini@2%)which were not present in previous refusals at
other statuses. As with the data for refusals to invitations from equals, thestatuesr

scenario also included gratitude (9%).

Offers.

When examining the data for refusals of offers, all groups predominantly let the

interlocutor off the hook, “hey, don’t worry about it”, when the respondents are at a
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higher status. This is the only status level within the category of offergwher

semantic formula occurs. One can see in the data that all of the Turkish patsiciged
statements of philosophy “it's only a vase, it can be replaced”. One may atsothat
the monolingual English respondents used statements of philosophy but at a much lower

percentage.

Table 4.6: Speaker hashigher statusthan the interlocutor

Semantic Formulas Monolingual | Bilingual | Bilingual | Monolingual
Turkish Turkish English | English

Let interlocutor off the hook| 45% 44% 50% 51%

Statement of Philosophy 31% 29% 21% 13%

Reason 10% 18% 14% 15%

Nonperformative (i) N/A N/A N/A 13%

The monolingual Turks express philosophy and letting the interlocutor off the
hook while at a higher status yet these formulas do not occur in other status levels.
Responses from the bilingual groups to the scenario of being at a higher status ar
roughly equal in frequency. Monolingual English respondents showed a preference f
letting the interlocutor off the hook (51%) when at a higher status. They arbalsoly
group to use nonperformative statements (i) (13%), “no”, in the higher status leve

scenario.

Table4.7: Speaker has equal statuswith theinterlocutor: Part One

Semantic Monolingual Bilingual Bilingual Monolingual
Formulas Turkish Turkish English English
Gratitude 38% 38% 25% 33%
Reason 24% 31% 25% 21%
Nonperformative 21% 22% 33% 33%

(i)

Endearment N/A 9% N/A 2%
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When refusing an equal the first time, the Monolingual Turkish group relied

heavily on gratitude (38%) as well as reasons (24%) and nonperformative stat@jne

“no” (21%). With refusing an equal the first time, both bilingual groups used the same
strategies although the bilinguals using Turkish were more prone to use grégde

and reasons (31%) than when responding using English which used both gratitude and
reasons 25% of the time. As a note, the bilinguals responding in Turkish had used terms

of endearment (9%) while the bilingual English responses did not.

The use of nonperformative statements (i) (33%) increased in the firstl @fusa
an equal and tied with gratitude (33%) as the most common formula used. The
monolingual English users also were found to use a term of endearment for omstthe fi
refusal of an equal; it is not evident but it is worthy of noting in order to see how the

group reacts.

Table 4.8: Speaker has equal statuswith theinterlocutor: Part Two

Semantic Monolingual Bilingual Bilingual Monolingual
Formulas Turkish Turkish English English
Reason 40% 22% 28% 23%
Gratitude 27% N/A 11% 13%
Non-Refusal 20% 44% 39% 23%
Nonperformative N/A 17% N/A N/A

(i)

Nonperformative N/A N/A 11% 17%

(i)

The second time the monolingual Turkish respondents had to refuse an equal,
they predominantly used reason (40%) with gratitude (27%) as a second most common
formula. With the occurrence of the second refusal to an equal, in this caseayrafusin

slice of cake twice, non-refusals (20%), “I'll take a slice”, occurdedTurkish culture, it
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is important to refuse offers of food initially, generally three times befocepting.

Since the cake was only offered twice, one could speculate that many decitted not

refuse or that if a third chance were given, more would accept the offer of food.

When in the scenario of refusing the offer of cake a second time, both the Turkish
and English responses from the bilinguals were overwhelmingly non-refusalsa(wt%
39% respectively). Only the bilinguals responding in English used the semantitaf®rm
of gratitude (11%) and nonperformative statements (i) (11%). The bilinguptsckesd

using nonperformative statements (ii) (17%) but only when replying in Turkish.

The second refusal of an offer from an equal, a second offer of a slice of cake,
elicited equal amounts of non-refusals (23%) as with the most common refusal type,
reasons (23%). Nonperformative statements (i) (17%) were the second most common

formula.

