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Abstract

This study investigates the refusal strategies produced by Palestinian learners
of English at Hebron University. Thirty-seven Palestinian learners of English
participated in a DCT (discourse completion test) which consisted of ten situations.
The participants wrote refusals in English. The test was designed to test the social
factors that affect the production of the speech act of refusal as proposed by Brown
and Levinson (1987). These variables are: social distance (familiar or stranger), the
status of the interlocutors (high, equal or low) and third the weight of the imposition,
i.e. whether the refusal involves a high or low risk. To check whether or not the
refusals made by the Palestinian learners of English were affected by the learners' L1
(Arabic), a translation of the DCT was given to 37 Arabic majors at Hebron
University. The Arabic majors wrote responses in Arabic.

The findings of the study showed the following.

First, the participants varied their refusals. They used both direct and indirect
refusal strategies. They proffered the indirect refusals by expressing (1) regret, (2)
apology, followed by (3) an expression of inability to do the request.

Second, the participants avoided strong and clear refusals, such as “ No”.

Third, the power variable had a clear effect on refusals. More power people
used more direct strategies than low power people who employed more indirect
strategies to tone down the impact of refusals on their interlocutors’ face. For
example, low power interlocutors used more alternatives, more past and future
acceptance, more adjuncts than those of high power.

Fourth, there was no clear effect of the other two variables: social distance
between the interlocutors and the weight of imposition on choosing the refusal

strategies.
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Fifth, after comparing the refusals made by English and Arabic majors, it was
found that English majors made refusals which were very similar to those refusals

made in Arabic.
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Chapter One

Introduction

1.1 Introduction

Knowing a language does not mean only the full mastery of its grammar and
vocabulary. To be a confident user of a language means using it appropriately in the
appropriate situation “context”. This requires knowing its culture. It is not surprising
that communicative competence, which is also referred to as 'pragmatic competence’
should be focused on and given great attention in teaching a new language (Beebe,
Takahashi, & Uliss-Weltz, 1990). In other words, speakers of any language should
produce language that is acceptable not only linguistically, but also socially and
culturally appropriate.

EFL learners are not expected to reach a native-like pragmatic competence
because of their few chances of interacting and communicating with the native
speakers of the target language. They may also lack the required knowledge and rules
that associate the production of speech acts as used by native speakers (Kasper, 1997,
in Tanck, 2002). In other words, EFL learners are not exposed to English as used in
real life situations. Most teaching materials often include artificial situations that don't
reflect the speech acts as used in real life situations.

To use speech acts successfully, EFL learners are required to "recognize the
extra-linguistic, cultural constraints that operate in a NS's (i.e. native speakers) choice
of a particular speech act appropriate to the context" (Kasper, 1984, p.3). She also
adds that both EFL and ESL learners have to realize the speech act at the linguistic
level and be introduced to the socio-cultural norms of the target language. Learners

have to be equipped with the socio-cultural knowledge by which speakers can



determine "whether it is acceptable to perform [a particular speech act] in a given
situation" (Cohen, 1996, p. 254). Therefore, speakers need to employ both their
linguistic knowledge necessary to form the speech act and the socio-cultural
knowledge that allow them to use that speech act properly.

No error of grammar can make a speaker seem so incompetent, so
inappropriate, so foreign, as the kind of trouble a learner gets into
when he or she doesn't understand or otherwise disregard a language's

rules of use (Rintell-Mitchell, 1989, cited in Trosborg 1994, p. 3).

Therefore, the rules of use of English should be introduced to EFL students so
that they can be empowered to use the various types of speech acts appropriately in
the target language context.

Speakers use different speech acts to achieve their communicative goals such
as apologizing, promising, threatening, requesting, complaining, refusing, etc...
(Tanck, 2003). This study focuses on making refusals (also called "expressing
disagreement" with others). The speech act of refusal signals the negative response to
an offer, invitation, request, or suggestion. Refusing or disagreeing always
contradicts the expectations of the one who initiates the request. So, speakers tend to
soften and mitigate the impact (weightiness) of their refusals by using politeness
strategies (Brown and Levinson, 1987). Abdul Sattar, et al, (2011) assert that making
refusals appropriately involves not only linguistic knowledge but also pragmatic
skills. Otherwise, refusing inappropriately might lead to offending the interlocutors or
at least hinder successful communication. The speech act of refusal is affected by
many factors, or let us say social variables, such as gender, age, power, social
distance, and the weightiness of imposition (Brown and Levinson, 1987). For
example, disagreeing with a professor, a high status person, requires using indirect

strategies because saying 'mo' might be interpreted as an insult. In a study by



AbdulSattar, CheLah, and Suleiman (2011), they show that Malay participants have
used address forms such as "professor, sir, Mr., etc...” when refusing an act initiated
by a higher status person. The use of such terms indicates that the speakers respect the
other person. Also making refusals differs from one culture to another. It is argued
that Americans are referred to as being very direct which would explain the absence
of some politeness markers in their refusals (Bardovi-Harling, and Mahan-Taylor,

2003).

1.2 Problem Statement

It is known that language cannot be separated from culture. One of the aspects
in culture is the refusal speech act. It is also known that native English speakers’
norms are not the same as Arabic speaker norms in making refusal. That is why this
area should be investigated to find out differences between the two. That brings
awareness to teachers of English who should take into account the English native
norms in teaching English to bring EFL closer to the native speakers’ performance.

Making refusals requires knowing the linguistic skills that usually associate the
production of refusals. Otherwise, interlocutors may fall in problems of
miscommunication as a result of inappropriate use of refusal speech act. Wrong use
of refusals may lead to communication problems which possibly results in breakdown
of communication with English native speakers. One possible source of wrong use of

refusals may be due to direct transfer from the learners’ L1 to L2.

1.3 Significance of the study

This study aims at identifying the problem areas in using the speech act of
refusal. It can be argued that mastering the speech act of refusal involves not only

linguistic competence but also socio-cultural awareness of the target language and its



speech rules and norms. It is hoped that the study will give some insights to teaching
material designers so that they may focus on the cultural dimensions of the target
language. Material designers, as well as teachers, may create better teaching strategies
and better materials to overcome the difficulties that EFL learners encounter in
making refusals and other speech acts. The study will emphasize that EFL learners
still need more focus on instruction on speech acts to foster the students' pragmatic

competence (Tanck, 2002).

1.4 Objectives of the study

This study aims primarily to investigate what types of strategies Palestinian
university students majoring in English prefer to use when they make refusals. The
study attempts to find out whether the refusal strategies of the participants are affected
by the three variables suggested by Brown and Levinson (1987): power, social
distance and the rank of the imposition. The effect of the students’ native language,
Arabic, on making refusals in English will also be examined. More specifically, the

study will test whether pragmatic transfer exists or not.

1.5 Research questions

This study tries to answer the following questions:
1. What are the strategies mostly used by Palestinian English seniors in making
refusals?
2. What is the effect of social power, social distance and weight of the imposition
on the realization of the speech act of refusal by Palestinian English seniors?
3. What is the effect of the participants' L1 (Arabic) on realizing the speech act

of refusals?



1.6 Hypotheses of the study

The study examines the following hypotheses:
1. Palestinian EFL learners use different strategies when making refusals
compared with native speakers of English (NSE).
2. Palestinian EFL learners vary their refusals according to social power,
distance and imposition (risk).
3. The participants' native language, Arabic, affects the learners' realization of

the speech act of refusal in the target language (English).

1.7 Limitations of the study

This study is limited to thirty seven participants from the English Department
at Hebron University. This may not be representative enough of all senior English
majors at Hebron University or at other universities in Palestine or the Arab world. A
large number of participants is needed to make strong generalizations. Another
limitation is the use of a DCT technique to collect the data. Natural data will much
helpful and more reliable. The study is also restricted to one particular speech act:

making refusals to requests. It overlooks refusing invitations, suggestions or offers.

1.8 Definition of terms:

Refusal: is one type of speech acts. It occurs when a speaker says "no"
directly or indirectly to an initiated offer, request, suggestion or invitation. A refusal
always contradicts the speaker's expectations and can be direct or indirect (Beebe, et
al , 1990)

Pragmatic failure: takes place when two speakers fail to understand each
other’s intentions. In other words, it is “the inability to understand what is meant by

what is said” (Thomas, 1983, pp: 91).



Pragmatic transfer: a transfer of L1 "socio-cultural communicative [norms
and conventions] in performing L2 speech acts or other functions of
language..."(Beebe, Takahashi, & Uliss-Weltz, 1990: pp: 56).

Semantic formula: also called ‘speech act set’, in the case of refusal, one can
produce three separate speech acts: an expression of apology, followed by direct
refusals (e.g. I can’t), followed by an expression of gratitude (e.g. thank you for
asking me..).

Socio-cultural knowledge: the "speakers’ ability to determine whether it is
acceptable to perform a specific speech act at all in a given situation and select one or
more semantic formulas that would be appropriate in the realization of the given
speech act" (Cohen, 1996, pp: 254).

Speech act: the smallest functional unit in human communication which
carries information about meaning such as refusing, apologizing and requesting, etc...
(Searle, 1969).

Speech Act Theory: tries to explain how speakers use language to perform
"intended actions" and how hearers infer the intended meaning. Three kinds of
meaning are expressed: locutionary (literal meaning), illocutionary (the acts
performed by saying) and perlocutionary (the effect of what is said), (Austin, 1962,
Searle, 1969, cited in Cohen, pp: 1996).

Face: is the public self-image that every person likes to maintain for him or
herself. It has two types: positive face which is the desire to be liked and approved by
others and negative face which is the wish to do your everyday work without others
imposing on you (Wolfson, 1989, pp: 67).

This chapter presented the basic elements of the study such as the objective,

research questions, the hypotheses, and context in which the study can fit.



Chapter Two

Literature review

2.1 Introduction

This chapter presents the findings of previous studies that investigated the
speech act of refusal. More specifically, the various factors that would affect the
realization and production of refusals will be discussed. The chapter also tries to link
the speech act of refusal with politeness and with pragmatic failure. Some
comparative studies will be reviewed to show the extent to which EFL's refusals

resemble those produced by the native speakers of English.

2.2 The speech act of refusal

Refusals occur when a speaker says 'no' or 'l refuse' or otherwise. According to
Beebe, Takahashi, and Uliss-Weltz (1990), A refusal is a response to a speech act
such as requesting, offering, inviting, and suggesting. This means the speech act of
refusal is never self-initiated. Making refusals contradicts the listener's expectations
and it consequently threatens the face of both the listener and the speaker. The speech
act of refusal is often realized through indirect strategies and requires a high level of
pragmatic competence (Chen, 1996). According to the politeness theory (Brown and
Levinson, 1987), saying 'no' directly may be interpreted as impolite or rude. Speakers
use indirect strategies when making refusals in an attempt to mitigate the impact of
their refusals. Chen (1996) argues that English native speakers’ production of refusals
consists of three components: (1) an expression of regret, ( 2) an excuse, and (3) an
offer of alternative.

When realizing the speech act of refusal, a native speaker makes a set of

speech acts. Each one is considered a speech act by itself (Tanck, 2003). This set may
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include:(1)an expression of regret, (2) a direct refusal, and (3) an excuse. In some
cases, the speaker offers an alternative. For example, when a speaker wants to refuse
an invitation, he or she might say: I'm so sorry (regret). I can't come (direct refusal). I

will be so busy (excuse). Or I promise I’ll do this later (alternative).

2.3 Felicity conditions of the speech act of refusal

In this section, the researcher presents the felicity conditions that have to be
met so that the act of refusal will be valid or be considered as refusal. Austin (1962)
lists four conditions that have to be applied if the utterances have the power of “doing
an act”. One of these conditions is the person and the circumstances in a given
situation must be appropriate. For example, “I sentence you to five years
imprisonment” can only be valid if it is only uttered by an authorized judge (Austin,
1962, in Mugqattash, 2002, pp: 55). However, the conditions related to the speech act
of refusal were developed by AL-Eryani (2007), Chen (1995), Umale (2011) and
Beebe, Takahashi, and Uliss-Weltz (1990), among others.

