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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

1.1 RATIONALE

English and Vietnamese are languages of two eifiter
cultural backgrounds, the  potential for intercudur
miscommunication through speech act performancgemeral and
the speech act of refusal to requests in partigslafso growing. As
we all know, refusals may also be understood agrefsrred
messages. They threat the addressee’s negativetli@cefore, they
are often realized through indirect strategies,cWitequire a high
level of pragmatic competence. If refusals arelehging for native
speakers as they may involve lengthy negotiationvasp the
situation becomes even more complex in interadbieigveen native
speakers (NSs) and non-native speakers (NNs). dakino
consideration the importance of refusals in eveyygammunication,
| have chosen An Investigation into Refusal Strategies of
Requests by American Speakers and Vietnamese Leaarnaf
English” as the topic of the present study. Based mainlythen
speech act theory of Austin (1962) and Searle (1968 politeness
theory put forward by Brown and Levinson (1987) awine other
supporting theories, this study will investigatee thealization of
refusal strategies by American speakers of Engl(i8ks) and
Vietnamese learners of English (VEs). By modifyiagdiscourse
comprehension test (DCT) developed by Bebee etl@9Q) this

study will provide a more broad understanding & tlscrepancies
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that can exist in performing the refusal stratedietween AEs and
VEs, helping, to some extent, resolve and simptifgss-cultural
misunderstanding.

1.2 AIMS AND OBJECTIVES

1.2.1 Aims

1.2.2 Objectives
1.3 RESEARCH QUESTIONS

For the above aims of the study, the followingesesh
guestions will be addressed:

1. What are the similarities and differences iriusel
strategies for requests by American speakers ofligngand
Vietnamese learners of English?

2. To what extent is the effect of social statnd gender in
the way American speakers of English and Vietnankeamers of
English decline a request?

1.4 SCOPE OF THE STUDY
1.5 ORGANIZATION OF THE STUDY

This study is divided into five main chapters aade
appendix.

Chapter 1 serves as the introduction to the study, presgntin
the rationale for choosing the area for this stuthe research
guestions and the scope of the study. A previeth@brganization is
also included to serve as an outline of the study.

Chapter 2 is devoted to addressing the theoretical

background of the present study while reviewinglitieeature related
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to the speech act theory of Austin (1962) and $44969), with the

theoretical frame of the politeness theory put mavby Brown and
Levinson and some other theories and concepts siqmpdor this
study.

Chapter 3 discusses the methodology issues including
research method, data collection method, seleafosubjects, the
research procedure involving the DCT and the aralytramework.

Chapter 4 is the main of the study. This chapter presents an
discusses the results of the data analysis. Teepart describes and
analyses different strategies to express refusalsquests in English
between AEs and VEs. The second part presents uhwar and
frequencies of refusal strategies directed at stéus and gender.
The third part presents and discusses the intgudinhinterference
and the findings about problems Viethamese speabitesn have
when dealing with refusals.

Chapter 5 is the conclusion, summarizing the main points
discussed throughout the study and the major fgdiof the
investigation as well as giving possible explansioto the
similarities and differences between the two laigggaand providing
implications for teaching and learning English d® tsecond
language. Some problems are also raised for fustielies.

The following parts are references and one apgendi

CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE REVIEW
2.1 PREVIOUS RESEARCH RELATED TO THE TOPIC
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2.1.1 Review of related studies on refusals worldde

A great deal of research has been done on thelspets of
refusing in comparison to the mother tongue andstmnd. Some
key contributions are:

- Takahashi and Beebe (1987) [33]

- Beebe, Takahashi and Uliss-Weltz (1990) [5]

- Yet another refusal study, undertaken by Ti¢kg91) [35]

- A recent study by Al-Eryani (2007) [1] on re&ls
strategies of Yemeni EFL learners.

2.1.2 Review of related studies on refusals in Vigam.

- The study by Pham Thi Van Quyen (2001) [27]

- A recent study by Nguyen Thi Minh Phuong (20[Z8))]

- Another recent study by Duong Bach Nhat (20@8] [
2.2 THEORY OF SPEECH ACTS

The notion of speech acts and its theory weratei by the
British philosopher Austin (1962) [2], and then wateveloped by
others such as Searle (1969, 1976), Leech (1983) Yale (1996)
[36]. Their common point of view is that a speextt is a unit of
communication. These units each perform a certaiction such as
complimenting, apologizing, refusing, offering, .etc
2.3 CONVERSATION PRINCIPLE: COOPERATION