Table 4.9: Speaker haslower statusthan theinterlocutor

Semantic Monolingual Bilingual Bilingual Monolingual
Formulas Turkish Turkish English English
Gratitude 33% 26% 34% 45%
Reason 26% 29% 31% N/A
Nonperformative N/A 16% 24% 21%

(i)

Statement of N/A 13% N/A N/A

positive opinion

In the scenario of being in a position of lower status, the monolingual Turks
again used refusals (33%) and gratitude (26%) when refusing. One can dae that t
monolingual Turks prefer to let people off or philosophize when at a higher status and

generally use gratitude and reasons to refuse offers at the other levels.
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When in a position of lower status, the response types and percentages between

the two languages of the bilinguals were similar. In both casesugeatind reasons

were the most common formulas. The bilinguals responding in English did use gratitude
more often, but only by 8% compared to the Turkish responses. The bilingual Turkish
responses were the only ones of the entire lower status refusal of offersosicense

statements of positive opinion (13%) to any great extent.

When at a lower status, the monolingual English respondents primarily used two
semantic formulas, gratitude (45%) and nonperformative statements (ii). (1% data
suggests that the monolingual English group is willing to be very direct arfdcsayp
those of lower and equal status. For the most part, the group will let those @fra less
status off for making an offer, in this case an offer to pay for a broken vase. When
communicating with those of higher status, the group will still be direct bigrpit® use
refusals such as “I can’t” rather than “no”, which did not appear often. The

nonperformative (ii) refusal is mitigated with the heavy use of the adpimgttitude.

Suggestions.
Table 4.10: Speaker hashigher statusthan theinterlocutor
Semantic Monolingual | Bilingual Bilingual Monolingual
Formulas Turkish Turkish English English
Reason 29% 44% 29% 31%
condition for 11% N/A N/A N/A
future/past
acceptance
Philosophy 11% 16% 13% N/A
Promise of future | N/A 12% N/A N/A
acceptance
Regret N/A 12% 13% N/A
Statement of N/A N/A 13% 14%
Positive Opinion
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The data presented for monolingual Turks refusing a suggestion from an

individual of lower status shows a preference for reasons (29%) with a condition for

future or past acceptance (11%), “if you'd told me earlier | could have put i in m
schedule”, and statements of philosophy (11%) tied as the second most common

formula. What the data suggests is that when in a higher status, the bilinguats tend t
present reasons for refusing as well as statements of philosophy to pagsitdy f

explain their refusal. Regret shows a level of sympathy for the interfdouteat they

are refusing a suggestion. As with the other groups, monolingual English respondents
favored reasons (31%) as the most common method of refusing suggestions from those of

a lower status. Statements of positive opinion (14%) also occur.

Table4.11: Speaker has equal statuswith the interlocutor

Semantic Monolingual Bilingual Bilingual Monolingual
Formulas Turkish Turkish English English
Reason 56% 58% 65% 61%
Nonperformative N/A 21% 12% N/A

(i)

Pause Filler N/A N/A 12% N/A

With equals, philosophy and conditions are not commonly employed, with the
use of reasons (56%) as the primary formula used. Reasons and philosophy are shown to
be most common among both bilinguals responding in English and Turkish while both
uniquely use regret as a refusal type. With those of equal status, both bilingual groups
predominantly used reasons as well as nonperformative statements (ii). Wit ggual
data implies that the bilingual will be more direct by refusing with nonpertorena
statements (ii) as well as with reasons, an indirect form of refusalmads$iefrequent

formula used in refusing suggestions from those of an equal status is “reason” (61%)
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Table4.12: Speaker haslower statusthan theinterlocutor

Semantic Monolingual Bilingual Bilingual Monolingual
Formulas Turkish Turkish English English
Reason 32% 33% 43% 50%
Gratitude 16% 13% 24% N/A
Self-Defense | 11% 13% N/A N/A
Postpone N/A N/A N/A 10%
Statement of | N/A N/A N/A 10%
Positive

Opinion

Let Interlocutor | N/A N/A 10% N/A
Off the Hook

When in a position of lower status, the monolingual Turks still prefer reasons
(32%) but also use gratitude (16%) and self-defense (11%), “I'm doing thedaest
Reasons are shown to be the preferred option regardless of status and the ddg sugges
that when at the lower status the monolingual Turks tend to express gratitude to those of
higher status or take it as an attack and defend themselves from the perasved fa

threatening situation of being given a suggestion by a higher statusaduter.

