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ABSTRACT

The present study aimed to identify the refusal strategies used by the Turkish-
speaking EFL teacher trainees, and also find out if there was any evidence of
pragmatic transfer in their refusal realisations. For this purpose, two research
questions were formulated. The first question aimed to investigate the strategies used
by the Turkish-speaking EFL learners while performing the speech act of refusal,
and the second question aimed to find out if there was any evidence of pragmatic

transfer in their refusal responses.

This research study was designed as a qualitative case study which aimed to describe
the current situation of the phenomena in terms of the Turkish-speaking EFL
learners’ pragmatic behaviour. To this end, three groups of subjects participated in
the study. Two of them were the control groups, which included 16 native speakers
of English (NSEs) for the English baseline data, 16 native speakers of Turkish
(NSTs) for the Turkish baseline data. The third group of participants involved 150
Turkish-speaking EFL teacher trainees who were studying in the Department of ELT

of the Faculty of Education at Eastern Mediterranean University.

The data were collected by means of a Discourse Completion Task (DCT) which
was developed by Beebe et al. (1990). The original version of the DCT was given to
the NSEs, the back-translated version of it was given to the NSTs and finally, the
interlanguage (IL) data were elicited via the adapted version, which was distributed
to the Turkish-speaking EFL teacher trainees. In order to gain more insight into the

IL group’s level of pragmatic competence, interviews were conducted with the three
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instructors who were offering courses at the BA level and the course policy sheets

and course materials were examined.

In order to identify the refusal strategies utilised by the IL group, the collected data
were coded and categorised according to the refusal taxonomy proposed by Beebe et
al. (1990) and Kwon (2003). In order to find out whether there was any evidence of
pragmatic transfer in the refusal behaviours of the IL group, their refusal responses

were compared to those of the baseline groups.

The results of the study showed cross-cultural differences and similarities between
the research groups in performing the speech act of refusal with regard to the choice
and frequency of strategies. Besides this, the type of eliciting speech act and the
refuser’s social status were also found to influence the refusal responses of the
research groups. As for the pragmatic transfer, it was found out that the IL group
exhibited three different patterns in their refusal responses. In other words, they were
observed to converge with and/or divert from the NSEs regarding the choice and
frequency of refusal strategies. In addition to these two patterns, the results pointed
out that they also performed the speech act of refusal in a manner different from the
baseline groups, which indicated they did not blindly copy the target or native
pragmatic norms all the time but they were engaged in a creative construction

process in interlanguage pragmatic development.

In light of the results, this study proposed some pedagogical implications which may
help language teachers to enhance their students’ level of pragmatic competence and
minimise pragmatic failure regarding the use of speech acts, more specifically, the

speech act of refusal.
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Finally, it is hoped that the present study provides suggestions for further research.
Some useful areas which are left open for further investigation include expanding
the scope of inquiry by focusing on other speech acts such as complaints, apologies
and suggestions, etc., collecting more authentic data, examining the content and
order of semantic formulas and the relationship between the degree of pragmatic
transfer and the learners’ level of target language proficiency. The researchers may
also aim to investigate the effects of instruction on developing the language learners’
level of pragmatic competence. Such kinds of studies can make it possible to gain
detailed insights into the pragmatic behaviours of the language learners in the target

language.

Key words: pragmatic competence, pragmatic transfer, the speech act of refusal,

refusal strategies, interlanguage pragmatics.



OZET

Bu c¢alisma, anadili Tiirkge olan ve Ingilizce 6grenen o&grencilerin kullandig:
reddetme stratejilerini saptamay1 hedeflemistir, ayrica bu arastirmanin diger hedefi,
ayni grup katilimcilarin reddetme sdzeylemini igeren yanitlarinda edimbilimsel
aktarim olup olamadigmi bulmaktir. Bu amacgla, iki arastrma sorusu
olusturulmustur. Ik arastrma sorusu, Tiirkce konusan Ingilizce Ogrencilerin,
reddetme sozeylemini gergeklestirirken kullandiklar1 stratejileri tespit etmek ve
reddetme sozeylemini iceren yanitlarinda edimbilimsel aktarim olup olmadigmni

bulmaktir.

Bu arastirma, anadili Tiirkge olan ve Ingilizce 6grenen 6grencilerin edimbilimsel
davranislar1 bakimindan mevcut durumun incelenmesini hedefleyen nitel bir durum
calismasi olarak diizenlenmistir. Bu amagla, ¢alismaya ii¢ grup katimustir. Ik iki
grup katilimei, Ingilizce ve Tiirkce kaynak veriyi saglamak iizere, 16 kisilik
gruplardan olusan ve anadili Ingilizce ve Tiirkge olan kontrol gruplaridir. Ugiincii
grup katilimei ise, Dogu Akdeniz Universitesi, Egitim Fakiiltesi, Ingiliz Dili Egitimi

Béliimii’de okuyan 150 Ingilizce 6gretmeni adaymdan olusmaktadir.

Veriler, Beebe ve arkadaslari tarafindan 1990 yilinda gelistirilen sdylem tamamlama
arac1 ile toplanmistir. Bu veri toplama aracmin &zgiin bi¢imi, anadili Ingilizce olan
katilimcilara, geri g¢eviri teknigi kullanilarak ¢evrilmis bigimi ise, anadili Tiirkce
olan katilimcilara verilmistir ve son olarak, aradil verisi, degisiklik yapilmis
bi¢imiyle Tiirkce konusan Ingilizce gretmen adaylarma dagitilmistir. Adaylarin,

edimbilimsel yeterliklerine iliskin daha fazla bilgi almak icin lisans programinda dil
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gelistirme dersi veren li¢ Ogretim elemaniyla goriismeler yapilmis, ders tanitim

formlar1 ve ders materyalleri incelenmistir.

Ingilizce 6gretmen adaylarmin kullandig1 reddetme stratejilerini saptamak igin,
toplanan veriler, Beebe ve arkadaslar1 (1990) ve Kwon (2005) tarafindan gelistirilen
reddetme smiflamasina gore kodlanmis ve kategorilere yerlestirilmistir. Ara dil
verisinde edimbilimsel aktarim olup olmadigini bulmak igin, Ingilizce dgretmen
adaylarindan  almman  veriler, kontrol gruplarindan toplanan  verilerle

karsilagtirilmistir.

Calismanin sonuglari, arastirma gruplarinin reddetme sdzeylemini gergeklestirirken,
strateji seciminde ve kullanim sikliginda, kiiltiirleraras1 fakliliklar ve benzerlikler
oldugunu gostermistir. Bunun yan sira, sonuglar, reddetmeyi gerektiren sozeylemin
tiirtiniin ve reddeden kisinin sosyal statiisiiniin, katilimcilarin reddetme bigimlerini
etkiledigini ortaya koymustur. Edimbilimsel aktarim konusunda ise, aradil
grubunun, reddetme yanitlarinda li¢ farkli bigim sergiledikleri saptanmistir. Bir
baska ifadeyle, aradil grubu, reddetme stratejilerinin se¢imi ve sikligi bakimindan,
anadili Ingilizce olan katilimcilara benzerlik ve/veya onlardan farkhilik gdsterdigi
gozlenmistir. Bu iki bicime ek olarak, sonuglar, aradil grubunun, kontrol grubundan
farkli bir bigimde reddettigini de saptamistir. Bu saptama, onlarin her zaman hedef
ya da kaynak dilin edimbilimsel kurallarini kopya etmedigini ve edimbilimsel a¢idan

aradil gelisimlerinde yaratic1 bir siire¢ kullandiklarmni gostermistir.

Elde edilen sonuglar 1siginda, bu calisma, dil 6gretmenlerine, Ogrencilerinin
sozeylem, oOzellikle de reddetme sézeylemi bakimindan, edimbilimsel yeterlik
diizeylerinin gelismesine ve edimbilimsel hatalar1 en aza indirmelerine yardimci

olabilecek egitsel uygulamalar 6nermistir.
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Sonug¢ olarak, bu c¢alismanin, ileride yapilacak arastirmalara Oneriler sunmasi
umulmaktadir. Ileriki calismalar, sikayet, oziir dileme ve oneri gibi diger
sozeylemlere odaklanarak, gercege daha yakin veri toplayarak, toplanan veriyi icerik
ve kullanim siras1 bakimindan inceleyerek ve edimbilimsel aktarim orani ile hedef
dildeki yeterlik seviyesi arasindaki iliskiye odaklanarak arastirmanm boyutlarini
genisletebilir. Ayrica, arastrmacilar Ogretimin etkisinin, dil 6grencilerinin
edimbilimsel yeterlik diizeyi lizerindeki etkisini de arastirabilirler. Bu tiir ¢aligmalar,
dil dgrencilerinin, hedef dilde sergiledikleri edimbilimsel davranislar hakkinda daha

detayl bilgi edinilmesini miimkiin kilabilir.

Anahtar kelimeler: edimbilimsel yeterlik, edimbilimsel aktarim, reddetme

s0zeylemi, reddetme stratejileri, dilleraras1 edimbilim.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.0 Presentation

This chapter is composed of five sections. The first section provides background
information of the study. The second section introduces the statement of the problem.
In the third section, the aim is to mention the significance of the study. The fourth
section presents the assumptions which this study is based on. Finally, the last

section provides the definitions of the terms used throughout the study.

1.1 Background of the Study

Recent decades have witnessed major shifts in our understanding of knowledge about
language learning and teaching, which have resulted in a new focus in the way the
languages are learned and taught. One of the most consequential incentives behind
this shift of focus has been considered to be the fundamental departure from earlier
theoretical frameworks toward a more communicative point of view, which regards

language more than an isolated set of grammatical rules.

In parallel with this paradigm shift, education policy passed through a drastic change,
as well. As Galvin (2003) states, individuals came to realize the need to be educated
and learn different languages to take advantage of the opportunities available in

today’s fast-paced world.



In line with this changing pedagogical landscape in the field of language teaching,
the notion of communicative competence, which was coined by the sociolinguist
Dell Hymes in 1972, was anchored in the field in the late 1970s. This term paved the
way for different models of communicative competence, which involved not only
grammatical competence but also pragmatic competence as one of its crucial
components (Bachman, 1990; Celce-Murcia, Dornyei and Thurrell, 1995). The
second component, pragmatic competence, refers to the language learners’ ability to
manipulate available linguistic resources and sociocultural knowledge about the

target language in accordance with a given context (Rose and Kasper, 2001).

The notion of pragmatic competence led to the growing recognition in the literature
of the need to examine language learners’ development of pragmatic competence
from cross-sectional and longitudinal perspectives. Increasing amount of interest in
the language learners’ pragmatic development has given rise to a new area of
research known as interlanguage pragmatics, which receives due attention

throughout the study.

In response to the aforementioned changes experienced in the field of language
teaching across the world, English language policy implemented in the Turkish
context started to focus on the development of the learners’ communicative capacity
to prepare them to use the language in pragmatically appropriate ways (Kirkgoz,
2007). As Kirkgoz (2007) indicates, especially the 1997 education reform marked the
beginning of a new phase in which the English language teaching policy aimed to
enhance the communicative capacity of Turkish learners of English. Furthermore, the
curriculum was revised in accordance with the communicative view to English

language teaching.



1.2 Statement of the Problem

The field of foreign language teaching methodology has always been in search of
finding better ways to maximise the outcome of learning and teaching process.
Therefore, this field has experienced the rise and fall of many teaching methods
dating back to the 19th century when the Grammar Translation Method was
enthusiastically embraced. However, the need for using the target language in an
appropriate way levelled the criticisms at the structural view, which is mainly based
on the mastery of grammatical rules. This alteration in the way the languages were
viewed and taught resulted in the birth of a functional view, which laid the

foundation of communicative language teaching.

The birth of the functional view in the field drew scholarly attention to the
significance of culture in the language learning and teaching process. For this reason,
there has been an increased amount of attention paid to the inextricable link between
language and culture. In Mitchell and Myles’s words, researchers and teachers have
started to recognize the fact that “language and culture are not separable but acquired
together, with each providing support for the development of the other” (1998, p.

183).

Despite the fact that the field has seen a significant migration toward using the
language in socially and culturally appropriate ways, the pragmatic component of the
language has often been relegated to a subsidiary position in English language
classes in general and Turkish EFL teacher education programmes in particular
(Karatepe, 2001). However, as Karatepe (2001) points out, what is neglected here is
that this shift of focus is unlikely to be achieved in an EFL context since exposure to

authentic language use is very restricted. Therefore, in most cases, EFL learners



complain that although they can produce grammatically and syntactically well-
formed sentences, they still fail to use pragmatically appropriate linguistic

expressions.

In order to minimise pragmatic violations on part of our students and enhance our
students’ pragmatic competence in instructional settings, first of all, we need to be
aware of the current stage in respect to the interlanguage pragmatics continuum on
which our students are presently located. Then, we need to enrich the approaches,
methods and techniques which we use in the classroom by theory and research on

interlanguage pragmatics.

To achieve the aims mentioned above, the present study aspires to examine the
pragmatic productions of the Turkish-speaking EFL learners (i.e., strategies used in
realising the speech act of refusal) and find out if there is any evidence of pragmatic

transfer in their refusal performances.

1.3 Purpose of the Study

The present study aims to (i) investigate the strategies used by Turkish learners of
English while performing the speech act of refusal and (ii) search for evidence of
pragmatic transfer in the refusal strategies used by Turkish learners of English. Based
on the aims mentioned above, the present research attempts to answer the following

research questions:

1. What are the strategies used by Turkish-speaking EFL learners while
performing the speech act of refusal?
2. Is there any evidence of pragmatic transfer in the refusal strategies used by

Turkish-speaking EFL learners?



1.4 Significance of the Study

The present study can be considered significant in several aspects. First of all,
existing literature on pragmatic behaviour of language learners has been confined to
a rather small set of speech acts such as requests, thanking, and greeting. Although
the speech act of refusal may be more challenging for language learners, it has
remained an under-researched area (Chang, 2008). It is, therefore, necessary that
more research be conducted to shed light on the refusal behaviour of language
learners, thus supplementing and broadening the existing body of research on the

speech act of refusal.

Secondly, when compared to the substantial body of research carried out to explore
the pragmatic competence of students learning English as a second language, it is
possible to notice that the studies performed in EFL settings which bring about
serious challenges to the teaching of pragmatics are limited (Rose, 1994). Hence, it is
hoped that this study may add to the cross-sectional interlanguage pragmatics
research by investigating the refusal strategies used by Turkish-speaking EFL

learners.

Thirdly, the participants of the study make it significant. Unlike the previous studies
conducted so far, this study involves Turkish-speaking EFL learners who are
studying at the undergraduate programme of the English Language Teaching
Department of Eastern Mediterranean University. For this reason, such a study may
have a contribution to identifying prospective teachers’ current stage in interlanguage

pragmatics.

Finally, the study seems to have practical significance since findings may provide
valuable insights into the field of second language acquisition, second/foreign
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language education, and more specifically, into the field of English language

teaching.

1.5 Assumptions

The present study is based on the assumptions indicated below:

1.

Native speakers across different language backgrounds resort to similar
formulas to perform a specific speech act; however, the form and choice of
these formulas which vary from one culture to another are governed by
different socio-cultural constraints such as the relationships between
interlocutors, age, gender, etc.

It is assumed that a native speaker of a language develops grammatical and
pragmatic competence simultaneously, but students who learn English in an
EFL setting develop a higher awareness regarding the grammatical features
of English and, therefore, they tend to experience more difficulty in using
English in pragmatically appropriate ways.

Although foreign language learners attain or are supposed to attain a good
command of the target language (i.e., English) at the levels of syntax,
pronunciation, lexis and grammar, they may still depend on the socio-cultural
norms of their native language while performing speech acts in the target
language (i.e., pragmatic transfer).

When the students are informed about the purpose of the study, it is assumed
that they will cooperate and agree to complete the discourse completion task
and pay attention to the role given to them and use the actual words that they

think might use in an actual conversation.



1.6 Definition of Terms

The terms adopted throughout the study are used to refer to the definitions specified
in the following way:

Pragmatics:

Pragmatics 1s “the study of language from the point of view of users, especially the
choices they make, the constraints they encounter in using language in social
interaction and the effects their use of language has on other participants in the act of
communication” (Crystal, 1997, cited in Rose and Kasper, 2001, p. 2).
Interlanguage pragmatics:

Interlanguage pragmatics is defined as “the branch of second language research
which studies how non-native speakers understand and carry out linguistic action in a
target language and how they acquire L2 pragmatic knowledge” (Kasper, 1992, p.
203).

Communicative competence:

Communicative competence refers to “the knowledge of not only if something is
formally possible in a language, but also the knowledge of whether it is feasible,
appropriate or done in a particular speech community” (Hymes, 1972, p. 284).
Pragmatic competence:

Pragmatic competence which is a significant component of the construct of
communicative competence signifies the knowledge which learners employ in order
to perform a speech act successfully when interacting with the native speakers of the
target language in a particular cultural and social setting. It involves the knowledge
of the linguistic resources required to realize a speech act and of socio-cultural

constraints which govern the use of these linguistic resources (Bachman, 1990).



Pragmatic transfer:

Pragmatic transfer refers to “the influence exerted by learners’ pragmatic knowledge
of languages other than the target language on their comprehension, production and
learning of pragmatic information in the target language” (Kasper, 1992, p. 207).
Speech act:

Speech act can be defined as the action performed by means of utterances. In other
words, speech acts are the core units of human communication. Requests, apologies,
complaints, refusals are among the examples of speech acts (Thomas, 1995).

The concept of face:

Central to the politeness theory proposed by Brown and Levinson in 1987, the
concept of face is composed of a person’s feeling of self-worth or self-image. It is
examined in two parts: positive face which refers to the desire to be approved of and
appreciated by other people, and negative face which consists of the desire not to be
imposed on by others (Brown and Levinson, 1987).

Face-threatening act:

It is an act which runs contrary to the addressee’s self-image. For instance, the
speech act of refusal is regarded as a potential face-threatening act since the risk of
offending the addressee is inherent in the act itself (Brown and Levinson, 1987).
Discourse completion task:

It is a type of written data collection instrument used in interlanguage pragmatics
research. It consists of brief descriptions of several situations followed by a short
dialogue with an open response. To complete the unfinished dialogue, the
participants are asked to write what is coherent and appropriate for them in a

particular context (Yuan, 2001). In the present study, the situations presented by the



discourse completion task require the participants to refuse requests, invitations,
offers and suggestions.

Pragmalinguistic realisation of speech acts:

Pragmalinguistic realisation of speech acts refers to the knowledge and ability of
using linguistic resources available in the target language for performing particular
communicative intentions (Hinkel, 2005).

Sociopragmatic constraints:

Sociopragmatic constraints refer to the factors such as social distance, dominance,
amount of imposition which influence interlocutors’ interpretation and performance
of communicative actions (Byon, 2004).

Pragmatic failure:

Pragmatic failure is defined as “the inability to understand what is meant by what is

said” (Thomas, 1983, p. 91).



CHAPTER 2

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

2.0 Presentation

This chapter reviews the theoretical and empirical literature pertinent to the present
study. It consists of three main sections. Firstly, the concept of pragmatics (2.1) is
investigated through two related theories: Speech Act Theory (2.1.1) and Politeness
Theory (2.1.2). Then, the concept of pragmatic competence is thoroughly discussed
and clarified in relation to the framework of communicative competence (2.2).
Finally, the last part of this chapter provides a detailed account of interlanguage
pragmatics (2.3) under three subsections: the notion of pragmatic transfer (2.3.1), a
review of related studies on pragmatic transfer (2.3.2) and studies on the speech act

of refusals (2.3.3).

2.1 The Concept of Pragmatics

The concept of pragmatics was first introduced by Charles Morris (1938 cited in
Levinson, 1983), who distinguished it along with other two categories, namely,
syntax and semantics. Arguing that neither syntax nor semantics takes into account
its users, Morris (1938) proposed the concept of pragmatics, which studies “the

relations of signs to interpreters” (cited in Levinson, 1983, p.1).
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Although pragmatics had its roots in semiotics, it was not until the 1970s that this
area of research came to be recognised as a separate discipline. Before the
contribution of key figures such as Austin (1962), Searle (1969) and Grice (1975),
researchers such as Chomsky (1957) and Saussure (1959) had merely focused on
isolated linguistic structures. Both Chomsky’s distinction between competence and
performance and Saussure’s concepts of langue and parole did not take the notion of
communication into account. In other words, the real use of language in a particular
context was left aside. For this reason, as Levinson (1983) points out, in the 1970s,
interest in pragmatics appeared as a counterattack to Chomsky’s use of language as
an abstract system. Particularly, As Huang (2007) points out, Levinson’s (1983)
seminal work entitled Pragmatics systematised the field and marked the coming of
the age of pragmatics as a linguistic discipline in its own right. Since then pragmatics

has been defined differently by several scholars as discussed below.

According to Levinson (1983), pragmatics is “the study of the ability of language
users to pair sentences with the context in which they would be appropriate” (p. 24).
Similarly, Mey (1993) regards pragmatics as “the study of the conditions of human
language uses as these are determined by the context of society” (p. 42). The
importance of context was also emphasised by Jaszczolt (2002), who states
“pragmatics is the study of how hearers add contextual information to the semantic

structure and how they draw inferences from what is said” (p. 1).

As Kasper (1997) indicates, one of the most elaborate and appealing definition of
pragmatics was put forward by David Crystal (1985), who considered pragmatics as
“the study of language from the point of view of users, especially the choices they

make, the constraints they encounter in using language in social interaction and the
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effects of using the language has on other participants in the act of communication”

(p. 240).

When we examine the definitions given by various researchers, it is possible to
detect two crucial features of pragmatics which differentiate this branch of linguistics
from other disciplines such as semantics and syntax. First of all, in contrast to
semantics and syntax, pragmatics pays attention to the users of the language.
Secondly, this field places utmost emphasis on the context in which these users
interact with each other. This situation is summed up by Yule (1996), who defines

pragmatics as “the study of contextual meaning” (p.3).

2.1.1 Speech Act Theory

Speech act theory was formulated by the British philosopher John Langshaw Austin
in his posthumously published book entitled How To Do Things With Words in 1962.
John R. Searle, who was one of Austin’s students in the 1950s, further developed the

theory (Jaszczolt, 2002).

The emergence of speech act theory is attributed to a growing dissatisfaction with the
assumed deficiencies of logical positivism and truth conditional semantics (Huang,
2007). Logical positivism claims that if a sentence can be verified, or objectively
assessed as true or false, then that sentence is said to be meaningful. Similarly, truth-
conditional semantics considers sentences to be true if they correctly describe states
of affairs and false if their description is incorrect (Thomas, 1995). Austin (1962)
was among the first to disagree with this approach in a series of lectures in which he
argued that sentences like (1) to (3) are used to do (emphasis mine) certain things and
not to describe correctly or incorrectly the states of affairs: (1) 7 apologize for being

late, (2) I sentence you to five years in prison, (3) I name this ship the Princess
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Elizabeth. He labelled these acts of apologizing, passing sentence, and naming as

speech acts because they are performed through speech.

Austin (1962) refers to sentences given above as performative sentences. He further
observes that even though these utterances cannot be assessed as true or false, they
depend on appropriate circumstances or conditions in order to take effect. He calls

such conditions felicity conditions.

2.1.1.1 Felicity Conditions
In order for a performative utterance to ‘work’, there are certain conditions that have
to be met. These social conventions are called by Austin (1962) as felicity
conditions, which refer to the conditions that must be in place for the speech act in
question to be performed successfully or felicitously. Austin (1962) enumerated
these felicity conditions as follows:

A. (1) There must be a conventional procedure having a conventional effect.

(11) The circumstances and persons must be appropriate.
B. The procedure must be executed (1) correctly and (ii) completely.

C. (1) The persons must have the requisite thoughts, feelings and intentions.
(1) If consequent conduct is specified, then the relevant parties must do it

(pp. 14-15).
He also noted that violation of any of these conditions will render a performative act

infelicitous or unsuccessful.

Drawing on Austin’s ideas, Searle (1969) proposes four basic types of conditions that
have to be met in order for an act to be performed non-defectively. The first type of
condition includes propositional content conditions which specify the kind of
meaning expressed by the propositional part of an utterance. In other words, the

conditions in this category are concerned with what the speech act is about. For
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instance, the propositional content condition for an apology involves a past action
done by the speaker. For a promise, the propositional content condition is to

predicate a future act of the speaker.

The second category is composed of preparatory conditions which state the real-
world requirements for the speech act. For example, in the case of a request, the
preparatory condition is that the speaker has the reason to believe that the addressee

has the ability to perform the action requested (Searle, 1969).

As Searle (1969) indicates, the following category involves sincerity conditions
which relate to the degree of sincerity with which a speech act is performed. Thus,
for a promise to be sincere, the speaker must genuinely intend to keep the promise.
As Huang (2008) indicates, if the sincerity condition is not satisfied, the speech act

can be still carried out, but there occurs an abuse, to use Austin’s term.

Finally, essential conditions specify “what the speech act must conventionally count
as” (Searle, 1969, p.59). To illustrate, the uttering of ‘Please close the door’ counts as

a request for the hearer to shut the door.

When two different linguists’ views regarding felicity conditions for speech acts are
compared and contrasted, it is possible to note that Austin (1962) is concerned with
the procedure and the framing of a speech act with reference to his felicity
conditions, whereas Searle is more concerned with the content of different types of
conditions (i.e., propositional content conditions, preparatory conditions, sincerity

conditions and essential conditions).
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2.1.1.2 Locutionary, illocutionary, and perlocutionary acts

According to the speech act theory (Austin, 1962; Searle, 1969), a speaker also
performs certain actions in making an utterance which is characterized by a specific
communicative force. Austin (1962) developed his three-fold distinction among the
acts which the interlocutor simultaneously performs when saying something. Hence,
according to Austin (1962) a speech act has three facets which comprise the
following acts:

(a) Locutionary act: The conveyance of a propositional meaning; in other words,
the act of saying something that has a meaning.

(b) Illocutionary act: The performance of a particular language function; that is,
saying something by means of some kind of conventional force associated
with it either explicitly or implicitly.

(c) Perlocutionary act: The production of certain intentional consequential effects

on the participants or the speaker or other persons.

In other words, the locutionary act conveys the literal meaning of the utterance while
the illocutionary and perlocutionary acts serve to change the conditions in which the
sentence is uttered. While explaining the difference between these three acts, Austin
(1962) uses the utterance: He said to me ‘Shoot her!’. The locution is basically the
literal meaning of the two words ‘shoot’ and ‘her’. The illocution has the force of
urging, ordering, advising, etc.: He urged me to shoot her. ‘Shoot her’ is therefore an
utterance that contains an illocutionary force ordering the hearer to shoot. The
perlocution persuades, forces, or frightens the hearer into performing the action: He

persuaded (made, got, etc.) me to shoot her.
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2.1.1.3 Taxonomy of Speech Acts
When the literature is reviewed, it is possible to see that Austin (1962) and Searle
(1969) aimed to systematise the types of speech acts and proposed different but

related taxonomies, which are the main focus of this subsection.

Austin (1962) focused on the second type of acts, that is, illocutionary acts, by
grouping them into five types, namely, verdictives, exercitives, commissives,
behabitives and expositives. Verdictives involve the giving of a verdict or judgment
(i.e., acquits, convict, diagnose). Exercitives refer to the exercising power, right or
influence (i.e., appoint, order, name). Commisives are illocutionary acts which entail
the assuming of obligation or giving of an undertaking (i.e., promise, agree, bet).
Behatives are related to displaying attitudes and social behaviour (i.e., apologise,
compliment, welcome) and as for expositives, these speech acts address the
clarifying of reasons, arguments and expounding of views (i.e., concede, deny,

inform).

On the basis of the Austian taxonomy, Searle (1969) made a distinction between
propositional content and illocutionary force, which in Austin’s (1962) words
referred to ‘locution’ and ‘illocution’. Focusing on the illocutionary force or purpose
of the act from the speaker’s point of view, Searle (1977) proposed a taxonomy of
illocutionary acts. Searle’s (1977) taxonomy constitutes five major categories:

representatives, directives, expressives, commissives, and declaratives.