Grice (1975) [12] enumerates the four following mas
which characterize the Cooperative Princidiéaxim of Quantity,

Maxim of Quality, Maxim of Relation, Maxim of Manne



2.4 POLITE THEORIES

2.4.1 Leech’s theory

He presents six maxims for the Politeness Priac{peech
1983, pp. 132-139) [20]: Tact maxim; Generosity mmax
Approbation maxim; Modesty maxim; Agreement maxgmpathy
maxim

2.4.2 Lakoff's Principles of politeness in communigtion
as do’s and don'’t

Based on Grice’s conversational principles, Lakdf®83)
[19, p.88] suggests three rules a speaker mightvidh choosing to
be polite (1) Don't impose, (2) Offer options, (3) Encourag
feelings of Camaraderie.
2.5 BROWN AND LEVINSON’'S THEORY

2.5.1 The notion of “face”

2.5.2 Face-threatening act

2.5.3 Strategies to perform face-threatening acts
2.6 SPEECH ACTS AND POLITENESS

Indirectness has been associated with the le¥glelibeness
by many Western researchers. These researcherst abse
indirectness is the chief motivation for politenassl indirectness and
the closely associated notion of politeness opeuatter universal
principles (Searle,1975; Brown & Levinson, 1978etle, 1983).

Brown & Levinson (1987) [8] argues that “indiregppeech
acts are universal and for most part are probablysttucted in

essentially similar ways in all languages”.
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Leech (1983) [20] also claims that “indirect illgions tend

to be more polite because: (a) they increase tgeede of option and
(b) the indirect an illocution is, the more minimizand tentative its
force tends to be”.

2.7 SOME VIEWPOINTS ON POLITENESS IN VIETNAMESE
LANGUAGE

Vietnam culture has been strongly influenced by
Confucianism from China owing to geographical pnoixy and
political, cultural and economic contacts over oees (Hoat, 1995).

As Crawford, A.C (1996) [10] comments, like manthear
Asian nations, the concept of face is extremely drgmt to the
Vietnamese. Individual is seen as secondary togtbap - whether
the family, school or company.

Another Vietnamese scholar Vinh (2000) [40] comtadhat
in Vietnam respect for authority, tradition andiabtierarchy is the
norm regulating Vietnamese linguistic polite beloavi

In Vietnam, politeness has also been studied bgh su
researchers as hip(1995), Hrong (2002) [39], etc. Ha and Hrong
assume that Vietnamese politeness covers bothtaspigeoliteness:
strategic politeness of the Westerners and noreaidliteness of the
Chinese and the Japanese.

Tran (2001) mentioned the Vietnamese value “tinhi’.
social interaction, Vietnamese people should acthengrounds of
morality than reasonability.

2.8 DIRECT AND INDIRECT COMMUNICATION STYLE
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Communication styles have been associated withredl
values: direct style with individualism and inditestyle with
collectivism (Gudykunst & Ting-Toomey 1996) [13].

2.9 CROSS-CULTURAL PRAGMATIC TRANSFER

Kasper (1992) posits that “pragmatic transfer mter-
language pragmatics shall refer to the influencertex by learners’
pragmatic knowledge of languages and cultures dtfn@n L2 on
their comprehension, production and learning of pfagmatic
information” [17, p.207].

2.9.1 Types of Kaplan's diagrams

In his diagrams, people from English-speaking coesit
often use direct expressions and thought pattantsOriental people
in general and the Viethnamese in particular, seemptefer
roundabout and indirect patterns.

2.9.2 Kaplan’s “cultural thought patterns
2.10 FACTORS AFFECTING DIRECTNESS AND
INDIRECTNESS IN HUMAN INTERACTION

There are many socio-cultural factors affectinge th
directness-indirectness of utterances. Nguyen (1¥8& proposes
12 factors that, in his view, may affect the choidedirectness and
indirectness in communication:age, sex, residence, mood,
occupation, personality, topic, place, communigatienvironment,
social distance, time pressure and position.

2.11  SOCIAL STATUS AND GENDER
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The role of social status in communication invslvine

ability to recognize each other’s social positibedch 1983; Brown
and Levinson 1987; Holmes 1995).

Gender and speech behaviour are also seen as two

interwoven, interrelated variables (Lakoff 1975;IiHes 1995). In
other words, speech behaviours depend on the gesatiionship
between interlocutors.
2.12 SPEECH ACT REALIZATION IN REFUSALS
CHAPTER 3
METHODS AND PROCEDURES

3.1 METHODS OF THE STUDY

The study is carried out with the following metbkod
Qualitative quantitative methods, Analytic and $watic methods,
Comparison and Contrast methods, Descriptive artdrgdretive
methods
3.2 RESEARCH DESIGN

3.2.1 Data Collection Instruments

This study used a questionnaire in the form ofcBisse
Completion Task (DCT) for data collection.