Gratitude and reasons were the most common formulas for both bilingual groups
when in a lower status. Gratitude is only significant in the lower status, showing
appreciation for the suggestion from one of a higher status along with reasoiewhy t
participant is refusing. Bilinguals responding in Turkish also use selfsie{d 3%)
when refusing at a lower status. The suggestion from a higher status interbocudor
be perceived as face-threatening and must be mitigated through the uéelefiessle as

a form of facework.
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When placed in a scenario wherein the monolingual English respondents were

of a lower status, reason (50%) was the most common. Statements of positive opinion

(10%) and postponements (10%) were also present.

The data suggests that when at a higher status, monolingual English respondents
will refuse using reasons and potentially give a positive opinion to the intetodVith
equals, they will present only a reason for why they cannot accept the sugg@tite.
giving a reason is most common when at a lower status, the monolingual English
respondents may also express positive opinion or attempt to postpone that acceptance of

the suggestion.

Compar ative AnalysigExamination for Transferrals

In examining requests, one can see that when in a situation of higher status, all
participant types predominantly used nonperformative (ii) statements aothseal he
data also indicates that at a higher status, both the monolingual English usées and t
bilingual Turks responding in English are the only groups that use statements @€positi
opinion. The occurrence of statements of positive opinion in both English response
groups suggests that in the scenario of higher status it is a form of cultiyptalascr

defined in Table 1.0 in chapter I, to reply in such a way in English.

In the scenario of equal status requests one can see that all three Turkish
responses, be they in English or Turkish, heavily utilized both reason and regret.
Noticing that the monolingual English participants did not use regret a gréatidgasts

that the use of regret as a refusal by the bilingual users of English mayansfer from
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the L1 to the L2. This is further suggested by the percentages, as altbfaxi

roughly equal. The monolinguals were also the only group to use criticism or
nonperformatives (ii) when communicating with equals. The lack of use of such

formulas in the bilingual English data may also suggest an L1 to L2 pragraaséer.

As an individual of lower status requests, all groups used reasons most heavily
with the added use of statements of alternatives (i). Monolingual Turks did nogtete re
very much while both bilingual groups as well as the monolingual English speakers di
The occurrence of such a formula may also suggest a transfer. Oppositestthihigct
that monolingual Turkish group was the only group that used guilt trips as a type of

refusal in any noticeable way.

In examining the refusal to an invitation data, one can see that all groups use
reason as the primary formula of refusal. A trend seen in the scenario oftitipgas
being of a higher status is that only the monolingual Turks use gratitude (20%) and
nonperformatives (ii) (16%). These do not occur with the bilingual Turkish partisipa
responding in Turkish. Perhaps the use of this strategy by bilingual Turkistigasnts
responding in English may be due to an adoption of English cultural scripts. The idea of
pragmatic transfers is from English and may be seen in the use of rdgratuka not

used by the monolingual Turks in an apparent way in the higher status scenario.

Refusals to invitations presented by interlocutors of equal status also showed
interesting results. Only the monolingual English speakers did not use aestiatém
positive opinion with equals. The monolingual Turkish group was the only group not to

use the formula of regret in a noticeable way. With regard to the use ofraestatd
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positive opinion, the data suggests a pragmatic transfer from L1 to L2. Conytrsely

use of regret by the bilingual Turkish users responding in Turkish could be a sign of a

transfer from L2 to L1.

In the lower status refusal of an invitation, one can see that the two groups
responding in English used a statement of positive opinion; possibly meaning that the

formula may be a cultural script for English in the lower status invitatiasaétcenario.

Data from the offer-refusal scenarios also present some trends. Wheniagami
the higher status situation, the monolingual Turks and the bilingual responses in Turkish
both use “let the interlocutor off the hook” formula with only one percent differefbe
same is found with the bilingual responses in English and the monolingual English users.

These are signs of a shared cultural script when in such a situation.