The first category includes representatives. Representatives are speech acts which
convey information. Speakers commit themselves to the truth of the expressed
proposition. Representatives express the speaker’s belief. That is to say, the speaker

represents the world as he or she believes it is. Asserting, claiming, stating, reporting,
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concluding, announcing are among the examples in this category. The second
category involves directives. Directives refer to speech acts in which the speaker’s
aim is to get the addressee to do something as in advice, commands, questions,
requests etc. The following category is made up of expressives which are expressions
of the speaker’s psychological state or attitude such as apologising, praising,
congratulating, regretting etc. The fourth category consists of commissives which are
used to commit the speaker to some action in the future. This category includes
speech acts such as promises, offers, threats, pledges etc. The speech act of refusal,
which is the focus of the present study, falls into the category of commissives since it
commits the refuser (not) to performing an action (Searle, 1977). The last category
entails declaratives. Declaratives refer to words and expressions which bring about
changes in the world as in declaring war, nominating a presidential candidate,

marrying two single people, etc (Searle, 1977).

2.1.1.4 Criticism of Speech Act Theory

Although Austin and Searle’s theory of speech act had a long lasting impact on
functional aspects of pragmatic theory, various criticisms have been levelled against
the speech act theory. For example, according to Geis (1995), both Austin (1962) and
Searle (1969) based their work primarily on their intuitions, focusing mainly on
sentences devoid of their context. Likewise, Cutting (2002) states that speech act
theory accounts for formal considerations and fail to accommodate utterances such as
‘So there you go’ and ‘You know’ since they are neither representatives nor

expressives.

In line with Leech (1983), who focuses on meaning and proposes a functional

perspective of speech acts, Thomas (1995) stresses the influence of functional,
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psychological and affective factors on the use of speech acts. Similarly, LoCastro
(2003) claims that the analysis of speech acts should be carried out in context since
the pragmatic meaning embedded in speech act can be best comprehended when not
only the linguistic forms but also the other aforementioned factors (i.e., functional,

psychological and affective factors) are taken into account.

Besides these considerations and criticisms, Yule (1996), who pays attention to the
structure of speech acts, suggests a different kind of classification. Yule (1996)
claims that there is a relationship between the three structural forms, namely,
declarative, imperative and interrogative and the three general communicative

functions such as statement, question, command or request respectively.

According to Yule (1996), this situation entails the distinction between a direct and
indirect speech act since a direct speech act indicates a direct relationship between a
structure and a function; on the other hand, an indirect speech act consists of an
indirect relationship between a structure and a function. These two pragmatic
strategies (i.e., direct and indirect speech acts) are claimed by Kasper and Schmidt
(1996) to be universally available as they are related to the politeness theory, which

1s going to be addressed in the next section.

2.1.2 Politeness Theory

The notion of politeness as a universal, social and linguistic phenomenon has
constituted the centre of increasing attention and interest in the last decades.
Politeness is generally regarded as a significant controlling mechanism in human
interaction (Huang, 2007). As Longcope (1995, cited in Haugh, 2005) points out, due
to the constraining function of politeness in the language we use, interlocutors

consciously or subconsciously started to take into account certain variables which
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determine the form that the language will take while interacting. Goffman (1955)
examined these variables under the rubric ‘face’, and defined this term as “the
positive social value a person effectively claims for himself by the line others assume
he has taken during a particular contact. Face is an image of self delineated in terms

of approved social attributes” (Goffman, 1955, p. 213).

Brown and Levinson (1987), using Goffman’s (1955) sociological notion of face as a
starting point, proposed politeness theory in their seminal work entitled ‘Politeness:
Some universals in language usage’. According to Brown and Levinson (1987)
theory of politeness consists of three fundamental notions which include face, face

threatening acts, and politeness strategies.

Brown and Levinson (1987) define the concept of face as “the public self-image that
every member [of a society] wants to claim for himself” (p.61). The researchers also
indicate that face comes in two variations which they claim to be universal: positive
and negative. While positive face refers to the hearer’s desire to be appreciated or
approved of (e.g., by seeking agreement, solidarity, reciprocity), negative face
“‘represents the basic claim to territories, personal preserves, rights to non-
distraction, i.e., freedom of action and freedom from imposition’ (p.61).
Interlocutors attend to each other’s negative face by being indirect, apologetic or by
giving deference. They further argue that face is invested; it is something that can be
lost, and it must be constantly attended to in interaction. From this perspective,
politeness can be regarded as an activity, which serves to enhance, maintain or

protect both the speaker’s and hearer’s face.

This concept of face is closely related to commissive type of speech act (e.g.,

refusals), since, as claimed by Brown and Levinson (1987), some speech acts such as
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refusals, complaints, disagreements, criticisms etc., can intrinsically threaten face.
Hence, they are called face-threatening acts (FTAs). This assumption is directly
relevant to the present study as politeness approach adopted by these researchers is
speech-act based. Therefore, conversational participants are expected to engage in
some form of face-work, in relation to which they may behave in two ways: either
they may avoid the FTA or they may decide to perform the FTA. These two
decisions and other politeness strategies involved in interaction are better illustrated

in the figure displayed below.

2 Lesser
= Without redressive action, baldly
3]
S n record
B o
- / Do the FTA Positive politeness
72
% With redressive action <
g \ ff record Negative politeness
=
g Don’t do the FTA
Z
m  Greater

Figure 2.1: A schematic representation of Brown and Levinson’s (1987, p. 60)

politeness model.

The figure illustrated above shows that in performing a particular speech act,
interlocutors encounter a series of strategies to go through and at each juncture they
are required to make a decision. As already noted, first, they may choose to do the
FTA or avoid it. If they decide on the first option, that is, to do the FTA, they have to
make the second decision since they can either go on record or off record. If the
decision is to go on record, the interlocutors express their intentions directly and
unambiguously. However, if they go off record, they try to convey their

communicative intents indirectly through hints, metaphor and irony.
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In the former case (i.e., doing the FTA on record), there are two further options. The
interlocutors may perform the FTA with or without redressive action (e.g., ‘turn off
the light, please’ versus ‘turn off the light’). Redressive action refers to the effort
made by the participants to soften the force of the speech act (Brown and Levinson,
1987). Finally, if the interlocutor opts to act the FTA with redressive action, they are
required to do it either using positive or negative politeness strategies. In using
positive politeness strategies, the participants appeal to positive face of their
interlocutors by desiring that the others approve of them. Strategies in this group
stress closeness between speaker and hearer by confirming or establishing a common
ground, referring to desirable attributes in the hearer or using in-group identity
markers or markers of affection. In contrast to this type of strategies, if participants
employ a speech act that poses a threat to the other’s face as in refusals, which this
study aims to investigate, they may resort to negative politeness strategies. The
strategies in this category help to minimise the imposition of the FTA. Examples of
this type of strategies involve indirect formulas, hedging or mitigation. Brown and
Levinson (1987) also indicate that the more threatening the FTA, the more polite the

strategy the speaker is required to employ to mitigate its effects.

These five strategies can be illustrated in the example given below (Huang, 2007):

Situation: John, a student, asks Mary, another student, to lend him her lecture notes.

1. On record, without redress, baldly:
Lend me your lecture notes.
2. On record, with positive politeness redress:
How about letting me have a look at your lecture notes?
3. On record, with negative politeness redress:
Could you please lend me your lecture notes?
4. Off-record:
I didn’t take any notes for the last lecture.
5. Don’t perform the FTA:
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[John silently looks at Mary’s lecture notes]

(p-118).
As the sentences mentioned above exemplify, there are possible strategies which
participants adopt in order to preserve hearers’ face. It is also worth mentioning that
the choice of which strategy to use depends on the speakers’ assessment of the size
of the FTA (Brown and Levinson, 1987). In assessing the seriousness of FTAs,
Brown and Levinson (1987, p.73) point out that speakers take into consideration
three factors: the variables of social distance (D); relative power (P); and absolute

ranking (R) as perceived by the interlocutors.

The first variable refers to the social distance between the speaker and the hearer,
that is, the degree of familiarity that exists between the interlocutors. In this sense, as
social distance increases, the degree of politeness is expected to increase, as well. As
for the second social variable, the relative power of the speaker over the hearer, it is
assumed that the more powerful the hearer, the more polite the speaker is expected to
be. Finally, the ranking of imposition implies that the greater the imposition on the
hearer, the more polite the speaker is required to be. These factors are of great
significance for the present study since the situations in the questionnaires are

formulated with these different social parameters.

Brown and Levinson’s theory, though remaining the most influential theory to date,
is not, however, without criticism. The most often cited criticism relates to their
claim for the universality of their theory. First, it is doubtful whether ‘face’ or the
notion of self operates similarly across cultures since cultures are not homogeneous
(Barron, 2002; Kasper, 1994). Indeed, much of the recent non-Western politeness

research has indicated the inadequacy of Brown and Levinson’s ethnocentrically
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Anglo-Saxon negative politeness for explaining speech act performance in non-
Western cultures (Blum-Kulka, 1987; Ide, 1989; Hill et al., 1986; Matsumoto, 1989;
Clancy, 1989). For example, Japanese researchers such as Ide (1989) and Matsumoto
(1989) argue that given the lack of individualistic orientation in Japanese culture,
negative face seems to be of little importance and cannot explain politeness
behaviour. Another concern is whether the claim of the direct relationship between
face and politeness is universally valid (Barron, 2002) since, for some cultures such
as Japanese, saving face is not as important as social indexing (i.e., marking social
standing) (Matsumoto, 1989). Thus, critics have argued that individualistic
orientation of Brown and Levinson’s (1987) politeness theory clashes with cultural
orientations outside the Anglo-American society, where face is associated
predominantly with recognition of interactants’ status in social hierarchies (Ide,

1989; Matsumoto, 1994).

As indicated by Huang (2007), in spite of its shortcomings, Brown and Levinson’s
(1987) politeness framework has paved the way for a wide range of research on
politeness. Additionally, it is particularly important to the present study as the
taxonomy used to analyse the speech act under scrutiny (i.e., refusals) has been
constructed on the basis of this politeness theory. This theory also distinguishes
between on record (direct strategies) and off record (indirect strategies) and it
provides a useful framework to detect cross-cultural differences and similarities with
regard to politeness strategies. Furthermore, this theory has also been employed in
various studies which concentrated on the politeness phenomena in Turkish language
(Dogangay-Aktuna and Kamisl, 1997). These researchers have pointed out that

Brown and Levison’s (1987) politeness theory can be applicable to Turkish context.
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2.2 Pragmatic Competence as Part of the Communicative

Competence Construct

As already mentioned earlier in this chapter, there was a paradigm shift from an
almost exclusive concern with the structural analysis of grammar in the 1960s to a
growing interest in language use in the 1970s and 1980s (Brown, 2000). Thus,
instead of considering the language in isolation, researchers from different fields
such as psychology, sociolinguistics and discourse analysis started to explore

extralinguistic variables as well as the nature of communication.

This new realisation paved the way for the rise of communicative language teaching,
which was revolved around the communicative competence as a key concept. For
this reason, the construct of communicative competence gained prominence in the
field of second language acquisition since the ultimate goal was to help the language

learner to become communicatively competent in the target language.

A historical overview of the issue under scrutiny reveals that the concept of
communicative competence was an indirect effect of the Chomskian revolution in
linguistics that gave a somewhat limiting definition to the scope of linguistic theory
(Spolsky, 1989). Although Chomsky (1965) coined the terms such as competence
and performance, he paid attention only to the former which was based on isolated

sentences. Therefore, the real use of language was left aside.

The following quotation captures the essence of Chomsky’s (1965) ideas on this
issue:

Linguistic theory is concerned primarily with an ideal speaker-listener,

in a completely homogenous speech community, who knows its

language perfectly well and is unaffected by such grammatically
irrelevant conditions as memory limitations, distractions, shifts of
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attention and interest, and errors (random or characteristic) in applying
his knowledge of the language in actual performance (p.3).

Standing in sharp contrast to Chomsky’s treatment of linguistic competence, various
researchers from different fields such as psychology, anthropology, sociolinguistics,
and discourse analysis asserted that Chomsky only focused on a theory of grammar
without considering the effect of sociocultural context in which the utterance is

produced.

Dell Hymes (1972) was one of the first to criticise the Chomskian notion of
competence on the grounds that knowledge of grammar was not sufficient to enable a
speaker to communicate successfully. According to Hymes (1972), competence in a
language consists of not only grammatical rules but also sociocultural knowledge
which involves “when to speak, when not, and as to what to talk about with whom,

when, where, in what manner” (p. 277).

Hymes (1972) redefined competence and proposed what has become widely known

as communicative competence which is comprised of four different aspects of

knowledge:
1. Whether (and to what degree) something is formally possible;
2. Whether (and to what degree) something is feasible in virtue of the

means of implementation available;

3. Whether (and to what degree) something is appropriate in relation to a
context in which it is used and evaluated;

4. Whether (and to what degree) something is in fact done, actually
performed, and what its doing entails (p. 281).

As can be seen, unlike Chomsky, Hymes viewed communicative competence as the

interaction of grammatical (what is formally possible), psycholinguistic (what is
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feasible in terms of human information processing), sociocultural (what is the social
meaning or value of a given utterance), and probabilistic (what actually occurs)

systems of competence.

In consonant with Hymes (1972), Savignon (1997) put forward four main
characteristics of communicative competence indicating that (1) “it is a dynamic
concept, (2) applies to both spoken and written language, (3) is context specific, (4)
is relative and dependent on the cooperation of all participants” (pp. 14-15). This last
feature is particularly important since, according to Savignon, communicative
competence encompasses the negotiative nature of communication. Therefore, it is
possible to infer that Savignon is also concerned with the social aspect of

competence in communication.

In addition to the theoretical considerations outlined above, Hymes’s insights
regarding communicative competence have also had an important influence in the
field of second language acquisition and second language pedagogy. For this reason,
different researchers attempted to define the specific components of the construct of
communicative competence. Among the different constituents, the pragmatic
component has caught the attention of the researchers especially in an EFL context
since opportunities to be exposed to authentic language use are very restricted

(Martinez-Flor and Uso-Juan, 2006).

The first such model was proposed by the applied linguists Canale and Swain (1980)
and further extended by Canale (1983). The components which they identified are
grammatical competence (i.e., knowledge of lexical, morphological, semantic and
syntactic rules of the language system), sociolinguistic competence (i.e., the

knowledge of the sociocultural rules of use in a given context), strategic competence
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(i.e., the knowledge of how to use verbal and non-verbal communication strategies to
prevent communication breakdowns) and finally, discourse competence” (i.e., the

knowledge of achieving cohesion and coherence in a spoken or written text).

Three years later, Canale (1983) revised the above model of communicative
competence and drew a distinction between the communicative competence, which
refers to the underlying knowledge of the rules of communication, and actual
communication, which implies the use of this knowledge in the act of
communication. The main change proposed by Canale (1983) from the original
model was the separation of discourse from sociolinguistic competence. According
to him, the latter would only include the sociocultural rules of use, whereas discourse
competence deals with the mastery of how to combine grammatical forms and

meanings to achieve a unified speech or written text (Canale, 1983).

Later, Savignon (1983, cited in Berns, 1990) also developed a model of
communicative competence represented as an inverted pyramid. As it can be seen in
Figure 2.2, Savignon’s model encompasses four types of competence mentioned

above.

* This fourth component was added by Canale in 1983.
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Communicative Competence

Figure 2.2: Savignon’s (1983, cited in Berns, 1990, p. 90) components of

communicative competence.

As can be observed in Figure 2.2 above, Savignon (1983, cited in Berns, 1990)
addresses the same four constituents of communicative competence previously
mentioned in the model suggested by Canale and Swain (1980) and Canale (1983).
However, it differs from the previous one in that Savignon (1997) pays attention to
the interrelation among the four components and argues that communicative
competence occupies a grater role than the rest of the components as “one strings

pearls on a necklace”. (p. 45).

Although the models described so far have formed the basis for the integration of
communicative competence to language teaching approaches (Martinez-Flor and
Uso-Juan, 2006), they came in for criticism on the ground that they ignored the
importance of pragmatic component. For instance, Schachter (1990) asks “Where
does pragmatics fit into the Canale and Swain’s framework? Is it assumed not to
exist?” (p. 42). Although the previous models included pragmatics within
sociolinguistic competence, Bachman (1990) was the first researcher to divide

language competence into organizational and pragmatic competence as shown in
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Figure 2.3: Bachman’s (1990, p. 87) model of communicative competence.

According to Bachman (1990), organizational competence refers to “the knowledge
of linguistic units and the rules of joining them together” (p. 87). It is broken down
into two types of abilities: Grammatical competence refers to the knowledge of
vocabulary, morphology, phonology and syntax, whereas textual competence
consists of the knowledge required to join utterances together to form a unified

whole.

Bachman’s noteworthy contribution, in comparison to the previous models of
communicative competence, lies in his second type of competence, that is to say,
pragmatic competence. In Bachman’s model, pragmatic competence is subdivided
into ‘illocutionary competence’ and ‘sociolinguistic competence’. Illocutionary
competence deals with “the knowledge of communicative action and how to carry it

2

out”. Sociolinguistic competence comprises “the ability to wuse language

appropriately according to the context” (Bachman, 1990, p. 87).

It should also be noted that Bachman’s model is in consonant with that of Canale and

Swain (1980) as both of them claim that linguistic competence alone cannot
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guarantee successful communication. Thus, in order to communicate effectively, a
wide range of abilities are needed, including pragmatic competence. Taking the
Bachman’s point of view into account, it is possible to indicate that developing
pragmatic competence is one of the crucial goals to be attained by language learners

to become communicatively competent in the target language.

Although the models of communicative competence described so far have
contributed significantly to the fields of second language acquisition and language
teaching, several researchers such as Alcon (2000) indicated that they failed to
establish any relationship among their components. As mentioned earlier, only
Savignon (1983) underlined the importance of the relationship among the different
constituents in relation to the overall communicative competence. However, it is

worth mentioning that this model did not account for the pragmatic component.

In light of the advancements made in an attempt to understand the language as a
system, Celce-Murcia et al. (1995) were the first to establish the connection among
the components of the concept of communicative competence, with special attention

paid to the pragmatic component. Thelr model is displayed in Figure 2.4 below.

CIO-

CULTURE
COMPETEN
DISCOURSE
COMPETENCE
INGUISTIC ACTION
COMPETENCE COMPETE

RATEGIC COMPE CE
Figure 2.4: Celce-Murcia et al.’s (1995, p. 10) model of communicative competence.
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In their model, Celce-Murcia et al. (1995) referred to pragmatic competence as
actional competence since it involves the understanding of the interlocutors’
communicative intents by performing and interpreting speech acts. Furthermore, they
pointed out that actional competence is closely associated with the field of

interlanguage pragmatics, which is the primary focus of the next part.

The other components of their model are discourse competence, linguistic
competence, sociocultural competence and strategic competence. As can be seen in
Figure 2.4, discourse competence constitutes the core of their model. It is concerned
with the selection and sequencing of sentences to reach a unified spoken or written
text. Unlike Canale and Swain’s (1980), Savignon’s (1983) and Bachman’s (1990)
grammatical competencies which merely include grammatical abilities, this model
indicates that linguistic competence comprises the basic elements of communication

such as phonological, orthographic systems, morphology and lexis, etc.

The third type of competence, namely, sociocultural competence, involves the
knowledge of social context, stylistic appropriateness, cultural factors (i.e.,
sociocultural background, dialect differences, and cross-cultural awareness) and
nonverbal communication. This component was also integrated into previous models
of communicative competence mentioned earlier. Finally, the four components
outlined so far are influenced by the last one, which is, strategic competence.
Strategic competence refers to the knowledge of communication strategies and how

to use them.

To sum up, the model put forward by Celce-Murcia et al. (1995) draws attention to
“how complex, socially and culturally situated and contextualised the mastery of

another language actually is” (Miller, 2003, p. 24). This model is also important in
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that it attempts to show that in order to be communicatively competent in a given
language, all other constituent parts need to be developed. Moreover, it plays a
crucial role as it integrates and connects those parts (i.e., linguistic, actional,

sociocultural and strategic competence) to each other to build discourse competence.

Additionally, it is also worth mentioning that these models especially the one
proposed by Bachman (1990) paid particular attention to the pragmatic component
because it is an integral part of the models of communicative competence analysed
above. Due to its prevailing nature, as stated before, pragmatic scope is related to
other disciplines such as interlanguage pragmatics, cross-cultural pragmatics and
pragmatic transfer, etc. For this reason, the following section is devoted to
interlanguage pragmatics since it is concerned with learners’ pragmatic competence

in the target language.

2.3 Interlanguage Pragmatics

The term ‘interlanguage’ was coined by Selinker (1972) to refer to the learner’s
developing linguistic system in the target language. As emphasised by Ellis (1994), it
differs from both the language learner’s L1 and the language to be learned. However,
after Hymes’s (1972) introduction of the construct of communicative competence
and its components, Gabriele Kasper (1992), extended the scope of interlanguage to
cover the pragmatic aspect of the learners’ linguistic system. In fact, Kasper (1992)
was the first researcher to introduce the term ‘interlanguage pragmatics’ (ILP).
According to Kasper (1992), ILP is “the branch of second language research which
studies how non-native speakers understand and carry out linguistic action in a target

language, and how they acquire L2 pragmatic knowledge” ( p. 203).
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Considering the definition cited above, it is possible to realise that the main focus of
ILP has been on linguistic action, or speech acts, and this is also the area addressed
in the present study, that is, EFL learners’ enactment of a particular speech act (i.e.

the speech act of refusal).

This product-oriented view of ILP concentrates on the evidence of pragmatic
transfer, usually comparing three types of data: (1) “the baseline data from native
speakers of the learners’ native language, (2) the interlanguage data from the
learners, (3) the target language baseline data from native speakers of the target
language” (Kasper, 1992, p. 223). Other domains of ILP include pragmatic
comprehension, development of pragmatic competence and communicative effect.
As the present study is concerned with pragmatic transfer, the remaining section of

the literature review is limited to the research on this specific area.

2.3.1 Pragmatic Transfer

Research into ILP revealed that second/foreign language learners who communicate
across different linguistic and cultural boundaries often deviate from the target norms
and encounter communication breakdowns with interlocutors who are from different
first language (L1) backgrounds or who speak different varieties of a language.
Sociolinguists recognise that such intercultural miscommunication is partly due to
different value systems that underlie each speaker's L1 cultural group (Chick, 1996).
Different value systems are reflected in speech acts. Thus, different interpretations of

a certain speech act sometimes cause misunderstanding of the speaker's intention.

Deviation from the target norms due to cross-cultural differences is referred to as
pragmatic transfer. The concept of pragmatic transfer represents relying on one’s L1

sociocultural conventions and it is defined by Kasper (1992) as “the influence
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exerted by learners’ pragmatic knowledge of languages and cultures other than L2 on
their comprehension, production and L2 pragmatic information (p. 207). As Kasper
and Blum-Kulka (1993) note, it is possible to infer that pragmatic transfer refers to
the influence of learners’ mother tongue and culture on their interlanguage pragmatic

knowledge and performance.

Furthermore, Kasper (1992) identifies two types of pragmatic transfer: positive and
negative pragmatic transfer. According to this researcher, positive pragmatic transfer
is observed when language specific conventions are shared by the language learners’
L1 and L2. In this case, transfer plays a facilitative role since the language learners
are able to convey their messages successfully. On the other hand, negative
pragmatic transfer occurs when the participants project their L1 sociocultural norms
onto the target language which does not share the same norms as their L1. This
process usually results in ‘pragmatic failure’ (Thomas, 1983). Pragmatic failure
occurs when the H (hearer) perceives the force of the S’s (speaker’s) utterance as
other than the S intended s/he should perceive it. For example, if:
1. H perceives the force of S’s utterance as stronger or weaker than S
intended s/he should perceive it,
2. H perceives as an order an utterance which S intended s/he should
perceive as a request,
3. If H perceives S’s utterance as ambivalent where S intended no
ambivalence,
4. If H expects S’s utterance to be able to infer the force of his/her
utterance, but is relying on a system of knowledge or beliefs which S
and H do not, in fact share. For instance, S says “Pigs might fly!” to an
H unaware that they cannot, or S says “He’s madder than Keith Joseph”

to an H who believes Joseph to be perfectly sane” (Thomas, 1983, p.
94).
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Additionally, Thomas (1983) mentions two kinds of pragmatic failure:
pragmalinguistic and sociopragmatic failure. Pragmalinguistic failure can be defined
as the inability to understand or encode the illocutionary force of an utterance
appropriately, or as Thomas (1983) puts it “pragmalinguistic failure occurs when the
pragmatic force mapped by S [...] is systematically different from the force most
frequently assigned to it by native speakers of the target language” (p. 99). This type
of misunderstanding has its roots in the ambiguity of a message, where utterances are
indirect and ambivalent and, therefore, require the receiver of a message to infer

meaning that is not explicitly stated.

Sociopragmatic failure, on the other hand, results from unfamiliarity with the norms
of another culture (Hurley, 1992). According to Thomas (1983), pragmalinguistic
failure is a linguistic problem, while socio-pragmatic failure “stems from cross-

culturally different perceptions of what constitutes appropriate linguistic behaviour”

(p. 99).

As Bou-Franch (1998) mentions, the distinction between pragmalinguistic and
sociopragmatic failure is useful for theoretical pragmatics and provides a solid
framework for the study of pragmatic transfer in ILP. However, in order to avoid
terminological ambiguity throughout the present study, in the following section
research on pragmatic transfer is going to be reviewed without drawing a distinction

between pragmalinguistic and sociopragmatic failure.

2.3.2 Studies on Pragmatic Transfer
The occurrences of pragmatic transfer in various speech acts have been well
documented in the literature of ILP since the early 1980s. In this section relevant

research studies have been reviewed.
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One of the earliest studies in this field belongs to Blum-Kulka (1982). In her study,
she investigated the request strategies employed by English learners of Hebrew as
L2. As a case of positive transfer, Blum-Kulka found out that the subjects
successfully transferred the following cross-linguistically shared strategies:
imperatives, ability questions, ‘why not’ questions, and ‘Do you mind if...?" forms.
However, she also detected evidence of negative pragmatic transfer in their
performances. The subjects tended to inappropriately use the Hebrew ability (‘Can
you...’) questions. This situation caused forms which were deprived of the pragmatic
force of a request. Blum-Kulka (1982) elucidated that this tendency was a case in
which the apparent similarity in form and function across the two languages (i.e.,
English and Hebrew) might hold for all contexts. She also observed negative transfer
in the choice of directness levels in the use of request strategies: the English learners
of Hebrew used less direct strategies in L2 (i.e., Hebrew) than the native Hebrew

speakers, thereby conforming more to their L1 (i.e., English) indirect strategies.

Instances of pragmatic transfer were also evident in the study carried out by House
and Kasper (1987). Their study, which was a part of a Cross-Cultural Speech Act
Realisation Project, examined the request performances of German learners of
British English and Danish learners of British English in five request situations. The
data elicited through discourse completion tasks (DCTs) revealed that both groups of
subjects deviated from the British English norm and resorted to their L1 norms in
their choice of the directness of the request in two of the five situations. For example,
the subjects preferred to use direct imperatives, whereas, the native speakers of

British English utilised more indirect preparatory questions.
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The study conducted by Takahashi and Dufon (1989) revealed findings similar to
those of House and Kasper (1987). They examined whether or not Japanese learners
of English transferred L1 indirect request strategies to L2 communicative settings.
The data collected via role-play situations indicated the following request
performance: (1) In their attempt to make an explicit reference to a desired action,
the learners favoured a more direct English request than the American reference
group; (2) When they decided to refer implicitly to an action, they relied on hinting
strategies and preferred a more indirect approach than the Americans. Similar
distribution was also found in Japanese request performance. Therefore, the
researchers detected patterns from the subjects’ L1 (i.e., Japanese) in their L2 request

realisation.

In another study, Olshtain (1983) examined apologies performed by 12 native
speakers of English, 12 native speakers of Hebrew, 12 native speakers of Russian, 13
American learners of Hebrew and 14 Russian learners of Hebrew. A comparison of
the average frequencies of apology strategies demonstrated that American learners of
Hebrew negatively transferred their L1 pragmatic features in the case of ‘expressing
apology’ and ‘offering of repair’. By contrast, these two semantic formulas were not

preferred by the native speakers of Hebrew in the same situations.

Similarly, Garcia (1988, cited in Kasper and Blum-Kulka, 1993) reported evidence
of positive politeness strategy transfer. She investigated the apology strategies used
by Venezuelan Spanish speakers in a role play situation. She claimed that L2 learners
transferred their L1 positive politeness strategies to the L2 context (i.e., English).

Since the native speakers of English employed negative politeness strategies in the
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same situation, the performances of L2 learners were characterised by negative

transfer.