3.2.2 Participants

Participants consist of 60 Vietnamese (30 malefediale)
third-year and fourth-year students as EFL learaer§ay Nguyen
University, Daklak in Vietham, and 60 native Amamcstudents ( 30
male, 30 female) at Francis University, CalifornigA.

3.2.3 Materials
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The participants were provided with a questioreaiin
English with two versions: one for male and one fiemale. The
DCT consists of six different situations to eli@fusals for requests,
varying in terms of social status with three levédsv (L); high (H);
and equal (E) and gender with two levels: samea(8)opposite (O).

3.2.4 Content of the questionnaires

The content of the questionnaires is describedeitail in
Appendix.
3.3 PROCEDURES

3.3.1 Data Collection

The questionnaires were sent to two investigatedps of
subjects: American students in Francis Universitglifornia, USA
and Vietnamese students at Tay Nguyen Universityakldk,
Vietnam.

3.3.2 Data Analysis

The refusal strategies gathered by this studyaaaysed
based on a sequence of semantic formulae provigeBeebe and
Takahashi (1990).

CHAPTER 4
FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION

4.1 THE TOTAL NUMBER AND FREQUENCIES OF
REFUSAL STRATEGIES IN EACH SITUATION.

4.1.1 Comparisons on Situation 1

4.1.2 Comparisons on Situation 2

4.1.3 Comparisons on Situation 3
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4.1.4 Comparisons on Situation 4

4.1.5 Comparisons on Situation 5

4.1.6 Comparisons on Situation 6

Sub-conclusion

From the findings in each situation we could dagt tthere
was the co-existence of the similarities and défifees in the use of
refusal strategies between AEs and VEs. They seémexplore the
same kind of refusal strategies at the top rates.

However, under the impact of gender and socialista/Es
differed greatly in using direct strategies betwdlem male and the
female. There was no difference in using direcatsigies between
male and female AEs. However, female AEs were safieect as
male AEs, they used more refusal strategies thdesrend their
preferred sequence were often longer.

AEs tended to be more direct than VEs. For VEs,dles
avoided to use direct strategies and males used tazefully. It
can be interpreted that Vietnam belongs to Asidtuoel so social
status is an important factor, especially the meesonal
communication between a professor and a tutor. dchsa
hierarchy society, a person of lower status teodset passive and
self-restrained.

4.2 COMPARISONS ON THE FREQUENCIES OF REFUSAL
STRATEGIES USED BY AES AND VES IN EACH
SITUATION
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Figure 4.1. Comparisons on the total number of ushl strategies
used by AES and VEs in each situation.

It is apparently seen from the findings in ea¢bhadion
that there was a distinction in the way AEs and Vitade their
refusals to a request. VEs always used more refisztegies
than AEs did in any case. In addition, VEs tendetbé¢ more
indirect than AEs. This result should be discussawvo sides.
Firstly, VEs were governed by the preference tdreuiness
because they were likely to enhance politeness matigate
imposition on the requesters. Secondly, this featarght be
explained by their “cultural thought pattern” (Kapl 1972).
Such Asian speakers with *“circularity” are inclinetd
indirectness, which may result in lengthening therances
with a greater number of refusal strategies whilesAwith
“linearity” tend to prefer directness, which may the reason
for shortening the way to reach their communicataith a

limited number of strategies.
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4.3 THE TOTAL NUMBER AND THE FREQUENCIES OF
REFUSAL STRATEGIES USED BY AES AND VES

There were 617 strategies used in the US refuBglfar, the
greatest number of strategies were identified asiging a reason or
explanation for the refusals with 273. The secoadkrwasthe
statement of regrebr apology It was used with 158 times. The
strategy coded asegative abilitywas the third most-used strategy
with n=54. There was a great distance in numbewédsen the second
and the third by 103Flat “No” was ranked fourth with n=30.
Standing the fifth in number wagiticism and postponementith
n=14. Two strategies used least wepenersandrhetorical question
with only 2 times for each.