The monolingual English users were found to use statements of philosophy a
great deal less than the other groups of participants. The data suggestshtigat the
usage of philosophy by the Turkish language responses may mean that this ik cultur
script and that in the case of the bilingual Turks responding in English, a L1 to L2

transferral may have occurred as they have a higher usage of said formula

In the first equal status refusal scenario one can see that all groups made use of
nonperformative statements (i) but that in the English responses were a greabice
frequent than the responses in Turkish. Both the bilingual English and the monolingual
English responses were equal in percentages. This could be a cultural script for both but
one that is used more readily in the English language. In the same scenario, both the

bilinguals responding in Turkish and the monolingual English users both used terms of
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endearment, although neither percentage was large, the usage by both may be

coincidental or the bilinguals responding in Turkish used the formula as a pragmatic

transfer.

When refusing the offer from an equal a second time, the monolingual Turkish
participants used reasons far more than any other group. Also of note, both the bilinguals
responding in Turkish and English had extremely high levels of non-refusals when
compared to the two monolingual groups. This may be related to the idea discussed by
Ewert (2008) wherein bilinguals become more (in the current case) “Turkish” tha
monolingual Turks due to their multicompetence. The phenomenon may occur with the
cultural norm of refusing food a certain number of times before accepting so as not to

appear to only be visiting to acquire food from the host of the home.

Examining the results from respondents when in a lower status one can see that
the monolingual English respondents have a higher level of usage of gratitude than the
Turkish groups. The data shows that the Turkish groups use gratitude at anfaligky s
rate and while this may not be a transferral, it is of note because it subgegeserally
speaking, the native English users will more often show gratitude to those of $tafins

for presenting an offer to them.

The data implies that there may be an L1 to L2 transferral with the usage of
reasons as a refusal at a lower status. The reason semantic formulaminanhtin the
monolingual English user data but does appear in the English responses of the ®ilingual
at a percentage similar to those of the responses in Turkish. Similarly, nonpgv®rma

statements (ii) are not of a high rate of use in the monolingual Turkish dajgplear &
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both bilingual data as well as in the responses on the monolingual English users, in the

case of the bilingual responses in Turkish; this very well may be a L2 tabinptic

transfer.

Among the four groups, all predominantly are found to use reasons as the main
refusal type to suggestions while at a higher status. Transfernalglsoaexist in the
usage of reasons as a refusal when at a higher status. The monolingual Turks and the
bilinguals responding in English both have the same percentage use of reasons (29%); the
similar usage may be a L1 to L2 transfer. The bilinguals responding in Turkish use
reason more than the other groups (44%) and the monolingual English participdnts use
reasons a great deal as well (31%). These may be anomalies or the incregesed usa
among the bilinguals responding in Turkish may be a L2 to L1 transfer that greatly

affected their refusal style in such a scenario.

What may be an example of an L2 to L1 pragmatic transfer occurs with the usage
of the “condition for future or past acceptance” formula. The formula is only found at a
noticeable percentage among the monolingual Turkish data. The lack of usage by the
bilingual respondents may be a transfer from English as it is not utilizel loyuibe

monolingual English participants.

The use of statements of philosophy by the bilinguals responding in English may
be an L1 to L2 transferral as it is not found to be of high frequency in the monolingual
English user data. The usage of regret as a formula is a sort of anomaly ira thet dat
only the bilingual respondents used it. It was not found at all in the data of either of the

monolingual groups. This may be the result of multicompetence or the benefits of
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bilingualism discussed in Chapter Il. The use of a statement of positive opirsgon wa

only found to be of any great amount in the responses of the bilinguals using English and
the monolingual English speakers. The data suggests that this may be asuiiral

found in English refusals of suggestions when at a higher status than the interlocutor

An oddity occurs among the bilingual responses again in the scenario of refusing
an equal’s suggestion. The bilingual participants were the only ones to really use
nonperformative statements (ii) in their replies. The rest of the datafasdbénario is
roughly equal among the groups with the reason formula being most common. The
bilingual responses in English were found to contain pause fillers (12%) which were not
found of any great percentage in any of the other respondent’s data. Such an aezcurrenc
could be that the L2 speakers may be more aware of using pause fillers tegs gtem
their native speaker counterparts. As the L2 speakers are more awenie asage, they
may be more prone to actually write out the pause fillers while the natakexs may

skip it as pause fillers may be perceived as useless in written dialogue.