In Bergman and Kasper (1993), L1-based preference for semantic formulas of
apology was confirmed, as well. These researchers examined apologies performed by
Thai learners of English in 20 DCT situations. Their statistical analysis revealed that
slightly more than half of the differences in the use of apology strategies could be
attributed to pragmatic transfer. Specifically, the semantic formula of ‘verbal redress’

in L1 (i.e., Thai) was found to be negatively transferred to L2 situations.

Focusing on the speech act of correction performed by Japanese ESL learners,
Takahashi and Beebe (1993) evidenced the case of negative transfer. The responses
of the subjects were collected via DCTs which contained two situations: The first one
included a person of lower status (i.e., a student) correcting someone in a higher
position (i.e., a professor) and the other one involved someone in a higher status (i.e.,
a professor) correcting a student. The results demonstrated that pragmatic transfer
was operative in the use of semantic formulas and style shifting. For instance, in the
situation where the professor corrects the student, when compared to the native
speakers of Japanese, the native speakers of English used a higher percentage of
positive remarks (e.g., ‘Your presentation was very good’) and softeners (e.g., ‘I

believe that was...’, ‘I think that was...”) before their correction.

The percentage of positive remarks and softeners employed by the Japanese learners
of English resembled that of the native speakers of Japanese, suggesting the L1
influence. Moreover, the Japanese learners of English transferred the L1-based
pattern of style shifting depending on the status of the interlocutor. Like the native

Japanese speakers who used more mitigating strategies to a higher status person, the
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Japanese learners of English remarkably increased the frequency of softeners in the
same situation. Conversely, the native speakers of English displayed little change in

the frequency of softeners.

Dogangay-Aktuna and Kamisli (1997) conducted a study on another speech act, that
is, the speech act of chastisement. They collected data from 80 native speakers of
Turkish, 14 native speakers of English and 68 advanced Turkish learners of English
using DCTs. The analysis of the type and frequency of semantic formulas used by
the three groups revealed that pragmatic transfer was present in the performance of
the advanced Turkish learners of English. To illustrate, in the higher to lower status
chastisement situation, as Turkish native speakers did, the Turkish learners of
English warned and gave advice the lower status person at a significantly higher rate
than native speakers of English. Furthermore, the learners asked for repair of the
mistake from the lower status person (e.g., ‘Can you get copies of the right
documentaries?’) at a rate parallel to repairs requested by the native speakers of
Turkish. These findings indicated that they negatively transferred their L1 norms into

the target language.

DeCapua (1998) examined the speech act of complaints produced by German
learners of English on a DCT. The results pointed out to the existence of pragmatic
transfer in the type and tone of the formulas used by German learners of English. In
other words, like the native speakers of German, the German learners of English
were usually more direct and blunt than the native speakers of English were in

similar situations.

In a more recent study, Nguyen (2008) set out to investigate how Vietnamese

learners of Australian English modified their criticisms in a peer-feedback session.
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The participants of the study were Vietnamese learners of Australian English, one
group of Vietnamese native speakers, and one group of Australian English native
speakers. The data elicitation techniques used in the study included a conversation
elicitation task, a written questionnaire and a retrospective interview. The findings
indicated that like the Vietnamese native speaker group, the learners tended to
mitigate their criticisms significantly less frequently than Australian English native
speakers. Thus, the researcher inferred that the learners’ choice of how often to

modify their criticisms appeared to be L1-induced.

All the studies reviewed above are concerned with the performances of
second/foreign language learners on different speech acts and provide evidence
supporting the occurrence of pragmatic transfer. With the motivation to explore
language learners’ pragmatic behaviours, some of the studies (e.g., Takahashi and
Beebe, 1993; Takahashi and Dufon, 1989) showed that learners resorted to the
strategies in the target language according to native language contextual factors (e.g.,
status of interlocutors, social distance etc.). Native language communicative style
and politeness strategies were found to influence learners’ speech act performance in
the target language (e.g., Dogangay-Aktuna and Kamigli, 1997; Olshtain, 1983).
Besides these, language learners tended to follow their L1 sociocultural norms,
which at times may not be appropriate for target language situations (e.g., DeCapua,

1998; Nguyen, 2008).

Although the above-mentioned studies have provided valuable information about
how second/foreign language learners’ performances deviate from those of native
speakers, it should also be noted that the ILP research based on the Turkish language

is quite limited. Therefore, the present study attempts to contribute to the available
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corpora of languages studied so far by investigating the refusal behaviours of
Turkish-speaking learners studying in the Department of English Language Teaching

at Eastern Mediterranean University.

2.3.3 Studies on the Speech Act of Refusals

As Gass and Houck (1999) state, the study carried out by Beebe, Takahashi and
Ullis-Weltz (1990) is one of the major investigations into the speech act of refusal.
These researchers focused on the realisation patterns of refusals collected from 60
subjects: 20 Japanese learners of English living in the U.S., 20 native speakers of
Japanese and 20 native speakers of American English. The aim of the study was to
discover whether the refusals given by the Japanese learners of English corresponded
more closely with those used by the native speakers of Japanese or with the native
speakers of American English. The subjects were asked to fill out a DCT which
included four categories: refusals to (1) requests, (2) invitations, (3) offers, and (4)
suggestions. The situations also varied according to the hearer’s status in relation to

the speaker.

In the light of the data elicited from the subjects, Beebe et al. (1990) developed a
taxonomy of refusals. Their classification system consisted of three categories: (1)
direct refusals (e.g., ‘no’, ‘I can’t’, etc.), (2) indirect refusals (e.g., statement of
regret, wish, excuse, alternative, self-defence, a promise of future acceptance, etc.),
(3) adjuncts to refusals (e.g., statement of positive opinion, empathy, pause fillers,
gratitude). Based on this taxonomy, the researchers found evidence of pragmatic
transfer from Japanese to English in the order, frequency and content of the semantic

formulas used in the refusals.
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Beebe et al. (1990) stated that although Japanese subjects utilised the same semantic
formulas as their American counterparts, they differed in the order in which they
used them. For instance, while refusing requests from both higher and lower status
interlocutors, the native speakers of English frequently started with an expression of
positive opinion, then expressed regret, and ended the refusal with a reason. As for
the request from an equal status person, they usually began with an expression of
regret, and then gave a reason for the refusing, on the contrary, the Japanese
participants (i.e., the Japanese learners of English and the native speakers of
Japanese) were observed to be more direct if they were addressing a lower status
person. The researchers also noted that when the Japanese participants were in a

higher position than the requester, they omitted apology or regret in their refusal.

With respect to refusals to invitation, the researchers pointed out that when the two
Japanese groups were in a higher status than the interlocutor, they generally did not
prefer to use expressions of apology or regret. However, while refusing a higher
status person’s invitation, they were found to be more polite and opted for more
mitigation strategies (e.g., statement of positive opinion and empathy). On the other
hand, the native speakers of English began with an adjunct (e.g., ‘Well, I’d love to
go’) followed by an expression of regret (e.g., ‘I'm sorry’, ‘I feel terrible’) and an
excuse regardless of the status of the interlocutor. Also, they were observed to add

‘thank you’ at the end if the interlocutor was their friend.

When it comes to refusing offers and suggestions, the data elicited from Japanese
learners of English and the Japanese native speakers indicated pragmatic transfer
both in the content and in the status sensitivity. Unlike their American counterparts,

both groups of Japanese participants suggested alternatives to an equal status person
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while refusing an offer or a suggestion. Another evidence of pragmatic transfer was
found in the performances of Japanese learners of English since, like the native
speakers of Japanese, they used two additional semantic formulas which were
statements of philosophy (e.g., ‘Things break anyway’) and alternative (e.g., ‘Be

more careful from now on’).

Similarly, the research conducted by Ikoma and Shimura (1994) aimed to find out
evidence of pragmatic transfer in refusals. 10 native speakers of American English,
10 advanced American learners of Japanese attending Japanese classes in Hawai’i,
and 10 native speakers of Japanese. Beebe et al.’s (1990) DCTs were used as a data
collection instrument. The findings of the research demonstrated evidence of
pragmatic transfer from English to Japanese in content and frequency of semantic
formulas. The researchers reported two noticeable instances of pragmatic transfer in
their data. The first was the use of the expression ‘Kekko-desu’ which means ‘Thank
you’ in English. The researchers indicated that in Japanese culture this expression
was usually used in a refusal of an offer made by a higher status person or an
unfamiliar person, and it was often followed by an excuse. However, the data
analysis showed that American learners of Japanese differed from the native speakers
of Japanese and used this expression in their refusals to an equal status person (e.g., a

friend) without giving any excuses.

In the second instance of pragmatic transfer, the American learners of Japanese
reflected their L1 socio-cultural norms and refused more directly than the Japanese

participants, using expressions like ‘I can’t’.
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In another study, Steven (1993) examined the refusal strategies used by 21 native
speakers of Arabic, 47 Arabic learners of English, and 23 native speakers of English.

The data collected via DCTs provided the researcher with the following strategies:

1. Explanation 7. Hinting 13. Next time

2. Non-committal 8. Explain frankly 14. It’s my treat

3. Sarcastic 9. Beg forgiveness 15. White lie

4. Do it yourself 10. Accept outright 16. Explain honestly
5. Comply partially  11. Accept partially 17. Hint at inability
6. Softeners 12. Chiding 18. Another time

The findings of this research study correspond to those of Beebe et al. (1990) in that
the subjects utilised a combination of formulas listed above and various mitigating
strategies in their refusals. Steven (1993) also pointed out that difference between the
two languages (i.e., Arabic and English) may result in pragmatic failure when the
Arabic learners of English negatively transfer their L1 strategies into English. As an
example of pragmatic transfer, the results revealed that most of the native speakers of
English preferred softener strategies (e.g., ‘I’m afraid I can’t’, ‘I really don’t know”).
On the other hand, relying on their L1 socio-cultural conventions, both the native
speakers of Arabic and the Arabic learners of English rarely used such a kind of

strategy.

To the researcher’s knowledge, there is only one study which investigated the refusal
strategies used by Turkish EFL learners and the influence of L1 on the use of refusal
strategies. The study conducted by Bulut (2000) consisted of three groups of

participants: 130 Turkish native speakers who were undergraduate students in the
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Departments of Turkish Language and Literature and History at a university in
Turkey, 115 Turkish undergraduate EFL learners who were studying in the
Department of English Language and Literature at a university in Turkey and they
were considered as advanced level of learners and finally 138 American native

speakers who were studying at a university in the U.S.

The data were collected via a written DCT developed by Beebe at al. (1990) and its
oral closed role-play version. The findings of the study displayed evidence of
pragmatic transfer in the performance of the Turkish EFL learners. For instance, like
the Turkish native speakers, the Turkish EFL learners utilised more refusal strategies
than the American native speakers. Moreover, with regard to the order of semantic
formulas, the researcher noted that while refusing orally, the Turkish EFL learners,

deviating from the target norm, resembled the Turkish native speakers.

2.4 Summary

The review of literature has revealed that studies focusing on the speech act of
refusal cover several cultural groups such as Americans, Chinese, Koreans, etc. For
this reason, it is possible to observe that refusal performances of learners in Turkish
context have received scant attention. Therefore, considering the lack of studies
which involved Turkish participants, it is required that further investigation should
be carried out to illuminate the phenomenon of pragmatic transfer among Turkish
learners of English enrolled in different programmes. More importantly, the refusal
performance of Turkish EFL learners studying in the English Language Teaching
Department has not been studied until now. Thus, the present study aims to
contribute to the ILP literature by serving the purpose of being the first to explore the

refusal strategies used by Turkish-speaking EFL learners studying in the Department
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of English Language Teaching at Eastern Mediterranean University. Moreover, the
present study aims to identify the refusal strategies employed by the Turkish-
speaking EFL learners and locate evidence of negative pragmatic transfer in their

refusal behaviours, which has not been investigated so far.
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CHAPTER 3

METHOD

3.0 Presentation

This chapter presents the research methodology used in this study. The first section
gives information regarding the overall research design. The second section describes
the context in which the present study was carried out. The third section describes
three groups of subjects participated in the study. The fourth section gives detailed
information about the data collection instrument used in the study. The fifth section
focuses on the data collection procedures and the sixth section is concerned with the
data analysis procedures. Finally, the seventh section discusses the limitations and

delimitations of the study.

3.1 Overall Research Design

The present study aims to identify the refusal strategies used by Turkish-speaking
EFL learners and to find out whether pragmatic transfer exists in their refusal
performances. Thus, this study can be considered to be the first of its kind, aiming at
investigating the ground for understanding of the situation under scrutiny, and
contributing to the growing body of research on cross-cultural and interlanguage

pragmatics.
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In order to fulfill the aims mentioned above, the present study has adopted the
canonical design for interlanguage studies, which includes collection and analysis of
comparable sets of interlanguage, first language and the target language (Kasper and

Dahl, 1991).

Furthermore, this study has been designed as a descriptive research study. As Seliger
and Shohamy (1989) state, descriptive studies aim to obtain information concerning
the current status of the phenomena in order to describe what exists with respect to
variables or conditions. Accordingly, the aim of the present study is to identify the
similarities and differences between English and Turkish refusal patterns, and also to
locate and describe evidence of pragmatic transfer in the refusal strategies used by

Turkish-speaking EFL learners.

Being descriptive, this study is also a qualitative case study. A case study tends to
provide a detailed description of a contemporary phenomenon within a specific
population and setting (Mackey and Gass, 2005). In a similar vein, the present study
concentrates on a single instance within a system, that is, the Turkish-speaking EFL

learners studying in the ELT Department of Eastern Mediterranean University.

3.2 Context

The context of the present study is the ELT Department of the Faculty of Education
at Eastern Mediterranean University in Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus.
Education in ELT began in the English Department of the Faculty of Arts and
Sciences in 1992. Two years later, in 1994, a joint honours MA in ELT/Educational
Studies started and the following year a BA programme in ELT commenced in the

ELT Department and this department was transferred to Faculty of Education in

48



1999. Currently, there are 263 students in the BA programme, 10 students in the MA

programme and 12 students in the PhD programme.

The curriculum which is currently being used by the ELT Department conforms to
the standards and the requirements of the Council of Higher Education (Yiiksek
Ogretim Kurulu, YOK) in Turkey. The ELT curriculum encompasses courses which
are organised into the following categories: language improvement, linguistics, ELT
methodology, language testing, practice teaching, materials evaluation and
development, education, English literature, and electives. As Erozan (2006)
indicates, the aim of these courses is to train prospective teachers of English by
helping them to gain the required theoretical knowledge regarding the English

language and professional skills.

Although the EFL teacher education programme aims to meet the needs of the
prospective teachers in terms of linguistic competence, interviews (see Appendix A)
conducted with the three instructors who are currently offering language
improvement courses at the BA level and survey of course materials highlighted the
lack of pragmatic competence. The instructors expressed their concerns about the
learners’ awareness with regard to the pragmalinguistic realization of speech acts in
English. They also reported that in most instances learners appeared to experience
difficulty in using the target language in pragmatically appropriate ways due to the
lack of necessary pragmatic competence in English. Moreover, in order to
compensate for this situation, the instructors emphasised the need to acknowledge
the pragmatic aspect of the language throughout the EFL teacher education

programme. Based on this situation, it is assumed that this study will possibly detect
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deviations from the target norm in the refusal responses of the Turkish-speaking EFL

learners enrolled in the ELT Department of Eastern Mediterranean University.

3.3 Participants

The participants in this study were composed of three groups: 16 native speakers of
English (NSEs) who provided target language baseline data, 16 native speakers of
Turkish (NSTs) who provided native language baseline data, and 150 Turkish-
speaking EFL learners as interlanguage group (IL group). They were chosen using
the convenience sampling method. The purpose of including native speakers of
English and Turkish in the study was to establish baseline cross-cultural and intra-
cultural norms in order to investigate features of interlanguage with regard to the
speech act of refusal. The following subsections describe each group of participants

in detail.

3.3.1 Native Speakers of English and Turkish

The target language baseline data were elicited from 16 NSEs who were working as
English language teachers at an institute located in Eastbourne in the UK. Their ages
ranged between 23 and 40. Of the 16 participants, 12 were female and 4 were male.
The native language baseline data were gathered from 16 NSTs who were working as
Turkish language teachers at state schools located in Balikesir, Turkey. Their ages

ranged between 26 and 38. Of the 16 participants, 10 were female and 6 were male.

3.3.2 Turkish-speaking EFL learners

A total of 150 subjects participated as an interlanguage group. The participants in
this group were studying in the ELT Department of the Faculty of Education at
Eastern Mediterranean University in the 2008-2009 academic year. A detailed

account of information as regards the characteristics of the IL group is given below.
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The IL group consisted of 31 freshman, 41 sophomore, 25 junior and 53 senior ELT
students. Concerning gender, there were 105 female and 45 male students. 26 of the
participants graduated from English-medium high schools, 7 of them graduated from
vocational high schools, 55 of them from Anatolian high schools, 40 of them from
general high schools, 3 students from commerce high schools, and 19 of them
reported to have graduated from high schools with one-year English preparatory

programmes.

Regarding the participants’ visits to an English-speaking country, 35 of them
indicated that they visited an English-speaking country, while 115 of them gave a
negative response to this question. Out of 35 students who visited an English-
speaking country, 7 students stayed in that country for a period ranging from 1-3
weeks, 24 of them had the same experience ranging from 1-9 months, on the other

hand, 4 students stayed for a period of 4 to 6 years.

As for the languages spoken other than Turkish and English, 56 of 150 participants
noted that they can speak other languages such as German, French, Greek, Italian,

Arabic, Russian, and Spanish.

3.4 Data Collection Instrument

The data collection instrument employed in the present study was the discourse
completion task (DCT). DCTs are described as “written questionnaires including a
number of brief situational descriptions, followed by a short dialogue with an empty

slot for the speech act under study” (Kasper and Dahl, 1991, p. 221).

Although there are other data collection instruments employed in the interlanguage

pragmatics research such as role-plays, interviews, observation of naturally occurring
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speech, the DCT was chosen to be used in the present study for the following
reasons:
1. It identifies social constraints that are sensitive to given speech-act
situations,
2. It allows for large amounts of data to be collected in a relatively short
period of time,
3. It s capable of revealing the normative or stereotypical expressions of
a certain speech act in a given language,
4. It provides information about the kinds of strategies that participants
employ to produce speech acts,
5. It provides researchers with what subjects consider to be the socially
and culturally appropriate responses in a given context (Ellis, 1994;
Lyuh, 1992 cited in Byon, 2006, p. 248).
In spite of the advantages mentioned above, DCTs have been criticised for not
providing the same variety of linguistic elements such as multiple turns, repetitions,
inversions and ellipses which abound in naturally occurring data (Turnbull, 2001).
However, as Yuan (2001) points out, using DCTs can help the researcher to find out

and describe the realisation patterns of a particular speech act in a particular

language.

In the present study two versions of the DCT were utilised. The original DCT (see
Appendix B) was the instrument previously used in the refusal study carried out by
Beebe et al. (1990). The DCT entailed twelve situations in which the participants
were asked to perform the speech act of refusal. The 12 situations were categorised
into four stimulus types eliciting a refusal: three requests, three invitations, three
offers and three suggestions. Each group of situations consisted of three different
variables: social status (high, equal, low), gender (male, female), and social distance

(distant, equal, close).

In order to collect the native language baseline data, the original version of the DCT

was translated into Turkish by the researcher. Before administrating the instrument,
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the researcher resorted to the expert view and the Turkish version of the DCT (see
Appendix C) was translated back to English. The back translated form of the DCT
was then compared with the original version in terms of general meaning of the
sentences, complexity levels, semantic similarity of words and grammatical

structures.

After comparing the English and Turkish versions and conducting a review
discussion process for the items in the DCTs, necessary modifications were made.
For instance, in order to make the situations sound more realistic to the Turkish
participants, in item 3 of the Turkish version of the DCT, the name of the city (New
York) and the restaurant (Lutece) were replaced with Istanbul and Hilton

respectively. The same modification was also made in the DCTs distributed to the IL

group.

3.5 Data Collection Procedures

The data were collected in three stages. The first stage took place during the summer
term of the 2007-2008 academic year in Eastbourne in the UK. In this stage, the
native speakers of English were given the Informed Consent Form (see Appendix D)

and then, they were asked to fill out the English version of the DCT.

The second stage was conducted during the fall term of the 2008-2009 academic year
when the Turkish language teachers were given the Turkish version of the Informed
Consent Form (see Appendix E). After eliciting their consent, they were asked to fill

out the Turkish version of the DCT (see Appendix F).

The third stage was carried out during the spring term of the 2008-2009 academic

year. This stage of aimed to elicit the interlanguage data from Turkish-speaking EFL
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learners enrolled in the ELT Department. After eliciting the required approval of the
Faculty of Education, DCTs (Appendix F) were administered to the students. In
order to avoid possible comprehension problems during the administration of the
DCT, the instructions were provided both orally in Turkish and in written form in
English. They were asked to respond as naturally as possible while completing the
DCTs. It took them about 25 minutes to fill out the DCTs and they were free to ask

the researcher questions regarding the dialogues in the DCTs, if they had any.

3.6 Data Analysis

Following the procedure employed by many researchers (Beebe et al., 1990; Chang,
2008; Golato, 2002; Kwon, 2004; Wannaruk, 2005), the data collected qualitatively
from the three groups of participants (i.e., NSE, NST and the IL group) were
analysed from two perspectives. First, the semantic formulas were coded as ‘direct
refusals’, ‘indirect refusals’ and ‘adjuncts to refusals’ based on the Beebe et al.
(1990) classification system. This procedure allowed for a broader classification
regarding the refusal strategies found in the collected data. Second, in the light of the
same classification system but with additional categories (see Appendix G) put
forward by Beebe et al. (1990) and Kwon (2005) respectively, the refusal responses
given by the participants were analysed as consisting of sequences of semantic
formulas. A semantic formula refers to “a word, phrase, or sentence that meets a
particular semantic criterion or strategy; any one or more of these can be used to
perform the act in question” (Cohen, 1996, p.265). For instance, in the situation
where respondents had to refuse an invitation to a party given by his/her boss, a
response such as “I’d love to be there, but I have a prior engagement. I’'m very
sorry,” was analysed and coded as consisting of three units as shown in the brackets
below:
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(1) I’d love to be there,
[statement of positive opinion/feeling]
(2) but I have a prior engagement.
[excuse, reason, explanation]
(3) I’'m very sorry.

[statement of regret]

After the coding process was completed, the refusal strategies used by the
participants were analysed in terms of the choice and frequency of the semantic
formulas. Therefore, the last part of the data analysis was composed of three phases

in which the data were quantified.

First, the number of each semantic formula employed by each group in each situation
was counted and converted into percentages. Second, the frequency distribution of
semantic formulas used by the participants according to the status of the interlocutor
and eliciting speech acts (i.e., requests, invitations, offers, and suggestions) was
calculated. Finally, the frequency of refusal strategies used by the IL group was
compared to that of the cross-cultural baseline data in order to find out if any

pragmatic transfer occurs in the refusals of Turkish-speaking EFL learners.

Frequency counts of semantic formulas were considered to provide evidence of
pragmatic transfer when the frequencies of refusal responses elicited from the

participants reflect any of the following patterns:

1. The frequency of the NSTs’ responses containing a given semantic formula

is the greatest, followed by the IL group and the NSEs’ responses,
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. The frequency of the NSTs’ responses containing a given semantic formula
is the lowest, followed by the IL group and the NSEs’ responses,

. The frequency of the NSTs’ responses containing a given semantic formula
is equal or similar to the IL group’s responses. However, the frequency of
the NSEs’ responses containing the given semantic formula is greater than
the NSTs’ and the IL group’s responses,

. The frequency of the NSTs’ responses containing a given semantic formula
is equal or similar to the IL group’s responses. However, the frequency of
the NSEs’ responses containing the given semantic formula is less than the

NSTs’ and the IL group’s responses,

. The NSTs and the IL group use a formula that the NSEs do not,

. The NSTs and the IL group do not use a formula that the NSEs do (Al-Issa,

1998; Beebe et al., 1990; Kwon, 2004; Nyugen, 2005).

Based on the guidelines mentioned above, the occurrence of pragmatic transfer was

confirmed when the frequency of strategies used by the IL group in their refusals

differed from that of the NSEs, and resembled that of the NSTs (Al-Issa, 2003;

Chang, 2008; Kahraman and Akkus, 2007).

Finally, the results were summarised in the form of tables which are going to be

presented in the following chapter.

3.7 Limitations and Delimitations of the Study

The present study entails several limitations which should be noted. The first

limitation is concerned with the data collection instrument. Although the rationale for

the use of the DCT as a data collection instrument was provided in section 3.4, it
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does not allow the researcher to observe extended and dynamic negotiations between

interlocutors which take place in natural interactional sequences.

Another limitation is related to the human data sources. As indicated in section 3.3,
this study focused mainly on the refusal strategies employed by the Turkish-speaking
EFL learners in the ELT Department of Eastern Mediterranean University in Turkish
Republic of Northern Cyprus. Therefore, the findings of this study can not be
generalised to other groups such as learners of English studying in other departments

or in an ESL context.

Furthermore, in the present study, the native speakers of British English and Turkish
provided the cross-cultural baseline data; however, native speakers of different
regional varieties of British English and Turkish may have different preferences in

their speech act behaviours.

3.8 Summary

This chapter was concerned with the methodology adopted to collect and analyse the
data. First, the overall research design has been presented. Second, the context in
which the present study was carried out has been described. Third, information about
participants of the study has been provided under two headings: native speakers of
English and Turkish and the Turkish-speaking EFL learners. Next, the data collection
instrument utilized in the study has been described. Then, the data collection and data
analysis procedures have been described in detail. Finally, the limitations and

delimitations of the study have been mentioned.
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CHAPTER 4

RESULTS

4.0 Presentation

In this chapter, the results of the present study are presented (section 4.1). More
specifically, based on the frequency of all the semantic formulas used by the research
groups, the similarities and differences between the baseline groups and the IL group
are explained. This chapter also reports on instances of pragmatic transfer identified

in the learners’ refusal responses.

In subsection 4.1.1 below, the refusal responses elicited from research groups are
examined from three perspectives, namely, direct strategies, indirect strategies and
adjuncts to refusals. The rest of the subsections (4.1.2, 4.1.3, 4.1.4, 4.1.5) focus on

the frequency of each individual refusal strategy in each situation.

4.1 Results

The results section entails five subsections. In the first subsection (4.1.1) the refusal
strategies employed by the participants are examined in terms of three general
categories (i.e., direct strategies, indirect strategies and adjuncts to refusals). In the
tables regarding the subsections 4.1.2-4.1.5, the frequency of strategies used in
refusing requests (situations 12, 2, 1), invitations (situations 4, 10, 3), offers
(situations 11, 9, 7) and suggestions (situations 6, 5, 8) from a higher, an equal and a

lower status person are presented.
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4.1.1 Distribution of Refusal Strategies across the Research Groups

Table 4.1
Total numbers and percentages of direct refusals, indirect refusals and adjuncts to
refusals

Participants
NSE (n=16) NST (n=16) IL (n=150)
Refusal strategies
Total Total Total
n % n % n %
Direct 53 10,78 68 15,25 794 19,28
Indirect 268 54,47 249 55,83 2450 59,48
Adjunct 171 34,75 129 28,92 875 21,24
Total 492 100,00 446 100,00 4119 100,00

Note. NSE= Native speakers of English, NST= Native speakers of Turkish,
IL= Interlanguage Group (i.e., Turkish-speaking EFL learners).

As can be seen in Table 4.1 above, 10,78% of the NSEs utilised direct strategies in
their refusal strategies, while the same group of strategies were employed by 15,25%
of the NSTs. On the other hand, the IL group (19,28%) resorted to direct strategies

with a similar frequency to that of the Turkish baseline group.

Regarding the use of indirect strategies, the results reveal that 54,47% of the NSEs,
55,83% of the NSTs, and 59,48% of the IL group, falling back on Turkish
pragmalinguistic norms preferred to employ indirect strategies and, utilised them in

their refusal responses.

As to the use of adjuncts, Table 4.1 presents that the strategies in this category were

used mostly by the NSEs with a frequency of 34,75%. However, it was found that
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21,24% of the IL group utilised adjuncts almost as frequently as did the NSTs

(28,92%), which suggests evidence of pragmatic transfer.