There were 725 strategies used by VESs in theirsed$. The
most common strategies used waasonor explanationwith n=273.
Statement of regrevas recorded as the second with 250. Following
regret was negative abilitywith n=58 . The strategy dlternative
stood at the fourth in frequency with n=34 . THeéhfinost common
strategy waspostponementwith n= 26. Condition for future
acceptanceand rhetorical questionbecame the least common used

strategies with only 2.
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Figure 4.2. Comparisons on the number & frequencies
refusal strategies used by AEs & VEs.

Similarities

It is clear from figure 4.2 that the two most plapistrategies
used by both AEs and VEs were reasons and redrey 3hared the
same number of refusal strategy reason with 273 éach group.
Regret was used with 158 for AEs and 250 for VEsS1G8 vs.
n=250) respectively or over 1.5 times more than.AEs

Differences

We could see a broad tendency emerged from thisefithat
VEs employed the expressions of regrets to show dinevillingness
to say “No”. This can be interpreted that Vietnaetolngs to Asian
culture, where value of face-saving acts shoulddvefully observed.

VEs used the greater number of strategies in rgatieir
refusals to requests with 725 strategies comperegl7 strategies
(n=725 vs. n=617), more than 108 strategies. Thebeun of almost
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all strategies used by VEs were dominant compaigdthhe number
by AEs.

One distinguished feature was that flat “No” whe third
popular strategy by AEs with n=30 while none warded by VEs.
This sharp difference shows that AEs are much rdoeet than VEs.
This might accounted for the highly structured &aditional society
in Viet Nam. Etiquette and harmony are very impairtaecause it is
“saving face”.

Another distinguished feature was that gratituded a
willingness did not appear in the US refusals wherkl and 6 were
identified in the Vietnamese refusals. Interesginghone of the
Vietnamese respondents were stated to use theggtratf self-
defence while the US respondents used 5.

Besides the most frequently used strategies, difégred in
using other strategies. For instance, AEs prefetr@demploy
criticism (n=14 vs. n=8), principle (n=11 vs. n=7) aself-defence
(n=5 vs. n=0) while VEs preferrediternative (n=37 vs. n=27) ,
postponementn=26 vs. n=14) angositive opinion(n=13 vs. n=7).
All can be interpreted that the degree of threatpmequesters’ face
seemed to affect the respondents’ choice of refistadtegies.
Apparently, AEs performed their refusals on theidad social
principles like law and order, in contrast, VEsded to act on the
basic of social harmony and “tinh”.

Sub-conclusion
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The findings in this section indicates that twaups still
have certain coincidences in using refusal straggdiowever; VEs
are inclined to be affected by the parameters @ itivestigated
situations at a higher frequency than AEs. Thisltesseems to reflect
the community-oriented culture in Vietham where Waéue of face-
saving acts should be carefully observed. Therefitiey tended to
be more indirect in the way they made their refusal
44 THE TOTAL NUMBER AND FREQUENCIES OF STRATEGIES
USED IN THE TERM OF SOCIAL STATUS ( ACCORDING TO TH E
SOCIAL STATUS OF THE RESPONDENTYS)
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Figure 4.3. Comparisons on the total number of
refusal strategies used by AEs & VEs
Similarities
AEs and VEs were the same in employing reasonstlad
statement of regret as their most common usedegtest regardless

their social status.
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In two investigated groups, the respondents whib the
equal social status with the requesters used tivestenumber of
refusal strategies for each group.

The higher status the respondents were in, thes dbect
strategies they used.

Differences

In term of social status, AEs differed from VEs using
refusals strategies. For AEs, high status respdadesed the largest
number of strategies to make their refusals. Hwense result was
true for VEs, that is, the largest number of styie was used by low
status respondents.

AEs used more direct strategies than VEs. In ottends,
AEs were more direct than VEs.

Sub-conclusion

All findings above can be interpreted that Vietndna
hierarchical society where teacher-student relatign is highly
appreciated. This results from the fact that Vigtreas been strongly
influenced by Confucianism from China owing to gegapical
proximity and political, cultural and economic caciis with this
country over centuries (Hoat 1995, p55). It is mander that VEs of
low status employed the largest number of refusakegies when
they made their refusals to a higher status per§bey also used
more regret and reason to show high respect fqulees high status.
On the contrary, AEs, influenced by individualisattually did not
care much about the social status of the requesters
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VEs of high status were sensitive to the statusegbiesters.
Although they used the largest negative abilityhieir refusals, they
often softened their directness by using positive=1@),
postponement (n=24) or alternative (n=11) to sace.f
4.5 THE NUMBER OF STRATEGIES USED BY AES AND VES
IN TERMS OF GENDER

4.5.1 Comparisons on the total number and frequenes
of refusal strategies used by AEs and VEs.

Similarities

The female used the greater number of refusdegies than
the male.