1. The refuser has to have the free choice (free will) to accept or reject the
request, suggestion, invitation, or offer made by the interlocutor. Otherwise,
the speaker has to accept what he or she is asked to do.

2. The ultimate goal of the refuser is to commit himself/herself to avoid doing
what the requester asks. In English, an utterance like “I will see or 1 will
decide” is not a refusal because that means the refuser may accept doing what
he or she is requested to do by the interlocutor.

3. The speech act of refusal relates to the present time or future. For example,
one can refuse by saying / can't do that, or I won't do that.

4. Refusals are always expressed by the speaker himself or herself. That is, the

refuser uses the first singular pronoun (I refuse, I am sorry, I can’t do x).



5. The refuser is expected to provide true reasons for not meeting the request.
This is referred to as the "sincerity condition" of making a request which is
related to the speech act of refusal (Searle, 1969). At the same time, the
requester has to be sincere in his/her request.

6. In general, making a refusal is a face-threatening act to both the requester and
the refuser. So, the refuser takes into account the impact on the “face” of the

person being refused (Brown and Levinson, 1987).

2.4 Types of refusals

It has been argued that the speech act of refusal is expressed in different
strategies. Ueda (1972) lists nine ways to make refusals to requests, offers, invitations
or suggestions. These are:

1. Be silent, hesitant,

2. Offer an alternative,

3. Postponement,

4. Avoidance,

5. General acceptance,

6. Diverting attention,

7. Giving excuses,

8. Saying what is offered is in inappropriate, and
9. Showing lack of enthusiasm.

Later classification, mainly by Beebe, et al (1990) divides refusals into three
categories which are: indirect, direct and use of adjuncts. Direct refusals can be
performative, acting while speaking, (i.e.; I refuse. ) or nonperformative (i.e., I can’t
do it). Indirect refusal can be expressed by an apology, a statement of alternative,

setting conditions for past or future acceptance, avoidance, a statement of principle, a



promise, giving explanations or a combination of this. Adjuncts can be expressed by:
expressing positive opinion/ feeling (i.e., This is a great idea, but ), a statement of
empathy (i.e.: I’'m sure you will understand, but..) expressing gratitude/ appreciation
(i.e., Thanks so much , but..) or pause filler. One can refuse by being direct but to
make the refusal less face threatening, indirect refusals can be accompanied and
tagged with an adjunct. The following are possible refusals adopted from Tanck
(2003) which she called “semantic formulae”:
a- Regret +explanation+ alternative: e.g.:

1. Sorry, [ have a class and I am late. Can I get another person to help you.
b- Regret + negative ability + alternative: e.g.:

2. Sorry, I can't. [ can ask my friend to help you.
c- No + explanation: e.g.

3. No, I am busy.
d- Explanation + future alternative such as:

4. I am not free. You may interview my friend instead.
e-Regret + negative ability + explanation. e.g.:

5. Tamsorry, I can't help because I have a class.

The above choices (from 1 to 5) are the most common ways of expressing
refusal as shown by various studies that investigated EFL learners (Omanis, Yemenis
and Egyptians). When reviewing the refusals made by British native speakers, a great
similarity will be noticed. Here are the most common ways the British people tend to
use when making refusals as found in a study done by Umale (2011).

6. No, I couldn’t. I am sorry. (direct refusal + negative ability +apology)
7. Lam sorry I don't have that amount of money. (apology + reason)

8. Iwish I could but I can't afford that. (adjuncts + negative ability)

10



9. It would be great but I need an academic career. (adjuncts + reason)
10. No, thanks. (direct refusal + adjunct)
11. No, not today. There is too much work to be done. (direct refusal + alternative

+ reason)

12. No, don't worry, it doesn't matter. (direct refusal + adjunct + indirect refusal)

The above are authentic examples as used by British native speakers of
English quoted from Umale (2011). The researcher includes these examples because
one can make a comparison to see whether refusals made by Palestinian EFL learners
are similar or different from those of the British. The most common strategies of
refusals by American NSs include first: excuses/ reasons, and second statement of
apology ( Beebe, et al , 1990). American NSs did not favour direct responses like
‘no’. In general, the speech act of refusal is expressed by one of these strategies or a
combination of two or more. The following table classifies all the possible strategies
based on Beebe et al. (1990) and Nelson et al. (2002).

(Table 1) shows the most common refusals by both NSs of English and
NNSs. There are more options to make indirect refusals. About twelve refusal
strategies can be used instead of making strong refusals (i.e., direct refusals). Adjuncts
don’t constitute a refusal by themselves though they can be joined with other
strategies. For example, one can refuse by saying “ Thank you very much for inviting

me, but I have a very important meeting”

11



Table 1: The Classification of refusal strategies

Type No. Strategy Examples
Direct 0 Direct (performative | "I refuse". "No, [ can't". "I won't"."I don't think
refusal and nonperformative) | so". "No".
1 Statement of regret I am sorry.
) Expressing wish I wish I could help you...
3 Excuse, reason, I have no time. I am busy.
explanation
4 Statement of You can ask someone else.
alternative
) 5 Future acceptance I'll do that next time. I promise I'll do...
Indirect
refusal 6 | Statement of I never lend money.
principle or I don't refuse any request made by a dear friend.
philosophy.
7 Criticizing the That is a terrible idea. I am a student, not a
requester cleaner.
Avoidance. Topic Oh, I am not sure. (hedging)
switch, hedging,
8 | telling a joke,
postponement,
silence, etc..
Adjuncts 9 Positive opinion/ This is a great idea,....
feeling.
10 | Statement of empathy | I am sure you will understand me, but..
11 | Pause filler.
12 Gratitqde/ Thanks so much, but...
appreciation

2.5 Pragmatic failure in making refusals

Pragmatic competence is awareness of the "social, cultural, and discourse

conventions that have to be followed in various situations" (Bardovi-Harling &

Mahan-Taylor, 2003). Koike (1989) defines it as" the speaker's knowledge and use of

appropriateness and politeness

which dictates the way the speaker will understand
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and formulate speech acts" (p. 279). What is interesting about Koike's definition is
that it links politeness with pragmatics.

Several studies have shown that second and foreign learners produce language
that is different from native speakers in terms of using certain speech acts
(requesting, apologizing, refusing,..), conversational  function (leave taking,
greeting,..), conversation management ( turn taking, length of responses,..), etc..

Tanck, (2003) argues in favor of explicit instruction of how to realize and
produce certain speech acts and when to use them appropriately. For example, it is
useful to teach students how to refuse or disagree with others and what formulas are
commonly used in the native language context. This can be achieved by providing
authentic material that highlights the required speech act. Learners can also be made
aware of and conscious about the idea that some speakers are direct; which can justify
why some politeness markers are absent. Teaching pragmatics doesn’t only mean
focusing on linguistic issues, but also includes nonverbal focus such as shaking hand
when greeting, the use of space, i.e. how close one should stand when talking in
meeting others, when to smile, when to use one's hands and other body movements
(Bardovi-Harling & Mahan-Taylor, 2003).

The inability of learners to use language appropriately and effectively means
that the communicative goals may not be achieved as required. Thomas (1983, pp: 91)
defines the pragmatic failure as "the inability to understand what is meant by what is
said". She lists various causes of pragmatic failure. A pragmatic error might result in
serious communicative problems and eventually leads to a breakdown in
communication. Speakers who encounter pragmatic failure will possibly be viewed by
the interlocutors as rude, uncaring or even abrupt. Thomas (1983) also adds that using

language without paying much attention to its social, cultural and discourse
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conventions will show that the speakers are uncooperative and, in most extreme cases,
insulting and rude. In addition, Takahashi (1996) argues that the inability to say no
clearly and politely has led many non-native speakers to offend their interlocutors.

One possible source of pragmatic failure may be pragmatic transfer from
Learners’ L1 to L2. Kasper (1984) argues that pragmatic transfer results from the
‘influence of the learners’ pragmatic knowledge of language and culture other than 1.2
on their comprehension, production and learning of L2 pragmatic information” (
Kasper 1984, p.207). Thomas (1983) says that pragmatic transfer leads to
inappropriate performance in a foreign language where the speakers sound
uncooperative or even rude. She adds that pragmatic transfer occurs when speakers
use rules from their L1 or their native culture and apply them to the target culture.
This type of transfer ( pragmatic transfer) results in sociopragmatic failure and is
more serious than linguistic failure.

In summary, EFL learners may not only transfer linguistic items from their
L1's, but they may also apply L1 speech-norms or habits to the target language. The
produced speech acts such as apologizing, requesting, complaining, advising, etc.
even linguistically correct, may not be understood and interpreted correctly by native

speakers.

2.6 Politeness theory and refusals

Politeness is a major issue that arises when discussing the production and
realization of different types of speech acts. Some speech acts are face threatening
such as requesting, apologizing, refusing, or complaining. According to Brown and
Levinson (1987), people maintain two kinds of face: positive face and negative face.
Positive face involves the desire to be approved and appreciated by others. A person

tends to show positive face when he or she is with their boss, showing a positive self-
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image. An example of a speech act that threatens the speaker’s positive face would be
apologizing, admitting of guilt. Such speech acts threaten the positive self-image the
speakers want to keep for themselves. On the other hand, negative face suggests the
desire of the speaker or hearer to have autonomy, or not to be imposed upon. To
illustrate, a request might be a face threatening act to the hearer because the speaker
wants or asks the hearer to do what the speaker wants which might be contrary to the
hearer’s own desire. The concept of face refers to the "public self-image that every
interlocutor wants to claim for himself" (Brown and Levinson, 1987, pp: 66). A
speech act is considered face threatening when the act of communication (verbal or
non-verbal) comes against the face needs of the hearer and the speaker or one of them.
That is why one can use some politeness strategies to mitigate and soften the
weightiness of certain acts.

Brown and Levinson (1987) also argue that people choose different politeness
strategies to save face, for example:

1. The speaker can make a speech act directly (baldly and clearly) by saying, for
instance, lend me your car. A bald on record strategy includes no attempt by
the speaker to mitigate the impact of a speech act on the hearer's face. Also
when a speaker says "no” to refuse a request is a bald on record strategy as it
includes no effort to minimize the threat of refusal on the hearer's face.

2. The speaker can choose to make the act indirect. This happens when the
speaker says: It is hot in here. The speaker makes no request with his words
but indirectly means that he wants someone to open the window.

3. Positive politeness strategy occurs when the speaker compliments the hearer
before asking him to do a favor, for example, “What a nice suit this is ... May I

borrow your pencil?” In this way, the requester tries to satisfy the hearer's
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positive image he desires because the hearer likes to be respected and honored.

Positive politeness strategy is mostly used between people to "build up

solidarity, showing the other is liked and seen as desirable" (Tracy, 1990: pp.

211-212).

4. A speaker can express an act by using negative politeness strategy by which
he/she tries not to impose anything on the hearer, by maintaining the H's
autonomy. For example, when a speaker makes a request by saying: You
couldn't by any chance loan me your car, could you? The speaker implies that
the hearer has the right (autonomy) not to loan his car to the speaker, in other
words, the speaker is not imposing on the hearer.

Direct strategies are more face threatening in nature because the refusers use
no mitigation by the to lessen and soften the impact of the speech act on the hearers’
face. Direct strategies, as Sarfo (2011) suggests include: (1) flat No, (2) No with some
other expressions like an excuse or giving an alternative, and (3)negative expressions
such as '/ can't’. These three direct strategies are like those bald-on-record strategies
of Brown and Levinson (1987). When the speaker uses such direct strategies, he or
she makes a refusal explicit and plain.

Meanwhile, indirect strategies are less face threatening in nature. Sarfo (2011)
lists some indirect strategies: (1)giving excuses, (2) requesting clarification,
(3)suggesting alternatives, (4) mitigating refusals, (5)setting a condition for future
acceptance, (6)laughter as refusal, (7)expressing regret, etc..