The use of reasons in the situation of being at a lower status was most common
among all groups. The use of gratitude was found in high percentages among all thre
Turkish groups but not among the monolingual English users. The bilinguals responding
in English used the formula more than the other Turkish respondent types. This suggests
a L1 to L2 transferral in the usage of gratitude. Self-defense was onlyatddice the
data from the monolingual Turks and the bilinguals responding in Turkish. The data
implies that the use of self-defense when of a lower status is a cultupalused in

Turkish.
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Postponement and statements of positive opinion were only found in large

amounts in the monolingual English data. While this may suggest a possible L1 to L2
transfer in the case of the bilingual replying in English or a culturgdt$or English,

due to the fact that the percentages are so low, yet still perceptible,ltbeauhe

current study is unable to take a position. Comparable to this is the data showing that
only the bilingual users of English made any detectable use of the “letedecntor off

the hook” formula.

Content of Refusals

This section examines how specific or vague the reasons given are fouta ref
by the four groups of respondents. The first group to be discussed is the monolingual
English participant group. The findings of the current study appear to match the
outcomes of Chang (2008) as the data found generally shows the monolingual English
users to be vague in the reasons provided within their refusals. In some spsesic ca
the author of the current study found that a majority of the monolingual English

respondents were much more specific.

The second question in the Discourse Completion Task is a scenario wherein the
participant is a student refusing to loan his or her notes to another student of easial stat
In this scenario, almost all of the respondents used a reason similar to “I nemsly tmist
the test, too. | can’t lend you my notes.” This is a specific reason for whptbeinable

to comply with the request.

The fifth DCT scenario was designed to have the participants refuse ta diwirt

with a friend. Generally, the reasons provided were an explanation of failegtatiam



72
the past or that the individual is currently on a diet. Question nine required participants

to refuse a slice of cake from a friend. Nearly all of the responses weme“€m full”

or “I'm on a diet.”

A pattern emerges when examining the data that suggests that when
communicating with an individual of equal status, monolingual English speakers will be
more specific than when communicating with those of a higher status. When
communicating with those of a higher status, they are either vague “I havglatie
tonight” or very specific “We are already committed to attending a wedulit of town
for the daughter of an old friend of mine." When in a position of higher status, the

responses are also predominantly specific.

When bilingual respondents, responding in English, use the semantic formula of
reason, the reasons are vague in nature. When in situations of higher statudinde f
suggest a more specific type of reasoning is presented. In the firsbqudshying a
raise to a music store employee, the responses all discussed economipsarusiine
inability to increase wages to poor sales. When refusing the bribe in question three, the
responses were vague, as opposed to questions one and eight (more conversation practice
in class, which met with specific reasons related to curriculum restrairtig) vague
responses to the bribery may conflict with the other higher status scanahedact that

it becomes a scenario of morality, while the other situations are rathkrabldavhite.

When communicating with equals, the reasons are all vague, with one exception.
In the case of question nine, refusing cake, the responses were essentialtyetlas s

those of the monolingual English respondents. The reasoning behind almost all of the
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responses revolved around being full. In refusing a person of lower status tmsreas

are split, with scenarios six and twelve being specific and four and elevemimiag
vague. Further examination of the vague versus specific situations may pnawthé io

some specific traits.

In the two scenarios wherein the reasons are generally specific, to coitfiply w
the request and suggestion requires the participant to either do more work afterhours
begin to change their routine. This could be perceived as threatening and thusahe rea
are more specific to ensure the refusal is clear. The situations wheregagbas are
vague, the consequences are not as immediate in nature. Refusing a partyyhrown b
one’s boss and the refusal to accept a promotion that requires one to move to an
undesirable location are more of a distant commitment thus respondents can be more

vague in their refusals.

When examining the responses made by the bilingual Turkish participants using
Turkish, the conclusions drawn are a mirror image of what was found while examining
the bilingual Turks’ responses in English. In the case of the monolingual Turkish
respondents, their refusals while in a higher status match the findings of both of the
bilingual responses. The monolingual Turks were specific with the exception of the

bribery scenario, where their reasons tended to be vague.