The male and the female in two investigated grqupferred
to applyreason, regreand negative abilityas their most frequently
used strategies, however, the female was alwaysindmt in
number.

Differences

The total number of direct strategies was usedby much
more than by VEs ( n=84 vs. n=57) or nearly 1.5etnthan VEs.
One striking feature was that none of flat “No” wased by VEs
while 30 was used by AEs. It means that AEs tertdete more

direct than VEs in making their refusals.

There was no great difference between AEs malak an

females in using direct strategies (n=45 vs. n=89)contrast, the
number of direct strategies used by Vietnamese anaées twice as

many as females did (n=38 vs. n=19).
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Male AEs used morepromise, condition for future
acceptance, principleand postponementhan female AEs. The
reverse result was found for male and female VEs.

4.5.2 Comparisons on the number and frequencies of
refusal strategies used by AEs and VEs in the terof gender

When refusing the requests from people in oppagteder,
AEs used less refusal strategies than they did frase in the same
gender (n=319 vs. n=299). The coincidence was falsanale and
female AEs when they made their refusals to peapl®pposite
gender. The male used 140 compared 147 for the ganuer (n=140
vs. n=147), and the female used 159 compared WhThis was true
for both male and female AEs (n=159 vs. n=172). fiewerse result
was found for VEs. In refusing people in opposigmder, VEs used
more strategies with n= 375 in total compared witi350 for same
gender. It was found that refusal strategies usedemale VEs
outnumbered those by male VEs regardless of gemderefusing
people in same gender, the female used 186 compétted64 by the
male (n=186 vs. n=164), and in refusing peoplepiposite gender, the
female used 202 compared with 173 by the male @20 n=173).
Moreover, they also tended to be more indirect tinafes. However,
the degree of indirectness between male and feAtadewere not as
much as male and female VEs (n=39 vs. n=18).

Sub-conclusion

The findings highlight the impact of gender on tme of
refusal strategies. First, although AEs and VEsl¢ednto make
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similar choice in using the most preferred stratsgthey displayed
two opposing trends in using the number of straego refuse the
people in different gender. AEs used more strasetperefuse to
same gender people than to opposite gender onesieVhrse result
was found for VESs; the greater number of strategias used to
refuse opposite gender people instead of same gends. Secondly,
it is admitted that AEs were likely to be moreedir than VEs.
Finally, the distinction in the degree of directhé®tween male and
female AEs was not as great as between male analdeVEs. In
other words VEs was strongly influenced by the gend
CHAPTER 5

CONCLUSION AND IMPLICATION
5.1 CONCLUSION

The findings in chapter IV provide a strong evicetfor the
co-existence of the similarities and differenceshe use of refusal
strategies made by AEs and VEs.

Not all refusal strategies in the category ardaegd by AEs
and VEs. There were 15 and 16 out of 17 refusalegjies found by
VEs and AEs with different proportions and maniégisins
respectively. Although AEs used less refusal sietethan VEs did,
a certain number of refusal strategies were predely both groups.
Both AEs and VEs tended to employ moeason moreregret more
negative abilityand morealternativethan the others. This confirms
that two groups from different cultures still fiogértain coincidences

in their using refusal strategies in the speech act
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It is noticeable that although indirect strategie®re
dominant in the refusals in both two groups, VEK ®nded to be
more indirect than AEs. As illustrated in the fdcat not anyflat
“No” was used by VEs. It can be interpreted that VE wi
“circularity” are inclined to indirectness. For shieason, VEs may
find it difficult to use direct refusals, havingffitulties acquiring
expressions or language functions in English incvithey have to
be direct.

Criticism and principle used by AEs outnumbered those by
VEs while alternative, postponement and positivimiop was used
more than by VEs. Apparently, AEs performed thefusals on the
basic of social principles like law and order, ontrast, VEs tended
to act on the basic of social harmony and “tinh”.

5.1.1 The use of refusal strategies seen from therin of
social status

With the regard as the number of refusal stragediestly,
we could see that VEs used more than AEs did incasg. However,
AEs and VEs were the same in employing reasongtendtatement
of regret as their most common used strategiesrdlgs of their
social status.

Secondly, in two investigated groups, the respot-devho
had the equal social status with the requestersl tise fewest
number of refusal strategies. And high status medgots in both
groups were nearly similar in the way they useddistrategies. As

illustrated that the higher status the respondemie in, the more
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direct strategies they used. These highlightedintact of social
status on the use of refusal strategies of twosiiyated groups.