Speakers use politeness strategies when making refusal in an attempt to lessen
the impact of their refusals especially when they talk to people of higher status and

power. One can be polite when he or she makes indirect refusals whereas being direct
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can be interpreted as impolite like saying, for example, 'no' without expressing
excuse, explanation or promising future acceptance.

Wolfson (1989) tries to link the social variables that affect the choice of
refusal patterns (weak, medium and strong) with politeness. Of course, people of
higher power and status are treated differently compared to normal people of lower
power.

in deciding how much to take another person's feelings into account,
we have three factors to consider. First, people are usually more
polite to others when they are of higher status or perceived of as
being powerful; second, people are generally more polite to others
who are socially distant,; third, we are usually more polite in relation
to the gravity of the threat we are about to make to others' face. (1989:
p: 67).

This is in total agreement with the politeness theory of Brown and Levinson
(1987) who proposes that the speaker varies his/ her language, or his/ her types of
politeness strategies, according to the social power, social distance between
interlocutors and the weightiness of the speech act. Ignorance of the politeness system
of the target language community leads to pragmatic failure. He Ziran, et al. (2004)
explains that lack of knowledge about the politeness conventions may happen when a
speaker uses a polite form with a close friend or with someone with lower social
status, or uses intimate form with a stranger or with someone of higher social status.

That is why learners of English should be made aware of and conscious to the

politeness principle of the target language, L2.

2.7 Language proficiency and refusals

Beside power and social distance, appropriate use of refusals depends also on
the L2 proficiency of the learners. In this section, the researcher reviews studies that

have found a link between language proficiency and making refusals appropriately.
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According to Yamagashira (2001) who used a DCT (Discourse Completion Test) to
examine the effect of Japanese L1 on making refusals in English, the subjects with
lower English proficiency tended to resort to their L1 strategies to make refusals in
English. The researcher argues that the subjects' insufficient knowledge of English is
behind the choice of such refusal strategies. However, subjects of higher English
proficiency tend to approximate American native speakers when making refusals.
Tanck (2003) also finds that low and middle level learners tend to produce longer
utterances than native speakers do. The non-native speaker's utterances are twice as
long as that made by native speakers of English. This can be due to their limited
linguistic proficiency in the target language (English). To conclude, subjects of lower
L2 proficiency are more influenced by their L1 refusal conventions. In other words,

allowing pragmatic transfer to happen.

2.8 Refusals in comparative studies with native speakers

In this section, the researcher reviews the studies focusing on the speech act of
refusal produced by EFL learners of English and refusals made by American and
British native speakers for comparative purposes. Comparison is important because it
allows us to predict how close or far are EFL learners are from native speakers of
English in making refusals.

It should be noted that the majority of the studies which investigated the
speech act of refusal used DCT (discourse completion test) to collect the data. The
researchers argue that using DCT is quite effective in eliciting the intended speech
act. On the other hand, using recordings or real data incorporates a lot of difficulties

and does not guarantee getting the intended speech act.
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2.8.1 American and Thai

Wannaruk (2008) conducted a study comparing similarities and differences in
refusals. Forty American (NSs), forty Thai native speakers (NTs) and forty Thai EFL
learners participated in the study. Each group had twenty males and twenty females.
All of them were graduate students studying different majors in their own countries.
The Thai EFL participants had never travelled to any English speaking countries. The
data were collected via DCT technique, in which the participants had to make
refusals to people of higher, equal and lower power. The importance of this study is
that it shows how Americans make refusals in their native language, English. The
results were the following:

1- In refusing an advisor's invitation to a party, NSs began their refusal with
'positive note' followed by an explanation as "I'd love to, but I've a lot of
homework...”.

2- When refusing a friend's or a neighbor's invitation, NSs tended to be direct.
They sometimes used blunt 'no' plus an explanation.

3- In general, American NSs tended to give explanations in all situations (80%
-95%); their explanations were both specific and clear.

3- 'No' was hardly used when refusing people of higher power but was
employed when refusing friends or neighbors because they are not socially distant.

4- Pragmatic transfer was also noticed in Wannaruk's study (2008). Thais
adopted the norms of their mother language when making refusal in English. For
example, they used regret more than American native speakers (NSs) who preferred
to use gratitude or positive feelings. Pragmatic transfer was also observed when Thai
subjects gave explanations. Their explanations (reasons) were generally vague,

unspecific and unclear. In summary, there were three typical components of refusals
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made by native speakers regardless whether the interlocutors were of higher, equal or
lower power. These components are: an expression of regret, an excuse, and an offer

of alternative.

2.8.2 Chinese and American

Chen (1996) used a discourse completion test to examine the speech act of
refusal to requests, invitations, offers, and suggestions made by American NSs and
Chinese speakers of English. The findings of the study revealed that both groups
avoided using direct refusals such as "no", or “I refuse”. The study also showed that
an expression of regret was common by American speakers but was rarely used by
Chinese speakers. Chen's study is significant because the direct strategy "no" was not
a common strategy even if it is well-known that Americans "prefer communicating

straightforward, stating explicitly what has to be said" (Cohen 1987, pp: 13).

2.8.3 Japanese and American

Beebe, Takahashi, and Uliss-Weltz (1990) compared the speech act of refusal
produced by both Japanese and Americans. This study is often cited when discussing
the speech act of refusal. Three groups took part in the study. Twenty Japanese-
speaking in English who were studying at the US universities. Twenty American NSs.
The third group, a control group, consisted of twenty Japanese native speakers who
were residents of Japan. The authors used a discourse completion test to collect the
data. The purpose of the study was to test the pragmatic transfer in Japanese ESL
learners’ refusals. The study demonstrated that there were significant differences
relating to the order, frequency and content of the semantic formula of refusals. The
Japanese subjects produced refusals in L2 that were similar to those made by native
speakers of Japanese. The researches added that Japanese ESL learners

“approximated” English native speakers’ refusals than Japanese EFL learners did. In
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other words, Japanese people who studied in the US received more input which in

turn increased their pragmatic knowledge.

2.8.4 Turkish, Lao and American

Sadler and Eroz (2002) investigated refusals produced by participants of
different L1s. Thirty subjects for each group were selected: ten Americans, ten Loa,
and ten Turkish. The participants completed a questionnaire consisted of twelve
situations to elicit refusals to requests, invitations, offers, and suggestions. The study
used a DCT questionnaire. The researchers used the classification developed by
Beebe, et al. (1990) to analyze the results. The study revealed the following results:

1- The Americans’ most preferable refusal formula was (1) excuse/explanation,
and (2) statement of regret. The Turks’ refusals were very similar to the Americans’.
2- The Americans avoided direct refusals; ‘no’. Although Americans are known to be
straightforward and direct. In this study they avoided ‘no’ refusals. It is probable that
they did so in order to save their interlocutors’ face.

3- Loa participants’ most common refusal strategy was similar to that
produced by Americans except the use of statement of negative ability, gratitude or
appreciation at the end. The researchers attributed the similarity of refusal patterns
produced by the three groups, mainly the Americans and the Turks, to the high level
of English proficiency the participants had which entailed higher competency in the

language and high awareness of and familiarity with the mainstream culture.

2.9 Comparative studies with Arabic

The researcher reviewed comparative studies that compared refusals made by

both Arabs and English native speakers. The comparison is important because it will
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give insight and better understanding of the way Arab learners of English realize and

produce the speech act of refusal.

2.9.1 Saudis and Americans

Al-Shawali (1997) investigated the speech acts of refusal made by Saudi
learners of English and American male undergraduate students. The study revealed
that both groups used similar refusal strategies but generally, the Saudis used more
direct refusals. What was significant in this study is that Saudis tended to use vague
answers and unspecified reasons while the Americans used more specific explanations
when making refusals. In addition, Saudis used hedging and avoidance strategies
more often. The researcher concluded that such differences can be attributed to
cultural differences. That is to say, refusals are different in different cultures. Beebe,
et al, (1990) argue that the refusals made by Japanese learners of English were very
similar to those refusals made by Japanese native speakers. So pragmatic transfer
occurred because Saudi learners of English used their L1 conventions to make

refusals.

2.9.2 Omanis and British speakers

Umale (2011) investigated the similarities between British and Omani
strategies of refusing requests. The researcher used the Discourse Completion Test to
elicit refusals. The study was conducted in Oman. The British participants, five
females and five males, were working there. The Omani participants were nine male
and one female. All were graduates. It was found that Omani people transferred their
L1's 'speech habits' which results in "misunderstanding and communication failure"
(pp: 31). The Omani participants tended to give long answers, non-specific reasons,
and used the same semantic formulas used in the Arabic language. On the other hand,

the British expressed regret and gave specific reasons. In general, the Omani
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respondents used more direct refusals than their British counterparts. Umale (2011)
also discussed the issue of power. It was found that talking to people of higher status,
both Omani and British speakers used more direct strategies. He also added that both
Omanis and British were very careful when refusing a request initiated by people of
higher power. In assessing the pragmatic competence of both British and Omani
people, it was found that the British gave reasons before they refused and then
expressed regret followed by explanations (excuses). Both groups appeared to care for
their interlocutors' face by using positive politeness such as compliments before
expressing refusals. Meanwhile, both groups used direct strategies when refusing

requests to people of equal status.

2.9.3 Egyptians and Americans

Nelson et al. (2002) investigated the differences and similarities between
refusals made by Egyptians and Americans. The participants were twenty-five
Egyptians and thirty Americans. A modified DCT version, developed by Beebe,
Takahashi, and Uliss-Weltz (1990). The test consisted of 12 items. The respondents
had to write refusals to three requests, three invitations, three offers and three
suggestions. Each situation required the participant to make one refusal (orally) to a
person of higher power, equal power and lower power. The analysis of the data
showed that the two groups were similar in using direct and indirect strategies in
making refusals. More specifically, giving reasons was found to be the most common
strategy used by both Egyptian and American speakers. The second most common
strategy by both groups was using statements of negative willingness. Regarding
power, the Egyptians tended to use more direct strategies when addressing people of
higher or lower power than the Americans. The results were surprising because the

Egyptians were expected to be less direct than the Americans.
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2.9.4 Yemeni and American

Al-Eryani (2008) studied the speech act of refusal using a DCT designed by
Blum-Kulka in (1989). Three groups participated in the study: twenty Yemeni
learners of English, twenty Yemeni native speakers of Arabic and twenty American
native speakers of English. Yemeni native speakers of Arabic completed the DCT in
Yemen whereas the rest of the study was completed in the US. He then compared the
results with both Yemeni native speakers and American English native speakers. The
results were analyzed in terms of semantic formulas and were categorized according
to the refusal taxonomy designed by Beebe, Takahashi, and Uliss-Weltz (1990). The
results were as follows:

1- Each group used different frequency and content of refusals in relation to
the status of the interlocutors. They also varied their refusals according to the eliciting
acts (request, offer, invitation, and suggestion). For example, American English native
speakers tended to be more direct in making refusals while Yemeni native speakers
were less direct; they usually gave reasons or explanations at the beginning of the
semantic formula.

2- There was a connection between English language proficiency and
pragmatic success. Yemeni whose English language proficiency was high produced
refusals much similar to American Native speakers.

3- There was evidence of pragmatic transfer since Yemeni learners of English
showed some of their L1 speech norms when formulating refusals. Yemeni learners of
English displayed pragmatic transfer because their English refusals were closely
similar to those made by Yemeni native speakers of Arabic.