How vague or specific the monolingual Turks were with equals was split half and
half. The reasons were specific when refusing to loan class notes and eaterakielyff
a friend yet vague when refusing a diet and the invitation to a dinner at a fiemaés

with a spouse disliked by the participants. When placed in a situation of lows, Htat
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results were mixed. When refusing scenario four, a boss’s party invitatien, a t

occurred. There were equal numbers of vague and specific reasons provided in this

scenario.

Similar to the bilingual responses, the monolinguals were specific witlasoe
twelve, staying late at work, yet unlike the bilinguals, the monolingual Turkisponses
to situation eleven, promotion with a move to an undesirable location, was specific in the
reasons. Also unlike the bilingual responses, the monolingual Turks gave vague

responses to question six, writing reminder notes.

Discussion

When examining the data of the current study, the results show a similarity to the
conclusions of Chang (2008) in that the monolingual English respondents tend to give
vague reasons. In further examination of the monolingual English response data, it
suggests that specificity increases when communicating with equalsosedtia lower
status, while simultaneously being specific and vague with interlocutorsigher
status. All of this tends to support previous findings in relation to monolingual English

response patterns.

The data tends to show that the English language users tend to be very positive,
even when refusing, while the Turkish data seems to show that regret is usedeuite of
when refusing. The monolingual English group appears to be very direct and reply to
offers with a “no” to those of lower and equal status. When refusing to those of a highe
status, the monolingual English group tend to use nonperformatives such as “I @mn’t” w

a great deal of gratitude used as possible mitigation.
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When the bilinguals communicated with equals, the data showed that the

reasons were mostly vague, with one exception. When refusing cake from an equal, the
responses were typically similar to those of the monolingual English parttsi Both
bilingual groups produced a large amount of non-refusals for the second offeraig of ¢

by an equal. The finding seems to reflect the cultural tendency not to refuse food if

offered more than once.

Pause fillers were found to occur when the bilinguals refused an equal’s
suggestion. The use of pause fillers in the monolingual English responses was not found
at any great percentage. The higher use of this strategy by bilipga&iess could be
due to the bilinguals’ knowledge of the use of pause fillers in English; they nmagiee

aware and more willing to use the strategy than the native speakers.

The data generally suggests that the Turkish participants prefer a moeetindi
method of refusing as a general strategy. With the main exception of redusiqgest
when at a higher status than the interlocutor, the Turkish responses across all of the
scenarios showed a lack of direct refusals which are prominent in the Eeglisis.r
The results for the Turkish responses seem to be similar to those of the Chinegg (Cha
2008) and the Japanese (Beebe et al., 1990). This similarity draws mosttiidrom
preference for indirect refusals and possibly the use of regret. In conttastEnglish
responses, the Turks use a great deal more statements of philosophy when letting the
interlocutor off of the hook. While this is generally only found within the context of
refusing an offer when at a higher status than the interlocutor, it is seita pf the

profile of Turkish response style. Also of interest, in the situation wherein e gent
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refused the offer from an equal the second time, the monolingual Turkish patscipa

were found to have given reasons more than any of the other groups.

A similarity found among all response groups was the high usage of
nonperformative (ii) statements and reasons when refusing a request \aHagtedr
status than the interlocutor. Another similarity is found with the refusals tovgiation
data; all groups use reason as the primary formula of refusal. All groups usext a dire
“no” when refusing the first offer of cake from an equal. The direct “no”maie
frequent in English, which suggests a shared cultural script. As mentioneuliphg

this is most likely due to a cultural trend to not accept food immediately.
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Chapter V: Conclusion

It has been found that when students learn new languages, certain aspects of their
native language can transfer to their L2 in usage and the L2 may alterdkeotitize
native language. One method used to examine the possibility of transfersrbetwee
languages, or compare languages, is the discourse completion task (DCT). TeeaDC
text-based, survey-like document that requires a participant to reply taspeeiiarios.
The scenarios many times require the subject to refuse requests fromeabier,
generally of various statuses. This approach has been employed in investigating
responses of Arabic, Chinese, Japanese, and Polish native speakers. The present study
extends this research to Turkish. The current study examines monolingual Turkish
speakers, monolingual English speakers of North America and bilingual Turkigishe

individuals in Turkey.