Thirdly, it is admitted that their use of refusatategies are
differently influenced. AEs differed from VEs imsing the total
number of refusals strategies. For AEs, high ste¢tgpondents used
the largest number of strategies to make theused§. The reverse
result was true for VEs, that is, the largest nundjestrategies was
used by low status respondents.

Fourthly, with the regard of the degree of diress) AEs
used more direct strategies than VESs. In other syohéEs were more
direct than VEs. One possible explanation that fgefspm English-
speaking countries often use direct expressiongtandyht patterns,
and Oriental people in general and the Viethamegauticular, seem
to prefer roundabout and indirect patterns. (Kagian2, 2.9)

Finally, VEs of high status were sensitive to #iatus of
requesters. Although they used the largest negatdiity in their
refusals, they often softened their directnessdiygupositive (n=12),
postponement (n=24) or alternative (n=11) to sace f

In conclusion, these findings can be interpreked Vietnam
is ranked by hierarchy essentially. Therefore d@oenmunication is
influenced heavily by the social status. Peopléhe inferior social
status should be respectful to the one who isivelgtin the superior
social status. In social interaction, this respectreflected by
linguistic behaviour. The refusals include more aetic formula and

more mitigate devices for the hope that they cdmeae face-saving
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act when the refused person ‘s social status ifehighan the
requesters. Thus, it is no wonder that VEs of ltatus employed the
largest number of refusal strategies and also unse@ regret and
reason to show high respect for people of higlustathen they made
their refusals to a higher status person. On thetrary, AEs,

influenced by individualism, actually did not camich about the
social status of the requesters.

5.1.2 The use of refusal strategies seen from therin of
gender

The findings in chapter IV provide evidence fore th
similarities and differences in making their reflgséo a request
between the male and the female in two investiggtedps.

Firstly, the female in both groups tended to bearndirect
than the male. They used more strategies than #be im almost all
situations. It must be interpreted that the femadegeneral, are
inclined to maintain and increase solidarity inittmammunication.
(Holmes (1995) p.472) [35].

Secondly, with regard to the use of direct stiatethere was
no difference between American male and female ewmetp with
between Vietnamese male and female. This could *paieed
according to social hierarchy and beliefs in Vagnwhere more
expectations will be imposed on linguistic behavida social norms

rather than to the individual's conscious wants.
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Finally, they also differed in responses to pedplsame or
opposite gender. When refusing a same-gender per&snused
more strategies than AEs. The reverse result wagdfor AEs.

5.2 IMPLICATION

The results of the present study throws more lgyhtthe
necessity of providing Vietnamese learners with #éheareness of
various kinds of socio-cultural factors when thegmenunicate.
Moreover, the impacts of these factors on the ieffiy in
communicating plays an important role, helping hear raise
communicative and pragmatic competence. Recognitioh
similarities and differences in the way AEs and \&ake refusals
will provide mutual understanding and lead to aption of other
cultures, lessening the effects of discriminatiowl @rejudice. As a
result, learners will certainly find it more cordiat to encounter real-
life interaction.

It is necessary to prepare learners practicesatyet language
in a variety of cultural context. In addition, theteractive classroom
activities should be organized in the light of coomcative
approach. Both socio-cultural and sociolinguistiformation should
be introduced into English textbooks. Learners khbe taught how
to perform many different kinds of speech acts ml& in the
situations designed in terms of social status aerdder. It is highly
advisable to present learners with materials abhowt appropriate

refusals should be performed.
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5.3 LIMITATION

It is understood that there are problems in tfeeafsa DCT
because eliciting DCT may differ from naturally-caering data.
There is the possibility that respondents will gargswers that they
may not use in a real life situation.

This study is restricted to verbal language, nerbal
language were not observed.

The results of this study cannot be generalizedalio
Vietnamese learners.

5.4 SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH

With the scope limited to two social variables lining
social status and gender, further research shaowlésiigate other
possible social variables such as age, social distand level of
formality. This study confines itself to the verladpect of refusal
behaviour, the extension to paralinguistic factstgch as facial
expressions and gesture should be investigated.

In addition, the present study used DCT as a relseaol
which might yield data different from naturally acdng data.
Future studies may study data from a corpus of rahtspoken
language or employ ethnographic methodology s dsdaden our
standing of refusal behaviour in natural settings.

A longitudinal approach might be applied for a téet
understanding of the development of pragmatic cdemoe by EFL

learners.