The studies above show that the production of refusals is bound by variables

such as, power, social distance, weight of imposition, and language proficiency.
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2.10 The role of power in making refusals

As shown in the previous section, the choice of refusal strategy is affected by
variables such as social distance between the interlocutors, weight of the refusal, and
power. The status or power factor seems to be very significant. The power variable is
also referred to as the higher position or higher status. That is to say, people of a
higher position such as doctors, professors, or police officers, compared to students,
or layman. In the present study, power and higher position or status are used
interchangeably. According to Brown and Levinson (1987) speakers consider the
power differences of the addressee as an effective element in shaping the refusal
strategy. Speakers use certain strategies to mitigate the impact of refusals on their
addressees' face because refusals are face-threatening acts, because they don’t support
(comply with) the face wants of the addressee. Speakers, therefore, use different
politeness strategies like positive politeness, negative politeness and off-record
strategies to make their refusals more acceptable, or more appropriate. It is expected
that lower status interlocutors tend to use higher politeness strategies and more
indirect strategies in refusing or disagreeing with higher status people (Wolfson,
1989). She also adds that lower status people are expected to use address terms more
often like sir, teacher, boss, doctor, professor, etc. introducing their refusals. Previous
research showed that Arabic native speakers generally tend to produce indirect refusal
strategies when communicating with acquaintances of equal status and with close
friends of unequal status (Hussein, 1995).

The status of the addressee plays a role in choosing the refusal strategy.
Abdul Sattar, CheLah, and Suleiman (2011) found that when refusing a low status
person, the most frequent strategy was: regret + negative ability + an excuse; (sorry, [

can't. I have a meeting....). When refusing a request made by an equal status person,
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the most frequent strategy was: regret + excuse; (Sorry, I need to read the notes
tonight). The results also indicated that participants of equal power used direct
strategies more often. They expressed refusals by saying ‘no’ or ' I can't give you the
note...’. In contrast, refusing a higher status person was different. The study found that
the majority of the participants avoided direct strategies. They preferred using indirect
strategies to show respect to their interlocutors. That is why lower status participants
used address forms like 'professor' when talking to higher status people. What is
significant in this study by Abdul Sattar and his associates is that no participant
replied 'no' to people of higher status because making direct refusals by saying no'
might be interpreted as an insult to the addressee, and this might be risky.

However, in situations where the interlocutors are equal in power and there is
no distance between them, the preferred strategy is directness which is also referred to
as ' solidarity politeness system' (Scollon and Scollon, 2001, cited by AL-Marrani and
Sazalie, 2010). Speakers in such situations tend to be direct to show closeness and

affiliation.

2.11 The social distance and the choice of refusal strategy

Beside power, social distance should be considered when discussing the
speech act of refusal. It is also known as ‘level of familiarity’, between the listener
and speaker. In case of familiarity and closeness, it is expected that strong and direct
refusals are made, whereas refusals to strangers are more likely to be indirect and
include some expressions such as giving reasons or explanations, suggesting
alternative and others (Brown and Levinson, 1987).

For example, it was found that when American friends refuse each other’s
requests or invitations, they tend to give true reasons and more details compared with

strangers of both higher and lower power where they give brief and unelaborated
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response to both higher and lower status. Wannaruk (2008) argues that direct refusals
were also used by Americans when talking to intimates and acquaintance.

In yet another study comparing Japanese and Americans, Beebe et al (1990)
argue that Americans tended to give brief refusals to higher and lower power whereas
they gave ‘more detailed responses to peers’. Social distance affects the choice of
refusals. Blum-Kulka, House and Kasper (1989) maintain that the more familiar the

interlocutors are such as classmates and friends, the more direct refusals they will use.

2.12 Weight or ‘risk’ of imposition

In addition to power and social distance, the weight of imposition (also called:
the absolute ranking of imposition, Brown and Levinson, 1987, pp: 73) affects the
refusal strategies. For instance, borrowing a pen from a neighboring student is not as
significant and risky as borrowing a friend's car. It is assumed that speaking to
somebody is like interfering with his own freedom and speakers are supposed to
respect the circle of freedom of the addressee. It is, therefore, understood that the
speaker is imposing on the hearer by interrupting his life. Using a language
appropriately requires careful phrasing of the language of imposition by using
politeness expressions to avoid backlash from the hearer. This is called imposition
and it has degrees of weight from low demanding to high demanding from the

addressee (Brown and Levinson, 1987).

2.13 Summary

The chapter presented the speech act of refusal that comprises a variety of
individual speech acts. A refusal may be expressed by three separate speech acts: an
expression of regret (apology), a direct refusal and an explanation, or some variation

of these. Research also showed that refusals are culture-specific. Refusals made by

27



non-native speakers are likely to differ from those made by native speakers. For
example, non-native speakers of English rarely include an excuse compared with
American native speakers who mostly give an explanation. Lacking the appropriate
conventions of the speech act of refusal in English, EFL learners tend to transfer rules
of speech from L1 to the target language which in turn results in pragmatic failure.
The chapter also discussed the link between the type of refusal and politeness. When
speakers choose the most direct and unambiguous refusals (such as: 'no' or I refuse'),
they employ an on-record strategy. This means, making refusals without using
adjuncts or any indirect strategy such as: ““ No, I refuse” will be considered strong and
direct. Providing a reason is considered more polite than direct refusals. Using direct

refusals implies that the refuser doesn’t care about the requester's face want.
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Chapter Three

Methodology

3.1 Introduction

This chapter describes the steps the researcher adopted to collect the data. It
also presents the assumptions according to which the DCT was designed and a brief
description is given for each situation. Subjects of the study and the analysis of the

data will also be discussed in this chapter.

3.2 Participants of the study

To get refusals in English, thirty-seven senior Palestinian university students
participated in this study. They were undergraduate students majoring in English at
Hebron University. The researcher chose senior English majors because he assumed
that they would have a reasonable English proficiency to produce linguistically
acceptable refusals. The majority of the participants were female: seven male and
thirty-three female. Although research showed that, for example, women use more
hedging and compliments compared to men, the researcher restricted the investigation
to the three variables discussed in chapter two. The test was translated into Arabic
and administered to thirty-seven Palestinian Arabic majors studying Arabic at Hebron
University. They were asked to write refusals to respond to the ten situations using

standard or colloquial Arabic.

3.3 Data collection and study instrument

To collect the data, the researcher used a Discourse Completion Test (DCT).
DCT 1is used to elicit various types of speech acts like apologizing, requesting,

promising, advising, disagreeing, etc.. There are many comparative studies that
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include native and non-native speakers such as Beebe et al. (1985), Beebe,
Takahashi, & Uliss-Welts, (1990), Chen, (1996), Al-Shawali, (1997). In this study,
the subjects were asked to complete a DCT which included twelve situations that are
frequently used in real life. The participants had to respond to each situation and write
what they would actually say in these situations. They wrote refusals in English.

The researcher considers that the speech act of refusal is a face-threatening
act; therefore, speakers may wuse polite strategies to mitigate the impact of their
refusals. They may vary their refusals according to various elements. Brown and
Levinson (1987) maintain that speakers vary their refusals according to three factors:
social distance (familiars or strangers), relative power (status) between interlocutors,
and weight or risk of the imposition.

In light of the social variables discussed by Brown and Levinson (1987), the
researcher designed the situations. The questionnaire consisted of ten situations. The
first six situations try to investigate the effect of social power and social distance
between the interlocutors. When combining the social power of the interlocutors with
the social distance between the interlocutors, six situations (combinations) will result.
The respondent is either higher, equal or lower in power (status or position) in relation
to the interlocutor. If they know each other, there is no social distance between them.
If they are strangers (i.e., unfamiliar, or has newly met each other), then there is social
distance between them. Below are the six situations that were designed to test the
effect of the relative power and the social distance of the speakers in each situation.
The situations in the discourse completion test are adapted from studies done by
Beebe, Takahashi, and Uliss-Weltz (1990), Umale, (2011), Nelson, et al. (2002). The
following are the situations that were used to trigger refusals in this study with a brief

discussion on each:
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1. You are a student studying English at a Palestinian university. A professor,
whom you have known for a long time, asks you to clean his office. What
would you say to him? ...........c.ccoeeeveee ...

In this situation, the respondent is in lower power (status) in relation to the
speaker and there is distance between them. The request is risky and highly
demanding. (-p, -d, +r)

2. You teach at a university. One of your students asks you to postpone a test for
the following week. You can't approve this. What would you say to him?

In this situation, the respondent is of higher power in relation to the speaker
and there is no social distance between the two as they have met before. The request
is of low risk. (+p, -d, -1)

3. You are a head master at a high school. A newly appointed English teacher
wants you to show him how to make a lesson plan for grade eight. It is the
beginning of the year and you are very busy and can’t help him. What would
you say?

In this situation, the respondent has lower power in relation to the speaker and
they don't know each other. The request is of low risk. (+p, +d, -r)

4. You are a senior student at a university and your advisor wants you to attend
a conference at the university. You are busy and can’t attend. What would you
SAY 10 him?.........c...ocoveeiieeeneann.

In this situation, the respondent is in lower power in relation to the speaker
and they know each other very well which means that there is no social distance

between the two. The request is of low risk and not highly demanding. (-p, -d, -1)
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5. You are the boss in a company. One of your best workers asks for a raise in
his salary. Your company is facing a financial problem. You can’t approve
this request. What would you say to him? ..........................

In this situation, the respondent is higher in power (authority) than the speaker
but there is no social distance between them. (+p, -d, +r). The request is risky.

6. While driving your car to work, a police officer stops you and asks for your
driving license. You can’t waste time. What would you say to him?..................
In this situation, the respondent is in lower power (status) and there is a

distance between the speakers (the policeman and the driver). (-p, +d, +r).The refusal
is risky.

7. You are a doctor at a hospital. A patient asks you to postpone the operation
which is scheduled for today. Of course, you can’t approve this request.
What would you say to him? ............c.ccccceevevveeviieenieeeeeeeene,

In this situation, the respondent is a doctor and has the authority and power
over the patient. The refusal is risky. (+p, +d, +1)
8. You are a new worker in a company. The boss wants to talk to you about how
to finish a particular task but you have to leave soon. What would you say to
P2 .o
In this situation, the respondent is in low power in relation to the boss. The
worker is less in power compared to the boss of the company. The interlocutors don't
know each other. The refusal is not risky. (-p, +d, -r)

In the next situations, the researcher tries to test how the participants realize
the speech act of refusal when talking to people of equal power.

9. Your best friend asks to use your mobile phone. You cannot let him/her do that

for a certain reason. What would you say to him?
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In the situation above, the interlocutors are equal in power and there is no
social distance between them as they are friends. The refusal is of low risk. (=p, -d, -1)
10. You are a lecturer at a college. The workload is very heavy and you are
under a lot of stress. One of your colleagues wants to talk to you over lunch
but you are tired and don’t have time. You can’t approve this request. What
would you say to him? ..........cccccoeeeeeeeneene.n.
In the situation above, the speakers are equal in power. It aims to investigate
what types of refusal learners would prefer when to talking to people of equal power.
(=p,-d, -p)

Table 2: Summary of the combinations of variables in each situation’

Situation no. | Power (+, -, =) | Distance (+, -) | Risk (-, +)
1 -p -d +r
2 +p -d -T
3 +p +d -T
4 -p -d -r
5 +p -d +r
6 -p +d +r
7 +p +d +r
8 -p +d T
9 =p -d -r
10 =p -d -r

To answer the third research question which examines the effect of the
learners' L1 on realizing refusals in the target language (English), the researcher used

an Arabic version of the questionnaire. The same items were translated into Arabic.

'Note: -p means that the respondent (the one who refuses) is lower in power
relative to the speaker whereas +p means the refuser is higher in power in
relation to the speaker. R stands for 'risk', it refers to the magnitude of the refusal
whether low (-r), or high (+r). (+d) means that there is distance between the
speakers which suggest that they don’t know each other. (—d) means that the
speakers are familiar and there is no distance between them.
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The Arabic majors’ refusals were compared to those English majors. That helped out
whether L1 (Arabic) influenced the refusals made in the target language, English.

To get the Arabic responses, the researcher gave the Arabic version of the
DCT to senior Arabic majors to use their answers as a reference point in the
discussion of the answers of English majors. That was to establish a norm in Arabic
for comparison with English. It was also assumed that English majors may resort to
translation from English or into English if given the same questionnaire in two
languages. Therefore, the DCT was given to Arabic majors to avoid memorization. It
is believed that transfer from L1 to L2 will become more obvious if the sample was
taken from non-English majors.