The significance of this study is highlighted by Turkey rising in importasca
geographical and cultural bridge from Europe to the Middle East. The history olyTurke
is a crucial piece of the puzzle as it brings a certain amount of contexioalizathe
present study. As alluded to previously, a great deal of research has beeniahedmpl
in this segment of language studies but the examination of refusal spedashsaltis its
infancy. The present study has outlined many important concepts, tying therh to pas

studies and to the current study.
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The methodology of the present study is based upon many years of trial and

error by others in the field of linguistics. The elicitation method, the DCT, weasect
by Beebe et al. (1990) and re-used and modified in the following years by suthbras
Nelson et al. (2002 a) and Chang (2008). While the DCT is not a perfect elcitati

method, it is a beginning and has met the needs of past and present research.

The results of the present study show differences as well as sinslaritlee way
that Turkish and English refusals are conducted in specific situations. That stucy
has provided data that appears to be reaffirming the findings related tetamdlisals

and has presented new data regarding Turkish and its related refusalestrategi

Limitations of the study

Nelson et al. (2002a) comments that the use of a DCT, specifically the DCT
produced by Beebe et al. (1990), is an attractive route as the scenarioscaeatec: and
have already been tested for their efficacy. Therefore the results campared to
those found by other researchers more easily and the fidelity of theigsenareases
this comparability in cross-cultural examinations. It is further noted thatodihe use of
prescribed refusals, DCTs can be used for collecting larger amounts oésampl
efficaciously and dependably (Ewert, 2008). Despite these positive atriD@& does

have numerous drawbacks.

According to Ewert (2008), DCTs are not perfect: one major issue with the use of
DCTs is that the elicited responses do not always accurately replibatal spoken
discourse. The DCT dialogue is also contrived and the situations are constructéd in suc

a way that the participants are forced to answer in a specific wayfadittbat the
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scenarios are made in order to elicit a refusal was purposeful, in order totslilbhiy

participant that they must refuse the stimulus type presented by Bedb@ 800). The
scenarios are not reflective of real speech and usually contain less diokecsibtent

and words, compromise, hedging, less expansion on ideas, and reiterations. Ewert (2008)
notes that the participants present a response that fits a seemingly poestribed

refusal that adheres to their society's necessary rules of politenessidityl luc

Another limitation to be discussed in the current study is that of test-retest
intervals; the limitation is only applicable for the bilingual participants. aittkor of the
present study had asked that the bilingual participants wait four weeks affgetogn
the first DCT and beginning the second. Unfortunately, some of the participants
completed both DCTs back-to-back. The data found, however, suggests that this
occurrence did not become detrimental as the tracked responses of the bilinguats show
differences in the style and type of responses provided in the DCTs. The tiitais s

relevant, although it must be noted as a limitation.

Originally, the creator of the present study preferred participarttsvédra not
Turks studying Turkish or Americans studying English as this may haweesk
responses in terms of being representative of the cultural norms. In the saseaf
the bilinguals and monolingual English speakers, this did not occur. Some of the
individuals were English majors. The issue of the participants’ course gfransat

likely did not have an adverse affect on the responses.

Nelson et al. (2002a) also raised concerns in regard to the use of Discourse

Completion Tasks. When answering the scenarios presented to them, participants
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provided a contrived responses, how they believe that they would react in a specific

situation. Also of issue is the organization of the scenarios within the DCT. Nelson et
(2002a) postulated that when answering a specific status scenario, the response

manipulated how the participant would react to subsequent scenarios.

As with the present study, the order of scenarios was the same in the DCTs of
both Turkish and English. A caveat related to the participants in the study dbadsevi
and profession. The monolingual English participants were predominantly stutéets
many of the bilinguals and monolingual Turkish participants were older and held
professional positions. The author of the current study must also recognize theg of
only one data elicitation method, the Discourse Completion Task, cannot provide
complete insight into the examined languages and their respective approasdiesals
and the direct/indirectness of the languages. Despite the issues distiessadgnt
study provides a solid examination of both languages in regard to refusals and the

direct/indirect nature of English and Turkish.