4.1.2 Refusals of Requests
In this section, the strategies employed by the NSEs, the NSTs and the IL group
while refusing the requests given by a higher, an equal and a lower status person are

presented. The situations which require refusals of requests are given as follows:

Situation 12: Refusing a higher status person’s request

‘A boss asks an employee (the respondent) to stay late at the office.’
Situation 2: Refusing an equal status person’s request

‘A classmate, who often misses class, asks to borrow the respondent’s notes.’
Situation 1: Refusing a lower status person’s request

‘An employee asks a boss (the respondent) for a raise.’

Table 4.2
Percentages of semantic formulas in refusals of request (situations 12, 2, 1)

NSE (n=16) NST (n=16) IL Group (n=150)

Higher  Equal Lower Higher Equal Lower Higher Equal Lower

Semantic Formulas (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)

12,50 6,25 12,50 0,00 0,00 0,00 6,00 8,00 10,00

Pause filler

(2) (1) (2) (0) (0) (0) (9) (12) (15)
Excuse, reason, 93,75 56,25 62,50 100,00 43,75 68,75 93,33 50,66 72,66
explanation (15) (9) (10) (16) (7) (11) (140) (76) (109)
Statement of 43,75 37,50 0,00 12,50 37,50 0,00 10,00 18,66 2,00
alternative (7) (6) (0) (2) (6) (0) (15) (28) (3)

Statement of positive 31,25 0,00 18,75 43,75 0,00 81,25 10,00 2,66 32,00
opinion/feeling (5) (0) (3) (7) (0) (13) (15) (4) (48)

Note. NSE= Native speakers of English, NST= Native speakers of Turkish, IL=
Interlanguage Group (i.e., Turkish-speaking EFL learners).
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Table 4.2 (continued)

NSE (n=16) NST (n=16) IL Group (n=150)
Semantic Formulas Higher Equal Lower Higher Equal Lower Higher Equal Lower
) ) %) ) ) ) ) ) (%)
Statement of resret 37,50 56,25 25,00 31,25 37,50 6,25 63,33 60,00 52,66
s ® © @ G  ® 1) ) (90 (19
Negative 18,75 12,50 18,75 12,50 31,25 68,75 29,33 52,00 68,66
willingness/ability 3) 2) 3) 2) 5) (1) (44  (78)  (103)
Request for empath 6,25 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,66
au patiy M O  ©®  ©  ©® © 0 © (1
Self-defence 0,00 18,75 0,00 0,00 12,50 0,00 0,00 2,00 0,00
© & © © @ © © @3 (0
Statement of 0,00 6,25 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,66 0,00
philosophy © O  ©® ©® © © 0 (1 (0
Criticise the hearer 0,00 18,75 0,00 0,00 31,25 0,00 0,00 36,66 0,00
© 3 © © (  © 0 () (0
Postponement 0,00 0,00 50,00 0,00 0,00 25,00 1,33 0,00 6,00
ostponeme © © ® © © @ @ © O
Gratitude/ Appreciation 0,00 0,00 25,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,66
uderape © O @  © © © © © (1
Asking a question 0,00 0,00 6,25 6,25 0,00 0,00 2,00 0,00 0,00
g4 © © O O  ©® ©® 3 0 (0
Passive negative 0,00 0,00 12,50 0,00 18,75 25,00 2,66 3,33 11,33
willingness (0) (0) (2) (0) 3) 4) 4) (5) (17)
Set condition for 0,00 0,00 0,00 6,25 0,00 6,25 0,66 0,66 2,00
future/past acceptance (0) (0) (0) (1) (0) (1) (1) (1) 3)
Statement of negative 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 6,25 0,00 1,33 2,00 1,33
consequence © © © © O O @ 3
Direct ‘no’ 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 6,25 0,00 3,33 20,66 7,33
© ©® © © O © (& G 1y
Let interlocutor off the 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 6,25 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00
hook © © © ©® O  © © © (0
Statement of principle 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 1,33 0,00
prinetp © © © ©® © © 0 @ (0
Statement of empath 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,66 11,33
PEY 090 @ o o © © © @ an
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Pause filler

As can be observed in Table 4.2, when refusing the boss’s request to stay late at the
office, 12,50% of the NSEs used pause fillers. Similar to the NSE respondents, 6% of
the IL group employed pause fillers, which seems to suggest a convergence toward
the target norm. However, this strategy was not found in the Turkish baseline data.
The same strategy, pause filler, was employed by 6,25% of the NSEs when refusing
the classmate’s request for notes. Unlike the NSTs, who did not prefer to use this
strategy, the IL group resembled the English participants in that 8% of them utilised
this formula in their refusals. The same case is valid for the third situation, where the
participants were asked to refuse the employee’s request for a raise in salary. In this
context, 12,50% of the NSEs used pause fillers in their refusals to the employee. The
results also indicate that the IL group resorted to this strategy almost as frequently as
did the NSEs with a frequency of 10%, which seems to suggest an approximation

toward the target norm.

Excuse, reason, explanation

As can be seen in Table 4.2, when refusing the boss’s request to stay late at the
office, it was found that the IL group (93,33%) gave reasons, excuses and
explanations with a similar frequency to that of the NSEs (93,75%). The IL in this
case demonstrated a target-like pragmatic behaviour. On the other hand, the strategy
of giving reasons, excuses and explanations reached its highest frequency in the
Turkish baseline data since 100% of the NSTs resorted to this strategy when refusing
the request made by the boss. Similarly, when refusing to lend notes to the classmate,
the IL group resembled the NSEs in that the frequency of this strategy (i.e., excuse,

reason, explanation) in both the IL group and the NSEs (56,25% and 50,66%
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respectively) was higher than that of the NSTs (43,75%). However, when refusing
the employee’s request for a raise in salary, 62,50% of the NSEs provided reasons,
excuses and explanation. It was also found that 68,75% of the NSTs used this
strategy in their refusals to the employee. Likewise, 72,66% of the IL group
preferred to use this strategy, as well. Therefore, both the NSTs and the IL group
used this strategy more frequently than did the NSEs, which suggests evidence of

pragmatic transfer.

Statement of alternative

Regarding the third strategy, that is, statement of alternative, the results show that
when refusing the boss’s request to stay late at the office, 43,75% of the NSEs
refused the boss’s request by giving an alternative. On the other hand, the same
strategy was used by 12,50% of the NSTs and 10% of the IL group, which indicates
evidence of pragmatic transfer. When refusing to lend notes to the classmate, 37,50%
of the NSEs and NSTs utilised the strategy of statement of alternative, while the IL
group (18,66%) used this strategy less frequently than did both the NSEs and the
NSTs, which seems to exhibit a unique IL pattern. This unique IL pattern was also
observed in the situation where the participants had to refuse an employee’s request
for a raise in salary. The refusal responses written for this situation indicated that 2%
of the IL group stated alternatives, whereas this strategy was not found in both the

English and in the Turkish baseline data.

Statement of positive opinion/feeling

As indicated in Table 4.2, 10% of the IL group stated their positive opinion/feeling in
their refusals to the boss’s request to stay late at the office, while this strategy was

used by 31,25% of the NSEs and 43,75% of the NSTs in the same context.
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Therefore, parallel to the previous case, the IL group demonstrated a unique IL
pattern. Similarly, the IL group contrasted with both the NSEs and the NSTs in the
frequency of occurrence of this strategy when refusing to lend the notes to the
classmate. In other words, 2,66% of the IL group stated their positive
opinion/feeling; however, the same formula was non-existent in both English and
Turkish refusal responses. With regard to the refusals performed to the employee
who asked for a raise in salary, the NSTs (81,25%) stated their positive
opinion/feeling much more frequently than did the NSEs (18,75%). The IL group
(32%) also used this formula more frequently than did the NSEs, which indicates

evidence of pragmatic transfer.

Statement of regret

Table 4.2 demonstrates that 37,50% of the NSEs expressed regret in refusing the
boss’s request to stay late at the office. The NSTs used the same formula with a
similar frequency, that is, 31,25%. On the other hand, the IL group (63,33%)
expressed regret more frequently than did both the NSEs and the NSTs, which shows
a unique IL pattern. In refusing the request made by the classmate, 56,25% of the
NSEs employed the formula of statement of regret, while 37,50% of the NSTs
resorted to this formula. Approximating to the target norm, 60% of the IL group
stated regret to the classmate, which suggests a convergence toward the target norm.
In the situation where the participants were asked to refuse the employee’s request
for a raise in salary, the IL group (52,66%) expressed regret much more frequently
than did both the NSEs (25%) and the NSTs (6,25%). The learners in this case

demonstrated a pragmatic behaviour unique to them.
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Negative willingness/ability

The percentage of the IL group who refused with a negative willingness/ability
strategy was higher than that of both the NSEs and the NSTs when refusing the
boss’s request to stay late at the office. More specifically, while 18,75% of the NSEs
and 12,50% of the NSTs utilised a negative willingness/ability strategy, 29,33% of
the IL group stated their willingness/ability to the boss. When refusing the
classmate’s request for notes, 12,50% of the NSEs expressed their negative
willingness/ability, whereas, 31,25% of the Turkish respondents employed this
strategy. As for the IL data, it was found that they used this strategy much more
frequently than did both the NSEs and the NSTs. In other words, 52% of the
participants were noted to state their negative willingness/ability in their refusals to
the classmate, which suggests a unique IL pattern. Similarly, when refusing the
employee’s request for a raise in salary, the figures illustrate that 18,75% of the
NSEs preferred to state their negative willingness/ability. However, the IL group
(68,66%) employed this formula with a similar frequency to that of the NSTs

(68,75%). This situation displays evidence of pragmatic transfer.

Request for empathy

As can be seen in Table 4.2, 6,25% of the NSEs requested for empathy in refusing
the boss’s request to stay late at the office, while the NSTs did not use this strategy
across all status types. Instances of pragmatic transfer were observed in the refusal
responses elicited from the IL group since like the NSTs, they did not employ this
strategy except for the situation where they were required to refuse the employee’s
request for a raise in salary. In this situation, 0,66% of the IL group requested for

empathy, which seems to indicate the unique choice by the IL group.
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Self-defence

As can be seen from the figures in Table 4.2 above, the strategy of self-defence was
not preferred by the participants in their refusal responses to the boss’s request to
stay late at the office. On the other hand, 18,75% of the NSEs defended themselves
in their refusals to the classmate. This percentage was found to be lower in the
Turkish baseline data as 12,50% of the NSTs used this strategy. Similar to the NSTs,
the IL group used this strategy less frequently than did the NSEs with a frequency of
2%, which suggests evidence of pragmatic transfer. When refusing the employee’s
request for a raise in salary, it was found that the strategy of self-defence was non-

existent in the refusal responses of all participants.

Statement of philosophy

As shown in Table 4.2, when refusing the boss’s request to stay late at the office, the
strategy of statement of philosophy did not occur in the English baseline data. This
strategy did not appear across all status types in the Turkish baseline data, as well.
Unlike the NSTs, who did not utilise this strategy in their refusal responses across all
status types, 6,25% of the NSEs refused the classmate’s request for notes by stating
their philosophy. As for the IL group, it was found that they used the same strategy
with a frequency of 0,66% in their refusals to the classmate, which suggests a

convergence toward the target norm.

Criticise the hearer

Table 4.2 demonstrates that in refusing the boss’s request to stay late at the office
and the employee’s request for a raise in salary, the strategy of criticising the hearer

was not used by the Turkish and English respondents and it was not found in the IL
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data, as well. Regarding the refusal responses given to the classmate, 18,75% of the
NSEs criticised the hearer. This strategy was used more frequently by the NSTs
(31,25%). Following the native language norms, 36,66% of the IL group criticised

the classmate in their refusals.

Postponement

As shown in Table 4.2, in refusing the boss’s request to stay late at the office, the
NSEs and the NSTs did not opt for the strategy of postponement. Only 1,33% of the
IL group refused by postponing the request, which indicates a unique choice by the
IL group. When the participants were asked to refuse the classmate’s request for
notes, none of them chose this strategy. However, half of the NSEs used the strategy
of postponement to the employee who asked for a raise in salary. The NSTs (25%)
resorted to this strategy less frequently than did the NSEs. Similar to the NSTs, the
IL group used this strategy less frequently than did the NSEs with a frequency of 2%,

which provides evidence of pragmatic transfer.

Gratitude/Appreciation

As can be observed in Table 4.2, the expression of gratitude/appreciation was not
found in the refusal responses given to the boss’s request to stay late at the office and
the classmate’s request for notes. Unlike the NSTs, who did not use this strategy in
refusing the request made by the employee, 25% of the NSEs expressed their
gratitude/appreciation and it was also used by 0,66% of the IL group, which suggests

a convergence toward the target norm.
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Asking a question

As illustrated in Table 4.2, when refusing the boss’s request to stay late, the strategy
of asking a question was absent in the English baseline data. In contrast to the NSEs,
it was found that 6,25% of the NSTs and 2% of the IL group resorted to this strategy
in their refusals to the boss, which indicates evidence of pragmatic transfer. As Table
3 presents, the strategy of asking a question did not occur in the refusals responses of
all the participants given to the classmate. But, evidence of pragmatic transfer was
also found in the situation where the participants were asked to refuse the employee’s
request for a raise in salary. In this situation, the strategy of asking a question was
not used by NSTs and IL group, which suggests evidence of pragmatic transfer. It

was only used by 6,25% of the NSEs in their refusals to the employee.

Passive negative willingness

As reflected in Table 4.2, the strategy of passive negative willingness did not appear
in the refusal responses given by the NSEs and the NSTs to the boss’s request to stay
late at the office. However, following neither the target norm nor the native language
norm, 2,66% of the IL group utilised this strategy in their refusal responses, which
indicates a unique IL pattern. As for refusing the request made by the classmate, the
results reveal that 18,75% of the NSTs opted for the strategy of passive negative
willingness. While this strategy did not appear in the English baseline data, it was
used by 3,33% of the IL group, which suggests a possible native language influence.
Regarding the refusal responses given to the employee’s request for a raise in salary,
the results demonstrate that 25% of the NSTs expressed their passive negative

willingness. It was also found that the IL group (11,33%) employed this strategy
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almost as frequently as did the NSEs (12,50%), which seems to indicate a

convergence toward the target norm.

Set condition for future/past acceptance

As can be seen in Table 4.2, regardless of all status types, the NSEs did not set
condition for future/past acceptance in their refusals; however, 6,25% of the NSTs
and 0,66% of the IL group employed this strategy in their refusals to the boss’s
request to stay late at the office, which implies a possible native language influence.
In refusing the classmate’s request for notes, the strategy of setting condition for
future/past acceptance was non-existent in both baseline data, but it was utilised by
0,66% of the IL group, which indicates a unique choice by the IL group. In the last
situation where the respondents were asked to refuse the request made by the
employee, 6,25% of the NSTs set condition for future/past acceptance. Likewise, 2%
of the IL group resorted to this strategy in the same context, which provides evidence

of pragmatic transfer.

Statement of negative consequences

As shown in Table 4.2, the NSEs did not state negative consequences in all three
request situations. Like the NSEs, the NSTs did not use this strategy when refusing
the request made by the boss to stay late at the office. But, resembling neither the
NSEs nor the NSTs, 1,33% of the IL group stated negative consequences to the boss,
which shows a unique IL pattern. With regard to the second situation where the
participants were asked to refuse the classmate’s request for notes, it was found that
in contrast to the NSEs, 6,25% of the NSTs refused by stating negative
consequences. The same strategy was used by 2% of the IL group, which suggests a

possible native language influence. As for the last situation, neither the NSEs nor the
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NSTs stated negative consequences to the employee who asked for a raise in salary.
However, it was utilised by 1,33% of the IL group to the employee, which indicates

the unique choice by the IL group.

Direct ‘no’

The strategy of direct ‘no’ was not used by the NSEs across all status types. Similar
to the NSEs, the NSTs did not refuse by saying direct ‘no’ in the situation where they
were asked to refuse the boss’s request to say late at the office, but it was utilised by
3,33% of the IL group, which shows a unique IL pattern. In refusing the classmate’s
request for notes, the NSTs differed from the NSEs since 6,25% of the NSTs used
direct no, while direct ‘no’ did not occur in the English baseline data. In contrast to
the NSEs who did not use direct ‘no’, 20,66% of the IL refused by saying ‘no’ to the
classmate, which provides evidence of pragmatic transfer. In the last situation, the IL
group displayed a unique IL pattern since 7,33% of the IL group employed direct no
in refusing the employee’s request for a raise in salary, while this strategy was not

found in both types of baseline data.

Let the interlocutor off the hook

The results reveal that all three groups of participants did not employ the strategy of
letting the interlocutor off the hook in all request situations. Only 6,25% of the NSTs

resorted to this strategy when refusing the classmate’s request for notes.

Statement of principle

As shown in Table 4.2, similar to the use of previous strategy, three groups of
participants did not resort to the strategy of statement of principle across different

status types except for second situation where the participants were asked to refuse
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the classmate’s request for notes. Only 1,33% of the IL group were found to use this
strategy in refusing the classmate’s request, which indicates the unique choice by the

IL group.

Statement of empathy

Regardless of different status types, none of the NSEs and NSTs employed the
strategy of statement of empathy. On the other hand, except for refusing the boss’s
request to stay late at the office, the IL group differed from the NSEs and NSTs in
that 0,66% of them stated their empathy in their refusals to the classmate’s request
for notes and 11,33% of them did so when refusing the employee’s request for a raise
in salary. In these two situations the IL group were observed to demonstrate a unique

IL pattern.

4.1.3 Refusals of Invitations
In this section, the strategies employed by the NSEs, the NSTs and the IL group
while refusing the invitations made by a higher, an equal and a lower status person

are presented. The situations which require refusals of invitations are given below:

Situation 4: Refusing a higher status person’s invitation

‘A boss invites the respondent to a party at short notice.’

Situation 10: Refusing an equal status person’s invitation

‘A friend invites the respondent to dinner.’

Situation 3: Refusing a lower status person’s invitation

‘A salesman from another company invites the respondent, who is the president of a

company, to dinner.’
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Table 4.3

Percentage of semantic formulas in refusals of invitations (situations 4, 10, 3)

NSE (n=16) NST (n=16) IL Group (n=150)
Semantic Formulas Higher Equal Lower Higher Equal Lower Higher Equal Lower
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Statement of regret 62,50 43,75 18,75 62,50 37,50 18,75 52,66 54,00 44,66
(10) (N 3) (10) (6) 3) (79 (1) (67)
Negative 43,75 6,25 31,25 12,50 18,75 18,75 39,33 24,00 26,00
willingness/ability @) @) %) ?2) 3) 3) (59) (36) (39)
Excuse, reason, 100,00 100,00 75,00 93,75 100,00 62,50 92,66 94,66 88,66
explanation (16)  (16)  (12) (15  (16)  (10)  (139) (142) (133)
Statement of positive 31,25 25,00 25,00 25,00 25,00 18,75 23,33 17,33 16,00
opinion/feeling %) 4 4 4 4 3) (35) (26) (24)
Gratitude / 12,50 50,00 25,00 0,00 12,50 0,00 12,66 19,33 13,33
Appreciation 2) (8) ) (0) 2) (0) (19 (29 (20
Statement of 12,50 6,25 6,25 0,00 6,25 25,00 3,33 8,00 8,66
alternative 2) (1) (1) (0) (1) ) 5) (12)  (13)
Direct ‘no’ 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 6,25 6,25 0,00 6,00 6,00
(0) (0) (0) (0) 1) 1) (0) ) )
Pause filler 18,75 25,00 6,25 0,00 0,00 0,00 12,00 26,00 5,33
! 3) 4) 1) (0) (0) (0) (18) (39 (®)
Postponement 6,25 0,00 0,00 0,00 6,25 12,50 2,66 2,00 3,33
P 1) (0) (0) (0) 1) (2) 4) 3) (5)
Set condition for 0,00 0,00 0,00 6,25 0,00 6,25 2,00 1,33 2,00
future/past acceptance (0) (0) (0) (1) (0) (1) 3) (2) 3)
Repetition of part of 6,25 6,25 0,00 6,25 0,00 6,25 2,00 0,66 0,66
invitation (1) (1) (0) (1) (0) (1) 3) (1) (1)
Passive negative 0,00 0,00 6,25 25,00 0,00 18,75 2,66 1,33 2,00
willingness 0) (0) 1) 4) (0) 3) 4) ) 3)
Askine a question 0,00 0,00 12,50 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00
gadt © © @ © © © © (© (0
Topic switch 0,00 0,00 6,25 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00
pic swt (0) (0) 1) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0)
Statement of principl 0,00 0,00 6,25 0,00 0,00 6,25 0,00 0,00 0,66
e S () B (0 NN € Y () N () M €D B (0 N () B ¢!
Savine ‘1 tried’ 0,00 0,00 6,25 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00
ying (0) (0) 1) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0)
Wish 0,00 0,00 0,00 12,50 0,00 0,00 5,33 2,66 1,33
(0) (0) (0) (2) (0) (0) (3) 4) (2)

Note. NSE= Native speakers of English, NST= Native speakers of Turkish, IL=
Interlanguage Group (i.e., Turkish-speaking EFL learners).

72



Statement of regret

Table 4.3 shows that while 62,50% of both NSEs and NSTs refused the boss’s
invitation to the party with the statement of regret, the IL group (52,66%) opted for
this strategy less frequently than did both the NSEs and the NSTs, which shows a
unique IL pattern. When refusing the friend’s invitation to dinner, 43,75% of the
NSEs utilised the strategy of statement of regret. In the same situation, 37,50% of the
NSTs preferred this strategy. As was the case in the previous situation, the IL group
demonstrated a unique IL pattern since more than half of them (54%) stated their
regret. In refusing the salesman’s invitation to dinner, 18,75% of the NSEs and the
NSTs employed the strategy of statement of regret. However, the IL group (44,66%)
used this strategy more frequently than did both the NSEs and the NSTs, which

reveals a pragmatic behaviour unique to them.

Negative willingness/ability

The results in Table 4.3 reveal that 43,75% of the NSEs refused the invitation from
the boss with a negative willingness/ability strategy. While 18,75% of the NSTs
stated their negative willingness/ability, the IL group employed this strategy almost
as frequently as did the NSEs. That is, 39,33% of the IL group used this strategy in
their refusals, which suggests a convergence toward the target norm. In refusing a
friend’s invitation to dinner, 6,25% of the NSEs stated their negative
willingness/ability, whereas this strategy was employed more frequently by the NSTs
with a frequency of 18,75%. Similarly, the IL group also utilised this strategy more
frequently than did the NSEs with a frequency of 24%, which provides evidence of
pragmatic transfer. When the participants were asked to refuse the invitation from a

salesman, 31,25% of the NSEs employed the strategy of negative willingness/ability.
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The IL group were also found to use this strategy almost as frequently as did NSEs.
In other words, 26% of the IL group stated their negative willingness/ability, which
suggests that the IL group seemed to approximate to the NSEs. On the other hand,
18,75% of the NSTs used negative willingness/ability in their refusals given to the

salesman.

Excuse, reason, explanation

When refusing the boss’s invitation to the party, all the NSEs (100%) preferred to
state their excuses, reasons and explanations. On the other hand, the NSTs (93,75%)
and the IL group (92,66%) reported employing of excuse, reason, explanation
strategy in the same situation. The IL group in this case seemed to fall back on
Turkish norms when performing in the target language. As for the other situation
where the respondents were asked to refuse the friend’s invitation to dinner, it was
found that all the NSEs and NSTs stated their excuse, reason and explanation, but the
percentage of the IL group (94,66%) who refused using this strategy was lower than
that of the NSEs and NSTs, which shows a unique IL pattern. On the other hand, in
refusing the salesman’s invitation to dinner, 75% of the NSEs utilised the strategy of
excuse, reason and explanation, while 62,50% of the NSTs chose this strategy. It was
also found that like the NSEs, the IL group (88,66%) stated their excuses, reasons,
and explanations more frequently than did the NSTs in their refusals to the
salesman’s invitation to dinner, which suggests a convergence toward the target

norm.

Statement of positive opinion/feeling

According to the results in Table 4.3, 31,25% of the NSEs refused the boss’s

invitation to the party by stating their positive opinion/feeling. This strategy was
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preferred by 25% of the NSTs and, similar to the NSTs, 23,33% of the IL group were
found to employ this strategy to the boss. This situation indicates the presence of
pragmatic transfer. When refusing the friend’s invitation to dinner, the results show
that 25% of the NSEs and NSTs resorted to the statement of positive opinion/feeling
strategy. However, this strategy was used by 17,33% of the IL group. The IL group,
in this case, demonstrated a pragmatic behaviour unique to them. As for the last
situation, the results display that 25% of the NSEs used the statement of positive
opinion/feeling strategy in refusing the salesman’s invitation to dinner. The NSTs
(18,75%) used this strategy less frequently than did the NSEs (25%). Likewise, the
IL (16%) resorted to this strategy less frequently than did the NSEs, which provides

evidence of pragmatic transfer.

Gratitude/Appreciation

As shown in Table 4.3, in refusing the boss’s invitation to the party, 12,50% of the
NSEs expressed their gratitude/appreciation, whereas this strategy did not appear in
the Turkish baseline data. Approximating to the NSEs, 12,66% of the IL group used
the gratitude/appreciation formula in their refusals to the boss’s invitation to the
party. When the participants were asked to refuse the friend’s invitation to dinner,
half of the NSEs (50%) favoured the use of gratitude/appreciation formula. The IL
group (19,33%) resembled the NSTs (12,50%) in regard to the employment of this
formula since both groups expressed their gratitude/appreciation less frequently than
did the NSEs. This result seems to indicate evidence of pragmatic transfer. In
refusing the salesman’s invitation to dinner, 25% of the NSEs utilised the
gratitude/appreciation strategy; however, it was non-existent in the Turkish baseline

data. In contrast to the NSTs, 13,33% of the IL group expressed their
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gratitude/appreciation to the salesman, which suggests a convergence toward the

target norm.

Statement of alternative

The results in Table 4.3 show that 12,50% of the NSEs stated an alternative in
refusing the boss’s invitation to the party. Although the statement of alternative
strategy was absent in the Turkish baseline data, 3,33% of the IL group utilised this
strategy to the boss. As was the case in the previous situation mentioned above, this
situation suggests a convergence toward the target norm. When refusing a friend’s
mvitation to dinner, 6,25% of the NSEs and NSTs stated an alternative, but this
strategy was used more frequently by the IL group with a frequency of 8%, which
demonstrates a pragmatic behaviour unique to them. With regard to the last situation
where the respondents were asked to refuse the salesman’s invitation to dinner, the
results reveal that 6,25% of the NSEs refused by stating an alternative, whereas this
strategy was utilised by 25% of the NSTs in the same context. On the other hand, the
IL group (8,66%) employed this strategy with a similar frequency to that of the NSEs

(6,25%).

Direct ‘no’

The figures in Table 4.3 indicate that none of the participants from three groups
refused the boss’s invitation to a party with a direct ‘no’. While the direct ‘no’
formula was totally avoided by the NSEs in their refusal responses to the friend’s and
salesman’s invitation to dinner, it was used by 6,25% of the NSTs in both situations.
Relying on Turkish pragmalinguistic routines, 6% of the IL group used direct ‘no’ in

refusing the invitation made by the friend and the salesman.
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Pause filler

As shown in Table 4.3, when refusing the boss’s invitation to dinner, 18,75% of the
NSEs used pause fillers, whereas this strategy did not appear in the Turkish baseline
data. Approximating to the NSEs, 12% of the IL group utilised pause fillers in their
refusal responses given to the boss. The same situation was also observed in the
dialogue where the respondents were asked to refuse the friend’s invitation to dinner.
Pause fillers were used by 25% of the NSE in their refusals to the friend’s invitation.
Unlike the NSTs, who did not use this strategy, 26% of the IL group resorted to
pause fillers, which demonstrates a native-like pragmatic behaviour. As was the case
in the previous situation, the NSTs did not use any pause fillers with the salesman;
however, 6,25% of the NSEs used this strategy. Approximating to the NSEs, the IL

group (5,33%) paused almost as frequently as did the target language group.

Postponement

As illustrated in Table 4.3, 6,25% of the NSEs used the strategy of postponement in
refusing the boss’s invitation to the party, whereas this strategy was non-existent in
the Turkish baseline data. The strategy of postponement was used by 2,66% of the IL
group in the same context, which suggests a convergence toward the target norm. In
the situation where the respondents were asked to refuse the friend’s invitation to
dinner, it was found that the strategy of postponement was avoided by the NSEs. The
results also reveal that this strategy was preferred by 6,25% of the NSTs in their
refusals to the friend. Deviating from the target norm, 2% of the IL group resorted to
this strategy, which suggests an instance of pragmatic transfer. In the last situation,
while none of the NSE used the strategy of postponement to the salesman, 12,50% of

the NSTs refused the salesman’s invitation to dinner by using this strategy. As was
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the case in the previous situation, 3,33% of the IL group opted for this strategy,

which seems to indicate Turkish-induced pragmatic behaviour.