The participants were given the English version of (DCT), which included ten
situations. A brief description was included for each situation. The participants
(English majors) were asked to respond to each situation by writing the refusal in
English. It was emphasized that the participants had to respond to all situations by
using refusals. They wrote their responses in the blanks bellow each situation. The
DCT was administered by the researcher himself. To get the Arabic refusals, forty
Palestinian Arabic majors at Hebron University were given the Arabic version of the

DCT. They were instructed to write their refusals in Arabic.

3.4 Data analysis

The researcher collected the thirty-seven copies. The responses of the English
majors were classified into ten categories; reason (explanation), regret (sorry), future
and past acceptance ( if you had asked me earlier, I would have come), positive
opinion or feeling ( thanks for asking me or I would love to), indirect refusal ( I am a

student, not a cleaner), agreement, alternative ( may be next time), direct refusal ( I
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refuse), no, and can’t ( I can’t ..). Bearing in mind that a refusal could be consist of
three individual speech acts such as: an apology, an explanation, or an offer of
alternative as in: “I am sorry, I have an important meeting, may be next time”. A
respondent might use more than one expression to make a refusal. Reason was not
used in all situations but was used higher than any other strategy. Then, the researcher
counted how many times the respondents used each strategy in each situation. For
example, in situation number one in which the student had to refuse a request made by
his professor giving a reason was used fourteen times and expressing regret (i.e.: I am
sorry) was used twelve times. Finally, the researcher counted how many times reason

was used in all situations.
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Chapter Four

Results and Discussion

4.1 Introduction

This chapter presents the results to answer the three research questions. First,
research question one investigated what refusal strategies the respondents used; (1)
showing the most and least common strategies employed in making refusals. (2)
examples are given on each strategy. (3) Then the preferred refusal strategy is
discussed with examples. (4) The content of refusal strategy is elaborated on; what
combination of strategies was most preferred. (5) direct and indirect refusals are also
discussed. (6) a comparison is made between Arabic majors refusals obtain by this
study and native speakers of English. After that, the researcher discusses the second
research question and uses the results to show whether the respondents vary their
refusals according to the three variables. Third, the chapter finally presents the refusal
strategies most preferred by Arabic majors with examples: (see table 7). Finally, the
third research question is answered. That is, a comparison is made between refusals

made by both groups to check if pragmatic transfer exists or not.

36



LE

w1 4 87 143 81 9 0L €5 (441 9L1 1630
RERTTRET
%6 | 6 | %0 | 0| %0 | 0| %6 | €| %0 | 0| %0 |0| %Ll |TU| %Ll | 6 | %rl | LI | %Il | 0T IR IONYI-O]
%Il | CTL | %0 | 0| %0 | 0| %t [T | %9 | T | %I [T % |t | %C | 1T | %81 | TCT | %El | € PUALL-pULL)-6
JIYIeBd
%EL | €1 | %0 | 0 | %L | T| %6 [OL| %0 | 0| %0 |0 %E | T | %IT [ 11| %01 | T | %8 | ¥l -b:.wauua_-m
%9T | 9T | %9€ | S | %6T | 8 | %9 [T | %0 | 0| %Ll [ T| %6 [ 9| %0 |0 | %8 |0l | %8 | vI | juoned-1000p-L
JII0M
%Il | 91 | %L | T | %L | T| % | T | %0 | 0| %0 [0| %L | S| %T [¥I| %Il | €1 | %l | IT ww_g_-m
jyudpnjs
%IT | TT | %y | 9 | %Te | 6 | %Tl | ¥ | %9 | T | %E€E [T| %E | T | %8 | v | %8 | O | %S | 8 ~10s50§01d-7
% | 9 | %L | T | %y | T % | T | %I | €| %0 [0 %6l | €| %l |6 | %L | 6 | %6 | 91 $50q-19310M-8
uewdIod
%S | S| %L | 1| %L | T| %Sl | 9| % | v | %0 |[0| %Il |8 | % |1 | % | L | %Sl | 9T ~IPALIP-0
%L | L | %0 | 0| %rl | v [ %t | T | %T | S| %Ll [ L| %0l | L | %9 | €| %8 | Ol | %Il | 0T | l0sape-juopms-p
J10ss3jo0.ad
%L | L | %0 | 0| %0 | 0| %6 | €| % |t | %Il [ 1| %0 | 11| % |1 | %0l | 2l | %8 | vl TIPS~
% # % | # | % [ #| % | #| % | #| % |[#H| % | #| % |#| % # % #
o
(%96 mmﬂm@ww (o1€'8) g
(%LE91) (%ST0) (%6t'7) (%9t°S) (%68°7) ou o oueydady | (%85°61) (%ST'87) 2
j.ue) ou Je[] Joy 10an(q | seaneurd)y | juswoeidy JosmIpu wormdgy 1sed 12130y 5 UOSey £
QANISOd pue aImn. “

% + PQUINU(% €T PP ) A

% + 1oquInu (%6°9L “‘68% ) 311puf

saolew ysiduyg Aq apewr sadA) [esnjoa Jo s93eIUIN € dqBL




Table 3 shows the number and percentages of refusals made by Palestinian EFL
learners. It presents both direct and indirect refusals. Table three can tell the most and
the least preferred refusals the learners used. For example, the respondents preferred
reason more than any other strategy.
Direct refusals include three subcategories which are:
1. Flat ‘No’: (e.g.: No, it is not possible at all) (situation 2).
2. Can’t: (e.g.: I can’t postpone your test, you should study) (situation 3).
3. Direct refusals are statements which express strong and clear refusals without
using “no” or “can” (e.g. : Your request is completely refused) ( situation 5).
Indirect refusals include seven subcategories which are:
1. Giving reason or explanations.
2. Expressing regret (e.g., expressing one’s apology for not being able to do the
act).
3. Future or past acceptance (e.g.: I will raise your salary after the company
solves its financial problems) (situation 5).
4. Using terms that express positive opinions and feelings (gratitude and
appreciation)
5. Indirect refusals (e.g. : I don’t think so).
6. Expressing agreement (i.e.: accepting to perform the request).
7. Suggesting alternatives.
Category 4 is also called adjuncts such as using the preferred terms of address
(e.g.: doctor or professor), positive opinion (I would like to...), gratitude or
appreciation (thanks for your invitation...). These are not refusals on their own but

they were inserted as softeners and downgraders to minimize or tone down the face
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threatening of the speech act of refusal. Adjuncts were classified as indirect refusals.
This category adds to the indirectness of the refusals and indicates politeness.

Direct refusals are very explicit and the message of rejection and disagreement
is clear. Indirect refusals, however, may include reason, alternative, suggestion, partial
agreement, etc.. Both types can be linked with the “power” variable. That means,
when high power makes refusals to low power, the refuser is expected to use no
mitigation or softeners because there will be no risk or low risk. In other words, he is
in a way trying to exert power over the speaker. So that little mitigation will possibly
be used. Therefore, directness will be displayed like “No, I don’t accept this” or “No,
I can’t”. But when the respondent is of lower power than the requester, the refusals
will be weak because lower power people try not to impose on their interlocutors
since they can’t refuse high power strongly, they try to lessen and soften the impact of
their refusals on the speakers to show respect and avoid possible risk. Therefore, it’s
expected that low power will use adjuncts of gratitude and appreciation (thank you) in
their refusals (Umale, 2011).

A single refusal formula can be divided into small elements which are
considered as individual speech acts. A refusal may include the following elements:
(1) expression of regret, (2) negative ability, and (3) a promise of future acceptance
as illustrated by the following example:

13. Sorry, I can't help you, come later. (3- headmaster to teacher)

One can express his refusal by using a set of speech acts joined together. In

this study, the respondents rarely used one single speech act to express their refusals

like; “I can’t”.
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4.2 Research question one

Research question one is: "What are the mostly used semantic formulas (i.e.,
refusal strategies) by Palestinian senior students learning English in making
refusals?”. According to the studies reviewed in chapter two, people can express
their refusals in many different ways either directly or indirectly. They can be direct
by saying "No”, "I refuse" or “I can’t”. On the other hand, the refuser can be indirect,
for example, by giving a reason (explanation) or expressing regret (I am sorry). In this
study, the respondents used different refusal strategies (i.e.: or patterns) in their
refusals. Ten refusal patterns were used:

Reason, regret, future and past acceptance, expression of positive opinion and
feelings (adjuncts), alternative, (partial) agreement, and mitigated refusal (indirect
refusals), direct refusal, expressing negative ability (e.g. : [ can’t), and “No”.

To comment on this result, these wide options of expressing refusals revealed
that the respondents recognized how face-threatening the act would be on the
interlocutors. Besides, the indirect way to refuse signals that strong refusals are more
likely to cause some damage to the relationships. That is why the respondents used
reason, regret, alternatives and other strategies to soften their refusals.

The most frequent type was giving a “reason” (note: this refusal pattern or
type is also called “excuse” or “explanation” because the refuser provides it to
explain to the refusee why he can’t accept to do the act) with the percentage of
28.25% (176 out of 623). That is to say, reasons, explanations or excuses were used
higher than other refusal patterns. The participants used this pattern in all situations,
with higher, lower, and equal power interlocutors, but in different percentages. What
is worthy to note here is that the participants did not use excuses alone, but they used

them in combination with other strategies like regret or expressing negative ability.
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Figure 1: Percentages of refusal patterns made by English majors

Below are some examples from this study:
14. I am really sorry. I have no time. I can't.(2- professor to student)
15. Sorry my boss, I have to go now.(5- worker to boss)
16. Sorry my professor. I couldn't do this job.(1-student to professor)
17. 1 hope, but I can't, I am too busy.(10-lecturer to lecturer)
18. Sorry, I can't give you my mobile, I have a personal reason. (9-friend to
friend)
19. Sorry, I can't accept your invitation, I am very busy. (10-lecturer to lecturer)
Sometimes, the respondents replaced negative ability (can’t) with other
patterns such as: a statement of future promise of acceptance. Below are some
examples:

20. I should leave now, maybe I'll talk to you tomorrow.(8-worker to boss)
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21. Sorry at this time I can't. I promise when we pass the financial problem of our
company I will raise your salary. ( 5- boss to worker)
22. I am not here over lunch. See you tomorrow.(10- lecturer to lecturer)

The second common strategy was expressing regret or apology by saying:
sorry, or I am sorry. It was used 19.58%, counting 122 times out of 623. This type
was used generally at the beginning and, in very rare cases, at the end as shown in the
following examples:

23. I'm sorry, I can’t give it to you because I'm too busy. (6-driver to policeman
asking for the driving license).
24. Sorry. I can’t accept your invitation. (10-lecturer to lecture: lunch invitation).

The respondents favored short refusals. In general, they used two
combinations of refusals such as giving a reason followed by an expression of regret
or an expression of positive opinion followed or preceded by negative ability ( i.e.:
can’t). See the examples below.

25. I would be very happy to give you the mobile, but I can’t. (9-friend to friend:
asking for using mobile).

26. Please, I must leave now. (8- worker to boss).

27. Sorry, we can meet tomorrow.(situation 8).

28. Your request is completely refused. (5-boss to worker: asking for salary raise).

The above examples show that the respondents preferred short refusals
although they used variuos refusal types. The respondents rarely used four or more
refusal types to make a refusal.

The third common refusal pattern was expressing negative ability, which is
expressed in different ways such as (I can’t, I am not able...). It was used 16.37%,

which means 102 out of 623. It was used in all situations but in different percentages.
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This type of refusal is classified as direct and because of this it was accompanied by

other patterns, and was rarely used alone. See the examples below:

29. [ can’t talk now, I will tell you later. ( 8-worker to boss)

30. Sorry, I can’t, I must go home now. (9- friend to friend: asking to use his
mobile).

31. 1 am tired, I can’t attend, forgive me. (4-student to advisor).

What is noteworthy in this study is that the respondents avoided using two
direct refusal patterns like “flat no” and “can’t”. It seems that they recognized that
such refusals would be very strong and direct which might be interpreted as rude or
impolite. That is why they accompanied their refusals with softeners and mitigators

like giving reasons or expressing regret.