While the results of the present study appears to back the findings of previous
research in the area of English refusals, the data also suggeststyibngaveen the
communication styles of the Turks and that of the Chinese and Japanese. With the
exception of a refusal of a request when of a higher status, the data plresditkish

responses as lacking direct refusals, which are prevalent in the Englistisef

In the situation where one must refuse an offer from an individual of lower status
to pay for a broken vase, the Turkish responses showed a large amount of use of

statements of philosophy. While both language groups used the "let the interlocutor off
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the hook" semantic formula, on the Turkish responses contained a noticeable usage of

statements of philosophy.

When refusing, a characteristic found among the English responses isra certa
level of positivity. The English responses tended to use statements of positive opinion
frequently. Parallel to the usage of positive statements in English is the usage of
statements of regret in Turkish. Both became a trend in the data. The bilingualesspons
when refusing equals were generally vague, with the exception of theffistlIref an
equal. Inthe case of refusing an equal the first time, the responses wkretsithiose

of the monolingual English responses.

Possible futureresearch

There are countless languages and dialects in the world that provide plenty of
opportunities for future research. Scenarios other than refusals can behedea well.
There are other elicitation methods besides the discourse completionttestitide
utilized in recreating this study, or any other similar one; the use oplays-or audio-
recorded scenarios is also viable elicitation methods. In the area oftiTiakige
speakers, replication of the present study with greater number of partscipaght
possibly yield new similarities or differences between languages. Remerg the
present study would also allow for the usage of more in-depth ways of examining the

data, such as a statistical analysis in order to further the ideal ofeligco



82
References

Bagkan, O. (1986)The transformation of turkish culture: the atatiirk legaesinceton,
New Jersey: The Kinston Press.

Beebe, L., Takahashi, T., Uliss-Weltz, R., (1990). Pragmatic transfeiLimdfigsals. In
Scarcella, R. et al. (EdsDgeveloping Communicative Competence in a Second
Languag€(pp. 55—-73). New York, New York.: Newbury House.

Celce-Murcia, M, & Olshtain, E. (2007iscourse and context in language teaching: A
guide for language teachermslew York, NY: Cambridge University Press.

Chang, Y-F. (2008). How to say no: An analysis of cross-cultural difference and
pragmatic transfeiScience Direct, 31477—-493.

Cutting, J. (2002)Pragmatics and discourse: a resource book for studéidss York,
NY: Routledge.

Ewert, A., Bromberek-Dyzman, K. (2008). Impossible requests: L2 users’
sociopragmatic and pragmalinguistic choices in L1 acts ofaef&EUROSLA
Yearbook , 832-51.

Félix-Brasdefer, C. (2008). Perceptions of refusals to invitations: Exgltrexminds of
foreign language learnedlsanguage Awareness, 1795-211.

Félix-Brasdefer, C. (2009). Interlanguage refusals: Disprefeesggbnses in
interlanguage pragmatics refusal sequences in learner-NS iittiesagpplied
Language Learning, 19-27.

Kandemir, N. (1997). Turkey: secure bridge over troubled wataditerranean

Quarterly, 8(4), 1-12.

Kwon, J. (2004). Expressing refusals in Korean and in American Enilighlingua,



83
31, 339-364.

Morrison, A., Holmes, J.(2003). Eliciting refusals: A methodological challerg&eo,
46, 47-66.
Nelson, G.L., Al Batal, M. & El Bakary, W. (2002 a). Directness vs. indirectness:

Egyptian Arabic and US English communication styiéernational Journal of
Intercultural Relations, 2639-57.

Nelson, G.L., Carson, J., Al Batal, M. & El Bakary, W. (2002 b). Cross-cultural
pragmatics: Strategy use in Egyptian Arabic and American Englisbalsf
Applied Linguistics, 23163-189.

Turnbull, W., Saxton, K.L.(1996). Modal expressions as facework in refusals to comply
with requests: | think | should say 'no’ right n@deurnal of Pragmatics, 27145—

181.



	Minnesota State University, Mankato
	Cornerstone: A Collection of Scholarly and Creative Works for Minnesota State University, Mankato
	2011

	A Study of Turkish and English Refusal Speech Acts with a Secondary Examination for Bi-Directional Language Transferrals
	Morgan Jerome Moody
	Recommended Citation