Set condition for future/past acceptance

As shown in Table 4.3, while 6,25% of the NSTs used the strategy of setting
condition for future/past acceptance to the boss, this strategy did not occur in the
English baseline data. Showing a tendency toward the target language norms, 2% of
the IL group employed this strategy in refusing the invitation made by the boss.
When the participants were asked to refuse the friend’s invitation to dinner, the
strategy of setting condition for future/past acceptance was totally avoided by the
NSEs and the NSTs, but it was employed by 1,33% of the IL group. This situation
seems to constitute a pragmatic behaviour unique to the IL group. As for the last
situation where the respondents were asked to refuse the salesman’s invitation to
dinner, the results reveal that the NSEs did not resort to the strategy of setting
condition for future/past acceptance, yet it was utilised by 6,25% of the NSTs. This
strategy was also used by 2% of the IL group, which seems to indicate Turkish-

induced pragmatic behaviour.

Repetition of part of invitation

The strategy of repeating part of invitation was used by 6,25% of the NSEs and the
NSTs when refusing the boss’s invitation, but this strategy was utilised by the 1L
group with a frequency of 2% in the same situation. The IL group demonstrates a
unique IL behaviour in that they employed this strategy less frequently than did both
the NSEs and the NSTs. In the situation where the friend invited the interlocutor to
dinner, the results indicate that 6,25% of the NSEs repeated the part of the invitation,

whereas this strategy was absent in Turkish baseline data. This strategy was found to
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be used by 0,66% of the IL group, which seems to suggest a likely convergence
toward the target norm. The opposite situation was observed in the situation where
the respondents were asked to refuse the salesman’s invitation to dinner. While
6,25% of the NSTs resorted to repetition, it was avoided by the NSEs. The results
also show that 0,66% of the IL group employed this strategy in their refusal

responses, which seems to suggest a likely influence of the native language norms.

Passive negative willingness

Table 4.3 demonstrates that in refusing the boss’s invitation to the party, the strategy
of passive negative willingness was used by 25% of the NSTs, whereas it was non-
existent in the English baseline data. In contrast to the NSEs, it was used by 2,66%
by the IL group, which might indicate a possible effect of the native language norms.
When the respondents were asked to refuse the friend’s invitation to dinner, the
strategy of passive negative willingness was avoided by both the NSEs and the
NSTs. Unlike the two control groups, the IL group employed this strategy with a
frequency of 1,33%. The use of this strategy seems to be unique to the IL group as it
was used merely by them. In refusing the salesman’s invitation to dinner, 6,25% of
the NSEs resorted to the strategy of passive negative willingness. As for the Turkish
baseline group, the NSTs employed this strategy more frequently than did the NSEs
with a frequency of 18,75%. On the other hand, it was found that 2% of the IL group

stated passive negative willingness, which suggests a convergence toward the target

group.
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Asking a question

As shown in Table 4.3, the NSEs, NSEs and IL group did not use the strategy of
asking a question in their refusals across all status types except for the situation
where 12,50% of the NSEs refused the invitation from a salesman by asking a

question.

Topic switch

Similar to the previous case, the strategy of switching the topic did not appear in the
refusal responses given by the participants to all status types except for the situation
where 6,25% of the NSEs refused the invitation from a salesman by switching the

topic.

Statement of principle

As can be seen in Table 4.3, the statement of principle strategy was not preferred by
any group of participants when the interlocutors were of higher (i.e., boss) and equal
(i.e., friend) statuses. However, in refusing the salesman’s invitation to dinner, it was
employed by 6,25% of the NSEs and NSTs. Displaying a pragmatic behaviour

unique to them, the IL group utilised this strategy with a frequency of 0,66%.

Saying ‘I tried’

The results in Table 4.3 show that the participants did not refuse the invitation made
by the boss and the friend by saying that they had already tried the option in
question, but this strategy was used by 6,25% of the NSEs to in their refusals to the

salesman.
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Statement of wish

As shown in Table 4.3, the NSEs did not employ the strategy of the statement of
wish across all status types. Unlike the NSEs, 12,50% of the NSTs used this strategy
only in refusing the boss’s invitation to the party. The results also reveal that 5,33%
of the IL group resorted to this strategy in the same situation, which shows evidence
of pragmatic transfer. However, in the last two situations where the participants were
asked to refuse the invitations made by the friend and the salesman to dinner, the IL
group demonstrated a unique IL pattern in their refusals since 2,66% of them
employed the strategy of statement of wish to the friend and 1,33% of them opted for

this strategy when refusing the salesman’s invitation to dinner.

4.1.4 Refusals of Suggestions

In this section, the strategies employed by the NSEs, the NSTs and the IL group
while refusing the suggestions made by a higher, an equal and a lower status person
are presented. The situations which require refusals of suggestions are listed as

follows:

Situation 6: Refusing a higher status person’s suggestion

‘The respondent (i.e., employee) is searching through the mess on his/her desk and

the boss walks in and gives him/her a suggestion on how to be better organised.’
Situation 5: Refusing an equal person’s suggestion

‘The respondent was asked by a friend to try a new diet.’

Situation 8: Refusing a lower status person’s suggestion

‘The respondent, a language teacher, received a suggestion from a student to give

more practice in conversation.’
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Table 4.4

Percentage of semantic formulas in refusals of suggestions (situations 6, 5, 8)

NSE (n=16) NST (n=16) IL Group (n=150)

Semantic Formulas Higher Equal Lower Higher Equal Lower Higher Equal Lower
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)

Statement of positive 25,00 6,25 12,50 6,25 0,00 12,50 19,33 6,00 12,00
opinion/feeling 4 (@)) 2) (@)) 0) 2) 29) ©)] (18)
Saving ‘I tried’ 18,75 25,00 0,00 31,25 25,00 0,00 16,66 16,00 0,00
ying A3) “4) () ) “4) (©0) 25 @9 (©0)

Excuse, reason, 31,25 25,00 25,00 43,75 37,50 68,775 32,66 46,66 48,00
explanation %) 4 4 @) (6) 1D (49) 67) (72)
Statement of negative 31,25 31,25 12,50 25,00 6,25 0,00 19,33 10,00 8,66
consequences (5) (5) 2) 4) (1) (0) (29) (15) (13)

Self-defence 50,00 0,00 0,00 6,25 0,00 12,50 22,00 0,00 14,66
®) () () (1 (©0) 2) (33) (0) (22)

Let interlocutor off the 12,50 6,25 0,00 0,00 0,00 12,50 0,66 0,00 6,00
hook 2) (1 (©0) (©0) (©0) 2) (1 (0) ©)
Postponement 6,25 0,00 25,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 1,33 4,66
P (1 (0) “4) (0) (©0) (©0) () 2) (M

Statement of 12,50 18,75 12,50 6,25 18,75 12,50 4,00 20,00 18,00
alternative 2) 2) 2) (@)) 3) 2) (6) (30) 27
Gratitude / 18,75 18,75 43,75 18,75 0,00 0,00 10,66 20,66 3,33
Appreciation 3) ) @) 3) (0) (0) (16) @31 %)
Promise of future 18,75 0,00 0,00 12,50 0,00 12,50 14,66 1,33 4,00
acceptance A3) (©0) (©0) 2) (©0) 2) (22) 2) (6)
Statement of recret 6,25 0,00 6,25 0,00 0,00 0,00 11,33 1,33 15,33
& (1 (©0) (1 (©0) (©0) (©0) (17) 2) (23)

Pause filler 0,00 12,50 6,25 0,00 0,00 0,00 2,66 4,00 7,33
() 2) (1 (0) (©0) (©0) “4) (6) (11)

Passive negative 0,00 50,00 75,00 56,25 25,00 56,25 5,33 8,00 10,66
willingness (0) 8) (12) ©)] 4 ©)] ®) (12) (16)
Direct ‘no’ 0,00 31,25 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,66 25,33 6,66
(©0) ) (©0) (©0) (©0) (©0) (1 (38)  (10)

Note. NSE= Native speakers of English, NST= Native speakers of Turkish, IL= Interlanguage Group
(i.e., Turkish-speaking EFL learners).
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Table 4.4 (continued)

NSE (n=16) NST (n=16) IL Group (n=150)

Semantic Formulas Higher Equal Lower Higher Equal Lower Higher Equal Lower
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)

0,00 1250 000 0,00 000 000 200 133 000
() (@) () ) () ) (€) (@) )
0,00 625 000 000 000 000 066 400 066
) () ) ) ) ) () (6) ()
0,00 625 000 000 000 000 066 933 000
) () ) ) ) ) () (14) )

Statement of principle

Asking a question

Lack of enthusiasm

Negative 0,00 12,50 0,00 12,50 81,25 0,00 5,33 28,00 11,33
willingness/ability (0) 2) (0) 2) (13) (0) () (42) (17)
0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 6,25 0,00 0,00 7,33
Criticise the hearer (0) (0) (0) 0) 0) (D 0) (0) (11)
Statement of 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 1,33 0,00 0,66
philosophy 0) (0) 0) (0) (0) (0) 2 (0) )]
Set condition for 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 6,25 0,00 2,00 4,66

future/past acceptance (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (1) (0) 3) 7

Note. NSE= Native speakers of English, NST= Native speakers of Turkish, IL=
Interlanguage Group (i.e., Turkish-speaking EFL learners).

Statement of positive opinion/feeling

As indicated in Table 4.4, when refusing the boss’s suggestion to write little
reminders, 25% of the NSEs expressed their positive opinion/feeling. The IL group
resembled the NSEs in regard to the employment of this strategy since 19,33% of the
IL group stated positive opinion/feeling to the boss. In the same situation, the NSTs
(6,25%) utilised this strategy less frequently than did both the NSEs and the IL
group. In the dialogue where the respondents were asked to refuse the friend’s
suggestion to try a new diet, the results reveal that 6,25% of the NSEs expressed their
positive opinion/feeling, whereas this strategy did not appear in the Turkish baseline
data. It was also found that 6% of the IL group opted for this strategy when the
interlocutor was equal in status, which indicates that the IL group approximated to

the NSEs in their use of this strategy. On the other hand, in refusing the student’s
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suggestion of a conversation class, 12,50% of the NSEs and the NSTs stated their
positive opinion/feeling. Similarly, 12% of the IL group used this strategy in their

refusals to the student.

Saying ‘I tried’

As shown in Table 4.4, when refusing the boss’s suggestion to write little reminders,
18,75% of the NSEs said that they had already tried this technique; however, this
strategy occurred more frequently in the Turkish baseline data since 31,25% of the
NSTs stated that they had already tried the boss’s suggestion. The results also
indicate that 16,66% of the IL group employed this strategy, which suggests a
convergence toward the target norm. In refusing a friend’s suggestion to try a new
diet, 25% of the NSEs and the NSTs said that they had already tried that diet,
whereas the IL group (16%) utilised this strategy less frequently than did both the
NSEs and NSTs, which shows a unique pragmatic behaviour. As for refusing a
student’s suggestion of a conversation class, this strategy was entirely absent in the

refusal responses of the participants.

Excuse, reason, explanation

As can be seen in Table 4.4, when refusing the boss’s suggestion to write little
reminders, 31,25% of the NSEs gave excuses, reasons and explanations, but the
NSTs used this strategy more frequently than did the NSEs with a frequency of
43,75% . It was also found that the strategy of giving excuses, reason and
explanations was used by 32,66% of the IL group, which seems to be an indication of
target-like usage of this strategy. In refusing the friend’s suggestion to try a new diet,
25% of the NSEs gave excuses, reasons and explanations; however, 37% of the

NSTs resorted to this strategy. Similar to the NSTs, the IL group were found to use
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this strategy with a frequency of 46,66%, which shows evidence of pragmatic
transfer. In the last situation where the respondents were asked to refuse the student’s
suggestion of a conversation class, the results reveal that 25% of the NSEs provided
reasons, excuses and explanations, while the other two groups (i.e., NSTs and the IL
group) employed this strategy much more frequently. In other words, it was used by
68,75% of the NSTs. Following the native language pattern, it was utilised by 48%

of the IL group.

Statement of negative consequences

The results indicate that 31,25% of the NSEs stated negative consequences in their
refusal responses to boss’s suggestion to write little reminders. 25% of the NSTs
favoured the use of this strategy in the same situation. The IL group (19,33%) used
this strategy almost as frequently as did the NSTs, which seems to suggest that they
relied on Turkish pragmalinguistic resources. In refusing the friend’s suggestion to
try a new diet, 31,25% of the NSEs stated negative consequences of the given
suggestion. The same strategy was used by only 6,25% of the NSTs. Like the
Turkish baseline group, the IL group (10%) also used this strategy less frequently
than did the NSEs, which provides evidence of pragmatic transfer. In the last
situation, where the respondents were asked to refuse the student’s suggestion of a
conversation class, 12,50% of the NSEs stated negative consequences while this
strategy did not occur in the Turkish baseline data. In contrast to the NSTs, 8,66% of
the IL group resorted this strategy, which suggests convergence toward the target

norm.
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Self-defence

When refusing the boss’s suggestion to write little reminders, half of the NSEs (50%)
used the strategy of self-defence, but this strategy was used by only 6,25% of the
NSTs. Although the IL group (22%) utilised this strategy less frequently than did the
NSEs, nearly four times as many of the IL group as NSTs resorted to the strategy of
self-defence. This case suggests that the IL group were in the process of acquiring
target-like usage of this strategy. However, in the situation where the respondents
were asked to refuse the suggestion made by the friend, the strategy of self-defence
did not appear in their refusals. As for refusing the suggestion from the student, the
NSEs did not use the strategy of self-defence, while 12,50% of the NSTs preferred to
employ this strategy. Similar to the NSTs, 14,66% of the IL group opted for this

strategy , which seems to indicate evidence of pragmatic transfer.

Let the interlocutor off the hook

According to the results in Table 4.4, 12,50% of the NSEs used the strategy of letting
the interlocutor off the hook to the boss’s suggestion to write little reminders. In
contrast, while the NSTs avoided this strategy in the same context, only 0,66% of the
IL employed this strategy, which suggests possible convergence toward the target
norm. When refusing the friend’s suggestion to try a new diet, 6,25% of the NSEs let
the interlocutor off the hook, while this strategy was absent in the Turkish baseline
data. Similar to the NSTs, the IL group did not resort to this strategy, which seems to
indicate pragmatic transfer. As to the last situation where the participants were asked
to refuse the student’s suggestion of a conversation class, none of the NSEs

employed the strategy of letting the interlocutor off the hook; however, it was used
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by 12,50% of the NSTs. The same strategy was used by 6% of the IL group. The IL

group in this case seemed to fall back on Turkish pragmalinguistic resources.

Postponement

As illustrated in Table 4.4, 6,25% of the NSEs refused the boss’s suggestion to write
little reminders by using the strategy of postponement, while this strategy did not
appear in the Turkish baseline data. Likewise, this strategy was not found in the
refusal responses given by the IL group to the boss, which suggests evidence of
pragmatic transfer. In refusing the friend’s suggestion to try a new diet, neither the
English nor the Turkish baseline groups resorted to the strategy of postponement. It
was found that 1,33% of the IL group employed this strategy in the same situation,
which constitutes a pragmatic behaviour unique to them. In the situation where the
respondents were asked to refuse the student’s suggestion of a conversation class,
25% of the NSEs utilised the strategy of postponement, whereas it was non-existent
in the Turkish baseline data. The results also reveal that unlike the NSTs, who did
not employ this strategy, it was used by 4,66% of the IL group, which suggests

convergence toward the target norm.

Statement of alternative

While the statement of alternative strategy was used by 12,50% of the NSEs when
refusing the boss’s suggestion, it was employed by 6,25% of the NSTs in the same
context. The IL group (4%), on the other hand, resorted to this strategy almost as
frequently as did the NSTs, which seems indicative of Turkish-induced pragmatic
behaviour. In refusing the friend’s suggestion to try a new diet, 18,75% of the NSEs
and the NSTs stated an alternative. The IL group (20%) used this strategy more

frequently than did the NSEs and the NSTs, which shows a unique IL pattern. This
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case was also observed in the last situation where the respondents were asked to
refuse the student’s suggestion of a conversation class. 12,50% of the NSEs and the
NSTs stated an alternative, while 18% of the IL group opted for this strategy. As was
the case in the previous situation, the learners appeared to demonstrate a unique IL

pattern.

Gratitude/Appreciation

When refusing the boss’s suggestion to write little reminders, 18,75% of the NSEs
and the NSTs expressed gratitude/appreciation. But, gratitude/appreciation strategy
was used by 10,66% of the IL group in the same context, which seems to indicate a
pragmatic behaviour unique to them. In the situation where the respondents were
asked to refuse the friend’s suggestion to try a new diet, it was found that 18,75% of
the NSEs expressed gratitude/appreciation, while this strategy was not preferred by
the NSTs. In contrast to the NSTs, the IL group employed this formula in their
refusals to the friend with a frequency of 20,66%. The IL group, in this case, seems
to resemble the NSEs. In refusing the student’s suggestion of a conversation class,
43,75% of the NSEs preferred to express gratitude/appreciation, whereas it was not
observed in the Turkish baseline data. The results also reveal that the IL group
employed this strategy with a frequency of 3,33%, which signals a likely

convergence toward the target norm.

Promise of future acceptance

As shown in Table 4.4, when refusing the boss’s suggestion to write little reminders,
18,75% of the NSEs promised future acceptance. This strategy was utilised by
12,50% of the NSTs. The IL group (14,66%) used this strategy less frequently than

did the NSEs, which seems to signal Turkish-induced pragmatic behaviour. When
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the participants were asked to refuse the friend’s suggestion to try a new diet, the
NSEs and the NSTs avoided promising future acceptance. However, this strategy
was found in the IL data (1,33%). This case seems to indicate the unique choice by
the IL group as it was used only by them. In the last situation which included the
student’s suggestion of a conversation class, the strategy of promising future
acceptance was missing in the English baseline data, while 12,50% of the NSTs
preferred using this strategy in their refusals. Unlike the NSEs, 4% of the IL group

resorted to this strategy, which provides evidence of pragmatic transfer.

Statement of regret

The results in Table 4.4 reveal that 6,25% of the NSEs stated regret in their refusals
to the boss’s suggestion to write little reminders, but this strategy did not appear in
the Turkish baseline data. It was also found that unlike the Turkish baseline group,
11,33% of the IL group utilised this strategy in their refusals to the boss. In refusing
the friend’s suggestion to try a new diet, the NSEs and the NSTs avoided using the
strategy of statement of regret, whereas it was used by 1,33% of the IL group, which
seems indicative of a unique IL pattern. While being missing from the Turkish
baseline data, the strategy of statement of regret was used by 6,25% of the NSEs to
the student’s suggestion of a conversation class. In contrast to the NSTs, 15,33% the

IL group resorted to this strategy in their refusals to the student.

Pause filler

The results in Table 4.4 show that pause fillers were used by neither the NSEs nor
the NSTs, whereas they were used by 2,66% of the IL group in their refusal
responses to the boss. This constitutes a pragmatic behaviour to the IL group. When

refusing the friend’s suggestion to try a new diet, 12,50% of the NSEs preferred
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using pause fillers, but this strategy was non-existent in the Turkish baseline data. In
the same context, 4% of the IL group opted for pause fillers, which suggests
convergence toward the target norm. In contrast to the previous case, when refusing
the student’s suggestion of a conversation class, pause fillers were used by 2,66% of
the NSTs, while it was absent in the English baseline data. It was also found that the
IL group (7,33%) employed pause fillers to the student, which suggests a Turkish-

induced pragmatic behaviour.

Passive negative willingness

As shown in Table 4.4, the strategy of passive negative willingness did not appear in
the refusal responses given by the NSEs to the boss’s suggestion to write little
reminders, but it was used by 56,25% of the NSTs. On the contrary, 2,66% of the IL
group utilised this strategy in their refusal responses. In refusing the suggestion from
a friend to try a new diet, half of the NSEs (50%) used the strategy of passive
negative willingness, while it was employed by 25% of the NSTs. The IL group (8%)
resorted to this strategy less frequently than did both the NSEs and the NSTs, which
shows a unique IL pattern. When refusing the student’s suggestion of a conversation
class, it was found that 75% of the NSEs stated passive negative willingness. The
same strategy was used by the NSTs with a frequency of 56,25%. As was the case in
the previous situation, the IL group (10,66%) employed this strategy less frequently

than both groups, which indicates a pragmatic behaviour unique to the IL group.

Direct ‘no’

When refusing the suggestion from the boss to write little reminders, direct ‘no’ did
not occur in the refusal responses of the NSEs and the NSTs, but it was used by only

0,66% of the IL group, which indicates the unique choice by the learners. In the
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situation where the respondents were asked to refuse the friend’s suggestion to try a
new diet, 31,25% of the NSEs utilised direct ‘no’, whereas it did not appear in the
Turkish baseline data. Approximating to the target group, direct ‘no’ was employed
by 25,33% of the IL group. In refusing the student’s suggestion of a conversation
class, direct ‘no’ was avoided by the NSEs and the NSTs; however, the IL group

(6,66%) preferred using direct ‘no’ in this context.

Statement of principle

As can be seen in Table 4.4, when the respondents were asked to refuse the boss’s
suggestion to write little reminders, the statement of principle strategy was not
observed either in the English or the Turkish baseline data; however, it was used by
2% of the IL group, which seems indicative of a unique IL pattern. In refusing the
friend’s suggestion to try a new diet, 12,50% of the NSEs provided the statement of
principle, while this strategy did not occur in the Turkish baseline data. It was also
found that this strategy was used by 1,33% of the IL group in this context, which
signals a likely convergence toward the target norm. The statement of principle
strategy was not used in the last situation where the respondents were asked to refuse

the student’s suggestion of a conversation class.

Asking a question

As shown in Table 4.4, when refusing the boss’s suggestion to write little reminders,
the strategy of asking a question did not occur in the refusal responses of the NSEs
and the NSTs, but it was used by only 0,66% of the IL group, which seems indicative
of a unique pragmatic behaviour. In refusing a friend’s suggestion to try a new diet,
6,25% of the NSEs refused by asking a question, while this strategy was missing

from the Turkish baseline data. The results also indicate that this strategy was
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employed by 4% of the IL group, which suggests convergence toward the target
norm. The strategy of asking a question was not preferred by the NSEs and the NSTs
when refusing the student’s suggestion of a conversation class. It was used by only
0,66% of the IL group in this situation, which seems to suggest the unique choice by

the learners in this context.

Lack of enthusiasm

All of the NSEs and the NSTs avoided expressing their lack of enthusiasm in
refusing the boss’s suggestion to write little reminders, but it was used by merely
0,66% of the IL group, which seems indicative of a pragmatic behaviour unique to
them. When the hearer was a friend of the refuser, 6,25% of the NSEs expressed
their lack of enthusiasm, whereas this strategy was non-existent in the Turkish
baseline data. It was also found that in contrast to the NSTs, 9,33% of the IL group
resorted to this in refusals to the friend who suggested a new diet. When refusing the
student’s suggestion of a conversation class, none of the participants expressed lack

of enthusiasm in their refusals.

Negative willingness/ability

The NSEs did not state their negative willingness/ability in their refusal responses
the boss’s suggestion to write little reminders, while it was used by 12,50% of the
NSTs. The results reveal that it was used by 5,33% of the IL group, which seems to
indicate Turkish-induced pragmatic behaviour. When refusing the friend’s
suggestion to try a new diet, 12,50% of the NSEs stated their negative
willingness/ability. The same strategy was utilised by 81,25% of the NSTs in this
context. The IL demonstrated a pragmatic behaviour which was closer to the target

group as 28% of them expressed their negative willingness/ability to the friend. The
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strategy of stating negative willingness/ability did not appear in the refusal responses
of the NSEs and the NSTs given to the student’s suggestion of a conversation class.
However, 11,33% of the IL group opted for this strategy, which demonstrates a

unique choice by the learners.

Criticise the hearer

Table 4.4 shows that the statement of criticism was not used by the participants in
their refusals to the suggestions made by the boss and the friend. When refusing the
student’s suggestion of a conversation class, the NSE did not prefer to use the
statement of criticism, whereas 6,25% of the NSTs employed this strategy. In this
context, it was used by 7,33% of the IL group, which provides evidence of pragmatic

transfer.

Statement of philosophy

The results in Table 4.4 reveal that neither the NSEs nor the NSTs provided the
statement of philosophy across any status types. It was also indicated that this
strategy was used by only 1,33% of the IL group when refusing the boss’s suggestion
to write little reminders. The learners in this case performed the speech act of refusal
unique to them. The same unique pragmatic behaviour was also observed in the
context where the respondents were asked to refuse the student’s suggestion of a

conversation class since 0,66% of the IL group stated their philosophy.
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Set conditions for future/past acceptance

As was the case in the use of the previous strategy, none of the NSEs preferred to use
setting conditions for future/past acceptance across any status types. It was also
found that 6,25% of the NSTs utilised this strategy only in refusing the student’s
suggestion of a conversation class. As to the IL group, the results reveal that in the
situation where the respondents were asked to refuse the friend’s suggestion to try a
new diet, 2% of the IL group set condition for future/past acceptance, which
indicates the unique choice by the learners. As for the last situation, the results
demonstrate that 4,66% of the IL group set condition for future/past acceptance in
almost as frequently as did the NSTs in their refusals to the student’s suggestion of a

conversation class, which seems to provide evidence of pragmatic transfer.

4.1.5 Refusals of offers

In this section, the strategies employed by the NSEs, the NSTs and the IL group
while refusing the offers made by a higher, an equal and a lower status person are

explained. The situations which require refusals of offers are indicated below:

Situation 11: Refusing a higher status person’s offer

‘A boss offers the respondent a raise and promotion if he/she is willing to move to a

small town.’

Situation 9: Refusing an equal person’s offer

‘A friend offers the respondent another piece of cake.’
Situation 7: Refusing a lower status person’s offer

‘The respondent arrives home and notices that the cleaning lady has broken a vase.

The cleaning lady offers to pay for it.’
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Table 4.5
Percentage of semantic formulas in refusals of offers (situations 11, 9, 7)

NSE (n=16) NST (n=16) IL Group (n=150)

Semantic Formulas Higher Equal Lower Higher Equal Lower Higher Equal Lower
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)

Statement of positive 62,50 50,00 0,00 25,00 25,00 0,00 40,66 8,66 0,00

opinion/feeling (10) () (0) 4) 4) (0) (61) (13) (0)
Passive negative 50,00 31,25 0,00 68,75 25,00 6,25 6,66 0,00 0,00
willingness (®) 5) 0) an 4 (D (10) 0) 0)
Excuse, reason, 68,75 25,00 0,00 75,00 81,25 18,75 73,33 74,66 3,33
explanation (11) 4 (0) (12) (13) 3) (110)  (112) &)

625 000 000 1250 0,00 000 18,00 6,66 0,00
() ) ) (@) ) ) @n 10 )

625 000 000 000 000 000 066 066 0,00
() ) ) ) ) ) () () )
2500 62,50 625 18,75 9375 000 2666 7133 333
4) (10) () (€) (15) ) (40)  (107) (%)
1250 625 0,00 000 000 000 200 200 000
(@) () ) ) ) ) (€) (€) )
625 000 000 000 1250 000 000 066 0,00
() ) ) ) (@) ) ) () )
6,25 3125 1875 0,00 0,00 000 400 6,66 4,66
() ©) (€) ) ) ) (6) () )

0,00 100,00 0,00 000 50,00 12,5 6,00 80,00 28,00
) (16) ) ) ®) (@) © (120 (42)

0,00 2500 000 000 000 000 000 733 000
) 4) ) ) ) ) ) (1) )

Let interlocutor off the 0,00 50,00 87,50 0,00 0,00 93,75 0,00 0,00 92,00

Statement of regret

Hedging

Gratitude/appreciation

Postponement

Asking a question

Pause filler

Direct ‘no’

Saying ‘I tried’

hook ) ®) (14) ) ) (15) ) ©  (138)
Statement of 0,00 000 37,50 000 000 4375 0,00 000 533
philosophy ) ) (6) ) ) ™) ) ) ®)

Statement of 0,00 000 3750 000 000 000 466 133 10,00
alternative (0) (0) (6) (0) (0) (0) (7) ) (15)

0,00 000 625 000 000 000 000 000 266
) ) () ) ) ) ) ) 4)

Statement of negative 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 18,75 0,00 2,00 21,33 0,00
consequences (0) (0) (0) (0) 3) (0) 3) (32) (0)

Statement of empathy

0,00 000 000 000 000 2500 000 000 466
) ) ) ) ) 4) ) ) )

Set conditions for 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,66 0,00
future/past acceptance (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (1) (0)

Criticise the hearer

0,00 000 000 000 000 000 1533 6,66 0,00
) ) ) ) ) ) (23) () )

Lack of enthusiasm

Note. NSE= Native speakers of English, NST= Native speakers of Turkish, IL= Interlanguage Group
(i.e., Turkish-speaking EFL learners).
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Statement of positive opinion/feeling

As shown in Table 4.5, more than half of the NSEs (62,50%) expressed their positive
opinions/feelings in their refusal responses to the boss’s offer of a raise and
promotion, while only 25% of the NSTs preferred this strategy in the same context. It
was also found that the IL group (40,66%) resorted to this strategy more frequently
than did the NSTs, which signals that they approximated to the target group in this
situation. When refusing the friend’s offer of a piece of cake, half of the NSEs (50%)
expressed their positive opinions/feelings, whereas this strategy was used by 25% of
the NSTs. The results also reveal that the IL group (8,66%) employed this strategy
less frequently than did both the NSEs and the NSTs, which shows a unique IL
pattern. As for the last situation where the cleaning lady offered to pay for the broken
vase, the results demonstrate that none of the participants used the statement of

positive opinion/feeling strategy in their refusal responses.