4.2.1 The order of refusals

The respondents did not stick to one order when they used more than one
strategy to express refusals. Sometimes they expressed regret and then gave reason or
vice versa. However, there was a general tendency to start refusals with regret
followed by an excuse (i.e. reason). When they used “can’t”, they followed this order:
expression of regret, can’t and reason.

32. 1 am so sorry, I can’t help. I am too busy. (3-headmaster to teacher).

However, the respondents did not favor using can’t in the first position. This
can be attributed to the idea that starting refusals with can’t will be very direct and
strong refusals. They tended to use can’t mostly in the second position within the
refusal formula after expressing either regret or providing excuses. To avoid starting

refusals with can’t or no, the respondents began their refusals with positive
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expressions, such as expressing gratitude and appreciation (I would like to, but I
can’t).

American native speakers, however, tend to use regret more in the first
position of their refusals (AL-Eryani, 2008). Likewise, the respondents in this study

tended to use regret in a similar fashion.

4.2.2 The content of refusals

Question one also investigates the content of the semantic formula that the
respondents used in their refusals. The respondents, sometimes, expressed their
refusals by using one single refusal pattern. Here are some examples:

33. May be tomorrow.(8-worker to boss)

34. [ can't do that. (1-student to professor)

35. I am very sorry. (4- student to advisor)

36. I don't like attending conferences .(3-headmaster to student)

The examples above consist of only one speech act; promising future
acceptance, expressing negative ability respectively. Meanwhile, in other cases, the
respondents used two patterns in their refusals, combined two strategies together
like:

37.1am sorry. I can’t right now. (9-friend to friend)
38.1 don’t accept this, your health is more important than anything else. (7-
doctor-patient)

The above examples consist of two speech acts in each. The first includes
regret and negative ability, the second example includes a direct refusal (I don’t
accept this) followed by an explanation.

In general, the refusals consist of either two or three speech acts in each,

which are: reason, regret, and negative ability. The examples are:
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39. I would do it, but sorry, I am busy. (1-student to professor)

40. You can ask any of the teachers here because I am busy. (3- headmaster to
teacher)

41. You know that the company faces a financial problem, I can’t raise your
salary, sorry.(5-boss to worker).

In all cases, direct refusals seem shorter than indirect ones. The direct refusals
generally consist of a single speech act. To support this point, the percentage of
indirect refusal is 76.88% and they include seven categories. Whereas, direct refusal
is 23.11% and has only three categories. The following examples show how short
direct refusals are:

42. I will refuse. ( 1- student to professor)

43. I am not interested in attending the conference. (4-student to advisor).
44. No, I can't. (7-doctor to patient)

45. I can't do this. (1- student to professor)

46. Your request is completely refused. (5-boss to worker)

47. I don't accept. (9- friend to friend)

48. I can't. (2-professor to student)

49. I refuse this suggestion. (10- lecturer to lecturer)

In the above examples, the speakers (refusers) made no attempt to
lessen the impact of the refusals on the hearers' face. The communicative
meaning of each statement is expressed explicitly with no mitigation. The
examples are classified as very direct refusals because the speakers provided
no other strategies such as expressing regret ( / am sorry), giving explanations
and alternatives or using positive remarks or expressing gratitude like (thank

you very much for asking me..or please ..excuse me..).
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In addition, the results show that the respondents preferred, or tended
to give unspecified reasons. The respondents offered the following examples:
50. / am in a hurry. ( 6-driver to policeman).
51. I am busy. (10- lecturer to lecturer)
52. I have to leave, I have a serious reason.. ( 6-driver to policeman)
53. [ can’t postpone it because of many reasons. (2-professor to student).
54. I must go. (5-boss to worker)

The above examples include no specific reason or explanation. The excuses
were very general and very unspecified which may not be convincing to the listener.
For example, I am busy...I have a problem ...I have to leave.. I have a serious reason.
[ can’t do that for many reasons etc... All these are unspecific explanations. The
listener may interpret such vague excuses as lies or lack of seriousness. Tanck (2003)
argues that non-native speakers also tend to offer unspecific explanations when
making refusals whereas English native speakers offered specific explanations, such
as: “I have to pick up a friend at the airport...” (1, b, pp: 12). She argues that "this lack
of specificity can lead to the speaker being perceived as vague or secretive. In the
student-professor context, such vagueness may seem disrespectful as if the student

feels superior to the professor...” (Tanck, 2003, pp: 12).

4.2.3 Indirect refusals and politeness

Regardless whether the reasons or explanations given in refusals are specific
or unspecific, their use signals that the refusers do care about their interlocutors’
feelings, or ‘face’ in (Brown and Levinson’s, 1987). That is, the refuser wants to
reduce the force of his or her on the addressee and, therefore, uses reason, suggesting
alternatives, or promising future acceptance as a further mitigation. In addition,

adjuncts like, thanking, using names or name terms, aims at maintaining “balance and
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harmony” between speakers and hearers (Leech, 1983). He also adds that the indirect
speech acts are more polite because they increase the “degree of optionality”. On the
other hand, the use of direct refusals like: no, can’t or I refuse, will signal that the
refusal is disregarding the damage and offence which may result because of such
strong refusal.

This study proved that the participants used more indirect strategies to express

the message of refusals. See Figure 2.
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Figure 2: Distribution of direct and indirect refusals

Figure 2 shows that the participants preferred indirect refusals than direct. They used
indirect refusals 70% which is very significant. the results show that more indirect
refusals were used when talking to people of higher power. The explanation for this
would be that the participants realized that refusals are always undesired by the
hearers and might cause damage to the relationships between both, the speaker and
the hearer. The use of indirect refusals will possibly make the refusals more

convincing and yet acceptable.
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4.2.4 Native speakers norms

This study revealed that giving excuses (reasons or explanations), expressing
regret (I am sorry) and a statement of negative ability were the most common
strategies used by the participants. American native speakers, according to Tanck
(2002), used regret and alternatives in relatively most refusals. Tanck also argues that
the two types of refusals, regret and alternatives are culturally and socially important
in the American refusals. In this study, the participants used regret 19.58% only
whereas American native speakers used it relatively in all refusals. In general,
American native speakers of English used more expressions of regret and offers of
alternatives compared to the participants in this study. In this study, the use of

alternatives was very limited. It was only 3.36%.

4.2.5 Summary

The participants have used a wide variety of strategies to respond to requests
initiated by the interlocutors. They used both direct and indirect strategies. Indirect
strategies include: expressing excuse, giving alternative, expressing regret, promising
future acceptance, setting conditions for future or past acceptance, etc. The most
common refusal type or pattern was giving excuses and the second common one was
expressing regret. Expressing negative willingness (can't) was the third most common
type. The least familiar refusal type is the indirect refusal which is also called
"mitigated refusal". Very few examples were identified as:

55. I am a student, not a cleaner. (1-student to professor).
56. I don't think so. (1-student to professor).

57. Please, let me go, I am in a hurry. (6-driver to policeman).
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4.3 Research question two

The study was also planned to answer the second research question:

What is the effect of the social power, social distance and the weight of the
imposition on the realization of the speech act of refusal by Palestinian senior English
majors?

The results of this study indicated that the respondents varied their responses
(refusals patterns) when dealing with people of higher, equal or lower power. The
researcher classified the situations according to refusals made to higher, lower and
equal power and put them in tables: 4, 5, and 6. Then he calculated the frequency of
refusal patterns for each situation. The researcher grouped situations (2, 5, 7, and 3)
together (table 5) because, in each, high power and status people were asked to make
refusals to lower power interlocutors. Situations (1, 4, 6, and 8) were put together (see

table 4) because they represent low power and status making refusals to high power

interlocutors.
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Figure 3: Refusals made according to power variable.
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Table 4: English majors’ refusals made to high power (L-H)

Indirect refusal Direct refusal
Positive
Future and .. . .
Reason Regret Past Opinion Indirect Agreement | Alternatives Direct Flat no Can't
and Ref. Ref.
Acceptance .
Feelings
4 % # % # % # % |#| % # % # % % | #] % # %
,:J;Z:::: 14 18% | 12| 32% | 1 7% | 11| 28% | 1] 50% | 4 | 25% | 3 | 25% 0% (0| 0% | 7| 28%
I-student- 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0,
visor 20| 26% | 10| 26% | 3 | 21% | 7| 18% | 1| 50% | 5| 31% | 1 | 8% 57% [ 0| 0% | 7 | 28%
»-driver-
e icoman | 26| 34% | 7| 18% | 1| 7% | 8 | 21% [0| 0% |4 | 25% | 6 | 50% 20% | 1] 50% | 5 | 20%
;;V::rk“‘ 16| 21% | 9| 24% | 9 | 64% |13 ] 33% |o0] 0% | 3| 19% | 2 | 17% 14% | 1] 50% | 6 | 24%
Fotal 76  100% 38 100% 14 100% 39 100% 2 100% 16 100% 12 100% 100% 2 100% 25 100%
Table 5: English majors’ refusals made by high power to low power (H-L).
Indirect refusal Direct refusal
Future and (PSO?ISZE Indirect
Reason Regret Past [; nd Ref Agreement | Alternatives | Direct Ref. Flat no Can't
Acceptance . ’
Feelings
# % # % # % # % | #| % # % # % # % # % # %
tt'l‘l’;‘e’i‘:“or' 8 | 14% |10 22% | 4 | 14% | 2 | 13% [ 2| 67% | 1 | 100% | 4 | 22% | 9 | 43% | 6 | 50% | 11 | 20%
W')’rolf:r 20 37% |13 ] 29% | 14| 48% | 5| 33% [ 0] 0% | 0| 0% | 2| 11% | 2| 10% | 1| 8% | 16| 29%
'-doctor-
oatient 14 25% |10 22% | 0| 0% | 6 | 40% | 1] 33% | 0| 0% | 2 | 11% | 8 | 38% | 5 | 492% | 16 | 29%
;:ce}?:fla“er' 14| 25% |12 27% | 11| 38% | 2 | 13% |0 0% | 0| 0% |10] 56% | 2 | 10% | 0o | 0% | 13| 23%
Cotal 57 100% 45 100% 29 100% 15 100% 3 100% 1 100% 18 100% 21 100% 12 100% 56 100%
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Table 6: English majors’ refusals made between equal power

Indirect refusal Direct refusal
Future and (P)OSiIrEZE Indirect Direct
Reason Regret Past P Agreement | Alternatives Flat no Can't
and Ref. Ref.
Acceptance R
Feelings
# % # % # % # % # % # % # % # % # % # %
)-friend-
ﬁf::le(;ld 23 | 53% | 22| 56% 1 10% 4 25% 1 | 100% 1 100% 1 25% | 0 0% 0 0% 12 | 57%
l‘;'c'f::‘e':r” 20| 47% | 17| 44% | 9 | 90% | 12| 75% | 0| 0% | 0| 0% | 3| 75% [0] 0% |[o0]| 0% | 9 | 43%

[otal

43 100% 39 100% 10 100% 16 100% 1 100% 1 100% 4 100% O 0% 0 0% 21

100%

The results show that the respondents paid attention to the power variable. It
seemed that social distance and the weight of imposition were of limited effect on the

production and choice of the refusal patterns.

4.3.1 The use of direct strategies:

Three types of refusals are considered direct since each one expresses the
refusal clearly and without any mitigation, i.e. the refusal is strong and clear. These
strategies include:

1-directrefusal like: I refuse or I don't accept that..

.2-expressing negative ability such as: I can't. and

3- 'no' which is the most direct and is also called flat ‘No’.