Passive negative willingness

According to the results in Table 4.5, half of the NSEs (50%) expressed their passive
negative willingness in their refusals to the boss’s offer of a raise and promotion.
This strategy was used more frequently by the NSTs with a frequency of 68,75%.
The IL group (6,66%) lagged far behind the NSEs and the NSTs in the same context,
which displays a pragmatic behaviour unique to them. When refusing the friend’s
offer of a piece of cake, 31,25% of the NSEs resorted to the strategy of passive
negative willingness. This strategy was utilised less frequently by the NSTs with a
frequency of 25%, whereas it was non-existent in the IL data. As was the case in the
previous situation, the IL group resembled neither the NSE nor the NSTs. When the

respondents were asked to refuse the cleaning lady’s offer to pay for the broken vase,
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only 6,25% of the NSTs expressed their passive negative willingness, while this

strategy did not occur in the refusal responses given by the NSEs and the IL group.

Excuse, reason, explanation

The results in Table 4.5 show that 68,75% of the NSEs gave excuses, reasons and
explanations in their refusals to the boss’s offer of a raise and promotion. This
strategy was preferred by 75% of the NSTs in the same context. It was also found
that 73,33% of the IL group opted for this strategy almost as frequently as did the
NSTs, which seems to be an indication of Turkish-induced pragmatic behaviour. In
refusing the friend’s offer of a piece of cake, 25% of the NSEs utilised the strategy of
giving excuses, reasons and explanations, while it was used by the majority of the
NSTs with a frequency of 81,25%. The results also reveal that 74,66% of the IL
group provided excuses, reasons and explanations, which provides evidence of
pragmatic transfer. When the participants were asked to refuse the cleaning lady’s
offer to pay for the broken vase, the NSEs avoided giving excuses, reasons and
explanations while this strategy was used by 18,75% of the NSTs. The IL group
utilised this strategy with a frequency of 3,33%, which suggests convergence toward

the native norm.

Statement of regret

6,25% of the NSEs stated regret in their refusals to the boss’s offer of a raise and
promotion. The strategy of statement of regret was employed by 12,50% of the NSTs
in the same context. It was also found that 18% of the IL group stated regret to the
boss, which signals that the IL group appeared to have been influenced by Turkish
pragmalinguistic norms. In refusing the friend’s offer of a piece of cake, neither of

the baseline groups stated regret, whereas this strategy was utilised by 6,66% of the
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IL group, which indicates a unique choice by the IL group. The results also
demonstrate that this strategy did not appear in any of the refusal responses given to

the cleaning lady’s offer to pay for the broken vase.

Negative willingness/ability

As reflected in Table 4.5, 25% of the NSEs stated their passive negative
willingness/ability in refusing the boss’s offer of a raise and promotion while this
strategy was employed by half of the NSTs (50%). On the other hand, the IL group
(26,66%) utilised this strategy to the boss almost as frequently as did the NSEs,
which seems indicative of their resemblance to the English baseline group. In the
situation where the respondents were asked to refuse the friend’s offer of a piece of
cake, 31,25% of the NSTs and 37,50% of the NSEs stated negative
willingness/ability in their refusals. However, the IL group (24%) opted for this
strategy less frequently than did the NSEs and the NSTs, which shows a unique 1L
pattern. When refusing the cleaning lady’s offer to pay for the broken vase, neither of
the baseline groups resorted to the statement of negative willingness/ability, whereas
it was utilised by 4,66% of the IL group. The choice of this strategy in this case was

unique to the learners’ IL.

Hedging

The figures in Table 4.5 indicate that 6,25% of the NSEs used hedging in their
refusals to the boss’s offer of a raise and promotion, while this strategy did not
appear in the Turkish baseline data. In the same context, 0,66% of the IL group
resorted to hedging, which suggests convergence toward the target norm. In refusing
the friend’s offer of a piece of cake, the strategy of hedging did not occur in the

English and Turkish baseline group. It was used by 0,66% of the IL group, which
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seems to display a unique choice by the IL group. This strategy was not employed by
any of the participants in their refusals to the cleaning lady’s offer to pay for the

broken vase.

Gratitude/Appreciation

As shown in Table 4.5, 25% of the NSEs expressed gratitude/appreciation when
refusing the boss’s offer of a raise and promotion. In the same context, this strategy
was preferred by 18,75% of the NSTs. It was also found that the IL group (26,66%)
expressed gratitude/appreciation with a similar frequency to that of the NSEs, which
suggests their resemblance to the target norm. When refusing the friend’s offer of a
piece of cake, more than half of the NSEs (62,50%) resorted to the
gratitude/appreciation strategy. The majority of the NSTs (93,75%) favoured the use
of this strategy with a friend. As for the IL group (71,33%), the frequency with
which they used this strategy was closer to that of the NSEs. In the last situation
where the respondents were asked to refuse the cleaning lady’s offer to pay for the
broken vase, 6,25% of the NSEs expressed gratitude/appreciation, while this strategy
was non-existent in the Turkish baseline data. In contrast to the NSTs, 3,33% of the
IL group opted for this strategy in this context, which suggests they were on their

way to acquire target-like usage of this strategy.

Postponement

As displayed in Table 4.5, 12,50% of the NSEs used the strategy of postponement in
refusing the boss’s offer of a raise and promotion, whereas the NSTs avoided using
this strategy . On the other hand, it was used by 2% of the IL group, which suggests a
tendency toward the target norm in this context. In the situation where the

respondents were asked to refuse the friend’s offer of a piece of cake, 6,25% of the
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NSEs resorted to the strategy of postponement, while it was absent in the Turkish
baseline data. 2% of the IL group opted for this strategy in their refusals to the friend,
which indicates their tendency toward the target norm. When refusing the cleaning
lady’s offer to pay for the broken vase, the strategy of postponement was missing

entirely from the refusal responses of the participants.

Asking a question

As can be observed in Table 4.5, 6,25% of the NSEs used the strategy of asking a
question to the boss’s offer of a raise and promotion; however, this strategy was
absent in the Turkish baseline data. Falling back on Turkish pragmalinguistic norms,
this strategy was non-existent in the IL data in this context, as well. When refusing
the friend’s offer of a piece of cake, the NSEs avoided asking a question, but 12,50%
of the NSTs employed this strategy. It was also found that only 0,66% of the IL
group opted for asking a question in their refusals to the friend, which seems to
suggest a likely influence of the native language. In the situation where the
respondents were asked to refuse the cleaning lady’s offer to pay for the broken vase,

this strategy did not occur in the refusal responses of the participants.

Pause filler

As shown in Table 4.5, 6,25% of the NSEs utilised pause filers while none of the
NSTs preferred using them in their refusals to the boss’s offer of a raise and
promotion. Unlike the NSTs, 4% of the IL group employed pause fillers in their
refusals to the boss’s offer, which suggests an approximation to the target group. In
refusing the friend’s offer of a piece of cake, 31,25% of the NSEs used pause fillers,
whereas this strategy did not appear in the Turkish baseline data. As was the case in

the previous situation, 6,66% of the IL group opted for this strategy in their refusals
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to the friend, which indicates convergence toward the target norm. When refusing the
cleaning lady’s offer to pay for the broken vase, 18,75% of the NSEs employed
pause fillers while none of the NSTs favoured the use of this strategy. However, it
was also noted that 4,66% of the IL group preferred to use pause fillers, which

signals a tendency toward the target group.

Direct ‘no’

The figures in Table 4.5 demonstrate that neither of the two baseline group favoured
the use of the direct ‘no’ when refusing the boss’s offer of a raise and promotion,
whereas this strategy was used by 4% of the IL group, which indicates a unique
choice by the learners. The strategy of direct ‘no’ was utilised by all of the NSEs
(100%) n their refusals to the friend’s offer of a piece of cake, but this strategy in the
same situation was used by only half of the NSTs (50%). The majority of the IL
group (80%) opted for this strategy in the same context, which indicates an
approximation to the target group. When refusing the friend’s offer of a piece of
cake, the strategy of direct ‘no’ was missing from the English baseline data;
however, it was used by 12,50% of the NSTs. Similar to the NSTs, the IL group also
used this formula in their refusals to the friend with a frequency of 28%, which

seems to show evidence of pragmatic transfer.

Saying ‘I tried’

As illustrated in Table 4.5, when refusing the boss’s offer of a raise and promotion,
the strategy of saying ‘I tried’ was avoided by the NSEs and the NSTs. However, it
was used by 6% of the IL group, which indicates a unique choice by the IL group. In
the situation where the respondents were asked to refuse the friend’s offer of a piece

of cake, the strategy of saying ‘I tried” was preferred by 25% of the NSEs while it
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was absent in the Turkish baseline data. The results also reveal that this strategy was
used by 7,33% of the IL group, which signals convergence toward the target norm.
As was the case in the first situation, none of the groups employed this strategy in

their refusals to the cleaning lady’s offer to pay for the broken vase.

Let the interlocutor off the hook

As can be seen in Table 4.5, the strategy of letting the interlocutor off the hook was
not preferred by any of the participants in their refusal to the boss’s offer of a raise
and promotion. When refusing the friend’s offer of a piece of cake, half of the NSEs
(50%) resorted to the strategy of letting the interlocutor off the hook while it did not
appear in the Turkish baseline data. Falling back on Turkish pragmalinguistic
resources, the IL group did not employ this strategy in the same context. In refusing
the lady’s offer to pay for the broken vase, the strategy of letting the interlocutor off
the hook was utilised by 87,50% of the NSEs. The NSTs used this strategy more
frequently than did the NSEs with a frequency of 93,75% in the same context. On
the other hand, the IL group (92%) opted for this strategy in their refusals to the
cleaning lady almost as frequently as did the NSTs, which provides evidence for

pragmatic transfer.

Statement of philosophy

The results reveal that all of the participants avoided using the statement of
philosophy in their refusals to the boss’s offer of a raise and promotion. This strategy
did not appear in the participants’ refusals to the friend’s offer of a piece of cake.
However, it was found that this strategy was preferred by 37,50% of the NSEs and
43,75% of the NSTs when refusing the cleaning lady’s offer to pay for the broken

vase. As to the learner group, the results indicate that they (5,33%) provided the
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statement of philosophy in this context less frequently than did the NSEs and the

NSTs, which shows a unique IL pattern.

Statement of alternative

Table 4.5 demonstrates that in refusing the boss’s offer of a raise and promotion,
neither of the baseline groups favoured the use of the statement of alternative while
this strategy was employed by 4,66% of the IL group. This case shows the unique
choice by the learners in this context. As was the case in the previous situation, none
of the baseline groups stated alternatives in their refusals to the friend’s offer of a
piece of cake. However, the IL group used this strategy with a frequency of 1,33%,
which displays the unique IL pattern. When the participants were asked to refuse the
cleaning lady’s offer to pay for the broken vase, 37,50% of the NSEs provided an
alternative while this strategy was non-existent in the Turkish baseline data. Unlike
the NSEs, 10% of the IL group resorted to the statement of alternative, which

suggests a convergence toward the target norm.

Statement of empathy

As can be seen in Table 4.5, the statement of empathy was not utilised by any of the
participants in refusing the boss’s offer of a raise and promotion and the friend’s
offer of a piece of cake. It was also found that 6,25% of the NSEs resorted to the
statement of empathy in their refusals to the cleaning lady’s offer to pay for the
broken vase, but this strategy did not appear in the Turkish baseline data. The IL
group employed this strategy with a frequency of 2,66%, which signals convergence

toward the target norm.
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Statement of negative consequences

As illustrated in Table 4.5, the NSEs and the NSTs avoided stating negative
consequences to the boss, whereas 2% of the IL group used this strategy, which
indicates a pragmatic behaviour unique to them. When refusing the friend’s offer of a
piece of cake, 18,75% of the NSTs stated negative consequences, while this strategy
was non-existent in the English baseline data. Following the Turkish
pragmalinguistic strategies, the IL group also used this strategy with a frequency of
21,33%, which provides evidence for pragmatic transfer. The results also indicate
that none of the participants stated negative consequences in their refusals to the

cleaning lady’s offer to pay for the broken vase.

Criticise the hearer

Table 4.5 demonstrates that none of the participants employed the strategy of
criticising the hearer in their refusals to the boss’s offer of a raise and promotion and
the friend’s offer of a piece of cake. However, in contrast to the NSEs, who did not
resort to criticism in refusing the cleaning lady’s offer to pay for the broken vase,
25% of the NSTs employed this strategy. The strategy of criticising the hearer was

also utilised by 4,66% of the IL group, which shows evidence of pragmatic transfer.

Set conditions for future/past acceptance

According to the results in Table 4.5, the strategy of setting conditions for future/past
acceptance was not employed by the baseline groups across all status types. The IL
group also did not resort to this strategy except for the situation where they were
asked to refuse the cleaning lady’s offer to pay for the broken vase since 0,66% of

the IL group employed this strategy, which signals a unique choice by the learners.
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Lack of enthusiasm

The results in Table 4.5 reveal that the NSEs and the NSTs avoided expressing their
lack of enthusiasm in their refusals to all status types. Similar to the baseline groups,
the IL group did not opt for this strategy in their refusals to the cleaning lady’s offer
to pay for the broken vase. However, 15,33% of the IL group favoured the use of this
strategy in refusing the boss’s offer of a raise and promotion. Likewise, in the
situation where the respondents were asked to refuse the friend’s offer of a piece of
cake, 6,66% of the IL group expressed their lack of enthusiasm. These two cases

constituted a pragmatic behaviour unique to the IL group.

4.2 Summary

Throughout this chapter, the results concerning the refusal responses of the
participants (i.e., the English baseline data group, the Turkish baseline data group
and the IL group) have been presented. More specifically, cross-cultural differences
and similarities among the research groups have been reported, and instances of
pragmatic transfer detected in the refusal performances of the IL group have been
identified. Furthermore, the results showed both convergence with and/or divergence
from the target pragmatic conventions in the refusal responses of the Turkish-
speaking EFL learners. In addition these two situations, the Turkish-speaking EFL
learners were observed to demonstrate refusal behaviour unique to them, which
indicates that they tended to create their own interlanguage rather than copying the
target pragmatic norms. Having presented the results of the data analysis, the

following chapter is devoted to the discussion and conclusion part.
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CHAPTER 5

CONCLUSION

5.0 Presentation

In this section, first of all, the results of the study in relation to the research questions
are discussed. Then, pedagogical implications deduced from the results of the study

are presented. Finally, suggestions for further research are proposed.

5.1 Discussion of Results

In this section, the results concerning the refusal performances of the IL group (i.e.,
Turkish-speaking EFL learners) are discussed in light of the research questions.

Furthermore, instances of pragmatic transfer are presented.

5.1.1 Research Question 1: What are the strategies used by Turkish-speaking EFL

learners while performing the speech act of refusal?

As mentioned in section 3.6, the refusal performances of the Turkish-speaking EFL
learners were examined with regard to the eliciting speech acts (i.e., requests,
invitations, suggestions and offers) and the status of the interlocutor (i.e., higher,
equal and lower). In this section, the strategies used by the Turkish-speaking EFL
learners are discussed along with these two dimensions, namely, the eliciting speech

acts and status of the interlocutor.
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As a result of the analysis of the responses given by the Turkish-speaking EFL
learners in refusing requests made by the interlocutors of different statuses, three
different types of refusal strategies were detected. They included direct strategies,

indirect strategies and adjuncts to refusals.

The subcategories of direct strategies, indirect strategies and adjuncts to refusals
found in the responses of the Turkish-speaking EFL learners were made up of the
semantic formulas summarised in Table 5.1 below.

Table 5.1

Types of strategies used by the IL group in their refusals of requests
(situations 12, 2, 1).

Situation 12 | D Direct ‘no’, negative willingness/ability.
(Higher excuse, reason, explanation, statement of alternative,
1D postponement, set condition for future/past acceptance.
Pause fillers, statement of positive opinion/feeling, asking a
A question, passive negative willingness.
Situation 2 D Direct ‘no’, negative willingness/ability.
(Equal) Excuse, reason, explanation, statement of alternative, self-
defence, statement of philosophy, criticism, set condition
1D for future/past acceptance, statement of negative
consequences, statement of principle.
Pause fillers, statement of positive opinion/feeling, passive
A negative willingness, statement of empathy.
Situation 1 D Negative willingness/ability, direct ‘no’.
(Lower) Excuse, reason, explanation, statement of alternative,
ID request for empathy, postponement, statement of negative
consequences.
Pause fillers, statement of positive opinion/feeling,
A gratitude/appreciation, passive negative willingness.

Note. D= Direct strategies, ID= Indirect strategies, A= Adjuncts to refusals.
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When the refusal responses of Turkish-speaking EFL learners to invitations made by
the interlocutors of different statuses were examined, it was found that they utilised
direct strategies, indirect strategies and adjuncts to refusals. All of the strategies
detected in the refusal responses of the IL group are shown in Table 5.2 below.

Table 5.2

Types of strategies used by the IL group in their refusals of invitations
(situations 4, 10, 3).

Situation 4 D | Negative willingness/ability.
(Higher)

Statement of regret, excuse, reason, explanation, statement of

alternative, postponement, repetition of part of invitation, set

ID
condition for future/past acceptance, repetition of part of
mvitation, wish.
Statement of positive opinion/feeling, gratitude/ appreciation,
A

pause filler, passive negative willingness.

Situation 10 | D | Negative willingness/ability.
(Equal)

Statement of regret, excuse, reason, explanation, postponement,
ID | set condition for future/past acceptance, repetition of part of

mvitation, wish.

Statement of positive opinion/feeling, gratitude/appreciation,

pause filler, passive negative willingness.

Situation 3 D | Negative willingness/ability.
(Lower)

Statement of regret, excuse, reason, explanation, statement of

alternative, postponement, set condition for future/past

ID
acceptance, repetition of part of invitation, statement of
principle.
Statement of positive opinion/feeling, gratitude/ appreciation,
A

passive negative willingness.

Note. D= Direct strategies, ID= Indirect strategies, A= Adjuncts to refusals.
The analysis of the responses given by the Turkish-speaking EFL learners in refusing

suggestions revealed that there were three different types of refusal strategies which
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involved direct strategies, indirect strategies and adjuncts to refusals. The semantic

formulas observed in these three broad categories are presented in Table 5.3 below:

Table 5.3

Types of strategies used by the IL group in their refusals of suggestions
(situations 6, 5, 8).

Situation 6
(Higher)

D

Direct ‘no’.

ID

Excuse, reason, explanation, statement of negative
consequences, self-defence, let interlocutor off the hook,
statement of alternative, promise of future acceptance,
statement of regret, pause fillers, statement of principle, lack

of enthusiasm.

Statement of positive opinion/feeling, saying ‘I tried’,
gratitude/appreciation, passive negative willingness, asking a

question.

Situation 5
(Equal)

Direct ‘no’, negative willingness/ability.

ID

Excuse, reason, explanation, statement of negative
consequences, postponement, statement of alternative,
promise of future acceptance, statement of regret, statement of

principle, lack of enthusiasm.

Statement of positive opinion/feeling, saying ‘I tried’,
gratitude/appreciation, pause fillers, passive negative

willingness, asking a question.

Situation 8
(Lower)

Negative willingness/ability, direct ‘no’.

ID

excuse, reason, explanation, statement of negative
consequences, self-defence, let interlocutor off the hook,
statement of alternative, promise of future acceptance,

statement of regret, pause fillers, criticism.

A

Statement of positive opinion/feeling, gratitude/appreciation,

passive negative willingness, asking a question.

Note. D= Direct strategies, ID= Indirect strategies, A= Adjuncts to refusals.
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The subcategories of direct strategies, indirect strategies and adjuncts to refusals
found in the refusal productions of the Turkish-speaking EFL learners to offers
consisted of the semantic formulas displayed in Table 5.4 below:

Table 5.4

Types of strategies used by the IL group in their refusals of offers
(situations 11, 9, 7).

Situation 11 | D Direct ‘no’, negative willingness/ability.
(Higher) Excuse, reason, explanation, statement of regret, hedging,
ID postponement, statement of alternative, statement of
negative consequences, lack of enthusiasm.
Statement of positive opinion/feeling, passive negative
A willingness, gratitude/ appreciation, pause filler.
Situation 9 D Direct ‘no’, negative willingness/ability.
(Equal) Excuse, reason, explanation, statement of regret, hedging,
postponement, statement of alternative, statement of
1D negative consequences, set conditions for future/past
acceptance , lack of enthusiasm.
Statement of positive opinion/feeling, gratitude/
A appreciation, asking a question, pause filler, saying ‘I tried’.
Situation 7 D Direct ‘no’, negative willingness/ability
(Lower) Excuse, reason, explanation, let the interlocutor off the
ID hook, statement of philosophy, statement of alternative,
criticism.
A Gratitude/ appreciation pause filler, statement of empathy.

Note. D= Direct strategies, ID= Indirect strategies, A= Adjuncts to refusals.

When the results presented in Tables 5.1 — 5.4 are considered, it can be inferred that
the type of eliciting speech act influences the choice of certain refusal strategies. For
example, the promise of future acceptance strategy was employed by the IL group in
their refusals to suggestions; however, the same strategy was not utilised in refusing
requests, invitations, and offers. The same situation was also observed in the use of
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the statement of negative consequences strategy. The results indicated that the IL
group stated negative consequences in their refusals to requests, offers and

suggestions, whereas it was not employed in refusing invitations.

It is also possible to infer from the results that the selection of the refusal strategy
depends not only on the eliciting speech act but also on the social status of the
interlocutor. For instance, the direct ‘no’ formula was not used by the IL group in
their refusal responses to the boss’s invitation to the party, but it was preferred to be
used in refusing the friend’s and the salesman’s invitations to dinner. Likewise, the
statement of regret strategy occurred in the refusal responses of the IL group given to
the boss’s offer of a raise and promotion and the friend’s offer of a piece of cake,
while it was absent in the responses given to the cleaning lady’s offer to pay for the

broken vase.

In light of these results, it can be inferred that eliciting speech acts and social statuses
of the interlocutors have an influential role in determining the type of the refusal
strategies to be employed. This was also claimed made by Kasper (1992), who put
forward that context-internal factors (i.e., the type of stimulating speech acts,
legitimacy of the requestive goal, etc.) and context-external factors (i.e., relative
status, social distance, etc.) are closely related to the selection of speech act

realisation strategies/semantic formulas.

The results of the present study seem to be consistent with the findings of previous
studies. For example, results of the research carried out by Bulut (2000) highlighted
the influence of the interlocutors’ statuses and the type of the eliciting speech acts on
the choice of refusal strategies of the respondents. Regarding this issue, the results of

Chang’s (2008) study also seem to be in line with those of the present study since he
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also found out that stimulus types eliciting a refusal and the refuser’s social status

had an impact on the selection of refusal strategies.

5.1.2 Research Question 2: Is there any evidence of pragmatic transfer in the

refusal strategies used by Turkish-speaking EFL learners?

Evidence of pragmatic transfer was detected in the use of three main categories,
namely, direct strategies, indirect strategies and adjuncts to refusals. The same

situation was also observed in the use of subcategories.

5.1.2.1 The distribution of refusal strategies

Direct strategies

Evidence of pragmatic transfer was noted in the distribution of refusal strategies
across the research groups. The Turkish baseline data group (15,25%) and the IL
group (19,28%) employed direct refusal strategies more frequently than did the
English baseline data group (10,78%). The similarity between the NSTs and the IL
group with regard to the frequency of using direct strategies seems to suggest the
influence of the Turkish pragmatic conventions on the refusal responses given by the

IL group.

Indirect strategies

Regarding the use of indirect strategies, the results reveal that the frequency with
which the IL group (59,48%) utilised indirect refusal strategies was observed to be
closer to that of the NSTs (55,83%), while, this group of strategy was employed less
frequently by the NSEs (54,47%). This situation seems to be an indication of the
native language influence (i.e., Turkish) on the refusal responses given by the IL

group. Furthermore, frequent use of the indirect strategies can be interpreted as an
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indicator of the Turkish respondents’ perceived need to be more indirect, thus more
polite in refusal performances. This finding is in line with that of the study carried
out by Demir (2003), who found out that the Turkish baseline participants and the
Turkish-speaking EFL learners utilised indirect strategies more frequently than did

the NSEs in their refusal responses.

Adjuncts to refusals

Another instance of pragmatic transfer was observed in the use of adjuncts in
performing the speech act of refusals. When compared to the NSTs and the IL group,
the NSEs (34,75%) employed adjuncts to refusals more frequently. The same group
of strategies was used less frequently by the NSTs (28,92%). As for the IL group, the
results indicate that they used adjuncts to refusals almost as frequently as (21,24%)
did the NSTs. The resemblance between the NSTs and the IL group in terms of the
frequency with which they resorted to this group of strategies suggests that the IL
group tended to transfer their native language pragmatic knowledge to their target

language productions.

5.1.2.2 The use of individual refusal strategies
In this section, evidence of pragmatic transfer detected in the refusal responses of the
Turkish-speaking EFL learners is presented in accordance with the four types of

eliciting speech acts, namely, requests, invitations, suggestions and offers.

5.1.2.2.1 Refusals of Requests

As a result of the analysis of responses given by the IL group in their refusals to
requests, evidence of pragmatic transfer was identified in fifteen cases which
included the refusal strategies such as excuse, reason, explanation, statement of

positive opinion/feeling, request for empathy, self-defence, criticism, asking a
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question, passive negative willingness, setting condition for future/past acceptance,

Statement of negative consequences, direct no’.

The first strategy where evidence of pragmatic transfer was detected included
excuses, reasons and explanations. In situation 1 where the respondents were asked
to refuse the employee’s request for a raise in salary, both the NSTs (68,75%) and
the IL group (72,66%) provided excuses, reasons and explanations more frequently
than did the NSEs (62,50%). The similarity between the Turkish baseline data group
and the IL group regarding the frequency with which they used this strategy suggests

evidence of pragmatic transfer.

The second strategy where pragmatic transfer occurred was statement of alternative.
In situation 12 where the respondents were asked to the boss’s request to stay late at
the office, the IL group (10%) stated an alternative in their refusals to the boss almost
as frequently as did the NSTs (12,50%). On the other hand, this strategy was utilised
much more frequently by the NSEs (43,75%). Therefore, it can be suggested that the
students’ existing pragmatic knowledge in Turkish resulted in pragmatic transfer in

their target language productions.

The third strategy where pragmatic transfer was identified was statement of positive
opinion/feeling. It was used more frequently by both the NSTs (81,25%) and the IL
group (32%) in situation 1 where they were asked to refuse the employee’s request
for a raise in salary. However, this strategy was employed less frequently by the
NSEs (18,75%) in the same context. The IL group in this case seemed to rely on

Turkish pragmalinguistic resources in their refusal responses to the boss.
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The fourth strategy where evidence of pragmatic transfer was detected included
negative willingness/ ability. In refusing the employee’s request for a raise in salary
(situation 1), both the NSTs (68,75%) and the IL group (68,66%) stated their
negative willingness/ability more frequently than did the NSEs (18,75%). The
similarity between the NSTs and the IL group regarding the frequency with which
they preferred this strategy may indicate of the Turkish-induced pragmatic behaviour

of the IL group in this context.

The fifth strategy which included evidence of pragmatic transfer was request for
empathy. This strategy did not emerge in the responses given by the NSTs and the IL
group in their refusals to the boss’s request to stay late at the office (situation 12),
whereas it was used by 6,25% of the NSEs. The non-occurrence of this strategy in
both the Turkish baseline data and the IL data provided evidence of pragmatic

transfer.

The sixth strategy where evidence of pragmatic transfer was observed involved self-
defence. In situation 2 where a classmate requested the notes from the respondent,
both the NSTs (12,50%) and the IL group (2%) opted for this strategy less frequently
than did the NSEs (18,75%). This situation seems to suggest a likely influence of the
native language (i.e., Turkish) on the refusal responses of the IL group in this

context.

The next strategy where evidence of pragmatic transfer appeared was criticising the
hearer. In refusing the classmate’s request for notes (situation 2), both the NSTs
(31,25%) and the IL group (36,66%) resorted to criticism more frequently than did

the NSEs (18,75%). It is possible to infer that the IL group, falling back on Turkish
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pragmalinguistic resources in this case, exhibited evidence of pragmatic transfer in

their refusals to the classmate.

The eighth strategy which presented evidence of pragmatic transfer was
postponement. Half of the English baseline data group (50%) preferred to use
postponement in their refusals to the employee’s request for a raise in salary
(situation 1), whereas this frequency was found to be lower in both the Turkish
baseline data (25%) and the IL data (6%). This result can be seen as an indicator of

native language influence on the IL group’s refusal responses given to the employee.

The ninth strategy where evidence of pragmatic transfer was identified included
asking a question. In situation 12 where the respondents were asked to refuse the
boss’s request to stay late at the office, the NST (6,25%) and the IL group (2%) used
the strategy of asking a question, but this strategy was non-existent in the English
baseline data. This result suggests that the IL group transferred this strategy from
Turkish to English. In situation 1 where the participants were asked to refuse the
employee’s request for a raise in salary, the NSEs (6,25%) preferred to use this
strategy, while it did not appear in the Turkish baseline data and the IL data. This
result indicates that the IL group demonstrated a Turkish-induced pragmatic

behaviour in their refusals to the employee.

The tenth strategy which provided evidence of pragmatic transfer was passive
negative willingness. The NSEs avoided using the strategy of passive negative
willingness in refusing the classmate’s request to borrow the notes (situation 2);
however, it was observed in the refusal responses given by the NSTs (18,75%) and

the IL group (3,33%). The occurrence of this strategy in the Turkish baseline data
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and the IL group indicates that the IL group transferred from Turkish to their target

language productions.

Another strategy where evidence of pragmatic transfer was noted entailed setting
condition for future/past acceptance. In refusing the boss’s request to stay late at the
office (situation 12), the strategy of setting condition for future/past acceptance was
not observed in the English baseline data, but it was employed by the NSTs (6,25%)
and the IL group (0,66%). Likewise, this strategy was not used by the NSEs in their
refusals to the employee’s request for a raise in salary (situation 1), whereas it was
utilised by the NSTs (6,25%) and the IL group (2%). The non-occurrence of this
strategy in the English baseline data and its presence in the Turkish baseline data as
well as in the refusal responses of the IL group provides evidence of pragmatic

transfer in these two cases.

Another strategy where evidence of pragmatic transfer was observed included
statement of negative consequences. In refusing the classmate’s request for notes
(situation 2), the NSEs avoided stating negative consequences to the hearer, while
this strategy was used by the NSTs (6,25%) and the IL group (2%). Regarding this
context, it seems to be possible to infer that the existence of this strategy in the

Turkish baseline data and in the IL data provides evidence of pragmatic transfer.

The last strategy which provided evidence of pragmatic transfer in refusals to the
speech act of request was direct no’. In situation 2 where the respondents were
asked to refuse the classmate’s request for notes, the NSEs avoided refusing by
saying ‘no’; however, it was used by the NSTs (6,25%) and the IL group (20,66%) in
the same context. Regarding the non-existence of direct ‘no’ in the English baseline

data, it can be referred to what Brown and Levinson (1978) state. Brown and
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Levinson (1978) indicate that the speaker has a choice of not performing the act
when it is perceived as highly face-threatening, which is named as opting out
strategy. By opting out, the speaker avoids causing offence to the hearer. However,
in this case, the reverse situation is applicable for the NSTs and the IL group. An
explanation for the occurrence of direct ‘no’ in the Turkish baseline data and the IL
data could be that they might consider the classmate socially close to themselves.
Therefore, they might not feel the necessity to save face in their refusals to the

classmate.

5.1.2.2.2 Refusals of Invitations

As a result of the analysis of responses given by the IL group in their refusals to
invitations, evidence of pragmatic transfer was identified in thirteen cases which
involved the refusal strategies such as negative willingness/ability, excuse, reason,
explanation, statement of positive opinion/feeling, gratitude/appreciation, direct
‘no’, postponement, setting condition for future/past acceptance, repetition of part of

invitation, passive negative willingness, statement of wish.

The first strategy where evidence of pragmatic transfer was observed involved
negative willingness/ability. In refusing the friend’s invitation to dinner (situation
10), both the NSTs (18,75%) and the IL group (24%) expressed their negative
willingness/ability more frequently than did the NSEs (6,25%). This seems to be a
Turkish-induced choice as the IL group resorted to this strategy almost as frequently

as did the Turkish baseline data group.

The second strategy which provided evidence of pragmatic transfer was excuse,
reason, explanation. When the respondents were asked to refuse the boss’s invitation

to the party (situation 4), both the NSTs (18,75%) and the IL group (24%) gave
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excuses, reasons and explanation more frequently than did the NSEs (6,25%). The
resemblance between the NSTs and the IL group with regard to the frequency of

using this strategy seems to be an indication of pragmatic transfer.

The third strategy where notable resemblance between the NSTs and the IL group
was observed included statement of positive opinion/feeling. Deviating from the
target norm, the IL group (23,33%) stated their positive opinion/feeling in their
responses to the boss’s invitation to the party (situation 4). As the IL group used this
strategy almost as frequently as did the NSEs (25%) in this situation, it can be
possible to infer that the IL group tended to transfer the Turkish pragmalinguistic
routines to their refusal responses in English. Similarly, in refusing the salesman’s
invitation to dinner (situation 3), the IL group seemed to exhibit a Turkish-induced
pragmatic behaviour in their refusal responses since the IL group (16%) stated their
positive opinion/feeling with a similar frequency to that of the NSTs (18,75%).
Furthermore, these two groups employed this strategy less frequently than did the

NSEs (25%) in this situation.

The fourth strategy where evidence of pragmatic transfer was detected entailed
gratitude/appreciation. In refusing the friend’s invitation to dinner (situation 10), the
IL group (19,33%) demonstrated a similar profile to that of the NSTs (12,50%) in
their responses. Unlike these two groups, half of the NSEs (50%) employed this
strategy in the same context. The similarity between the NSTs and the IL group as
regards the employment of this strategy provides can be interpreted as a sign of
pragmatic transfer. This result is parallel to that of the study carried out by Kwon

(2003). In Kwon’s (2003) study, the NSEs expressed gratitude/appreciation to the
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friend more frequently than the native language baseline data group and the IL

group.

Another strategy which presented evidence of pragmatic transfer was direct ‘no’. In
refusing the invitation made by the friend and the salesman to dinner (situation 10
and situation 3 respectively,) this strategy did not appear in the English baseline data;
however, it was used by both the NSTs (6,25%) and the IL group (6%). The IL group
in these two cases tended to rely on Turkish pragmalinguistic routines in their refusal

responses to the friend and the salesman.

The sixth strategy in which evidence of pragmatic transfer was observed included
postponement. In refusing the friend’s invitation to dinner (situation 10), the NSTs
(6,25%) and the IL group (2%) utilised the strategy of postponement while it did not
appear in the English baseline data. Likewise, this strategy was used by the NSTs
(12,50%) and the IL group (3,33%) in their refusals to the salesman’s invitation
dinner (situation 3), yet it was not employed by the NSEs. The non-existence of this
strategy in the English baseline data and its presence in the other data sets provides

evidence of pragmatic transfer.

The next strategy which provided evidence of pragmatic transfer was noted involved
setting condition for future/past acceptance. In refusing the salesman’s invitation to
dinner (situation 3), both the NSTs (6,25%) and the IL group (2%) set condition for
future/past acceptance in their refusals; however, this strategy did not appear in the
English baseline data in this context. Parallel to the previous situation, it can be
possible to infer that the IL group tended to fall back on Turkish pragmatic

knowledge in realizing the speech act of refusal.
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Another strategy where evidence of pragmatic transfer was detected included
repetition. When the respondents were asked to refuse the salesman’s invitation to
dinner (situation 3), the NSEs avoided repeating the part of the invitation, whereas
this strategy was found in the Turkish baseline data (6,25%) and in the IL data
(0,66%). This result suggests that the IL group seemed to transfer this strategy from

Turkish to their target language productions.

Another strategy found in refusals to invitations contained pragmatic transfer in
passive negative willingness. In line with the previous case, when refusing the boss’s
invitation to the party (situation 4), the strategy of passive negative willingness did
not appear in the English baseline data; however, it was utilised by the NSTs (25%)
and the IL group (2,66%). This result suggests a likely influence of Turkish on the IL

group’s refusal performance in this context.

The last strategy which was subject to pragmatic transfer was statement of wish. In
refusing the boss’s invitation to dinner, the NSEs did not resort to the statement of
wish, but it was used by the NSTs (12,50%) and the IL group (5,33%). It can be
inferred that the IL group’s Turkish pragmatic knowledge seemed to influence the

use of this strategy in their refusal responses given to the boss.

5.1.2.2.3 Refusals of Suggestions

The analysis of responses given by the IL group in their refusals to suggestions
provides evidence of pragmatic transfer in fourteen cases which entailed the refusal
strategies such as excuse, reason, explanation, statement of negative consequences,
self-defence, letting interlocutor off the hook, postponement, statement of alternative,
promise of future acceptance, negative willingness/ability, criticism, setting

conditions for future/past acceptance.
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The first strategy where evidence of pragmatic transfer was observed involved
excuse, reason, explanation. In refusing the friend’s suggestion to try a new diet
(situation 5), both the NSTs (37%) and the IL group (46,66%) provided excuses,
reasons and explanation more frequently than did the NSEs (25%). Likewise, when
the respondents were asked to refuse the student’s suggestion of a conversation class
(situation 8), both the NSTs (68,75%) and the IL group (48%) employed this strategy
more frequently than did the NSEs (25%). As the results reveal, the IL group seemed
to resemble the Turkish baseline data group in their refusals to the friend and the

student.

The second strategy in which evidence of pragmatic transfer was detected included
statement of negative consequences. In refusing the boss’s suggestion to write little
reminders (situation 6), the IL group (19,25%) stated negative consequences to the
boss almost as frequently as did the NSTs (25%), yet this strategy occurred more
frequently in the English baseline data (31,25%). As for the other situation where the
respondents were asked to refuse the friend’s suggestion to try a new diet (situation
5), the results indicate a similarity between the IL group (10%) and the NSTs
(6,25%) regarding the frequency of using this strategy in this context. When
compared to these two groups, the NSEs (31,25%) utilised this strategy more
frequently when refusing the friend’s suggestion. The resemblance between the IL
group and the NSTs suggests that the IL group exhibited a Turkish- induced

pragmatic behaviour in their refusals to the boss’s and the friend’s suggestion.

The third strategy where evidence of pragmatic transfer was observed entailed self-
defence. When refusing the student’s suggestion of a conversation class (situation 8),

the NSEs did not employ the strategy of self-defence, whereas this strategy was
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utilised by the NSTs (12,50%) in their refusal responses. It was also found that the IL
group (14,66%) used this strategy with a similar frequency to that of the NSTs. The
IL group in this case seemed to rely on Turkish pragmalinguistic conventions in their

refusals to the student’s suggestion.

The fourth strategy in which pragmatic transfer was noted included letting the
interlocutor off the hook. Similar to the previous case, the NSEs avoided letting the
interlocutor off the hook in their refusals to the student’s suggestion of a
conversation class (situation 8); however, it was used by the NSTs (12,50%) and the
IL group (6%). It can be inferred that the non-occurrence of this strategy in the target
language and presence in the Turkish baseline data as well as in the IL data indicates

evidence of pragmatic transfer.

The fifth strategy which provided evidence of pragmatic transfer was postponement.
The analysis of the refusal responses given to the boss’s suggestion to write little
reminders (situation 6) reveal that the strategy of postponement was used by the
NSEs (6,25%), whereas this strategy was not found either in the Turkish baseline
data or the IL data. The IL group in this situation seemed to exhibit Turkish-induced

pragmatic behaviour in their refusal responses.

The sixth strategy where evidence of pragmatic transfer occurred was statement of
alternative strategy. In refusing the boss’s suggestion to write little reminders
(situation 6), the IL group (4%) stated alternatives almost as frequently as did the
NSTs (6,25%) while it was used more frequently by the NSEs (12,50%). The
similarity between the IL group and the NSTs seemed to indicate evidence of

pragmatic transfer.
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The seventh strategy in which evidence of pragmatic transfer appeared involved
promise of future acceptance. When refusing the boss’s suggestion to write little
reminders (situation 6), the strategy of promising future acceptance was employed
less frequently by the NSTs (12,50%) than did the NSEs (18,75%). In parallel to the
behaviour of the NSTs, the IL group (14,66%) utilised this strategy less frequently
than did the NSEs. As for the last situation where the respondents were asked to
refuse the student’s suggestion of a conversation class (situation 8), this strategy was
not found in the English baseline data, yet it was used by the NSTs (12,50%) and the
IL group (4%). Therefore, it can be possible to infer that the IL group in these two
situations tended to transfer their existing pragmatic knowledge about Turkish to

their refusal performances.

Another strategy which provided evidence of pragmatic transfer was detected in
pause fillers. When the respondents were asked to refuse the student’s suggestion of
a conversation class (situation 8), the NSEs avoided using pause filler, but it was
used by the NSTs (2,66%) and the IL group (7,33%). It can be inferred from this
result that the IL group tended to transfer this strategy from Turkish to their refusal

responses given to the student.

The next strategy where evidence of pragmatic transfer occurred was negative
willingness/ability. In refusing the boss’s suggestion to write little reminders
(situation 6), this strategy did not emerge in the English baseline data, but it was
found in the Turkish one (12,50%). It also appeared in the IL data (5,33%). The non-
occurrence of this strategy in the target language and its presence in the native
language as well as in the IL data seems to suggest that the IL group tended to rely

on Turkish pragmalinguistic routines in realising the speech act of refusal.
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Another strategy where evidence of pragmatic transfer emerged included criticism.
When the respondents were asked to refuse the student’s suggestion of a
conversation class (situation 8), both the NSTs (6,25%) and the IL group (7,33%)
were observed to use the statement of criticism; however, this strategy did not appear
in the English baseline data. This suggests that the IL group may have been
negatively influenced by Turkish pragmalinguistic conventions in their refusals to

the student.

The final strategy which presented evidence of pragmatic transfer was noted in
setting conditions for future/past acceptance. As was the case in the use of previous
strategy (i.e., criticism), both the NST (6,25%) and the IL group (4,66%) set
condition for future/past acceptance in their refusals to the student’s suggestion of a
conversation class (situation 8), whereas the NSEs avoided using this strategy in the

same situation.

5.1.2.2.4 Refusals of Offers

The analysis of responses given by the IL group in their refusals to offers provides
evidence of pragmatic transfer in ten cases which include the refusal strategies such
as excuse, reason, explanation, statement of regret, asking a question, direct ‘no’,
letting interlocutor off the hook, statement of negative consequences and criticising

the hearer.

The first strategy where evidence of pragmatic transfer was noted involved excuse,
reason, explanation. The IL group tended to deviate from the English baseline data
group in across all situations. In refusing the boss’s offer of a raise and promotion
(situation 11), the majority of the IL group (73,33%) provided excuses, reasons and

explanations almost as frequently as did the NSTs (75%). Unlike the NSTs and the
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IL group, the NSEs (68,75%) preferred to use this strategy less frequently in their
refusals to the boss. When the respondents were asked to refuse the friend’s offer of
a piece of cake (situation 9), the IL group demonstrated Turkish-induced pragmatic
behaviour since the majority of them (74,66%) used this strategy with a similar
frequency to that of the NSTs (81,25%). On the other hand, it was found that the
NSEs (25%) utilised this strategy far less frequently in their refusals to the friend. In
the last situation where the respondents were asked to refuse the cleaning lady’s offer
to pay for the broken vase (situation 7), the NSEs avoided giving excuses, reasons
and explanations. In contrast to the NSEs, both the NSTs (18,75%) and the IL group
(3,33%) preferred to use this strategy. This suggests that the IL group may have
transferred Turkish pragmatic resources in performing the speech act of refusals in

English.

The second strategy which provided evidence of pragmatic transfer was detected in
statement of regret. In refusing the boss’s offer of a raise and promotion (situation
11), both the NSTs (12,50%) and the IL group (18%) expressed their regret in their
refusals more frequently than did the NSEs (6,25%). The IL group in this case
seemed to fall back on Turkish pragmalinguistic norms when performing the speech

act of refusal in English.

The third strategy where evidence of pragmatic transfer was noted was concerned
with asking a question. When the respondents were asked to refuse the boss’s offer
of a raise and promotion (situation §), the strategy of asking a question was absent in
both the Turkish baseline data and the IL data; however, it was used by the NSEs
(6,25%) in the same context. On the other hand, in refusing the friend’s offer of a

piece of cake (situation 9), both the NSTs (12,50%) and the IL group (0,66%)
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employed the strategy of asking a question, whereas the NSEs avoided using this
strategy in this situation. Based on these two cases, it can be possible to suggest that
the IL group tended to demonstrate Turkish-induced pragmatic behaviour in

situations 8 and 9.

The fourth strategy where evidence of pragmatic transfer was observed direct ‘no’.
When refusing the cleaning lady’s offer to pay for the broken vase (situation 11), the
strategy of direct ‘no’ did not appear in the English baseline data, but it was observed
in both the Turkish baseline data (12,50%) and the IL data (28%). This result
suggests that the IL group tended to transfer this strategy from Turkish to their

refusal responses in English.

With regard to letting the interlocutor off the hook, the results revealed two cases
where evidence of pragmatic transfer was observed. In refusing the friend’s offer of a
piece of cake (situation 9), half of the NSEs preferred letting the interlocutor off the
hook, while this strategy did not appear in both the Turkish baseline data and the IL
data. In addition to this, in refusing the cleaning lady’s offer to pay for the broken
vase (situation 7), both the NSTs (93,75%) and the IL group (92%) let the
interlocutor off the hook more frequently than did the NSEs (87,50%). As can be
inferred from the results, the IL group in these two cases seemed to rely on Turkish

pragmalinguistic resources in their refusals to the friend and the cleaning lady.

The last strategy where evidence of pragmatic transfer was observed included
statement of negative consequences. In refusing the friend’s offer of a piece of cake
(situation 9), both the NSTs (18,65%) and the IL group (21,33%) stated negative
consequences in case of accepting the offer, whereas the NSEs did not utilise this

strategy in the same context. The non-occurrence of this strategy in the English
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baseline data and its presence in both the Turkish baseline data and the IL data seems

indicative of pragmatic transfer.

5.2 Summary

The strategies utilised by the Turkish-speaking EFL learners while performing to the
speech act of refusal have been presented, and the results reveal that the Turkish-
speaking EFL learners employed a variety of refusal strategies. These refusal
strategies can also be found in the data of other refusal studies conducted by
researchers such as Beebe et al. (1990), Kwon (2004), Nelson et al. (2002), etc. As
indicated by Chang (2008), the resemblance between the refusal strategies identified
in the responses of the Turkish-speaking EFL learners and those found in the refusal
responses of learners coming from different cultures (e.g., Japanese, Korean,
Egyptian Arabic) highlights the fact that the refusal strategies are universal.
Regarding the pragmatic transfer phenomenon, in line with other studies (Bulut,
2000, Demir, 2003, Deveci, 2003), evidence of Turkish-induced pragmatic pattern
was detected in the refusal performances of the Turkish-speaking EFL learners. In
sum, fifty-one instances of pragmatic transfer were detected in the refusal responses
of the Turkish-speaking EFL learners. In these cases, the Turkish-speaking EFL
learners were observed to fall back on Turkish pragmatic knowledge in performing

the speech act of refusal in English.

5.3 Pedagogical Implications

As explained in chapters 4 and 5, the present study provided evidence that
performing the speech act of refusals is a cross-cultural sticking point and thus it can

be one of the problematic aspects of learning the English language for Turkish-
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speaking EFL learners. This result could be attributable to the fact that although the

speech act of refusal is universal, ways of performing it are culture-specific.

In order to help learners to become pragmatically competent in English, it can be
suggested that native and/or non-native teachers of English utilise the data gathered
from the native speakers of English (see Appendix J) in the present study so that they
become more aware of the sociocultural rules of the language they are teaching, and
take the sociolinguistic norms of the language into account while they are teaching.
As Deveci (2003) points out, awareness regarding this aspect of the language is of
paramount importance since even native speakers of English may ignore the
pragmatic component and this may cause failure in answering the questions about the

use of speech acts asked by their learners.

Furthermore, like some studies in the field of interlanguage pragmatics (Bardovi-
Harlig and Dd6rnyei, 1998, 1999; Garcia, 1996; Jung, 2002; Pearson, 2006), the
results of this study underscore the fact that in order to be pragmatically competent in
the target language, language learners need to become knowledgeable not only about
the rules of grammar but also about the social and contextual factors underlying the

target language.

As was presented before, in most instances, the Turkish-speaking EFL learners
tended to rely on Turkish norms and deviate from the norms which are considered to
be socially and culturally appropriate in English. Such deviations call for an
enhancement of the learners’ awareness with regard to the pragmalinguistic
realisation of speech acts in English and also relevant sociopragmatic constraints. In
order to overcome such pragmatic violations and help learners to develop pragmatic

competence in English, it can be suggested that the pragmatic aspects of the target
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language need to be integrated into the curricula as well as into the EFL teacher
education programmes. This integration can be supplied via pedagogical approaches,
techniques and course materials which combine the functional use of English with its
formal aspects. Furthermore, in order to help prospective EFL teachers to become
pragmatically competent in English, elective courses which focus on the field

pragmatics may be offered in the teacher education programmes.

A comprehensive review of pedagogical approaches and techniques revealed that
several scholars have proposed different frameworks to teach pragmatics in the
classroom context (Bardovi-Harlig and Mahan-Taylor, 2003; Cohen, 1996; Rose,
1999, etc.). However, the pedagogical framework developed by Martinez-Flor and
Uso-Juan (2006) synthesises and elaborates on previous approaches and techniques

put forward so far in the field of interlanguage pragmatics.

With the aim of teaching pragmatics in instructional settings, Martinez-Flor and Uso-
Juan (2006) proposed a framework which is also called the ‘6Rs Approach’. It
involves six main steps which are ‘researching’, ‘reflecting’, ‘receiving’, ‘reasoning’,
‘rehearsing” and ‘revising’. Each section is presented below along with the
pedagogical implications for teaching the pragmatic aspect of the target language.
Furthermore, In order to effectively benefit from them in teaching refusals, their

framework was modified according to the findings of this research study.

e Researching Phase: To help students to be informed about the pragmatic
aspect of the target language (e.g., which strategies are employed for
complaining or complimenting etc.), learners’ attention is drawn to the nature
of pragmatic competence by providing them with a brief introduction. At this

stage, learners’ pragmatic errors can also be exemplified, as well. Following
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the introduction, the teacher can select a specific area within pragmatics (e.g.,
speech acts of refusals, requests etc.), and give information about this
particular aspect. Besides these, the teacher can make use of “students-as-
researchers” approach (Tarone and Yule, 1989) in pragmatic instruction. In
this approach, students become ethnographers and try to collect naturally
occurring speech acts in their mother tongue. They are given a data collection
worksheet (see Appendix H) which involves sociopragmatic factors such as
social distance, power imposition etc. The worksheet was adopted in order to
make it more suitable for teaching refusals. More specifically, the speech act
of suggestion was replaced by the speech act of refusal. Then, they are asked
to write down their observations and complete the information about the
specified speech act in their first language.

Reflecting Phase: At this stage students analyze and reflect on their L1
samples by answering basic awareness-raising worksheet (see Appendix I).
This worksheet was modified in accordance with the aim of teaching refusals;
therefore, the original questions were re-written and the main focus was
shifted to the speech act of refusal. After students have answered the
questions, they are required to form groups/pairs and compare and contrast
their observations with those of other peers so that they will be able to
examine a larger sample of situations in the light of pragmalinguistic and
sociopragmatic features. As Kasper (1997) points out, such observation tasks
are useful in helping students to realize the intricate relationship between
linguistic forms, multifunctionality of utterances in different contexts and

their cultural meanings.
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Receiving Phase: This stage requires the teacher to give explicit instruction
on particular pragmatic features such as speech acts, implicatures, discourse
markers or speech acts etc. As Kasper (2001) indicates, this phase involves
the description and explanation of a specific pragmatic feature by making it
the object of metapragmatic discussion. Besides giving instruction, the
teacher can also bring audiovisual materials such as video scenes, film
segments, video-elicitation tasks and picture-prompted exercises which
provide a rich source of input on how native speakers of a particular language
perform speech act. These kinds of materials can help to compensate for the
lack of exposure to native speakers of the target language experienced by
Turkish-speaking EFL learners. Regarding the integration of such materials
into the language classrooms, Rose (2001) states that the use of audiovisual
materials can help the teachers to offer rich, varied and contextualized form
of language which is of utmost importance in developing the students’
pragmatic competence.

Reasoning Phase: At this phase, students are given awareness-raising tasks,
each of which has a different purpose. To begin with, the aim of the first task
is to widen the scope of a particular speech act. Students are provided with
different kinds of scenarios and asked to rank the suggested answers from the
most appropriate to the least appropriate. The second task aims at eliciting
students’ metapragmatic discourse. Parallel to the procedure in the first one,
students are asked to read the situations and rate the suitability of the given
speech act. Then, the students are asked to explain the reason for their ratings.
The last type of awareness-raising task aims to draw the students’ attention to

the importance of context. The teacher can give them a list of mixed refusals,
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requests, suggestions, complaints etc. gathered from real-life exchanges.
Then, learners decide on the most appropriate context by taking the
sociopragmatic factors into account and they also indicate the type of the
speech act depending on the context. When the students complete the task,
the teacher is recommended to give information about the actual context and
organise a whole-class discussion based on their answers.

Rehearsing Phase: Apart from raising students’ pragmatic awareness, the
teacher should also design activities that elicit students’ production. At this
stage, learners need to be provided with opportunities to rehearse what they
have already learned. As LoCastro (2003) indicates, practising what the
learners have been taught facilitates learning and fluency in all areas of
language, including pragmatic competence. In this sense, the teacher has
many choices. For instance, she/he can make use of role-plays to enhance
learners’ pragmatic with a focus on pragmalinguistic and sociopragmatic
aspects. Besides role-play, other productive activities such as drama,
simulations etc. can also be integrated into the teaching process (Kasper,
1997).

Revising Phase: In addition to presenting relevant input and activities that
encourage output, the teacher can make a revision and give feedback on
students’ pragmatic behaviours. By means of feedback, learners can reprocess
their own output, realize the erroneous part and repair it. Thus, it is possible
to infer that neither being exposed to target language nor having opportunities
for language is sufficient alone for developing our learners’ pragmatic

competence. For this reason, the teacher should inform them about their
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performance so that they can notice the appropriate use of the pragmatic

component of the target language.

In conclusion, more often than not, students in EFL classrooms are exposed to a
rather restricted set of pragmatic functions and they provide only very brief replies to
ready-made questions in textbooks related to either grammar or vocabulary. As
Nikula (2005) argues, present classroom reality diminishes the role of English as a
communicative tool and causes ‘pragmatically detached’ ways of using the language;
however, it is possible to overcome this problematic situation by analyzing varied
choices and adopting a pedagogical framework which best fits our context of
education. By integrating such pedagogical strategies into the EFL curricula and the
language improvement courses in EFL teacher education programmes, it is hoped
that the learners and prospective EFL teachers can develop their pragmatic

competence along with other areas of L2 knowledge.