To comment on refusals made to higher or lower power, the following points
were noted:

1-Direct refusals such as ‘I refuse to do it, or I don’t accept this’ were used
more by higher power. They were used it 21 times; while, direct refusals were used
less by lower power, only 7 times. That is to say, when making refusals to people of
higher status/ power, less direct strategies were used. That is because people with low

power, for example, students, drivers, patients, etc., tried to use more politeness when
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interacting with higher power persons, for example, professors, boss, police officers,
etc. The are some examples:
58. "I refuse this suggestion” is a strong refusal was made by professor to his

student who wanted to postponing a test ( situation 2)

59. You must attend this planned operation. (7-doctor to patient)

2- When making refusals to people of lower power and status, the respondents
used more negative ability expressions ‘can't”. Table 4 shows that “can’t” was used
“56” times by high power interlocutors but was used “25” times by low power people.
“Can't” was used more by professors, bosses, advisors, and doctors and was used less
by students, patients, drivers, and teachers. The use of can’t is considered part of the
direct refusals. It is noted that “can’t” was generally accompanied by other strategies
like giving reasons or expressing regret, but in some situations the respondents
preferred to use it alone. Examples are below:

60. / can't do this. (by a headmaster in response to a teacher who asked for a

lesson plan, situation 3).

3- The use of most direct 'no' without any other strategies, i.e., (flat no) was
used more by higher power interlocutors. Low power people used the flat ‘No’ only 2
times but higher power people like: professors, bosses, doctors, and headmasters used
it 12 times. This enhances the assumption that lower power people tend to avoid
strong refusals when refusing requests initiated by interlocutors like professors, police
officers or doctors. See the examples below:

61. of course not, no. (in response to a patient who asked a doctor for postponing

the planned operation, situation 7).

62. [ will say No. (5-boss to worker).
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63. No, it is not possible at all. (2- by a professor in response to a student asking
for postponing a test).
It 1s noted that the "no" strategy was used more by doctors, professors, and
police officers. The explanation for this is because they have the authority to impose

upon others and always like to be obeyed. They just give directions and commands.

4.3.2 Indirect refusals.

In general, there was a tendency to use more indirect refusals when low
power/ social position or status people are talking to higher power interlocutors. The
explanation of these findings would be that people of lower power try to speak
indirectly, thinking that direct strategies may cause damage to their relationships with
their interlocutors. Also, indirect refusals can be interpreted as showing respect and
appreciation to higher power interlocutors, especially advisors, boss or policemen. Al
Eryani (2008, p: 96) argues that the “less use of direct refusal no or can't refers to the
same perception of adopting polite strategies". The issue of power was very decisive
as the study revealed. The participants tried to be as much polite with professors,
doctors, police officers and headmaster as they can in an attempt to save the face of
their interlocutors. So, it was found that some participants avoided using the flat 'no'
or any direct form of refusals. They mitigated their refusals in many different ways.
One participant said in response to his/her professor asking him to clean the office in
situation 1:

64. No, it is right that I am your student, but cleaning the office is not my job.

Sorry, I can't."(1-student to professor).

The above example shows how much the student respected the professor, the
person of authority and high status (position). Although the respondent said 'no', but

still keen to the issue of politeness because an explanation (cleaning the office is not
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my job) was used, followed by an expression of regret (sorry) and then expressed his
disability (1 can't). The student realizes that saying 'no' alone would be very direct and
possibly be inferred as lack of respect.

Concerning the indirect refusals, the following differences are noticed.

1- When comparing the results in 7able 4 with those in Table 5in terms of
giving excuses (explanations), it was found that higher power people employ less
excuses when refusing requests initiated by lower power. High power used reason 57
times as they refused requests initiated by students, patients, teachers or workers. On
the other hand, lower power used reason 76 times. It is known that reasons in
refusals function as downgraders and softeners. So, those how used more reasons tend
to be more indirect in their refusals. This finding goes supports the point that low
power are expected to be indirect when refusing higher power speakers.

2- ‘Positive opinion and feelings’ expressions were used 15 times by high
power. By contrast, low power interlocutors used it 39 times. Positive remarks are
like:

'Twould like to’,

'thank you very much’

“that is my pleasure’

Indeed, this study showed that higher power (status) persons used
significantly less positive remarks when making refusals to less power interlocutors.
This refusal types (also called adjuncts) is not an independent strategy by itself, but it
is usually associated with other strategies like expressing regret or expressing
negative willingness like saying: ' Professor, I am sorry' or I can't, doctor..'

3- What is striking in this study is that higher power people used more

alternatives than lower power people. Alternatives were used more by doctors, bosses
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professors, and head teachers. This contradicts the assumption that low power prefer
indirect refusals and higher power generally refuse directly, bearing in mind that
giving alternatives is considered as indirect refusal. Furthermore, high power also
employed ‘future and past acceptance’ more than low power. The use of more
alternatives and ‘future and past acceptance’ by high power is due to the point that

they have the authority to make future arrangements.

4.3.3 Summary

People of lower position/ power employed more indirect refusal patterns like
giving reasons, positive opinion and feeling expressions, agreement, while higher
power employed more direct strategies such as: no, can't, and the direct refusals( /
don't agree.. I refuse...). To add, as the study shows, lower power interlocutors tend
to avoid explicit and strong refusals because such types of refusals are considered
impolite and possibly harm the relationship between the students - professors, drivers
- policemen, teacher - headmaster, and patient- doctors.

Relating to making refusals to equal power, the study showed that the
preferred refusal patterns were giving reasons, and expressing regret. Table ( 6 )
shows the refusals patterns made by equal power status persons (9-friend to friend and
10- lecturer to his colleague).

It was found that the respondents varied their refusals according to power.
More direct refusals were used by high power and more mitigation was used by lower
power. The other two variables which are social distance and the weight of imposition
had no significant effect on the choice of refusals. This finding does not deny that
these two variables are of no effect. The respondents paid more attention to the power

variable.
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4.4 Research Question three

What is the effect of the participants' L1 (Arabic) in realizing the speech act of
refusals?

The study examines the role of the learners' L1 (i.e. : Arabic) in shaping
English refusals in the target language. Table (7) exhibits the type and frequency of

refusals made by Arabic majors.

4.4.1 Types of refusals made by Arabic majors

Table 7: Arabic majors’ refusals

Situations
no. / types of Indirect Direct
refusals
¥ @
(=]
2| E| z ., | £ ] ¢ 3
- s | BE | ms | & | & = | & g 5 - s
(] o) o @ [ o) 1] o 5 @ = & I~3 =
Z € |2z | 52| 2 g g . e, 8 o 2
= a § & ag 3. F <} g g 2 7 © Q
@ g g g 2 g g = ™ g
4 o @ =N Q =
=] « ’p_
a o
I-student- 19 1 0 2 0 2 0 5 1 8 1 9
professor
2-professor- 12 9 1 1 1 1 4 4 2 7 1 16
student
3-
headmaster- 9 14 1 1 0 0 18 6 0 3 0 14
teacher
dstudent- 23 12 1 1 2 2 1 4 1 2 2 10
adviser
S-boss- 13 6 16 4 3 1 2 3 0 2 2 9
worker
6-driver- 20 7 5 0 0 5 2 3 1 3 2 6
police
7-doctor- 2 8 0 0 2 0 1 3 2 8 0 13
patient
8-worker- 27 17 1 3 2 1 1 1 2 1 1 17
boss
9-friend- 26 17 0 4 1 0 1 0 2 1 0 12
friend
10-lecturer- 25 23 6 3 5 0 6 0 0 1 0 16
lecturer
Frequency 196 124 31 19 16 10 35 29 11 36 9 122
Percentage 3?,}72 1?,}44 4.86% | 2.98% | 2.50% | 1.57% | 549% | 4.55% | 1.72% | 5.64% | 1.41% 1?,}12 100%
(1] (] (1]
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(Table 7) shows the following facts about refusals made by Arabic university
majors. Knowing how Arabs refuse in Arabic and what types of refusals they would
prefer can help us understand whether English majors transfer Arabic patterns when
making refusals in English. The researcher found the following about refusals made
by Arabic majors:

1- The most common refusal strategies were: (1) reason (30.72%), followed
by (2) regret (19.44%), followed by (3) negative ability can’t’ (19.12).These were
the most frequent refusals. The following are some examples:

(lecturer to lecturer)(10).gskind ¥ 3 palaa gl <) 3 65
Excuse me, I have a lecture, I can’t.
(professor to student)(2).cAS! gl gal 12 52 ¥ o Adelaukind ¥ .66
I can’t, excuse me, [ don’t have enough time.
(headmaster to teacher)(3) Az saiN! Aal i o) ¥ &Y dlisc b aubaind ¥ il 67
I sorry, I can’t help you because I don’t know English.
(headmaster to teacher)(3). A gadd Jual 8 jlnallclain Y Ul 68
I can’t, sorry, ask someone else.
(friend to friend)(9).cnme ik gie 3 gy 4T OY) Al adaiad] ¥ il Ul .69
I am sorry, I can’t do it now because I have a special reason.
(headmaster to teacher)(3) .Jeadyy haghudaa (Y ¢ AS 2By gal 32 g3 ¥ A aolainad ¥ .70
I can’t because I don’t have enough time and I am so busy with my work.
(lecturer to lecturer) (10) .3 gubaiadf ¥ ciwdld (&g celaa Qo dl) a6l Ui 71
I would like to go with you but, I am sorry, I can’t.
(headmaster to teacher)(3) .rabaidl o (st cakainal ¥ ¢l gie 72

Excuse me, I can’t, this is not my work.
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The above examples show that the participants include reasons (excuses),
expressions of regret, and negative willingness in their refusals of the initiated
requests. It should be noted that they used these three strategies interchangeably, i.e.:
changing the order of the strategies, once putting an excuse at the beginning followed
by an expression of regret or vice versa. They followed no specific order. They
sometimes used the expression of regret at the beginning, middle or at the end. In
general, the participants preferred: 1 regret, 2 negative ability (can’t) and 3 giving
reasons. However, they sometimes reversed the order.

Likewise, the results of the present study support Nelson, et al. (2002) who
found that reason was the most common strategy used by their Egyptian subjects in
expressing refusals to requests, accounting for 42% of the total strategies. The second
most popular strategy was expressing negative ability at 15%.

2- The participants tended to avoid using simple direct refusals or no' alone.
Instead, they tagged direct refusals with other refusal types such as giving
alternatives, expressing regret, or providing an explanation. Here are some examples:

(student to professor)(1) .Jas¥ cusly u ¥ Ua Ul ad ) 73
I refuse, I am here to study not to clean.
(driver to policeman) (6) .Jga Ul A3l 74
No, excuse me, I am busy.
(professor to student)(2). 28l <8 gl sal ual¥ 75
No, your request is refused.

3- The participants were very keen on the issue of politeness when making

refusals. In most cases, they used politeness strategies and positive terms to lessen the

impact of their refusals on the interlocutors' face and hence keep good relationships
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with them. For example, when making refusals to a doctor at a university to clean his
office, the students refused by using one of these terms such as:
Iapologize <« ¥e).76
I apologize to you  «ia ,iie) 77
Excuse me (s .78
(student to professor) (1)«ashial ¥ a&ill g al V) JS 2 ) sée 79
Excuse me, with all due respect I can’t
I am sorry «iwd 80
They also showed politeness with friends mainly in situations 9 and 10
they avoided direct refusals. Let's look at the following examples:
(lecturer to lecturer)(10) .gshiul ¥ ciudl (&g dlaa Q) a9l Ui 81
I would like to go with you but, sorry, I can’t.
(May be next time, Allah willing) (friend to friend)(10) A 5 s & sl 82
(friend to friend)(9) .ca A La 43¥ L3k Le 4l .83
I swear by Allah that I can’t because the battery is low) )
(friend to friend)(9) .l A1 (28 ) ¥ Jajall Awma 84
I don’t refuse any request to my dear friend.
(lecturer to (10) A8 da @ b A&l o daely (oY) mans ¥ Ao b Al Al e 85
lecturer)
I am sorry, I wish I could. My conditions don’t allow now. I promises we will meet
another time.
In the above examples, the participants recognized in advance the impact of
refusals on their interlocutors' face. So they included some expressions to lessen and
minimize the negative effect of refusals by using polite expressions such as: excuse

me, [ wish I could, Allah willing, dear friend, and so on.
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It should be noted that the purpose of collecting the refusals made by Arabic
majors is to investigate whether pragmatic transfer exists or not by comparing the
number of refusal strategies and the most preferred strategies used by both groups.
The present study does not try to test if the Arabic majors change their refusals
according to the three variables, 1, e. power, social distance and weight of imposition.
This can be done in another studies.