5.4 Suggestions for Further Research

Although this study is restricted in its scope, it is hoped that some useful areas which
are left open for further research can be derived from the results of this study. These

areas are the focus of this section.

First of all, the present study focused on the speech act of refusal; whereas future
studies might expand the scope of inquiry by investigating the performances of the

learners on different speech acts such as complaints, apologies, suggestions, etc.

Second, in the present study, the refusal responses of the participants were elicited by
means of discourse completion tasks developed by Beebe et al. (1990) due to their

advantageous use; however, in order to reach more complete information with higher
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levels of validity and reliability, future studies in the field of interlanguage
pragmatics might collect data from various sources such as open role-plays,
observation and recording of naturally occurring speech. As DuFon (2001) indicates,
using two or more methods to collect speech act data is preferable to using only one
method since incorporating different elicitation techniques can reveal more authentic

and interactive aspects of pragmatic behaviour.

Third, the researcher in the present study analysed the responses of the participants
with regard to the choice and frequency of the refusal strategies employed. However,
future studies could expand the boundaries of the analysis by concentrating on the

order and content of the refusal strategies utilised by the participants.

Fourth, this study involved the Turkish-speaking EFL learners as a whole group;
however, further investigation might separate the learners into different proficiency
levels and aim to examine the relationship between the degree of pragmatic transfer
and the learners’ level of target language proficiency. In so doing, future studies
could provide insight into how learners at different stages of development employ
their native language pragmatic knowledge in performing speech acts in the target

language.

Finally, based on the categorization of realization strategies for refusals provided by
the present study, researchers might prefer to design an instructional treatment and
investigate the effects of instruction in further research studies. It would be
interesting and useful to know the extent to which instruction facilitates pragmatic
use and development of these speech acts, and whether explicit instruction would

prove to be more effective than implicit instruction in this regard.
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APPENDIX A

Interview Questions

1. What do the language improvement courses aim to improve in students’
overall linguistic competence?

2. To what extent, do you think, the content of these courses effectively
accommodate the pragmatic aspect of the English language?

3. To what extent, do you think, course materials provide pragmatic information
which facilitates the acquisition of pragmatic competence such as speech act
realisation strategies, pragmatic raising activities, metapragmatic discussions,
etc.?

4. What kind of changes/recommendations can you suggest for making these
courses and materials better adjusted to the students’ need to use English in

pragmatically appropriate ways?

Yasemin Aksoyalp

MA student

ELT Department

Faculty of Education

Eastern Mediterranean University.

e-mail: yaksoyalp@gmail.com
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APPENDIX B

DISCOURSE COMPLETION TASK

Age: Sex: M ( )/ F () Native Language:

INSTRUCTIONS:

Please read the following twelve situations. After you read the description for each
situation, you will be asked to write a response in the blank after “you” in the
dialogue. Please pay attention to the role given to you and respond as you would in

actual conversation, using the actual words you think you might use.

1. You are the owner of a bookstore. One of your best workers asks to speak to

you in private.

Worker:  As you know, I have been here just a little over a year now, and I know
you’ve been pleased with my work. I really enjoy working here, but to

be quite honest, I really need an increase in pay.

You:

Worker: Well... then I guess I’ll have to look for another job.
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2. You are a junior in college. You attend classes regularly and take good notes.

Your classmate often misses class and asks you for the lecture notes.

Classmate: Oh God! We have an exam tomorrow but I don’t have notes from

last week. I am sorry to ask you this, but could you please lend me

your notes once again?

You:

Classmate: O.K., then I guess I’1l have to ask someone else.

3. You are the president of a big printing company. A salesman from a printing

machine company invites you to one of the most expensive restaurants in

New York.

Salesman: We have met several times now, I'm hoping you will buy my
company’s printing machine. I was wondering if you would like to be

my guest at Lutece to sign the contract.

You:

Salesman: Perhaps we can meet another time.

4. You are a top executive at a very large software company. One day the boss

calls you into his office.

Boss: Next Sunday my wife and I are having a little party at my house. I know

it’s sudden...but I’'m hoping all my top executives will be there with their

wives/husbands.

You:
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Boss: That’s too bad. I was hoping everyone would be there.
5. You are at a friend’s house watching TV. Your friend offers you a snack.

You: Thanks, but no thanks. I’ve been eating all day and I feel just terrible. My

clothes don’t even fit me.
Friend: Hey, why don’t you try this new diet I’ve been telling you about?

You:

Friend: Well, you should try it anyway.

6. Your boss just asked you to bring a report to him. You can’t find the report

on your desk because your desk is very disorganized. Your boss walks over.
Boss: You know, maybe you should try to organize yourself better.
I always write things down on a piece of paper so I don’t forget them.
Why don’t you try it?

You:

Boss: Well, it was only an idea anyway.

7. You arrive home and notice that your cleaning lady is extremely upset. She

comes rushing up to you.
Cleaning lady: Oh God, I’'m so sorry! I had a terrible accident.
While I was cleaning, I bumped into the table and your china vase

fell and broke. I feel very bad about it. I’ll pay for it.
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You: (Knowing that the cleaning lady is supporting three children):

Cleaning lady: No, I’d feel better if I paid for it.

8. You teach English at a university. It is just about the middle of the semester

now. One of you students asks to speak to you.

Student: Ah, excuse me, some of the students were talking after class yesterday.
We kind of feel that the class would be better if you could give us more

practice in conversation and less on grammar.

You:

Student: O.K., it was only a suggestion.
9. You are at a friend’s house for lunch.
Friend: How about another piece of cake?

You:

Friend: Come on, just a little piece?

You:
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10. A friend invites you to dinner, but you really don’t like this friend’s

husband/wife.
Friend: How about coming to my house Sunday night?

We’re having a small dinner party.

You:

Friend: Well...maybe next time.

11. You’ve been working in an advertising company now for some time. The
boss offers you an increase in salary and a better position, but you have to

move to another town. You don’t want to go. Today, the boss calls you into

his office.

Boss: I’d like to offer you an executive position in our new office in Seattle. It’s a

great town — only 3 hours from here by airplane!

And, your salary will increase with the new position.

You:

Boss: Well...maybe you should think about it some more before turning it down.

12. You are at the office in a meeting with your boss. It is getting close to the end

of the day and you want to leave the office.

Boss: Ifit’s okay with you, I’d like to spend an extra hour or two tonight so that we

can finish up with this work. Can you stay a little longer at the office?

You:.
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Boss: Well, that’s too bad. I was hoping you could stay.

Thank you for your contributions.

Yasemin AKSOYALP
MA student.

ELT Department
Faculty of Education

Eastern Mediterranean University.
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APPENDIX C
SOYLEM TAMAMLAMA ANKETI
Yasimz: Cinsiyetiniz: K( )/E( )

1. Bir kitap magazasinin sahibisiniz. En iyi elemanlarinizdan biri sizinle 6zel

olarak konusmak istiyor.

Eleman: Bildiginiz gibi burada bir seneden uzun bir siiredir ¢alistyorum ve
calismamdan memnun oldugunuzu biliyorum. Ben de burada ¢aligmaktan ¢ok
memnunum. Ancak diirlist olmam gerekirse, maasimda gercekten bir artisa

ithtiyacim var.

Siz:

Eleman: O zaman sanirim bagka bir i aramam gerekecek.

2. Bir iiniversitede iiciincii simif 6grencisisiniz. Derslere diizenli olarak devam
ediyor ve iyi notlar allyorsunuz. Simif arkadaslarinizdan biri siirekli dersleri

kaciriyor ve sizden ders notlarimiz istiyor.

Smif arkadasiniz: Hay Allah! Yarin bir simavimiz var ama gecen haftanin ders
notlar1 bende yok. Senden bunu istedigim i¢in lizgiinim ama

ders notlarmi bir kere daha bana 6diing verebilir misin?

Siz:

Smif arkadasmiz: Peki, sanirim baskasindan istemek zorundayim.
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3. Biiyiik bir basim evinin miidiiriisiiniiz. Basim makineleri satan bir sirketin

satis elemamn sizi Istanbul’un en pahal lokantalarindan birine davet ediyor.

Satis elemani: Sizinle daha 6nce birkag kez goriismiistiik. Sirketimizin matbaa
makinesini alacaginizi umuyorum. Bir anlagsma imzalamak i¢in

Hilton’da benim misafirim olur musunuz?

Siz:

Satis elemant: O halde baska bir zaman.

4. Cok biiyiik bir yazihm sirketinin iist diizey yoneticisiniz. Bir giin patronunuz

sizi odasina cagirr.

Patronunuz: Oniimiizdeki Pazar esim ve ben, evimizde kiigiik bir parti veriyoruz.
Biliyorum Pazar’a ¢ok kalmadi ama iist diizey yoneticilerimin

hepsinin esleriyle orada olacaklarini umuyorum.

Siz:

Patron: Bu ¢ok kotii oldu. Herkesin orada olacagini umuyordum.

5. Bir arkadasimizin evinde televizyon seyrediyorsunuz. Arkadasiniz size yiyecek

hafif bir seyler ikram ediyor.

Siz: Hayir, tesekkiir ederim. Zaten biitiin glin yiyorum ve bundan gergekten

rahatsiz oluyorum. Artik elbiselerim bile olmuyor.
Arkadasiniz: Neden sana bahsettigim su yeni diyeti denemiyorsun?

Siz:
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Arkadasiniz: Yine de denemelisin.

6. Patronunuz, sizden Kkendisine bir rapor getirmenizi istedi. Masanizin
iizerindeki dagmikhk yiiziinden raporu bulamiyorsunuz ve bu esnada

patronunuz iceri giriyor.

Patron: Belki biraz daha diizenli olmaya ¢aligmalisin. Ben her zaman yapmam
gereken seyleri unutmamak icin kiiglik notlar alirim. Belki sen de

denemelisin.

Siz:

Patron: Peki, sadece bir fikirdi.

7. Eve geliyorsunuz ve evi temizleyen yardimcimizin ¢ok iizgiin oldugunu

gorityorsunuz. Kosarak size geliyor.

Temizlik¢i: Aman Allah’im! Cok iizgiinim. Cok kotii bir kaza oldu. Temizlik
yaparken masaya carptim ve sizin porselen Cin vazonuz diisiip kirildi.

Gergekten ¢ok iizgiiniim. Parasini 6deyeyim.

Siz:  (Yardimcinizin ii¢ ¢cocuga bakmak zorunda oldugunu biliyorsunuz).

Temizlik¢i: Hayir, 6dersem vicdanen daha rahat olurum.
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8. Bir iiniversitede Ingilizce dersleri veriyorsunuz. Doénemin neredeyse

ortasindasimiz. Ogrencilerinizden biri sizinle konusmak istiyor.

Ogrenci: Affedersiniz, diin dersten sonra birka¢ 6grenci konusuyorduk. Biz
diistindiik de eger konusmaya daha ¢ok agirlik verip dilbilgisi (gramer)

konularmin tistiinde daha az durursaniz, bizce dersler daha iyi gececek.

Siz:

Ogrenci: Tamam, hocam. Sadece bir neriydi.
9. Ogle yemegi icin bir arkadasimizin evindesiniz.
Arkadasiniz: Biraz daha kek alir misin?

Siz:

Arkadasiniz: Aman canim, sadece kiiciik bir parca?

Siz:

10. Bir arkadasimiz sizi aksam yemegine davet ediyor, ama arkadasimizin esini

hi¢ sevmiyorsunuz.

Arkadasmiz: Pazar aksami bize yemege gelmeye ne dersin? Ufak bir parti

veriyoruz.

Siz:
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Arkadasiniz: Peki, belki bir bagska zaman.

11. Bir siiredir bir reklam sirketinde calisiyorsunuz. Patronunuz, size maas
artis1 ve bir terfi teklif ediyor, ama bunun icin baska bir sehre tasinmak
zorundasimiz. Oysa siz baska bir sehre gitmek istemiyorsunuz. Bugiin

patronunuz sizi odasina cagiryor.

Patronunuz: Istanbul’daki yeni biiromuz igin size yoneticilik pozisyonu dnermek
istiyorum. Cok giizel bir sehir, buradan ucakla sadece bir saat
stiriiyor. Ve kabul etmeniz durumunda yeni bir terfi ile maasinizda

da bir artis olacak.

Siz:

Patronunuz: Peki, ama yine de reddetmeden 6nce biraz daha diisiinmelisiniz.

12. Patronunuzla ofiste bir toplantidasimiz. Mesai bitmek iizere ve siz de gitmek

istiyorsunuz.

Patronunuz: Eger size de uygunsa, bu gece bir ya da iki saat kalip bu isi bitirmek

isterim.

Siz:

Patronunuz: Bu ¢ok kétii oldu. Kalabilecegini umuyordum.

156



Katkilariniz icin tesekkiir ederim.

Yasemin AKSOYALP.
Yiiksek Lisans Ogrencisi
Ingiliz Dili Egitimi Béliimii
Egitim Fakiiltesi

Dogu Akdeniz Universitesi

E-posta: yaksoyalp@gmail.com.
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APPENDIX D

Researcher: Yasemin AKSOYALP.
Project Description:

This is a thesis study which is going to be submitted in partial fulfillment of the
requirements for the degree of Master of Arts of English Language Teaching
Department, Eastern Mediterranean University. The purpose of this study is to
investigate the strategies used by the Turkish-speaking EFL learners while

performing the speech act of refusal and search for evidences of pragmatic transfer.
Procedures:

If you agree to participate, you will fill out the attached discourse completion task. It
will take you approximately 20 minutes to complete the discourse completion task.
In this task, you are kindly requested to write a response in the blank after “you” in
the dialogue. Please pay attention to the role given to you and respond as you would

in actual conversation, using the actual words you think you might use.
Study withdrawal:

Participation in this study is voluntary.

Confidentiality:

The data will be used for research purposes only. All your responses will be held in

strict confidence.

If you are interested in the results of this study, please feel free to contact me after

January 2009 at:

Yasemin AKSOYALP.

ELT Department

Faculty of Education

Eastern Mediterranean University
E-mail: yaksoyalp@gmail.com

I have read and understood the foregoing description of the study. I agree to
participate in this study.

Name:
Signature:
Date:
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APPENDIX E

Calismay yiiriiten: Yasemin AKSOYALP.

Calismamin Tammm: Bu ¢alisma, Dogu Akdeniz Universitesi Ingiliz Dili Egitimi
Bolimii Yiiksek Lisans programinda vyiiriittiigiim tez c¢alismami igermektedir.
Calismanin  amaci, anadili Tiirkge olan ve Ingilizce 6grenen &grencilerin
kullandiklar1 ‘reddetme’ s6z eylemi stratejilerini saptamak ve edimbilimsel aktarim

olup olmadigin1 bulmaktur.

Uygulama: So6zii edilen calismaya katilmay1 kabul ettiginiz takdirde, ekteki sdylem
tamamlama anketini doldurmaniz istenmektedir. Anketi tamamlamaniz yaklasik
yirmi dakikanizi alacaktir. Ankette yer alan diyaloglarda, size ayrilan bosluga en
uygun cevabi yazmaniz beklenmektedir. Bunun i¢in liitfen belirtilen durumlarda size
verilen ‘rolii’ dikkate alarak ve ‘gercek’ bir konugsmada cevaplayacagmiz bigimde

yanitlar vermeye ¢alisiniz. Yanitlarmiz bir veya birden fazla ctimle icerebilir.

Caliymadan cekilme: Bu ¢alismaya katiliminiz isteginize baghdir.

Gizlilik: Toplanan veri sadece arastirma amagh kullanilacaktir.

Yiiriitiilen arastirmanin sonuglar1 hakkinda bilgi edinmek isterseniz, Ocak 2009’dan
sonra iletisime gecebilirsiniz:

Yasemin AKSOYALP.

Ingiliz Dili Egitimi Boliimii

Egitim Fakiiltesi

Dogu Akdeniz Universitesi

E-posta: yaksoyalp@gmail.com.

Yukarida yer alan bilgileri okudum ve ¢alismaya katilmay1 kabul ediyorum.
Adr:

Soyadt:

Imza:

Tarih:
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APPENDIX F

Dear participants,

I am doing my MA degree in English Language Teaching Department at Eastern
Mediterranean University. | am carrying out a study which aims to investigate the
strategies used by Turkish learners of English while performing the speech act of
refusal and search for evidence of pragmatic transfer in their refusals. You are kindly
requested to fill out the questionnaire carefully and accurately. Your answers will be

kept confidential and used for research purposes only.

Thank you very much for your cooperation and help.

BACKGROUND INFORMATION

Year: Freshman ( ) Sophomore ( ) Junior ( ) Senior ( )

Gender: Male () Female ()

Nationality: T.R. ( ) T.R.IN.C. ( ) Other (please specify):

Type of school you graduated from:

College ( ) Vocational High School ( )  Anatolian High School ( )
General High School ( ) Commerce High School ( )

Other (please specify):

Have you ever been to an English-speaking country?
No( ) Yes( )

If yes, how long did you stay there?

Do you speak language(s) other than Turkish and English?
No( ) Yes( )

If yes, please specify
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DIRECTIONS:

Please read the following twelve situations. After you read the description, write a

response in the space after ‘you’ in the dialogue. Please pay attention to the role
given to you and respond as you would do in an actual conversation, using the actual

words you think you might use.

1. You are the owner of a bookstore. One of your best workers asks to speak to

you in private.

Worker:  As you know, I have been here just a little over a year now, and I know
you’ve been pleased with my work. I really enjoy working here, but to

be quite honest, I really need an increase in pay.

You:

Worker: Well... then I guess I’1l have to look for another job.

2. You are a junior at a university. You attend classes regularly and take good

notes. Your classmate often misses class and asks you for the lecture notes.

Classmate: Oh God! We have an exam tomorrow but I don’t have notes from last
week. I am sorry to ask you this, but could you please lend me your

notes once again?

You:

Classmate: O.K., then I guess I’ll have to ask someone else.
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3. You are the president of a big printing company. A salesman from a printing
machine company invites you to one of the most expensive restaurants in

Istanbul.

Salesman: We have met several times now, I’'m hoping you will buy my
company’s printing machine. I was wondering if you would like to be

my guest at Hilton to sign the contract.

You:

Salesman: Perhaps we can meet another time.

4. You are a top executive secretary at a very large software company. One day

the boss calls you into his office.

Boss: Next Sunday my wife and I are having a little party at my house. I know
it’s sudden...but I’'m hoping all my top executives will be there with their

wives/husbands.

You:

Boss: That’s too bad. I was hoping everyone would be there.
5. You are at a friend’s house watching TV. Your friend offers you a snack.

You: Thanks, but no thanks. I’ve been eating all day and I feel just terrible. My

clothes don’t even fit me.
Friend: Hey, why don’t you try this new diet I’ve been telling you about?

You:
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Friend: Well, you should try it anyway.

6. Your boss just asked you to bring a report to him. You can’t find the report

on your desk because your desk is very disorganized. Your boss walks over.
Boss: You know, maybe you should try to organize yourself better.
I always write things down on a piece of paper so I don’t forget them.
Why don’t you try it?

You:

Boss: Well, it was only an idea anyway.

7. You arrive home and notice that your cleaning lady is extremely upset. She

comes rushing up to you.
Cleaning lady: Oh God, I’'m so sorry! I had a terrible accident.

While I was cleaning, I bumped into the table and your china vase

fell and broke. I feel very bad about it. I’ll pay for it.

You (Knowing that the cleaning lady is supporting three children):

Cleaning lady: No, I’d feel better if I paid for it.
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8. You teach English at a university. It is just about the middle of the semester

now. One of your students asks to speak to you.

Student: Ah, excuse me, some of the students were talking after class yesterday.
We kind of feel that the class would be better if you could give us more

practice in conversation and less on grammar.

You:

Student: O.K., it was only a suggestion.
9. You are at a friend’s house for lunch.
Friend: How about another piece of cake?

You:

Friend: Come on, just a little piece?

You:

10. A friend invites you to dinner, but you really don’t like this friend’s

husband/wife.
Friend: How about coming to my house Sunday night?
We’re having a small dinner party.

You:
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Friend: Well...maybe next time.

11. You’ve been working in an advertising company now for some time. The
boss offers you an increase in salary and a better position, but you have to

move to another town. You don’t want to go. Today, the boss calls you into

his office.

Boss: I’d like to offer you an executive position in our new office in Seattle. It’s a

great town — only 3 hours from here by airplane!

And, your salary will increase with the new position.

You:

Boss:  Well...maybe you should think about it some more before turning it

down.

12. You are at the office in a meeting with your boss. It is getting close to the end

of the day and you want to leave the office.

Boss: Ifit’s okay with you, I’d like to spend an extra hour or two tonight so that

we can finish up with this work. Can you stay a little longer at the office?

You:

Boss: Well, that’s too bad. I was hoping you could stay.
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Thank you very much for your contributions.

Yasemin AKSOYALP
MA student.

ELT Department
Faculty of Education

Eastern Mediterranean University.
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APPENDIX G

TAXONOMY OF REFUSALS

Direct
1.

2.

Performative (e. g., ‘I refuse’)
Nonperformative statement
a. ‘No’

b. Negative willingness/ability (‘I can’t’, ‘I don’t think so”)

Indirect

1.

2.

Statement of regret (e. g., ‘I’'m sorry ..., ‘I feel terrible ...”)

Wish (e. g., ‘I wish I could help you ...”)

Excuse, reason, explanation (e. g., ‘My children will be home that night’; ‘I

have a headache’)

Statement of alternative

a. Icando Xinstead of Y (e. g., ‘I’d rather ...°, ‘I’d prefer ...”)

b. Why don’t you do X instead of Y (e. g., “Why don’t you ask someone
else?’)

Set conditions for future or past acceptance (e. g., ‘If you had asked me

earlier, I would have ...”)

Promise of future acceptance (e. g., ‘I’'ll do it next time’, ‘I promise I’ll ...’,

or ‘Next time I’ll ...”; using ‘will’ or ‘promise’)

Statement of principle (e. g., ‘I never do business with friends’)

Statement of philosophy (e. g., ‘One can’t be too careful’)
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9. Attempt to dissuade interlocutor
a. Threat or statement of negative consequences to the requester
(e. g., ‘I won’t be any fun tonight’ to refuse an invitation)
b. Guilt trip (e. g., waitress to customers who want to sit a while: ‘I can’t
make a living off people who just order coffee’)
c. Criticize the request/requester, etc. (statement of negative feeling or
opinion); insult/attack (e. g., ‘Who do you think you are?’ ‘That’s a
terrible idea!’)
d. Request for help, empathy, and assistance by dropping or holding the
request (e.g., ‘Please try to understand the economic situation that our
company is undergoing now’)
e. Let interlocutor off the hook (e. g., ‘Don’t worry about it’, ‘That’s okay’,
‘You don’t have to”)
f. Self-defence (e. g., ‘I’m trying my best’, ‘I’'m doing all I can do’)
10. Acceptance that functions as a refusal

a. Unspecific or indefinite reply

b. Lack of enthusiasm (e.g., ‘I don’t want to eat that little piece.”)
11. Avoidance

11.1 Nonverbal

a. Silence

b. Hesitation

c. Do nothing

d. Physical departure

11.2 Verbal

a. Topic switch (e.g., ‘I’m interest in your special offer if you have any’)
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b. Joke
c. Repetition of part of request, etc. (e. g., ‘Monday?’)
d. Postponement (e. g., ‘I’ll think about it”)

e. Hedging (e. g., ‘Gee, [ don’t know’, ‘I’m not sure”)

Adjuncts to refusals

1.

9.

Statement of positive opinion/feeling or agreement (e. g., ‘That’s a good
idea...’; ‘I’d love to ...”)

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

. Pause fillers (e. g., ‘uhh’, ‘well’, ‘oh’, ‘uhm’)

Gratitude/appreciation (e.g., ‘Thank you very much, indeed’, ‘I appreciate

you hard work”)

. Passive negative willingness (e. g., ‘It will be difficult’)

Saying I tried/considered (e. g., ‘I already tried”)

Statement of solidarity (e. g., ‘As you and I have always known ...”)
Elaboration on the reason (e. g., ‘If I don’t show up on time, my wife will kill
me’)

Statement of relinquishment (e. g., ‘I can’t do anything about it”)

10. Asking a question (e. g., ‘Is it really effective?’)
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APPENDIX H

L1 DATA COLLECTION WORKSHEET

Step 1. Indicate a given refusal: ....... ..o
Step 2. Think about:
1. Speaker’sage and gender: .............ooiiiiiiiiiiiii i
2. Social statuses of the speaker and the addressee: ..........................
3. Speaker’s INteNtION: .......vveiiinieit it

Step 3. Provide a suitable CONteXt: ........coouiiiiiiiiiii i

Adapted from Martinez-Flor and Uso-Juan (2006).
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APPENDIX I

AWARENESS-RAISING QUESTIONS WORKSHEET

Pragmalinguistic questions:
1. What kinds of strategies did you find for the speech act of refusal?
2. Could you organise these strategies according to different types such as
direct, indirect or adjuncts to refusals?
Sociopragmatic questions:
1. Which different refusal strategies have you found depending on the degree of
familiarity that exists between the speakers?
2. Which different refusal strategies have you found depending on the degree of
speaker’s power over the hearer?
3. Which different refusal strategies have you found depending on the
imposition involved in the refusal?
4. Are factors such as age or gender important when selecting a particular

refusal strategy?

Adapted from Martinez-Flor and Uso-Juan (2006).
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APPENDIX J

A SAMPLE LIST OF REFUSALS GIVEN BY THE NSEs

Direct

3.

Performative (e. g., ‘I refuse’)

4. Nonperformative statement

c. ‘No’

d. Negative willingness/ability (‘I can’t’, ‘I don’t think so”)

Indirect

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

Statement of regret (e. g., ‘I’'m sorry ..., ‘I feel terrible ...”)

Wish (e. g., ‘I wish I could accept your invitation to dinner...”)

Excuse, reason, explanation (e. g., ‘We already have arrangements for the

weekend’, ‘I have made plans for this evening’)

Statement of alternative

c. Icando X instead of Y (e. g., ‘I’d rather ...’, ‘I’d prefer ...”)

d. Why don’t you do X instead of Y (e. g., ‘Why don’t you ask someone
else?’)

Set conditions for future or past acceptance (e. g., ‘If you had asked me

earlier, I would have ...”)

Promise of future acceptance (e. g., ‘I’'ll do it next time’, ‘I promise I’ll ...’,
or ‘Next time I'll ..., using ‘will’ or ‘promise’)
Statement of principle (e. g., ‘I never do business with friends’)

Statement of philosophy (e. g., ‘Accidents may happen’)
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20. Attempt to dissuade interlocutor

g. Threat or statement of negative consequences to the requester

(e. g., ‘I will just lose that piece of paper’)

h. Criticize the request/requester, etc. (statement of negative feeling or
opinion); insult/attack (e. g.,“That is not a good solution!”)

1. Request for help, empathy, and assistance by dropping or holding the
request (e.g., ‘Please try to understand the economic situation that our
company is undergoing now’)

J- Let interlocutor off the hook (e. g., ‘Don’t worry about it’, ‘That’s okay’,
‘You don’t have to”)

k. Self-defence (e. g., ‘I’m trying my best’, ‘I’'m doing all [ can do”)

21. Acceptance that functions as a refusal
e Lack of enthusiasm (e.g., ‘I don’t want to eat that little piece.”)
22. Avoidance

e Verbal

f.  Topic switch (e.g., ‘I’m interest in your special offer if you have any’)

g. Repetition of part of request, etc. (e. g., ‘Monday?’)

h. Postponement (e. g., ‘I’ll think about it’, ‘I think we can rearrange the
dinner at another time’)

1. Hedging (e. g., ‘Gee, I don’t know’, ‘I’'m not sure’, ‘I need to think about
your offer if it is possible’)

Adjuncts to refusals

11. Statement of positive opinion/feeling or agreement (e. g., ‘That’s a good

idea...’, ‘I’d love to ..., ‘I’d be delighted to attend the party...”)
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12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

Statement of empathy (e. g., ‘I have noticed that you need a raise in your
salary, but...”)

Pause fillers (e. g., “‘uhh’, ‘well’, ‘oh’, ‘uhm”)

Gratitude/appreciation (e.g., ‘Thank you very much, indeed’, ‘I appreciate
you hard work’, ‘Thank you very much for your kind invitation”)

Passive negative willingness (e. g., ‘It will be difficult”)

Saying I tried/considered (e. g., ‘I have already tried writing notes on papers’)

Asking a question (e. g., ‘Is it really effective?’)
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