4-Because of culture which is rooted in Islam, the Arabic refusals included
religious expressions like: Allah willing, and swearing by Allah. This could mean that
refusals generally come contrary to the expectations of the one who initiated the
requests. These expressions were used to show that the refusers were sincere and
really could not do the requests.

5- What is particular in the refusal made by Arab students was the use of
string of excuses and explanations, i.e.: the use of more than one excuse in each
refusal. The following examples clarify that:

(student to advisor)(4) .y gie (uly i paigall Hglan cal ¥ 86
I don’t like attending conferences, and I don’t have time.

(friend to friend)(9) .\l Aalla i) Ul g A8 dma ) 22 53 ¥ AV calaind ¥ 87
I can’t because I have low battery and I am waiting for a call.

The use of more than one explanation/ reason in a refusal formula was also
noted in refusals made by English majors. This indicates that Arab learners of English

are influenced by their Arabic culture norms.
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4.4.2 Pragmatic transfer

In this section, a comparison is made between refusals made by both, Arabic
majors and English refusals English majors. Let's see the following table which
illustrates the frequency and percentage of refusal types (strategies) by both groups.

Table 8: Comparison between English and Arabic majors

et e e | R Bl mafors | et by arbi s
frequency Percentage % | frequency | Percentage %

- eE;(?JSGS/S;gBlgiation/reason 176 28.25% 196 30.72%
2- | Statement of regret (sorry) 122 19.58% 124 19.44%
3- | Negative ability (can’t) 102 16.37% 122 19.12%
4- | Direct refusals (strong) 16 2.57% 36 5.64%

5- | alternative/suggestion 21 3.37% 35 5.49%
6- | Future or past acceptance 45 7.22% 31 4.86%
7- | Mitigated refusals (indirect) 6 .96% 29 4.55%
8- | Positive opinion/feelings 62 9.95% 19 2.98%
9- | Flat "no" 14 2.25% 9 1.41%
10- | Statement of agreement 18 2.89% 10 1.57%
12- | Religious terms 0 0% 16 2.5%

After displaying the types and strategies Arabs adopted in making refusals,
one can detect whether Palestinian English majors refused requests similar to their
Arabic majors or approximated the target language norms. Refusals made by
Palestinian English majors were very similar to their L1's refusal conventions (to their
Arabic majors counterparts). The most common strategies used by both groups were
an reason, statement of regret, and expressing negative ability. English majors used
excuses 28.25% whereas Arabic majors used the same pattern (giving excuses)
30.72%. In addition, the total number of refusal strategies used by both group were

also very close; 623 for English majors and 638 for Arabic majors.
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The following figure shows how close the refusal types/ strategies used by

both English and Arabic majors. That is to say, both groups refuse similarly.
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Figure 4: A comparison of refusals by both groups (Arabic and English majors)

It seems that both groups employed relatively the same refusal strategies with
similar percentages. The English majors are close to the Arabic majors in making
refusals. This means the Arabic majors are influenced by their L1’s conventions of

making refusals.

4.4.3 Summary

To conclude, the results obtained by comparing the refusals by both groups
revealed that Palestinian learners of English were affected by their L1, Arabic, when
they refuse in English. The common refusal strategy by both groups was: 1-an
expression of excuse, 2-statement of regret, 3- a statement of negative ability. In

contrast, American native speakers most common refusal strategies were:1- an
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expression of regret, 2-an excuse, and 3-an offer of alternative (Tanck, 2002). Native
speakers tend to use and express regret in most cases while non-native speakers used
less expressions of regret and less offers of alternatives.

The similar refusals made by both groups can be attributed to the fact that
English majors have been studying English apart from its culture. Students are not
familiar with the speech norms and socio-cultural dimension of English. To support
this point, I quote Tanck (2002) who argues that“pragmatic fluency is more likely
acquired in the target language culture rather than one’s first language culture” (p:

13). This point should be made clear to EFL teachers and material designers.
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Chapter Five

Conclusion and Recommendations

5.1 Introduction

In this section, the researcher summarizes the findings of the study and how
future research can get benefit of and build on this study. For example, researchers
can use other instruments to get data and test other the variables to see if support

could be found or not.

5.2 Conclusions of the study

The study concludes the following points:

1-The participants in the study, English majors used various strategies to
make refusals. They rarely used one single strategy. They used a combination of
strategies. However, the most popular refusals were: 1 expression of excuses or
explanations, 2 statemnet of regret (I am sorry), and 3 statement of negative ability (I
can’t). The strategies were used in different order. That is to say, they would express
negative ability followed by an expression of regret, or otherwise. The general
tendency was to give a reason, an expression of regret and an expression of negative
ability. Sometimes the order was inverted.

2- The participants varied their refusals according to the power/ social status
and position of the interlocutors. More indirect strategies were used with higher
power interlocutors.

3- The social distance between the speakers and the weight of imposition (high
or low risk) were not strong conditioning factors that would affect the production and
realization of refusals. It seems that the participants of this study were not affected by

the variables like social distance and weight of imposition. It seems that they failed to
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notice the relationships between the interlocutors., i.e.: whether distant or familiar.
Their focus was on the status (power) of the interlocutors in the given situations.

4- The English refusals, in this study, were similar to those made in the Arabic
culture. That is to say, the participants resorted to their native language (Arabic) by
transferring the refusal conventions from Arabic and applying them to the target
language, English. This kind of transfer is referred to as ‘pragmatic transfer’ (Beebe,
Takahashi, &Uliss-Weltz, 1990: 56). That is to say, the kind of refusals made by
English majors will sound strange by the English native speakers which possibly leads
to miscommunications or, in certain cases, to breakdown of communication.

5- Because the speech act of refusal is face-threatening, the participants used
various strategies to mitigate the impact on their interlocutors’ face. For example, they
generally avoided using direct refusals and when direct refusals were used, they
accompanied them with other strategies like expressing regret or giving reasons.

6- Although the refusals made by English majors in this study were different
from those made by English native speakers, the refusals made by Arabic majors were
similar to those found by Al-Eryani’s study (2008) whereby Yemeni Arabic native
speakers preferred indirect refusals than direct ones. Hussein (1995) also found that
Arabs, in general, used indirect refusals with people they know like friends and
acquaintance. These findings are in agreement with the notion that “indirectness is
one of the defining characteristics of Arabic communication style” (Cohen, 1987, as

cited by Nelson et al, 2002).

5.3 Suggestions and recommendations

This study shows that EFL learners’ refusals in Palestine differ from those
made by English native speakers. It is important that EFL learners have to know how

to produce and interpret various speech acts appropriately in real life interactions.
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Otherwise, they may be perceived as rude, not cooperative, or, in most extreme cases,
impolite. Learners of English should be taught how to apologize, make complaints,
requests, advise, compliments, refusals, etc...

Here are some suggestions that will hopefully improve the EFL learners
performance of speech acts.

1- EFL learners should be provided with relevant materials in making refusals
to become more competent in performing the routine speech acts needed for
successful interactions with English native speakers. Teachers should provide and
encourage explicit instructions of those speech acts ( Al-Eryani, 2008, pp: 96 ). Such
instructions would be very helpful because EFL learners have few opportunities to
communicate with English native speakers so that they can learn from them the
intended speech act.

2- Teachers (in the EFL context) and syllabus designers are advised to include
materials and design situations where important speech acts are introduced. For
example, they can use the research results to explain how native speakers make
refusals to higher, equal, and lower interlocutors.

3- Kasper (1984) suggests that learners of English should know the ‘extra-
linguistic and cultural constraints’ that would affect the production of the routine
speech acts. In other words, learners of English must be familiar with those social
variables like power, social distance, age, gender, culture and social position, among
others, which are important factors in making refusal. For example, Tanck (2002)
says that giving unspecified answers or lack of details when refusing a request by a

peer would be interpreted as ‘unfriendly’.
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The above recommendations are to enhance and improve the EFL’s socio-
cultural competence. Otherwise, their inappropriate refusals, or any other speech act,

will make them look vague, rude, abrupt, or, in most extreme cases, impolite.

5.4 Suggestions for future research

This study adopted a DCT instrument for collecting data. Others argue in
favor of using data obtained from real-life situations. Unfortunately, this way is time
consuming and may not represent the real data.

The study did not look at gender, age, level of education, the speakers cultural
background, etc which may show variations in strategies. Besides, one can
investigate the language proficiency of the EFL learners because low English
language proficiency may prefer direct refusals (Nelson, et, al, 2002)

The researcher suggests that the future studies will take in account the other
variables which this study has over looked, such as: age, level of education, gender,
etc.. Also future studies are hoped to get natural data and use a larger sample of

participants so that generalizations can be made safely.
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Appendix 1

Please read the following 10 situations carefully. After each situation you will
be asked to write a response in the given space. Respond as you would be in real
conversation.

1- You are a student studying English at a Palestinian university. A professor, whom
you have known for a long time, asks you to clean his office. What would you say
FO MY oo ie it e et e e et e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e

2- You teach at a university. One of your students asks you to postpone a test for the

following week. You can't accept this. What would you say to him?

3- You are a head master at a high school. ?A newly appointed English teacher
wants you to show him how to make a lesson plan for grade eight. It is beginning

of the year and you are very busy. You can't help him. What would you say to him?

4- You are a senior student at a university and your advisor wants you to attend a
conference at the university. You are busy and can’t attend. What would you say
O P2 .o

5- You are the boss in a company. One of your best workers asks for a high raise in
his salary. Your company is facing a financial problem. You can’t approve this

request. What would you say to him?

6- While driving your car to work, a policeman stops you and asks for your driving
license. You are in a hurry and can’t waste any time. What would you say to

FUITII? <.
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7- You are a doctor at a Palestinian hospital. A patient asks you to postpone the
operation which is scheduled for him. Of course, you can’t approve the request.
What would you SAY 10 RIM? ........cccccoeveiieiiiieeie et

8- You are a new worker ina company. The boss wants to talk to you about how to

finish a particular task. You have to leave soon. What would you say to him?

9- Your best friend asks to use your mobile phone for a while. You cannot let him/her
do that for a reason. What would you say?

10- You are a lecturer at a college. The workload is very heavy and you are under a
lot of stress. One of your colleague wants to talk to you over lunch but you are

tired and don’t have time. What would you say to him?
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Appendix 2

The Arabic version of the questionnaire (DCT)
et S (e canl &5 A5V (i sall 028 180
Jsii 13l Ag€a Caaii 8 saclud Of daaladl i dad dlie calls dpidaidd daals 8 callda

¢ 1o 48 a3 il Lale )

S elly ki ¥ el a0l ¢ saudU Ulacia) Jagi o e aal clie Calla g daala g (a8 il

Coall 4 o dad 2ay (S Al a3 Of Ay ks Y] Al alee aa elie Calla g G pae (8 jaae il

o 4d a3 IS Lale 4l 4l 585 631 Le ae L apkaios Y il (il

A5l of abas el Al A saly ) AS Al ik ge aaldhy | pacaliy ol il S 55 8 Jseee il
Sl gall 13¢d J o8 13le Bala Adle COKia 4al
ol bl ad 5 ) s B bl Gl 5 5e el calla Jaad) ) Liald 3 jld) @linl oL

eal J 5 13ke I3 Jniagdaing Y 5 < 5 Lol

lale aaldll ¢ g1 A dlandl Al Ja i () (odapal) a0 i Al il ildiiiasal) (gaa) A cank il

Sl U 3l kS el b ki Yol asll 13 b, 8 Aled ol
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Pl al 55 Al Lol (e nadd Gl ol Y ol QU clinla aladin) clie callay 55l dlina -9
plada gl 4ne can i o Gl anl e alla cilial g lie SN Gl Aaala 8 ualas <l 10
£33 s oIl Jui i Y il eloal

o o oS
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